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Abstract: DesertXpress Enterprises Inc. proposes the construction and operation of privately
financed, fully grade-separated, dedicated double track passenger-only railroad along an
approximately 200-mile corridor, from Victorville, California to Las Vegas, Nevada. Alternatives
evaluated in this Environmental impact Statement (EIS) include the Proposed Action and
alternatives for construction of a privately financed steel-on-wheel rail high-speed train, and a No
Action alternative (No-Project or No-Build). Two train technologies are being considered:
diesel/eleciric multiple unit (DEMU) or electric multiple unit (EMU) train sets. The DEMU train set
would be able to reach a maximum speed of 125 miles per hour (mph); the EMU would be able to
reach a maximum speed of 150 mph.



The need for a high-speed rail service system stems from several factors, including high and
increasing travel demand with limited increases in capacity on Interstate-15 (I-15), constraints to
the expansion of air travel, and frequent automobile accidents on the I-15 corridor. The
DesertXpress high-speed passenger train would provide reliable and safe passenger rail
transportation using proven high-speed rail technology that would be a convenient alternative to
automobile travel on I-15 or air travel to and from Las Vegas, and that would add transportation
capacity in the I-15 corridor. Potential environmental impacts of the alternatives include land use
and community effects, conversion of agricultural land, impacts on sensitive biological resources
and wetlands, visual impacts in scenic areas of the Mojave Desert, impacts on historic properties
and archaeological sites, impacts on parks and recreation resources, impacts to hydrological
resources, air quality effects, noise level impacts, energy effects, traffic impacts on I-15 and near
station locations, effects on utility and public service providers, impacts to geology and soils, and
impacts on hazardous material sites. Mitigation measures and strategies are described to avoid
or minimize potential impacts.

The Draft DesertXpress High-Speed Passenger Train Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
being made available to the public in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act for a
public review and comment period, ending Friday, May 22, 2009. Public hearings will be held as
shown below.

Las Vegas Area Barstow Area Victorville Area

April 28, 2009 April 29, 2009 April 30, 2009

5:30 p.m.-8:00 p.m 5:30 p.m.-8:00 p.m. | 5:30 p.m.-8:00 p.m.

Hampton Inn Tropicana | Ramada Inn Green Tree Golf Course Club House
4975 Dean Martin Drive | 1511 East Main St 14144 Green Tree Boulevard

Las Vegas, NV 89118 Barstow, CA 92311 | Victorville, CA 92395

Locations, dates, and times of hearings will also be posted on the Federal Railroad Administration
Web Site (www.fra.dot.gov), and notice will be mailed to interested parties and published in
newspapers of general circulation.

Comments on this EIS are due by Friday, May 22, 2009, and should be sent to the Federal
Railroad Administration by mail addressed to the:

Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jersey Avenue S.E. MS-20
Washington, DC 20590

Attn: DesertXpress EIS

Comment on the Draft DesertXpress High-Speed Train EIS must be received by Friday,
May 22, 2009.

Visit the Federal Railroad Administration Web Site [www.fra.dot.gov], where you may:

View and download the Draft EIS

Request a CD-ROM of the Draft EIS

Find a location near you to review a copy of the Draft EIS

Find the dates and information on planned hearings and meetings

Printed copies of the Draft EIS have been placed in the following locations:

Victorville City Library Barstow Library Las Vegas Library
15011 Circle Drive 304 East Buena Vista 833 Las Vegas Blvd. North
Victorville, CA 92395 Barstow, CA 92311 Las Vegas, NV 89101

To conserve resources this document was printed on 100% recycled paper. Please recycle the
paper again once you have finished with it and no longer need a copy.
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ES Executive Summary

ES-1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

DesertXpress Enterprises, LLC (Applicant) proposes to construct and operate a privately
financed interstate high-speed passenger train between Victorville, California and Las
Vegas, Nevada The Applicant proposes to construct a fully grade-separated, dedicated
double track passenger-only railroad along an approximately 200-mile corridor that
would generally follow the 1-15 freeway and existing railroad corridors/rights-of-way! The
project would also include construction of a passenger station in Victorville, California, a
passenger station in Las Vegas, Nevada, a maintenance and operation facility in
Victorville, an overnight maintenance and storage facility in the Las Vegas area and
associated ancillary facilities needed to maintain and operate the proposed rail line.

ES-2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the privately financed project is to provide reliable and safe passenger rail
transportation using proven high-speed rail technology between Southern California
(Victorville) to Las Vegas that is a convenient alternative to automobile travel on the
Interstate-15 freeway (1-15), or air travel to and from Las Vegas, and that adds
transportation capacity in the 1-15 corridor.

The need for a high-speed rail service stems from several factors: high and increasing
travel demand amidst lagging capacity on the I-15 corridor, frequent accidents in the 1-15
corridor, and constraints to expansion of air travel. A more extensive discussion of the
proposed action’s purpose and need is provided in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need.

ES-3 ALTERNATIVES

The action alternatives considered in this EIS have been categorized into two primary sets:
Alternative A and Alternative B. These are based on potential alignment routings for the
200 mile corridor. For analytical purposes in this EIS, each of the alignments is divided
into segments. Figure ES-1 shows the location of the action alternatives. FRA’s intent in
organizing the document in this manner is to allow for lead

1 The use any private railroad rights-of-way would be subject to approval by owner railroads. STB approval of
the Project would not convey the authority to force any private railroad to sell, lease, or otherwise allow
DesertXpress to use the right-of-way of an existing railroad.
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Draft EIS ES-3 Alternatives

and cooperating agencies to “mix and match” various segments in composing a preferred
alternative.

= Alternative A consists primarily of rail alignment segments that would be
within the median of the 1-15 freeway.

= Alternative B consists primarily of rail alignment segments that would be
within the fenced area of the I-15 freeway, adjacent to automobile travel
lanes.

The action alternatives would also include one of each of the following permanent physical
facilities in addition to the rail alignment. As discussed below, this EIS examines multiple
site options for these facilities. Similar to the consideration of rail segments noted above,
FRA's intent is to allow for the lead and cooperating agencies to compose their preferred
alternative by incorporating one each of the following permanent physical facilities. With
very few exceptions (noted in detailed discussions below), these physical facilities can
connect to all rail alignment segments.

« Victorville passenger station: Two site options (Site 1 and Site 2)
immediately west of the 1-15 freeway are under consideration.

« Victorville Operations, Maintenance, and Storage Facility (OMSF):
Two site options (OMSF 1 and OMSF 2) immediately west of the 1-15 freeway
are under consideration.

« Maintenance of Way (MOW) facility: One site option is under
consideration adjacent to the 1-15 freeway near the community of Baker.

. Las Vegas area Maintenance and Storage Facility (MSF): Three site
options (Sloan Road MSF, Wigwam Avenue MSF, and Robindale Avenue MSF)
are under consideration.

. Las Vegas area passenger station: Four site options are under
consideration in Clark County/City of Las Vegas: Southern Station, Central
Station A, Central Station B, and Downtown Station.

The Applicant has proposed two possible train technologies (referred to as “technology
options™), each fully applicable to any set of the action alternatives: a diesel-electric
multiple unit train (DEMU) or an electric multiple unit train (EMU). The two technology
options would have similar right-of-way width requirements and largely the same
construction footprint. However, the EMU option would also include overhead catenary
wires and supports (located along the length of the rail alignment) three electrical
substations (one at an OMSF, one at the MOW, and one at an MSF), and approximately
seventeen transformers (each located on 4000 to 5000 square foot parcels at 10 mile
intervals along the rail corridor). The EMU option would also require three electrical
utility connections from the existing electrical grid, one in Victorville, one in Baker, and
one near Sloan.
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See Chapter 2, Alternatives, for a more complete discussion of project features.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not involve the construction and operation of the high-
speed train and associated facilities described above under the proposed Action
Alternatives. The No Action Alternative is being studied as the baseline for comparison
with the proposed action alternatives. The No Action Alternative would include existing
access to Las Vegas via highway (1-15) and airport (McCarran International [LAS]) access.
The No Action Alternative analyzes the system physical characteristics and capacity as
they exist at the time of the EIS (2006-2009) and where possible to anticipate at the
planning horizon year 2030, including planned and funded improvements that would be
in place by 2030.

Applicant’s Proposed Alternative

The Applicant’s proposed alternative, pending the results of the environmental analysis, is
comprised of a mix of segments from Alternative A and B alignments. The proposed
action includes the following segments:

1: Victorville to Lenwood

2A/B, 2A: Lenwood to Yermo

3B: Yermo to Mountain Pass

4A: Mountain Pass to Primm via southerly alignment across Nipton Road
5B: Primm to Sloan

6B: Sloan to Southern, Central A, Central B Stations

7B: (Only if Downtown Station is selected) Twain Avenue to Downtown Station via
I-15 corridor.

Similar to the other action alternatives noted above, the applicant’s alternative would
originate at one of the two Victorville station alternatives and terminate at one of the four
Las Vegas station alternatives and would also include maintenance facilities in Victorville,
Baker, and Clark County. All of these components are analyzed in detail within Chapter 3
of this EIS.

ES-4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Tables ES -1 through ES 7 summarize by project segment the impacts of the action
alternatives, including all permanent facilities, and the No Action Alternative.

Table ES-8 summarizes and compares the environmental effects unique to the two
technology options (DEMU and EMU).
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The information contained in the following tables is derived from the information,
analysis and conclusions contained in this EIS and supporting appendices.
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Table ES-1: Comparison of Segment 1 Segment 1 Rail Victorville Victorville Victorville Victorville No Action
Alternatives Alignment and Station Site 1 OMSF Site 1 Station Site 2 OMSF Site 2 Alternative
Associated TCAs
Land Use & Community Impacts
Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses High within I-15 Medium Medium High High High
corridor, Low outside
Compatibility with Land Use Plans High within I-15 Medium-High Medium-High High, except High, except High
corridor, Low outside for Low for Low
(residential) (residential)
Number of housing units displaced 0 0 0 0 0 Unknown
Extent of community disruption/severance None expected None expected | None expected | None expected | None expected None expected
Number of environmental justice (EJ) Would cross 2 EJ Within EJ Within EJ Within 1 mile of | Within 1 mile of | Expected to be
communities crossed by or within 1 mile of census blocks census block census block 2 1 similar to Segment
facilities (minority and poverty) (minority) (minority) 1 rail alignment

Growth

Estimated permanent employment

NA

361 to 463 permanent jobs in the Victorville Station

None expected

and OMSF regardless of location
Removal of obstacles to growth None expected None expected | None expected | None expected | None expected None expected
Extent of effects to TOD potential Beneficial effect Beneficial effect Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial None expected
effect effect effect
Extent of effects to economic vitality Construction period Beneficial construction and operational employment None expected
employment effects similar for all station/OMSF sites
Farmlands & Agriculture
Acres of Directly Impacted Farmland 0 0 0 0 0 0 expected
Acres of Indirectly Impacted Farmland 0 0 0 0 0 0 expected
Potential Severance of Grazing Allotment Yes; would traverse a All Victorville station/OMSF site options are on land identified as a None expected
BLM grazing grazing allotment but are immediately adjacent to I-15 freeway,
allotment minimizing severance potential
Utilities & Emergency Services
Exceed capacity of utility or service systems:
Electricity and Gas No demand No No No No Not expected

associated, unless
EMU selected
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Table ES-1: Comparison of Segment 1 Segment 1 Rail Victorville Victorville Victorville Victorville No Action
Alternatives Alignment and Station Site 1 OMSF Site 1 Station Site 2 OMSF Site 2 Alternative
Associated TCAs
Water Supply No demand No No No No Not expected
associated
Sewage/Wastewater No demand No No No No Not expected
associated
Stormwater Would require New conveyances would be required at all Not expected
connections to station/maintenance sites in Victorville
existing and/or new
facilities
Solid Waste No generation No No No No Not expected
Police Services No No No No No Not expected
Fire/Emergency Services (Assumed No) (Assumed No) | (Assumed No) | (Assumed No) | (Assumed No) Not expected
Potential conflict with existing utility Yes, but conflicts can Yes, but Yes, but Yes, but Yes, but Assumed yes, and
distribution systems be mitigated conflicts can be conflicts can conflicts can conflicts can that conflicts can
mitigated be mitigated be mitigated be mitigated be mitigated
Traffic & Transportation
Result in substantial traffic increases:
Freeway Mainlines Between Victorville and 1-40, traffic reduction associated with either DEMU or EMU levels of LOS would
traffic would reduce freeway volumes and positively affect LOS degrade from D to
F between

Victorville and 1-40

Station Area Intersections

NA

Delays would
worsen at 4
intersections

Same as
Station Site 1

Delays would
worsen at 2
intersections

Same as
Station Site 2

None expected
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Table ES-1: Comparison of Segment 1 Segment 1 Rail Victorville Victorville Victorville Victorville No Action
Alternatives Alignment and Station Site 1 OMSF Site 1 Station Site 2 OMSF Site 2 Alternative
Associated TCAs
Visual Resources
Extent of consistency with BLM VRM Somewhat consistent All station and OMSF site options would be Consistent if
Objectives within 1-15 corridor; somewhat consistent impacts remain in
not consistent outside existing corridor
[-15 corridor
Effect to FHWA Visual Quality/Sensitivity With In I-15 corridor, All station and OMSF site options would be Consistent if
Project quality would be somewhat consistent impacts remain in
reduced from existing corridor
moderate to low.
Outside corridor,
quality would be
reduced from
mod/high to mod/low
Cultural & Paleontological
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 16 2 5 1 6 Assumed to be
Archaeological Resources Directly Affected same as Segment
1 - about 16
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 0 0 0 0 0 Assumed to be
Archaeological Resources Indirectly Affected same as Segment
1-about0
Number of Historic Architectural Resources 0 0 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Directly/Indirectly Affected
Hydrology & Water Quality
Linear feet of impact to water resources 2491 0 12 0 2581 Assumed similar
to Segment 1 -
about 2490
Acres within a 100-year floodplain 2.8 135 1.9 0 0 Assumed similar
to Segment 1 -
about 2.8
Result in substantial drainage pattern No No No No Yes but can be Not expected
alteration mitigated
March 2009 Draft EIS
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Table ES-1: Comparison of Segment 1 Segment 1 Rail Victorville Victorville Victorville Victorville No Action
Alternatives Alignment and Station Site 1 OMSF Site 1 Station Site 2 OMSF Site 2 Alternative
Associated TCAs
Estimated peak stormwater discharge (cubic NA 227 Mostly 243 Mostly NA
feet/second) unpaved; not unpaved; not
quantified quantified

Geology & Soils
Expected likelihood of Surface Fault Rupture High High High High High High
Expected likelihood of ground shaking High High High High High High
Expected difficulty of excavation Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Expected likelihood of landslides Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Hazardous Materials
Number of properties of environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0
concern
Air Quality & Global Climate Change
Exceed a state or federal standard? No No No No No Not expected
Result in CO Hotspot? No No No No No No
Expected adverse construction period impact? No No No No No No
Noise & Vibration
Expected number of impacts under FRA 3 for EMU, 4 DEMU NA NA NA NA None expected
criteria
Expected number of severe impacts under 0 for EMU, 1 for NA NA NA NA None expected
FRA criteria DEMU
Expected number of vibration impacts 0 0 0 0 0 None expected

Energy

Result in Significant Change in Energy

Analysis examined project as a whole, examining DEMU vs EMU vs. No Action. See

Consumption? DEMU/EMU comparison table for discussion.
Biological Resources
Impose Barrier to wildlife movement Yes, outside I-15 No No No No No new barriers
corridor
Number of stream crossings 24 0 0 2 2 No new crossings
Sensitive plant community acreage affected
Permanent 0 0 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0 0 Assumed 0
March 2009 Draft EIS
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Table ES-1: Comparison of Segment 1 Segment 1 Rail Victorville Victorville Victorville Victorville No Action
Alternatives Alignment and Station Site 1 OMSF Site 1 Station Site 2 OMSF Site 2 Alternative
Associated TCAs
Desert Tortoise habitat acreage affected
Permanent 159 93 924 1145 195.2 0
Temporary 832.1 0 0 0 0 0
Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat acreage
affected
Permanent 198.5 85.1 22.6 105.2 339.7 0
Temporary 803.3 0 0 0 0 0
Potential to result in direct
mortality/loss/disturbance to:
Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard Yes No No No No No
Nesting raptors/migratory birds Yes No No No No No
Banded Gila Monster No No No No No No
Burrowing Owls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Roosting Bats Yes, at bridge Yes, rock No No No No
crossings outcrop
American Badger Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Desert Bighorn Sheep No No No No No No
Clark County MSHCP Covered Reptiles No No No No No No
Acres of Special Management Lands Lost 0 0 0 0 0 0
Section 4(f)
Number of Section 4(f) properties used
Park and Recreation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cultural Resources 2 0 0 0 0 0
March 2009 Draft EIS
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Table ES-2: Comparison of Segment 2
Alternatives

Segment 2A/2B, 2A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 2A/2B, 2B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

No Action Alternative

Land Use & Community Impacts

Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses High within 1-15 corridor, High within I-15 corridor, High
Low near Barstow, Low to High near commercial
medium near Yermo uses, Low near Barstow,
Low near residential uses
Compatibility with Land Use Plans High within 1-15 corridor, Medium-High High
Low outside

Number of housing units displaced 0 0 Unknown
Extent of community disruption/severance Linear division through Linear division through None expected

Lenwood and Yermo Lenwood

Number of environmental justice(EJ) communities
crossed by or within 1 mile of facilities

Within 1 mile of 4 EJ
census blocks
(minority/poverty)

Within 1 mile of 4 EJ
census blocks
(minority/poverty)

Expected to be similar to
Segment 1 rail alignment

Growth
Estimated permanent employment NA NA None expected
Removal of obstacles to growth None expected None expected None expected
Extent of effects to TOD potential None None None expected
Extent of effects to economic vitality Construction period Beneficial construction None expected
employment and operational
employment effects
similar for all

station/OMSF sites
Farmlands & Agriculture
Acres of Directly Impacted Farmland 3.37 acres 3.37 acres 0 expected
Acres of Indirectly Impacted Farmland 6.75 acres 6.75 acres 0 expected
Potential Severance of Grazing Allotment No No None expected

Utilities & Emergency Services

Exceed capacity of utility or service systems:
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Table ES-2: Comparison of Segment 2
Alternatives

Segment 2A/2B, 2A Rail
Alighment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 2A/2B, 2B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

No Action Alternative

Electricity and Gas

No demand associated,
unless EMU selected

No demand associated,
unless EMU selected

Not expected

Water Supply

No demand associated

No demand associated

Not expected

Sewage/Wastewater

No demand associated

No demand associated

Not expected

Stormwater

Would require connections
to new conveyance
facilities

Would require
connections to existing
and/or new conveyance

facilities

Not expected

Solid Waste

No generation

No generation

Not expected

Police Services

Barstow Police
Department concern of
train derailment
emergency

Barstow Police
Department concern of
train derailment
emergency

Not expected

Fire/Emergency Services

(Assumed No)

(Assumed No)

Not expected

Potential conflict with existing utility distribution
systems

Yes, but conflicts can be
mitigated

Yes, but conflicts can be
mitigated

Assumed yes, and that
conflicts can be mitigated

Traffic & Transportation

Result in substantial traffic increases:

Freeway Mainlines

Between 1-40 and the California-Nevada state line,
traffic reduction associated with either DEMU or EMU
levels of traffic would reduce freeway volumes and
positively affect LOS

LOS would degrade from
D to F between Victorville
and 1-40

Station Area Intersections

NA

NA

None expected

Visual Resources

Extent of consistency with BLM VRM Objectives

Somewhat consistent in
undeveloped and
developed areas.

Somewhat consistent in
undeveloped and
developed areas.

Consistent if impacts
remain in existing corridor
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Table ES-2: Comparison of Segment 2
Alternatives

Segment 2A/2B, 2A Rail
Alighment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 2A/2B, 2B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

No Action Alternative

Effect to FHWA Visual Quality/Sensitivity With
Project

In undeveloped areas,
quality decreased from
moderate/high to
moderate. Low/moderate
quality in developed

In undeveloped areas,
quality decreased from
moderate/high to
moderate. Near I-15,
quality decreased from

Consistent if impacts
remain in existing corridor

areas. moderate to low.

Cultural & Paleontological
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 20 24 Assumed to be same as
Archaeological Resources Directly Affected Segment 1 - about 16
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 3 7 Assumed to be same as
Archaeological Resources Indirectly Affected Segment 1 - about 0
Number of Historic Architectural Resources 0 0 Assumed 0
Directly/Indirectly Affected
Hydrology & Water Quality
Linear feet of impact to water resources 1128 11035 Assumed similar to

Segment 1 - about 2490
Acres within a 100-year floodplain 9.2 19.5 Assumed similar to

Segment 1 - about 2.8
Result in substantial drainage pattern alteration No No Not expected
Estimated peak stormwater discharge (cubic NA NA NA
feet/second)
Geology & Soils
Expected likelihood of Surface Fault Rupture High near Barstow, Low High near Barstow, Low High
near Yermo. near Yermo.
Expected likelihood of ground shaking High High High
Expected difficulty of excavation Moderate Moderate Moderate
Expected likelihood of landslides Moderate near Barstow, Moderate near Barstow, Moderate
Low near Yermo. Low near Yermo.
Hazardous Materials
Number of properties of environmental concern 4 6 0
Air Quality & Global Climate Change
March 2009 Draft EIS
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Table ES-2: Comparison of Segment 2
Alternatives

Segment 2A/2B, 2A Rail
Alighment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 2A/2B, 2B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

No Action Alternative

Exceed a state or federal standard? No No Not expected
Result in CO Hotspot? No No No
Expected adverse construction period impact? No No No

Noise & Vibration

Expected number of impacts under FRA criteria

57 for EMU, 77 for DEMU

60 for EMU, 83 for DEMU

None expected

Expected number of severe impacts under FRA
criteria

31 for EMU, 41 for DEMU

35 for EMU, 46 for DEMU

None expected

Expected number of vibration impacts

19

23

None expected

Energy

Result in Significant Change in Energy
Consumption?

Analysis examined project as a whole, examining DEMU vs EMU vs. No Action.

See DEMU

/EMU comparison table for discussion.

Biological Resources

Impose Barrier to wildlife movement No No No new barriers
Number of stream crossings 16 12 No new crossings
Sensitive plant community acreage affected
Permanent 0 0 Assumed 0
Temporary 4.6 acres of Mesquite 0 Assumed 0
Shrubland
Desert Tortoise habitat acreage affected
Permanent 174.1 152.5 0
Temporary 740.2 585.2 0
Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat acreage affected
Permanent 23.2 40.3 0
Temporary 872 319.4 0
Potential to result in direct mortality/loss/disturbance
to:
Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard Yes, near Mojave River No No
Nesting raptors/migratory birds Yes Yes No
Banded Gila Monster No No No
Burrowing Owls Yes Yes No
March 2009 Draft EIS

ES-14




DesertXpress
Draft EIS

Executive Summary

ES-4 Summary of Environmental Effects

Table ES-2: Comparison of Segment 2
Alternatives

Segment 2A/2B, 2A Rail
Alighment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 2A/2B, 2B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

No Action Alternative

Roosting Bats Yes, in caves and mines Yes, in caves and mines No
American Badger Yes Yes Yes
Desert Bighorn Sheep No No No
Clark County MSHCP Covered Reptiles No No No
Acres of Special Management Lands Lost 60.9 acres of Superior- 60.7 acres of Superior- 0
Cronese Desert Tortoise Cronese Desert Tortoise
Critical Habitat Critical Habitat
Section 4(f)
Number of Section 4(f) properties used
Park and Recreation 0 0 0
Cultural Resources 6 7 0
March 2009 Draft EIS
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Table ES-3 Comparison of Segment 3

Segment 3A Rail

Segment 3B Rail

Baker Maintenance of

No Action Alternative

Alternatives Alignment and Alignment and Way Facility
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs

Land Use & Community Impacts

Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses High within 1-15 corridor, High within 1-15 corridor, High High
Low outside Low outside

Compatibility with Land Use Plans High within 1-15 corridor, Medium-High Medium-High High
Low outside

Number of housing units displaced 0 0 0 Unknown

Extent of community disruption/severance

None expected

None expected

None expected

None expected

Number of environmental justice (EJ) communities

Would cross 3 EJ census

Would cross 3 EJ census

Outside any EJ census

Expected to be similar to

crossed by or within 1 mile of facilities blocks (minority and blocks (minority and block Segment 1 rail alignment
poverty) poverty)
Growth
Estimated permanent employment NA NA 8 employees None expected
Removal of obstacles to growth None expected None expected None expected None expected
Extent of effects to TOD potential None None None None expected
Extent of effects to economic vitality Construction period Construction period Beneficial construction and None expected
employment employment operational employment
effects
Farmlands & Agriculture
Acres of Directly Impacted Farmland 0 0 0 0 expected
Acres of Indirectly Impacted Farmland 0.31 acres 0 0 0 expected
Potential Severance of Grazing Allotment No, Adjacent to grazing No, Adjacent to grazing No, Adjacent to grazing None expected
lands lands lands

Utilities & Emergency Services
Exceed capacity of utility or service systems:

Electricity and Gas No demand associated, No demand associated, No Not expected

unless EMU selected unless EMU selected
Water Supply No demand associated No demand associated No Not expected
Sewage/Wastewater No demand associated No demand associated No Not expected
March 2009 Draft EIS
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Table ES-3 Comparison of Segment 3
Alternatives

Segment 3A Rail
Alighment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 3B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Baker Maintenance of
Way Facility

No Action Alternative

Stormwater Would require connections Would require connections | New conveyances would be Not expected
to existing and/or new to existing and/or new required
conveyance facilities conveyance facilities
Solid Waste No generation No generation No Not expected
Police Services No No No Not expected

Fire/Emergency Services

(Assumed No)

(Assumed No)

(Assumed No)

Not expected

Potential conflict with existing utility distribution

Yes, but conflicts can be

Yes, but conflicts can be

Yes, but conflicts can be

Assumed yes, and that

systems mitigated mitigated mitigated conflicts can be mitigated
Traffic & Transportation
Result in substantial traffic increases:

Freeway Mainlines Between I-40 and the California-Nevada state line, NA LOS would degrade from

traffic reduction associated with either DEMU or EMU D to F between
levels of traffic would reduce freeway volumes and Victorville and 1-40
positively affect LOS
Station Area Intersections NA NA NA None expected

Visual Resources

Extent of consistency with BLM VRM Objectives

Somewhat consistent in
I-15 corridor. Not
consistent near
wilderness areas in
Preserve.

Somewhat consistent in
I-15 corridor. Not
consistent near
wilderness areas in the
Mojave National
Preserve.

High level of contrast
with views from
Preserve.

Consistent if impacts
remain in existing
corridor

Effect to FHWA Visual Quality/Sensitivity With
Project

In Preserve, quality
reduced from high to

In Preserve, quality
reduced from high to

Consistent, as
constructed near I-15

Consistent if impacts
remain in existing

moderate. Outside moderate. Outside corridor. corridor
Preserve, quality Preserve, quality
reduced from reduced from
moderate/high to moderate/high to
moderate. moderate.
Cultural & Paleontological
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 19 40 0 Assumed to be same as

Archaeological Resources Directly Affected

Segment 1 - about 16
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Table ES-3 Comparison of Segment 3

Segment 3A Rail

Segment 3B Rail

Baker Maintenance of

No Action Alternative

Alternatives Alignment and Alignment and Way Facility
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 6 9 0 Assumed to be same as
Archaeological Resources Indirectly Affected Segment 1 - about 0
Number of Historic Architectural Resources 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Directly/Indirectly Affected
Hydrology & Water Quality
Linear feet of impact to water resources 4059 8192 0 Assumed similar to
Segment 1 - about 2490
Acres within a 100-year floodplain 0 2.7 0 Assumed similar to
Segment 1 - about 2.8
Result in substantial drainage pattern alteration No No No Not expected
Estimated peak stormwater discharge (cubic NA NA NA NA
feet/second)
Geology & Soils
Expected likelihood of Surface Fault Rupture High from Yermo to High from Yermo to High High
Baker, low from the east | Baker, low from the east
of Baker. of Baker.
Expected likelihood of ground shaking Low/moderate from Low/moderate from Low/Moderate High
Yermo to Baker, Yermo to Baker,
moderate from the east moderate from the east
of Baker. of Baker.
Expected difficulty of excavation Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Expected likelihood of landslides Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Hazardous Materials
Number of properties of environmental concern 2 2 0 0
Air Quality & Global Climate Change
Exceed a state or federal standard? No No No Not expected
Result in CO Hotspot? No No No No
Expected adverse construction period impact? No No No No
Noise & Vibration
Expected number of impacts under FRA criteria 0 0 0 None expected

March 2009

Draft EIS

ES-18




DesertXpress
Draft EIS

Executive Summary
ES-4 Summary of Environmental Effects

Table ES-3 Comparison of Segment 3

Segment 3A Rail

Segment 3B Rail

Baker Maintenance of

No Action Alternative

Alternatives Alignment and Alignment and Way Facility
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs

Expected number of severe impacts under FRA 0 0 0 None expected
criteria

Expected number of vibration impacts 0 0 0 None expected
Energy

Result in Significant Change in Energy Analysis examined project as a whole, examining DEMU vs EMU vs. No Action. See DEMU/EMU
Consumption? comparison table for discussion.

Biological Resources

Impose Barrier to wildlife movement No No No No new barriers
Number of stream crossings 105 117 1 No new crossings
Sensitive plant community acreage affected

Permanent 0 57.2 acres of Joshua 0 Assumed 0

Tree Woodland; 1.2
acres of Mesquite
Shrubland

Temporary 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Desert Tortoise habitat acreage affected

Permanent 7.6 620.5 0 0

Temporary 40.9 1852 0 0
Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat acreage affected

Permanent 0 0 0 0

Temporary 70.1 61.5 0 0
Potential to result in direct mortality/loss/disturbance to:

Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard No No No No

Nesting raptors/migratory birds No Yes Yes No

Banded Gila Monster No Yes No No

Burrowing Owls No Yes Yes No

Roosting Bats No Yes, in caves and mines No No

American Badger Yes Yes Yes Yes

Desert Bighorn Sheep No Yes No No

Clark County MSHCP Covered Reptiles No No No No
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Table ES-3 Comparison of Segment 3

Segment 3A Rail

Segment 3B Rail

Baker Maintenance of

No Action Alternative

Alternatives Alignment and Alignment and Way Facility
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs
Acres of Special Management Lands Lost 0 268.5 acres of Superior- 0 0
Cronese Desert Tortoise
Critical Habitat, 225.7
acres of lvanpah Desert
Tortoise Critical Habitat,
3.6 acres of Cronese
ACEC.
Section 4(f)
Number of Section 4(f) properties used
Park and Recreation 0 0 0 0
Cultural Resources 7 8 0 0
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Table ES-4: Comparison of Segment 4 Alternatives

Segment 4A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 4B Rail No Action Alternative
Alighment and

Associated TCAs

Land Use & Community Impacts

Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses Low within the Preserve Low High
Compatibility with Land Use Plans High-Low Medium-High High
Number of housing units displaced 0 0 Unknown
Extent of community disruption/severance None expected None expected None expected
Number of environmental justice (EJ) communities 2 1 2
crossed by or within 1 mile of facilities
Growth
Estimated permanent employment NA NA None expected
Removal of obstacles to growth None expected None expected None expected
Extent of effects to TOD potential None None None expected
Extent of effects to economic vitality Construction period Beneficial construction and None expected
employment operational employment

effects similar for all

station/OMSF sites
Farmlands & Agriculture
Acres of Directly Impacted Farmland 0 0 0 expected
Acres of Indirectly Impacted Farmland 0 0 0 expected
Potential Severance of Grazing Allotment None Yes; would traverse an None expected

allotment

Utilities & Emergency Services

Exceed capacity of utility or service systems:

Electricity and Gas

No demand associated,
unless EMU selected

No demand associated,
unless EMU selected

Not expected

Water Supply

No demand associated

No demand associated Not expected

Sewage/Wastewater

No demand associated

No demand associated Not expected
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Table ES-4: Comparison of Segment 4 Alternatives

Segment 4A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 4B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

No Action Alternative

Stormwater Would require connections | Would require connections Not expected
to existing and/or new to new facilities
facilities
Solid Waste No generation No generation Not expected
Police Services No No Not expected

Fire/Emergency Services

(Assumed No)

(Assumed No)

Not expected

Potential conflict with existing utility distribution systems

Yes, but conflicts can be
mitigated

Yes, but conflicts can be
mitigated

Assumed yes, and that
conflicts can be mitigated

Traffic & Transportation

Result in substantial traffic increases:

Freeway Mainlines

Between |-40 and the California-Nevada state line,
traffic reduction associated with either DEMU or EMU
levels of traffic would reduce freeway volumes and
positively affect LOS

LOS would degrade from D
to F between Victorville
and 1-40

Station Area Intersections

NA

NA

None expected

Visual Resources

Extent of consistency with BLM VRM Objectives

Not consistent within and
outside Clark Mountains.

Somewhat within and
outside Clark Mountains.

Consistent if impacts
remain in existing corridor

Effect to FHWA Visual Quality/Sensitivity With Project

Within Preserve, quality
reduced from high to
moderate. Moderate

quality outside the

Moderate quality in Clark
Mountains. High quality
outside Clark Mountains.

Consistent if impacts
remain in existing corridor

Preserve.
Cultural & Paleontological
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible Archaeological 7 8 Assumed to be same as
Resources Directly Affected Segment 1 - about 16
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible Archaeological 1 1 Assumed to be same as
Resources Indirectly Affected Segment 1 - about 0
Number of Historic Architectural Resources 0 0 Assumed 0
Directly/Indirectly Affected
March 2009 Draft EIS

ES-22




DesertXpress
Draft EIS

Executive Summary
ES-4 Summary of Environmental Effects

Table ES-4: Comparison of Segment 4 Alternatives

Segment 4A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 4B Rail No Action Alternative
Alignment and

Associated TCAs

Hydrology & Water Quality

Linear feet of impact to water resources 734 319 Assumed similar to
Segment 1 - about 2490

Acres within a 100-year floodplain 0 0 Assumed similar to

Segment 1 - about 2.8

Result in substantial drainage pattern alteration No No Not expected

Estimated peak stormwater discharge (cubic NA NA NA

feet/second)

Geology & Soils

Expected likelihood of Surface Fault Rupture High High High

Expected likelihood of ground shaking Low/Moderate Low/Moderate High

Expected difficulty of excavation Moderate High Moderate

Expected likelihood of landslides Moderate High Moderate

Hazardous Materials

Number of properties of environmental concern 1 0 0

Air Quality & Global Climate Change

Exceed a state or federal standard? No No Not expected

Result in CO Hotspot? No No No

Expected adverse construction period impact? No No No

Noise & Vibration

Expected number of impacts under FRA criteria 0 0 None expected

Expected number of severe impacts under FRA criteria 0 0 None expected

Expected number of vibration impacts 0 0 None expected

Energy

Result in Significant Change in Energy Consumption?

Analysis examined projec

t as a whole, examining DEMU vs EMU vs. No Action.

See DEMU/EMU comparison table for discussion.

Biological Resources

Impose Barrier to wildlife movement

Yes, outside I-15

Yes, outside I-15 No new barriers

Number of stream crossings

29

42

No new crossings
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Table ES-4: Comparison of Segment 4 Alternatives

Segment 4A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 4B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

No Action Alternative

Sensitive plant community acreage affected

Permanent 0.5 acres of Mesquite 0 Assumed 0
Shrubland
Temporary 0 0 Assumed 0
Desert Tortoise habitat acreage affected
Permanent 42.2 111.8 0
Temporary 371.7 500.3 0
Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat acreage affected
Permanent 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0
Potential to result in direct mortality/loss/disturbance to:
Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard No No No
Nesting raptors/migratory birds Yes Yes No
Banded Gila Monster Yes Yes No
Burrowing Owls Yes Yes No
Roosting Bats Yes, in caves and mines | Yes, in caves and mines No
American Badger Yes Yes Yes
Desert Bighorn Sheep Yes Yes No
Clark County MSHCP Covered Reptiles No No No
Acres of Special Management Lands Lost 20.4 acres of Ivanpah 0 0
Desert Tortoise Critical
Habitat, 13.8 acres of the
Mojave National Preserve
Section 4(f)
Number of Section 4(f) properties used
Park and Recreation 1 (Mojave National 0 0
Preserve)
Cultural Resources 0 0 0
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Table ES-5 Segment 5 Alternatives Comparison

Segment 5A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 5B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Las Vegas MSF Site 1
(Sloan Road)

No Action Alternative

Land Use & Community Impacts

Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses High High High High
Compatibility with Land Use Plans Low near limited Low near limited Low High

residential areas, Medium residential areas,

to high elsewhere* Medium to high
elsewhere*

Number of housing units displaced 0 0 0 Unknown
Extent of community disruption/severance None None None None expected
Number of environmental justice (EJ) communities 0 0 0 Expected to be similar to
crossed by or within 1 mile of facilities Segment 1 rail alignment
Growth
Estimated permanent employment None None 154 to 251 jobs from the None expected

station/maintenance
facility regardless of
location

Removal of obstacles to growth

None expected

None expected

None expected

None expected

Extent of effects to TOD potential None None None None expected
Extent of effects to economic vitality Slight adverse effects to Slight adverse effects to None None expected
Primm and Jean Primm and Jean
Farmlands & Agriculture
Acres of Directly Impacted Farmland None None None 0 expected
Acres of Indirectly Impacted Farmland None None None 0 expected
Potential Severance of Grazing Allotment None None None None expected
Utilities & Emergency Services
Exceed capacity of utility or service systems:
Electricity and Gas No demand associated, No demand associated, No Not expected
unless EMU selected unless EMU selected
Water Supply No No No Not expected
Sewage/Wastewater No No No Not expected
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Table ES-5 Segment 5 Alternatives Comparison

Segment 5A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 5B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Las Vegas MSF Site 1
(Sloan Road)

No Action Alternative

Stormwater No No No Not expected
Solid Waste No No No Not expected
Police Services No No No Not expected
Fire/Emergency Services New staff, equipment and New staff, equipment No Not expected

a new station

and a new station

Potential conflict with existing utility distribution
systems

Yes, but conflicts can be
mitigated

Yes, but conflicts can be
mitigated

Assumed yes, but
conflicts can be mitigated

Assumed yes, and that
conflicts can be mitigated

Traffic & Transportation

Result in substantial traffic increases:

Freeway Mainlines

DEMU or EMU options would reduce freeway volumes and positively affect LOS

LOS would degrade from
D to F between
Victorville and 1-40

Station Area Intersections NA NA NA None expected
Visual Resources
Extent of consistency with BLM VRM Objectives Consistent in Primm and Consistent Not consistent Consistent if impacts

Jean. Somewhat
consistent elsewhere.

remain in existing
corridor

Effect to FHWA Visual Quality/Sensitivity With

No change within Primm

No change within Primm

Adverse change in visual

Consistent if impacts

Project and Jean. Slight and Jean. Slight quality remain in existing
decrease in visual quality | decrease in visual quality corridor
elsewhere. elsewhere.
Cultural & Paleontological
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 4 16 0 Assumed to be same as
Archaeological Resources Directly Affected Segment 1 - about 16
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 2 10 0 Assumed to be same as
Archaeological Resources Indirectly Affected Segment 1 - about 0
Number of Historic Architectural Resources 0 0 0 Assumed O
Directly/Indirectly Affected
Hydrology & Water Quality
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Table ES-5 Segment 5 Alternatives Comparison Segment 5A Rail Segment 5B Rail Las Vegas MSF Site 1 No Action Alternative
Alignment and Alignment and (Sloan Road)
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs
Linear feet of impact to water resources 0 0 0 Assumed similar to
Segment 1 - about 2490
Acres within a 100-year floodplain 0 0.9 Assumed similar to
Segment 1 - about 2.8
Result in substantial drainage pattern alteration No No No Not expected
Estimated peak stormwater discharge (cubic NA NA Unknown NA
feet/second)
Geology & Soils
Expected likelihood of Surface Fault Rupture None None None High
Expected likelihood of ground shaking Low to High Low to High Low to High High
Expected difficulty of excavation Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Expected likelihood of landslides Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Hazardous Materials
Number of properties of environmental concern 0 0 0 0
Air Quality & Global Climate Change
Exceed a state or federal standard? No No No Not expected
Result in CO Hotspot? No No No No
Expected adverse construction period impact? No No No No
Noise & Vibration
Expected number of impacts under FRA criteria 0 0 0 None expected
Expected number of severe impacts under FRA 0 0 0 None expected
criteria
Expected number of vibration impacts 0 0 0 None expected
Energy
Result in Significant Change in Energy Analysis examined project as a whole, examining DEMU vs EMU vs. No Action. See DEMU/EMU
Consumption? comparison table for discussion.
Biological Resources
Impose Barrier to wildlife movement No No No No new barriers
Number of stream crossings 49 49 1 No new crossings
Sensitive plant community acreage affected
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Table ES-5 Segment 5 Alternatives Comparison Segment 5A Rail Segment 5B Rail Las Vegas MSF Site 1 No Action Alternative
Alignment and Alignment and (Sloan Road)
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs
Permanent 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Temporary 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Desert Tortoise habitat acreage affected
Permanent 0.2 203.2 9.7 t0 13.9 0
Temporary 8.7 685.6 0 0
Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat acreage affected
Permanent 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0
Potential to result in direct mortality/loss/disturbance to:
Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard No No No No
Nesting raptors/migratory birds Yes Yes Yes No
Banded Gila Monster No No No No
Burrowing Owls No Yes No No
Roosting Bats No Yes No No
American Badger Yes Yes Yes Yes
Desert Bighorn Sheep No No No No
Clark County MSHCP Covered Reptiles Yes Yes Yes No
Acres of Special Management Lands Lost 0 0 0 0
Section 4(f)
Number of Section 4(f) properties used
Park and Recreation 0 0 0 0
Cultural Resources 0 4 0 0

* Note: Overall Alternative A would create less of a conflict with existing land use designations than Alternative B since Alternative A is located in the freeway

median.
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Table ES-6: Segment 6 Alternatives
Comparison

Segment 6A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 6B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 6C Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Las Vegas MSF
Site 2 (Wigwam)

Las Vegas MSF
Site 3 (Robindale)

No Action Alternative

Land Use & Community Impacts

Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses High near High near High near Medium to High Medium High
undeveloped and undeveloped and | undeveloped and
commercial/industri |commercial/industria| commercial/industr
al uses, Low near | uses, Low near |ial uses, Low near
residential uses residential uses residential uses
Compatibility with Land Use Plans Low near residential | Low near residential Low near Medium to High Low High
areas, Mediumto | areas, Mediumto | residential areas,
high elsewhere* high elsewhere* Medium to high
elsewhere
Number of housing units displaced 0 0 0 0 1 Unknown
Extent of community None None Division through None None None expected
disruption/severance Sloan
Number of environmental justice (EJ) Would cross 4 EJ | Would cross 4 EJ | Would cross 2 EJ 0 0 Expected to be similar

communities crossed by or within 1 mile
of facilities

census blocks

census blocks

census blocks

to Segment 6A rail

(minority and (minority and (minority and alignment
poverty) poverty) poverty)
Growth
Estimated permanent employment None None None 154 to 251 jobs 154 to 251 jobs None expected
from the from the
station/maintena |station/maintenance
nce facility facility regardless of
regardless of location
location
Removal of obstacles to growth None None None None None None expected
Extent of effects to TOD potential None None None None None None expected
Extent of effects to economic vitality None None None Beneficial Beneficial None expected
construction and | construction and
operational operational
employment | employment effects
effects similar for similar for all
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Table ES-6: Segment 6 Alternatives
Comparison

Segment 6A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 6B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 6C Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Las Vegas MSF
Site 2 (Wigwam)

Las Vegas MSF
Site 3 (Robindale)

No Action Alternative

all station/OMSF

station/OMSF sites

sites
Farmlands & Agriculture
Acres of Directly Impacted Farmland None None None None None 0 expected
Acres of Indirectly Impacted Farmland None None None None None 0 expected
Potential Severance of Grazing None None None None None None expected
Allotment
Utilities & Emergency Services
Exceed capacity of utility or service
systems:
Electricity and Gas No demand No demand No demand No No Not expected
associated, unless | associated, unless |associated, unless
EMU selected EMU selected EMU selected
Water Supply No No No No No Not expected
Sewage/Wastewater No No No No No Not expected
Stormwater No No No No No Not expected
Solid Waste No No No No No Not expected
Police Services No No No No No Not expected
Fire/Emergency Services New staff, New staff, New staff, No No Not expected
equipment and a equipmentand a | equipment and a
new station new station new station

Potential conflict with existing utility
distribution systems

Yes, but conflicts
can be mitigated

Yes, but conflicts
can be mitigated

Yes, but conflicts
can be mitigated

Assumed yes,
but conflicts can

Assumed yes, but
conflicts can be

Assumed yes, and that
conflicts can be

be mitigated mitigated mitigated
Traffic & Transportation
Result in substantial traffic increases:
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Table ES-6: Segment 6 Alternatives
Comparison

Segment 6A Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 6B Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Segment 6C Rail
Alignment and
Associated TCAs

Las Vegas MSF
Site 2 (Wigwam)

Las Vegas MSF
Site 3 (Robindale)

No Action Alternative

Freeway Mainlines

DEMU and EMU options would reduce freeway volumes and

positively affect LOS

LOS would degrade
from D to F between
Victorville and 1-40

Station Area Intersections NA NA NA NA NA None expected

Visual Resources

Extent of consistency with BLM VRM Somewhat Somewhat Consistent Consistent Consistent Consistent if impacts

Objectives consistent in consistent in remain in existing

undeveloped undeveloped corridor
southern portions, | southern portions,
consistent consistent
elsewhere. elsewhere.
Effect to FHWA Visual No change No change No change No change No change Consistent if impacts
Quality/Sensitivity With Project remain in existing
corridor

Cultural & Paleontological

Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 1 0 19 0 0 Assumed to be same

Archaeological Resources Directly as Segment 1 - about

Affected 16

Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 0 1 4 0 0 Assumed to be same

Archaeological Resources Indirectly as Segment 1 - about 0

Affected

Number of Historic Architectural 0 0 0 0 0 Assumed 0

Resources Directly/Indirectly Affected

Hydrology & Water Quality

Linear feet of impact to water resources 0 0 77 0 0 Assumed similar to

Segment 1 - about
2490

Acres within a 100-year floodplain 0.8t012.6 11.9t023.1 3.7t04.2 1.7t02.1 0 Assumed similar to
Segment 1 - about 2.8

Result in substantial drainage pattern No No No No No Not expected

alteration
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Table ES-6: Segment 6 Alternatives | Segment 6A Rail | Segment 6B Rail | Segment 6C Rail | Las Vegas MSF | Las Vegas MSF |No Action Alternative
Comparison Alignment and Alignment and Alignment and |[Site 2 (Wigwam)| Site 3 (Robindale)
Associated TCAs | Associated TCAs |[Associated TCAs
Estimated peak stormwater discharge NA NA NA Unknown Unknown NA
(cubic feet/second)
Geology & Soils
Expected likelihood of Surface Fault None None None None None High
Rupture
Expected likelihood of ground shaking Low to Moderate Low to Moderate | Low to Moderate |Low to Moderate | Low to Moderate High
Expected difficulty of excavation High High High High High Moderate
Expected likelihood of landslides Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Hazardous Materials
Number of properties of environmental 6 6 3 0 0 0
concern
Air Quality & Global Climate Change
Exceed a state or federal standard? No No No No No Not expected
Result in CO Hotspot? No No No No No No
Expected adverse construction period No No No No No No
impact?
Noise & Vibration
Expected number of impacts under 0 for EMU, 17 for 22 for EMU, 7 for 0 0 0 None expected
FRA criteria DEMU DEMU
Expected number of severe impacts 0 12 for EMU, 34 for 0 0 0 None expected
under FRA criteria DEMU
Expected number of vibration impacts 0 0 0 0 0 None expected
Energy
Result in Significant Change in Energy | Analysis examined project as a whole, examining DEMU vs EMU vs. No Action.
Consumption? See DEMU/EMU comparison table for discussion.
Biological Resources
Impose Barrier to wildlife movement No No Yes No No No new barriers
Number of stream crossings 18to 20 18 to 20 27 t0 28 1 1 No new crossings
Sensitive plant community acreage
affected
Permanent 0 0 0 0 0 Assumed 0
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Table ES-6: Segment 6 Alternatives | Segment 6A Rail | Segment 6B Rail | Segment 6C Rail | Las Vegas MSF | Las Vegas MSF |No Action Alternative
Comparison Alignment and Alignment and Alignment and |[Site 2 (Wigwam)| Site 3 (Robindale)
Associated TCAs | Associated TCAs |[Associated TCAs
Temporary 0 0 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Desert Tortoise habitat acreage
affected
Permanent 40.2 38 78.2 3 8.8 0
Temporary 116.6 116.6 329.2 0 0 0
Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat
acreage affected
Permanent 0 0 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0 0 0
Potential to result in direct
mortality/loss/disturbance to:
Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard No No No No No No
Nesting raptors/migratory birds No Yes Yes No No No
Banded Gila Monster No No No No No No
Burrowing Owls No Yes Yes No No No
Roosting Bats No Yes Yes No No No
American Badger Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Desert Bighorn Sheep No No No No No No
Clark County MSHCP Covered Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Reptiles
Acres of Special Management Lands 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lost
Section 4(f)
Number of Section 4(f) properties used
Park and Recreation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cultural Resources 0 0 2 0 0 0
* Note: Overall Alternative A would create less of a conflict with existing land use
designations than Alternative B since Alternative A is located in the freeway
median.
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Table ES-6a: Segment 6 Station Site Option

Las Vegas Southern

Las Vegas Central

Las Vegas Central

No Action Alternative

Comparison Station Station A Station B
Land Use & Community Impacts
Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses High High High High
Compatibility with Land Use Plans High High High High
Number of housing units displaced 0 0 0 Unknown
Extent of community disruption/severance None None None None expected
Number of environmental justice communities crossed Within 1 mile of 2 Within 1 mile of 4 Located on an EJ block; Assumed 0

by or within 1 mile of facilities

within 1 mile of 4

Growth

Estimated permanent employment

154 to 251 jobs from the station/maintenance facility regardless of location

None expected

Removal of obstacles to growth

None expected

None expected

None expected

None expected

Extent of effects to TOD potential

Beneficial Effect

Beneficial Effect

Beneficial Effect

None expected

Extent of effects to economic vitality

Beneficial construction and operational employment effects similar for all

None expected

station/OMSF sites
Farmlands & Agriculture
Acres of Directly Impacted Farmland None None None 0 expected
Acres of Indirectly Impacted Farmland None None None 0 expected
Potential Severance of Grazing Allotment None None None None expected
Utilities & Emergency Services
Exceed capacity of utility or service systems:
Electricity and Gas No No No Not expected
Water Supply No No No Not expected
Sewage/Wastewater No No No Not expected
Stormwater No No No Not expected
Solid Waste No No No Not expected
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Table ES-6a: Segment 6 Station Site Option

Las Vegas Southern

Las Vegas Central

Las Vegas Central

No Action Alternative

Comparison Station Station A Station B
Police Services No No No Not expected
Fire/Emergency Services No No No Not expected

Potential conflict with existing utility distribution
systems

Assumed yes, but conflicts
can be mitigated

Assumed yes, but conflicts
can be mitigated

Assumed yes, but conflicts
can be mitigated

Assumed yes, and that
conflicts can be mitigated

Traffic & Transportation

Result in substantial traffic increases:

Freeway Mainlines

DEMU and EMU options would reduce freeway volumes and positively affect LOS

LOS would degrade from
D to F between Victorville
and 1-40

Station Area Intersections

Would change the LOS to
unacceptable at 2
intersections and

contribute to failing LOS at

Would change the LOS to
unacceptable at 3-4
intersections depending on
the technology option and

Would change the LOS to
unacceptable at 2
intersections and

contribute to failing LOS at

None expected

others contribute to failing LOS at others
others
Visual Resources
Extent of consistency with BLM VRM Objectives Consistent Consistent Consistent Consistent if impacts
remain in existing corridor
Effect to FHWA Visual Quality/Sensitivity With Project No change No change No change Consistent if impacts
remain in existing corridor
Cultural & Paleontological
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible Archaeological 0 0 0 Assumed to be same as
Resources Directly Affected Segment 1 - about 16
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible Archaeological 0 0 0 Assumed to be same as
Resources Indirectly Affected Segment 1 - about 0
Number of Historic Architectural Resources 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Directly/Indirectly Affected
Hydrology & Water Quality
Linear feet of impact to water resources 0 0 0 Assumed similar to

Segment 1 - about 2490
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Table ES-6a: Segment 6 Station Site Option

Las Vegas Southern

Las Vegas Central

Las Vegas Central

No Action Alternative

Comparison Station Station A Station B
Acres within a 100-year floodplain 11.9 12.6 with Alternative A, |7.3 with Alternative A, 20.3 Assumed similar to
23.1 with Alternative B | with Alternative B, 0.9 with| Segment 1 - about 2.8
Option C
Result in substantial drainage pattern alteration No No No Not expected
Estimated peak stormwater discharge (cubic 131 69 86 NA
feet/second)
Geology & Soils
Expected likelihood of Surface Fault Rupture None None None High
Expected likelihood of ground shaking Low to Moderate Low to Moderate Low to Moderate High
Expected difficulty of excavation High High High Moderate
Expected likelihood of landslides Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Hazardous Materials
Number of properties of environmental concern 0 0 0 0
Air Quality & Global Climate Change
Exceed a state or federal standard? No No No Not expected
Result in CO Hotspot? No No No No
Expected adverse construction period impact? No No No No
Noise & Vibration
Expected number of impacts under FRA criteria 0 0 0 None expected
Expected number of severe impacts under FRA 0 0 0 None expected
criteria
Expected number of vibration impacts 0 0 0 None expected

Energy

Result in Significant Change in Energy Consumption?

Analysis examined project as a whole, examining DEM

table for d

iscussion.

U vs EMU vs. No Action. See DEMU/EMU comparison

Biological Resources

Impose Barrier to wildlife movement No No No No new barriers
Number of stream crossings 2 0 0 No new crossings
Sensitive plant community acreage affected
Permanent 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Temporary 0 0 0 Assumed 0
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Table ES-6a: Segment 6 Station Site Option

Las Vegas Southern

Las Vegas Central

Las Vegas Central

No Action Alternative

Comparison Station Station A Station B
Desert Tortoise habitat acreage affected
Permanent 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0
Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat acreage affected
Permanent 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0
Potential to result in direct mortality/loss/disturbance to:
Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard No No No No
Nesting raptors/migratory birds No No No No
Banded Gila Monster No No No No
Burrowing Owls No No No No
Roosting Bats No No No No
American Badger No No No Yes
Desert Bighorn Sheep No No No No
Clark County MSHCP Covered Reptiles No No No No
Acres of Special Management Lands Lost 0 0 0 0
Section 4(f)
Number of Section 4(f) properties used
Park and Recreation 0 0 0 0
Cultural Resources 0 0 0 0
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Table ES-7: Segment 7 Alternatives Segment 7A Rail Segment 7B Rail Segment 7C Rail Las Vegas No Action Alternative
Comparison Alignment and Alignment and Alignment and Downtown
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Station
Land Use & Community Impacts
Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses High, Low near High, Low near High near undeveloped High High
residential areas if residential areas if | and commercial/industrial
the Downtown the Downtown uses, Low near
Station site is Station site is residential uses
selected selected
Compatibility with Land Use Plans High High Low near residential Medium to High High
areas, Medium to high
elsewhere
Number of housing units displaced 0 0 0 0 Unknown
Extent of community disruption/severance None None None None None expected
Number of environmental justice (EJ) Would cross 6 EJ Would cross 6 EJ Would cross 7 EJ census Within an EJ Expected to be similar

communities crossed by or within 1 mile

census blocks

census blocks

blocks (minority and

block (minority

to Segment 1 rail

of facilities (minority and (minority and poverty) and poverty) alignment
poverty) poverty)

Growth
Estimated permanent employment None None None 154 to 251 jobs None expected

from the

station/maintenan
ce facility
regardless of

location
Removal of obstacles to growth None None None None expected None expected
Extent of effects to TOD potential None None None Beneficial Effect None expected

Extent of effects to economic vitality

Beneficial
construction and
operational
employment
effects similar for
all station/OMSF
sites

None expected
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Table ES-7: Segment 7 Alternatives Segment 7A Rail Segment 7B Rail Segment 7C Rail Las Vegas No Action Alternative
Comparison Alignment and Alignment and Alignment and Downtown
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Station
Farmlands & Agriculture
Acres of Directly Impacted Farmland None None None None 0 expected
Acres of Indirectly Impacted Farmland None None None None 0 expected
Potential Severance of Grazing Allotment None None None None None expected
Utilities & Emergency Services
Exceed capacity of utility or service
systems:
Electricity and Gas No demand No demand No demand associated, No Not expected
associated, unless associated, unless unless EMU selected
EMU selected EMU selected
Water Supply No No No No Not expected
Sewage/Wastewater No No No Final project Not expected
plans will be
reviewed to
determine
sufficiency of
utility line
capacity
Stormwater No No No No Not expected
Solid Waste No No No No Not expected
Police Services No No No No Not expected
Fire/Emergency Services No No No No Not expected
Potential conflict with existing utility Yes, but conflicts can | Yes, but conflicts can | Yes, but conflicts can be Assumed yes, Assumed yes, and that
distribution systems be mitigated be mitigated mitigated but conflicts can conflicts can be

be mitigated

mitigated

Traffic & Transportation

Result in substantial traffic increases:

Freeway Mainlines

DEMU and EMU options would reduce freeway volumes and positively affect LOS

LOS would degrade
from D to F between
Victorville and 1-40
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Table ES-7: Segment 7 Alternatives Segment 7A Rail Segment 7B Rail Segment 7C Rail Las Vegas No Action Alternative
Comparison Alignment and Alignment and Alignment and Downtown
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Station
Station Area Intersections NA NA NA Would change None expected
the LOS to
unacceptable at 1
intersection and
contribute to
failing LOS at
others
Visual Resources
Extent of consistency with BLM VRM Consistent Consistent Consistent Consistent Consistent if impacts
Objectives remain in existing
corridor
Effect to FHWA Visual Quality/Sensitivity No change No change No change No change Consistent if impacts
With Project remain in existing
corridor
Cultural & Paleontological
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 0 0 0 0 Assumed to be same
Archaeological Resources Directly as Segment 1 - about
Affected 16
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible 0 0 0 0 Assumed to be same
Archaeological Resources Indirectly as Segment 1 - about 0
Affected
Number of Historic Architectural 0 0 0 2 Assumed 0
Resources Directly/Indirectly Affected
Hydrology & Water Quality
Linear feet of impact to water resources 0 0 0 0 Assumed similar to
Segment 1 - about
2490
Acres within a 100-year floodplain 0.2 0.1 0 0 Assumed similar to
Segment 1 - about 2.8
Result in substantial drainage pattern No No No No Not expected
alteration
Estimated peak stormwater discharge Unknown Unknown Unknown 49 NA
(cubic feet/second)
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Table ES-7: Segment 7 Alternatives Segment 7A Rail Segment 7B Rail Segment 7C Rail Las Vegas No Action Alternative
Comparison Alignment and Alignment and Alignment and Downtown
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Station
Geology & Soils
Expected likelihood of Surface Fault None None None None High
Rupture
Expected likelihood of ground shaking Low to Moderate Low to Moderate Low to Moderate Low to Moderate High
Expected difficulty of excavation High High High High Moderate
Expected likelihood of landslides Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Hazardous Materials
Number of properties of environmental 2 2 3 0 0
concern
Air Quality & Global Climate Change
Exceed a state or federal standard? No No No No Not expected
Result in CO Hotspot? No No No No No
Expected adverse construction period No No No No No
impact?
Noise & Vibration
Expected number of impacts under FRA 0 2 for EMU, 1 for 0 0 None expected
criteria DEMU
Expected number of severe impacts 0 19 for EMU, 21 for 0 0 None expected
under FRA criteria DEMU
Expected number of vibration impacts 0 0 19 0 None expected

Energy

Result in Significant Change in Energy

Analysis examined project as a whole, examin

ing DEMU vs EMU vs. No Action. See DEMU/EMU comparison table for

Consumption? discussion.
Biological Resources
Impose Barrier to wildlife movement No No No No No new barriers
Number of stream crossings 0 0 0 0 No new crossings
Sensitive plant community acreage
affected

Permanent 0 0 0 0 Assumed 0

Temporary 0 0 0 0 Assumed 0
Desert Tortoise habitat acreage affected
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Table ES-7: Segment 7 Alternatives Segment 7A Rail Segment 7B Rail Segment 7C Rail Las Vegas No Action Alternative
Comparison Alignment and Alignment and Alignment and Downtown
Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Associated TCAs Station
Permanent 0 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0 0
Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat acreage
affected
Permanent 0 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0 0
Potential to result in direct mortality/loss/disturbance to:
Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard No No No No No
Nesting raptors/migratory birds No No No No No
Banded Gila Monster No No No No No
Burrowing Owls No No No No No
Roosting Bats No No No No No
American Badger No No No No Yes
Desert Bighorn Sheep No No No No No
Clark County MSHCP Covered No No No No No
Reptiles
Acres of Special Management Lands Lost 0 0 0 0 0
Section 4(f)
Number of Section 4(f) properties used
Park and Recreation 0 0 0 0 0
Cultural Resources 0 0 0 0 0
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Table ES-8: Comparison of Incremental Impacts Incremental Impacts of DEMU Incremental Impacts of EMU
of Technology Options Technology Option Technology Option
Land Use & Community Impacts
Area of disturbance No change Additional 2 acres for

autotransformers and X acres for
utility corridors. Catenaries would be
located within the rail alignment area.

Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses NA NA
Compatibility with Land Use Plans NA NA
Number of housing units displaced None None
Extent of community disruption/severance NA NA
Number of environmental justice communities crossed by None None
or adjacent to facilities

Growth

Estimated permanent employment None None
Removal of obstacles to growth None None
Extent of effects to TOD potential None None
Extent of effects to economic vitality None None
Farmlands & Agriculture

Acres of Directly Impacted Farmland None None
Acres of Indirectly Impacted Farmland None None
Potential Severance of grazing allotment None None

Utilities & Emergency Services
Exceed capacity of utility or service systems:

Electricity and Gas None Would require significant
electrical power for vehicle
propulsion.
Water Supply None None
Sewage/Wastewater None None
Stormwater None None
Solid Waste None None
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Table ES-8: Comparison of Incremental Impacts
of Technology Options

Incremental Impacts of DEMU
Technology Option

Incremental Impacts of EMU
Technology Option

Police Services None None
Fire/Emergency Services None None
Potential conflict with existing utility distribution NA NA

systems

Traffic & Transportation

Result in substantial traffic increases:

Freeway Mainlines: Expected mode shift from
freeway to train

Up to 1100 vehicles/hour in peak
hours by 2030

Up to 1400 vehicles/hour during
peak hours by 2030

Station Area Intersections

At least 2 California interactions
plus at least 24 Nevada
intersections would degrade in

At least 3 California interactions
plus at least 28 Nevada
intersections would degrade in

service service
Visual Resources
Extent of consistency with BLM VRM Objectives Consistent Less consistent due to inclusion
of catenaries, autotransformers,
and utility corridors
Effect to FHWA Visual Quality/Sensitivity With Project None Additional effect related to
inclusion of catenaries,
autotransformers, and utility
corridors
Cultural & Paleontological
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible None 5 additional resources in utility
Archaeological Resources Directly Affected corridor
Number of Eligible or Assumed Eligible None 5 additional resources in utility
Archaeological Resources Indirectly Affected corridor
Number of Historic Architectural Resources None None
Directly/Indirectly Affected
Hydrology & Water Quality
Linear feet of impact to water resources None Autotransformers would add 104
feet of impact in the entire project
area
Acres within a 100-year floodplain None None
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Table ES-8: Comparison of Incremental Impacts
of Technology Options

Incremental Impacts of DEMU
Technology Option

Incremental Impacts of EMU
Technology Option

Result in substantial drainage pattern alteration None Autotransformer sites 7 and 11
would result in drainage
alteration
Estimated peak stormwater discharge (cubic feet/second)
Geology & Soils
Expected likelihood of Surface Fault Rupture NA NA
Expected likelihood of ground shaking NA NA
Expected difficulty of excavation NA NA
Expected likelihood of landslides NA NA
Hazardous Materials
Number of properties of environmental concern NA NA
Air Quality & Global Climate Change
Exceed a state or federal standard? Yes - 03 precursor emissions of No
Noy
Result in CO Hotspot? No No
Expected adverse construction period impact? Not in exceedance of conformity | Not in exceedance of conformity
thresholds thresholds
Noise & Vibration
Expected number of impacts under FRA criteria 189 144
Expected number of severe impacts under FRA 143 97
criteria
Expected number of vibration impacts 61 61

Energy

Result in Significant Change in Energy Consumption?

Change in energy consumption
from No Action: -193,000 barrels

Change in energy consumption
from No Action: -449,370 barrels

of oil of ol
Biological Resources
Impose Barrier to wildlife movement None None
Number of stream crossings None None

Sensitive plant community acreage affected
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Table ES-8: Comparison of Incremental Impacts Incremental Impacts of DEMU Incremental Impacts of EMU
of Technology Options Technology Option Technology Option
Permanent None None
Temporary None None
Desert Tortoise habitat acreage affected
Permanent None Autotransformers would add 1.38

acres; utility corridors would add
9.7 acres (6.5 in Victorville, 0.7 in
Barstow, 2.5 in Sloan)

Temporary None None
Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat acreage affected
Permanent None Autotransformer 2B would add

0.16 acres; utility corridors would
add 6.5 acres in Victorville.

Temporary None None
Potential to result in direct mortality/loss/disturbance to:

Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard None None
Nesting raptors/migratory birds None None
Banded Gila Monster None None
Burrowing Owls None None
Roosting Bats None None
American Badger None None
Desert Bighorn Sheep None None
Clark County MSHCP Covered Reptiles None None
Acres of Special Management Lands Lost None None

Section 4(f)
Number of Section 4(f) properties used

Park and Recreation None None
Cultural Resources None Direct Use of 2 additional cultural
resource sites by Utility
Corridors.
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ES-5 AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS

As currently planned, the DesertXpress Project would avoid and minimize many potential
adverse environmental effects. Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures, includes in each topic area a discussion of
mitigation measures and strategies. In addition, design and construction practices have
been identified that would be employed as the DesertXpress project is developed further
in the final design phase and construction stages. Key aspects of the design practices
include, but are not limited to the following:

¢ Minimize impact footprint and associated direct impacts to farmlands, parklands,
biological, and water resources through maximum use of existing transportation
corridors.

e Increase safety and circulation and potentially reduce air pollution and noise impacts
through use of grade separation at road crossings.

e Placement of the majority of the DesertXpress alignment within existing highway and
railroad rights-of-way, to reduce the need for additional right-of-way and minimize
potential impacts to agricultural resources and other natural resources.

o Cooperate with regulatory agencies to develop acceptable specific design and
construction standards for steam crossings, including but not limited to maintaining
open surface (bridged versus closed culvert) crossings, infrastructure setbacks, erosion
control measures, sediment-controlling excavation/fill practices, and other best
management practices.

e Fully lined tunnels with impermeable material to prevent infiltration of groundwater
or surface waters.

ES-6 PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

This Draft EIS has been prepared with extensive public and agency involvement, which is
summarized in Chapter 4.0, Comments and Coordination.
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1.0 Purpose and Need

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This environmental impact statement (EIS) addresses the proposal by DesertXpress
Enterprises, LLC, (Applicant or DesertXpress) to construct and operate a high-speed
passenger railroad between Victorville, California, and Las Vegas, Nevada (the proposed
action). The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is the lead agency for the
environmental review process for the DesertXpress High-Speed Passenger Train Project.
The Applicant would finance and own the system and be responsible for the project’s
development, construction, operation, and maintenance. Approvals by several federal
agencies, including the FRA, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Surface Transportation
Board (STB), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the National Parks Service
(NPS) would be necessary to implement the project including the granting of permission
to use public lands and/or highway rights-of-way.

The FRA has authority to regulate the safety of railroads, including the proposed project
under 49 U.S.C. 20101 et seq. FRA also manages financial assistance programs for rail
capital investments, for which this project would be eligible. The BLM has approval
authority over the use of public lands under their control under 43 U.S.C. 1761, the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). The STB has jurisdiction, pursuant to 49
U.S.C. 10501(b), over the construction, acquisition, operation, and abandonment of rail
lines, railroad rates and services, and rail carrier consolidations and mergers. The FHWA
has jurisdiction over the use of and/or modification of Interstate highway right of way
under 23 CFR 1.23. The NPS has authority over the management and use of the Mojave
National Preserve under 16 U.S.C. 2.

The construction and operation of the proposed project is subject to STB’s approval
authority under 49 U.S.C. 10901. On June 25, 2007, the STB issued a declaratory order in
Finance Docket No. 34914 (incorporated herein by reference) finding that the proposed
construction and operation of the interstate high-speed passenger rail system is not
subject to state and local environmental review and land use and other permitting
requirements because of the Federal preemption authority in 49 U.S.C. 10501(b).

Additional detail regarding STB’s application of Federal preemption authority in this case
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is discussed in Section 1.4 below.!

This EIS has been prepared to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508). This EIS is being prepared by the FRA in
cooperation with STB, BLM, FHWA, and NPS. The California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) are also
participating in evaluating the impacts of the DesertXpress proposal.

This chapter of the EIS describes the purpose and need for high-speed interstate
passenger rail transportation between Southern California and Las Vegas, Nevada. The
purpose and need provides the basis for evaluating and comparing alternatives, and is one
of the factors considered in selecting a preferred alternative. In addition to the purpose
and need for the project, this chapter identifies major authorizing laws and regulations,
discusses the relationship of the proposal to statutes, regulations, policies, programs and
plans, and lists federal permits, licenses, and other requirements for project
implementation. An overview map of the proposed project is shown in Figure 1.1, Project
Location.

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The purpose of the privately financed project is to provide reliable and safe passenger rail
transportation using proven high-speed rail technology between Southern California
(Victorville) and Las Vegas that is a convenient alternative to automobile travel on the
Interstate-15 freeway (1-15), or air travel to and from Las Vegas, and that adds
transportation capacity in the 1-15 corridor.

1.2.1 RELIABLE, SAFE, CONVENIENT MODE OF TRAVEL USING PROVEN HIGH
SPEED RAIL TECHNOLOGY

Depending on the selected alignment, DesertXpress would extend approximately 183 to
200 miles on a new, high-speed double track with no at-grade crossings, providing trains
departing both ends of the line at least hourly and as frequently as every 20 minutes on
Fridays and Sundays. DesertXpress would travel at speeds up to 150 mph. The 183- to
200-mile trip would take between 1 hour and 40 minutes and 2 hours depending on the
selected technology, and would operate every day of the year. The trains would be based
on high-speed trains used in Europe and customized for the unique setting of the high

1 STB's preemption authority precludes any requirement for an environmental review under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, this document includes environmental analyses that would also
satisfy CEQA requirements. Moreover, CEQA-related noticing procedures have been followed, including
issuance of a Notice of Preparation to the California State Clearinghouse in July 2006.
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desert. Each car would be self-propelled to provide the high power-to-weight ratio needed
to follow the alignment and negotiate its relatively steep grades as it travels through two
desert mountain passes.

1.2.2 INCREASING THE CAPACITY OF THE I-15 CORRIDOR

In its 2006 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) has programmed funding for several
projects within and/or near the study corridor that will increase capacity and improve
operation of 1-15.2 The construction and operation of DesertXpress trains would further
increase capacity and improve operation of the 1-15 corridor, potentially reducing the need
for programmed and/or planned but unfunded improvements.

The train tracks would utilize (to the extent feasible) existing highway and railroad rights-
of-way along the corridor. The approximate 60-foot right-of-way width required for the
project would be narrower than the width of additional highway lanes that would be
needed to carry a comparable number of people in automobiles on the I-15 corridor.

DesertXpress commissioned a ridership study in 2005, which was independently reviewed
by qualified specialists under the exclusive direction of the FRA. The original study and
FRA's review are included in the EIS as Appendix B. Also refer to Section 2.2.1 of Chapter
2.0, Alternatives, for a discussion of the DesertXpress ridership projections.

The applicant’s study incorporated a comprehensive travel demand model that divided the
Southern California area into zones (by postal zip codes), computed travel times and costs
from those zones for the automobile and air travel modes, and then compared those
modes to the time and cost of DesertXpress. The study also utilized an internet-based
stated preference survey of selected Southern California residents (carried out in July
2005) to estimate how many existing auto and air trips to Las Vegas could potentially be
diverted to DesertXpress. According to the study, the projected travel demand from
Southern California to Las Vegas in the year 2012 will be 18.2 million trips.

The applicant’s study assessed the sensitivity of high-speed train ridership to various fare
levels ($50 and $55 one-way fares), travel time (100- and 116-minute one-way trips), and
service frequency. Ridership was also projected based on the use of proposed diesel and
electric train technology options. The proposed electric train set would employ longer and
wider trains with significantly greater passenger capacity. As shown in the ridership

2 1-15 capacity and/or operational improvements programmed in SCAG’s 2006 RTIP are identified below:
e  Barstow: new interchange at I-15 at Old Route SR 58;

e Near Baker, from 5.9 km north of Afton Road to 2.3 km south of Basin Road: add truck climbing lane

For a comprehensive list of anticipated capacity improvements in the project area, see Section 2.0 of the
Traffic Impact Study, included as Appendix E.
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review and original ridership study, DesertXpress could divert 20-25 percent of private
automobile trips from I-15, and would have a passenger capacity at least equal to a full
freeway lane.

During a typical peak hour in its first full year of operation, DesertXpress would carry
approximately 1,350 passengers. Over time, as passenger demand increases,
DesertXpress would have the capacity to operate trains as frequently as every five minutes
in each direction, thereby achieving a peak hour capacity of approximately 5,000
passengers per hour per direction, which is roughly equivalent to two lanes of freeway
traffic. With this capacity, the DesertXpress Project could potentially reduce the need to
expand I-15, thus allowing Caltrans and NDOT to defer major expansion of 1-15 and
allocate future funding instead to other highway and transportation improvements in the
two states. The DesertXpress Project would also maximize transit and ground
transportation connections at the proposed station alternatives and would provide
adequate parking facilities per the ridership projections.

The applicant’s study also states that DesertXpress is expected to divert an estimated 3.04
million annual auto trips from 1-15, reducing auto emissions and saving fuel. Increased
demand for DesertXpress would be accommodated by adding more trains as demand
increases. DesertXpress would have the capacity to quadruple its projected initial
ridership over roughly a 30-year period.

The ridership review conducted for FRA examined and evaluated the methodologies
employed in the applicant’s ridership study. The ridership review noted that numerous
factors could alter the findings of the ridership study in both positive and negative
directions. Following consideration of all of these factors and their relative potential to
alter the findings, FRA's ridership review adjusted downwards by a factor of 10 percent
the passengers forecast in the applicant’s study. These adjusted numbers are utilized in
this EIS.

1.3 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The need for a high-speed rail service stems from several factors: high and increasing
travel demand amidst lagging capacity on the 1-15 corridor and constraints to expansion of
air travel, and frequent accidents in the 1-15 corridor.

1.3.1 TRAVEL DEMAND AND CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS

The rapid increase in travel demand between Southern California and Las Vegas, coupled
with the growth in population in the areas surrounding Victorville, Barstow, and Las
Vegas has placed increasing pressures on the highways and airports serving the region.
For example, for the highway segment between Victorville and Barstow, the Average Daily
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Traffic (ADT) on 1-15 grew from 50,000 to 60,000 between 1998 and 2005 and is
estimated to increase to 75,000 by 2015 and to 100,000 by 2025.3

The 2005 ridership study estimated that one-third of the 38 million annual Las Vegas
visitors and business travelers come from Southern California, and an estimated 72
percent of them drive to Las Vegas on 1-15.4 In 2005, the total average person trips on a
Friday to Las Vegas from California was 56,700 trips, which generates an estimated
annual volume of 11.77 million passenger trips by automobile. In addition, the ridership
study estimates that there are 1.57 million annual trips by air and 0.9 million by bus.5
Travel delays on 1-15 during peak days (Friday and Sunday) range from 35 to 75 minutes
or more. As the only roadway directly linking metropolitan Southern California to Las
Vegas, I-15 conditions are often congested.

Typical lane capacity for home-to-work commuter traffic on a freeway is between 1,600 to
2,000 cars per hour or higher under ideal conditions, which assumes 100 percent
automobile traffic on flat terrain, with no trucks, buses, or slower recreational vehicles.
However, 1-15 is also a major truck route with steep grades (Caltrans reports 15 percent of
the average daily traffic on I-15 between Victorville and Barstow as truck traffic) and is
also a popular recreational vehicle route. This diversity of traffic and terrain leads to
greater speed differentials, more space occupied per vehicle, and larger gaps between
vehicles than normal commuter traffic. These factors lead to decreased lane capacity of
below 1,600 vehicles per hour per lane.

Under free flow travel conditions, the trip on 1-15 from Victorville to Las Vegas is 192
miles and takes about 3 hours to drive if driving at a constant, posted speed limit. Because
of the estimated annual volume of passenger trips made by automobiles and the two-lanes
per direction capacity of 1-15 over the majority of its length, congestion is a growing and
serious problem.

The single worst hour to drive from Las Vegas to Southern California is Sunday at 2 p.m.
Recently conducted traffic studies® estimates the congestion delay on 1-15 will grow from
1.25 hours in the summer of 2002 to 3.19 hours in 2012, to 7.03 hours in 2022, and t0 5.78
hours in 2032 even with planned improvements in place.” The study also assumes that
drivers will not modify their travel pattern or departure time. The study further concludes

3 Initial Study/Environmental Assessment, Victorville to Barstow-Add Southbound Mixed-Flow Lane,
Caltrans, FHWA, County of San Bernardino, May 2001.

4 URS Corporation, 2005.

5The 2004 air travel estimate is derived from commercial travel originating at one of the five major Los
Angeles metropolitan area passenger airports: Los Angeles International (LAX), Bob Hope (BUR), John
Wayne/Orange County (SNA), Ontario (ONT), and Long Beach (LGB). Air travel from San Diego
International (SAN) is not included in the estimate.

6 See Desert Xpress Updated Ridership and Revenue Study, URS 2005 and Appendix E, the Draft Final Report
Traffic Impact Analysis, DesertXpress, DMJM Harris/AECOM, 2008.

7 Ibid.
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that by the summer of 2022, 78 percent of the drivers will find the congestion delay
intolerable on Sunday and will leave a day earlier (or not travel at all). With no funds
currently programmed by Caltrans to widen this aging highway over the majority of its
length (which has only two general traffic lanes in each direction in most places), the
situation can be expected to worsen in the future. On the Nevada side, between Primm
and Las Vegas, 1-15 experienced a 31.5 percent increase in vehicle volumes in each
direction for the ten year period between 1993 and 2003. Were there no capacity
constraints, current estimates are that 52 million vehicle trips would be traversing this
corridor annually by the year 2015; however, the highways serving this market have an
estimated annual capacity of only 38 million. However, State transportation agencies
have expressed concern that the DesertXpress project, if configured in a side-running
location to 1-15, would limit or alter the future expansion of the 1-15 right-of-way.

Air travel between Southern California and Las Vegas is also constrained, which causes
travel delays and inconvenience to both business and leisure travelers. Major commercial
Airports in the Los Angeles Metropolitan area, Los Angeles International Airport (LAX),
John Wayne Airport (SNA), Long Beach Airport (LGB) and Bob Hope Airport (BUR), are
located within densely populated urban areas, where the ability to expand runways and/or
airport facilities has been severely limited for more than two decades. Los Angeles World
Airports (LAWA), which operates both LAX and LA/Ontario International Airport (ONT),
has focused recent expansion efforts on new facilities at the Palmdale Airport in northern
Los Angeles County. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has
proposed a rail link from LAX to Palmdale as a means of easing congestion at LAX. SNA
will be adding six additional gates as part of an airport expansion project. However, SNA
will continue to operate within a stringent aircraft noise abatement area, which strictly
regulates take off and landing protocols, while also limiting airport hours of operation.
The number of daily flights at LGB is fixed by the City of Long Beach’s noise ordinance. In
2009, work is expected to begin on a new passenger terminal, but rather than increase the
capacity of this airport, the work is proposed to relocate currently outdoor passenger gate
areas to enclosed spaces. Potential expansions at BUR have been set aside in the face of
strong local opposition and insufficient distance between runways and the present
passenger terminal.

In the Las Vegas area, McCarran International Airport (LAS) accommodated about 48
million passengers in 2007. The Clark County Department of Aviation (CCDOA) has
planned for the further expansion of LAS to accommodate increased demand, including
the opening of additional gates in the D-Concourse and construction of Terminal 3. These
improvements would increase the practical capacity of the airport to 53 million
passengers, which is about 10 percent greater than actual capacity experienced in 2007.
CCDOA anticipates that LAS will reach its practical capacity by 2017. While some general
aviation flights are accommodated at nearby North Las Vegas Airport, LAS is the only
large commercial airport that serves Las Vegas. LAS is surrounded on all sides by
development, making significant expansion of the airfield much more difficult and
impedes capacity expansion. CCDOA is thus proposing to construct the lvanpah Valley
Airport (also known as the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport), as a supplemental
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commercial service airport. The airport is proposed to be built in the Ivanpah Valley,
approximately 30 miles south of Las Vegas between Jean and Primm. CCDOA anticipates
the airport to be operational by 2018. An EIS is being prepared for this project by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the BLM, pursuant to the lvanpah Valley
Airport Lands Transfer Act of 2000. A subsequent act of Congress in 2002 established a
2,640 foot wide corridor between the Las Vegas Valley and the proposed Ivanpah Airport,
in which to-be-determined transportation and utility infrastructure could be located.8

In addition to personal automobile and air travel between Southern California and Las
Vegas, both public and private bus transportation is also available. In regards to public
bus transportation, the Greyhound Bus Line serves areas throughout Southern California
and provides both direct and stopover service between Southern California and Las Vegas,
including stops in Victorville and Barstow. Private charter buses also provide
transportation between Southern California and Las Vegas. While these charter buses are
private rented, they provide service for groups of individuals traveling to and from
Southern California and Las Vegas. These bus services would, however, experience
similar traffic congestion as the private automobiles, as I-15 would remain the primary
route for service.

Additional surface passenger transportation capacity between Victorville and Las Vegas is
needed and the project would provide capacity and would add connections between
different transportation modes.

The DesertXpress Project would pass by the site of the proposed new airport, allowing for
a potential airport rail link to be constructed.® To serve the proposed airport in the future,
DesertXpress would need to construct a spur track off the mainline into the terminal area
and operate trains dedicated to airport service directly from the new airport to Las Vegas
over the mainline DesertXpress tracks. The Applicant, airport officials, and Clark County
may consider this possibility.10

The project would also be in close proximity to the Las Vegas Monorail, which could be
extended by the Las Vegas Monorail Company to the proposed DesertXpress station to
provide a direct connection to visitor attractions and destinations in Las Vegas.

The project could also be extended in the future to Palmdale, California (about 50 miles
west of Victorville) to connect to the planned state-wide California High Speed Train.
Finally, the project could be connected to the Los Angeles Basin initially by extending

8 Title V, Section 501(b), Clark County Conservation of Public Land and Natural Resources Act of 2002, Public
Law 107-282, enacted November 6, 2002.

9 Construction of a link to the proposed Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport is not part of the current
DesertXpress proposal and is not evaluated in this EIS. Construction and operations of such a link would
require separate environmental review.

10 Studies of the economic viability of the DesertXpress Project do not incorporate or rely upon an airport
shuttle and other forms of transportation linking to the proposed Ivanpah Valley Airport.
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Metrolink Commuter Rail service from its present terminus in the City of San Bernardino
to Victorville, or alternatively, DesertXpress itself could be extended to Ontario
International Airport, San Bernardino station, and/or other communities in the Los
Angeles Basin. None of these possibilities, as outlined in the preceding paragraphs, are
proposed as part of the project being evaluated in this EIS.

1.3.2 SAFETY

Alternatives to automobile travel would likely provide improved safety conditions in the I-
15 corridor.

On a national level, comparing miles traveled via commercial aircraft, train, and
automobiles on highways, auto travel on highways has by far the highest rate of passenger
fatalities per mile traveled. For the years 2000 through 2005, the average rate of
passenger fatalities per 100 million miles traveled by highway was more than 25 times the
comparable rate for travel by air and rail."t

Along the California portion of the 1-15 corridor between 2003 and 2005, the fatal
accident rate has exceeded statewide averages for highway facilities, particularly for the
portion of 1-15 between Barstow and the Nevada state line.12 Given the relatively low
resident population in this portion of the corridor, the data suggest that a disproportionate
number of fatalities are related to longer-distance travel between Southern California and
the Las Vegas Area.

In Nevada, traffic accident data gathered from 2003 through 2006 suggests that
congestion is a key factor in the number and type of accidents. In the stretch of I-15
between the Nevada state line and Spring Mountain Road, nearly 50 percent of the traffic
accidents in between 2003 and 2006 were rear-end collisions. Congestion can be a key
factor in increasing the rate of rear-end collisions. On a more lightly traveled freeway, a
vehicle would more likely pass another rather than follow too closely.13

1L Air: Internet site www.ntsbh.gov/aviation (April 2007).Bureau of Transportation Statistics, Internet site
http://www.bts.gov/xml/air__traffic/src/datadisp.xml (April 2007).

Highway: Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), National Center for Statistics Analysis (April 2007).
1975-2004: 1bid., Traffic Safety Facts 2004, DOT HS 809 775 (Washington, DC: 2005), table 4, Internet site
http://www-nrd.nhtsa.dot.gov/pdf/nrd-30/NCSA/TSFAnNn/TSF2003F.pdf (February 16, 2006).

Railroad: Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Safety Analysis, Internet site http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov
(March 2007).

12 Korve Engineering, 2006.

13 1bid.
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1.4 MAIJOR AUTHORIZING LAWS AND REGULATIONS

Several laws are pertinent to the proposed project.

Under49 U.S.C. 20101 et seq., the FRA has authority over the safety of railroads. Under
45 U.S.C. 821 et seq., the Secretary of Transportation has authority to provide direct loans
and loan guarantees to State and local governments, government sponsored authorities
and corporations, railroads, and joint ventures that include at least one railroad. The
Secretary's authority has been delegated to the FRA. Additionally, under 49 U.S.C. 24402,
the FRA has authority to administer grants for capital investment grants to support
intercity passenger rail service.

Under 43 U.S.C. 1761 (FLPMA), the BLM has approval authority over rights-of-way and
use of public lands under their control, including for rail transportation purposes, as
outlined under the right-of-way regulations at 43 CFR 2801.9 et seq.

Under 49 U.S.C. 10501(b), the STB has jurisdiction over the construction, acquisition,
operation, and abandonment of rail lines, railroad rates and services, and rail carrier
consolidations and mergers.

Under 23 U.S.C. 111, for the portions of the proposed rail line that would be within the
existing highway right-of-way under the jurisdiction of FHWA, the implementing
regulations in 23 CFR 1.23 provide FHWA authority over approval of temporary or
permanent occupancy or use within the boundaries of federal-aid highways.

1.4.1 PERMITS AND LICENSES

The federal agencies responsible for approval of the project may be responding to multiple
needs based on their mandates, but the purpose is consistent across all federal agencies.
Approvals by the FRA, BLM, STB, and FHWA would be necessary to implement the
project.

The proponents of the project, under the guidance of the FRA, will also be responsible for
the following permits:

= Anencroachment permit from Caltrans to ensure minimal impacts to the
operation of 1-15;

= A Section 404 permit from the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers to ensure
compliance with the Clean Water Act; and
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= Section 7 Consultation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife service to satisfy
Endangered Species Act Requirementst4.

These permits will be obtained following the issuance Record of Decision in accordance
with the procedures and policies of the issuing agencies. The ROD will select a preferred
alternative and the location of associated facilities and structures.

1.4.1.1 STB Preemption Authority

In response to a declaratory order filed by DesertXpress, STB issued a decision in
DesertXpress Enterprises, LLC-Petition for Declaratory Order, STB Finance Docket No.
34914 (STB served June 27, 2007) (June 2007 Dec. Order) stating that the project is not
subject to state and local land use and environmental review and permitting.

In its June 2007 Dec. Order, STB confirmed that the Federal preemption provision
contained in 49 U.S.C. 10501(b), as broadened by the ICC Termination Act of 1995, Pub.
L. No. 104-88, 109 Stat. 803 (1995) (ICCTA), shields railroad operations that are subject
to the STB’s jurisdiction from the application of most state and local laws.'> Section
10501(b) expressly provides that the “jurisdiction of the STB over transportation by rail
carriers” over any track that is part of the interstate rail network “is exclusive.” Section
10501(b) also expressly provides that the remedies provided under 49 U.S.C. 10101-11908
are exclusive and preempt the remedies provided under State law.6 STB also examined
whether the particular activities contemplated by DesertXpress constitute transportation
by a rail carrier under section 10501, and clarified the kinds of laws that are and are not
preempted involving this project.

14 The USFWS has received a draft Biological Assessment (BA) for the Project as part of the Section 7
Consultation Process.

15 STB explained in its June 2007 Declaratory Order that courts have found two broad categories of state and
local actions to be preempted regardless of the context or rationale for the action: any form of state or local
permitting or preclearance that, by its nature, could be used to deny the railroad the ability to conduct its
operations or to proceed with activities that the Board has authorized, and state or local regulation of matters
directly regulated by the Board (such as the construction, operation, and abandonment of rail lines).
Otherwise the section 10501(b) preemption analysis requires a factual assessment of whether a particular
action would have the effect of preventing or unreasonably interfering with railroad transportation. See, e.qg.,
City of Auburn v. STB, 154 F.3d 1025, 1029-31 (9th Cir. 1998) (City of Auburn) (state and local environmental
and land use permitting are preempted); Joint Petition for Declaratory Order—Boston and Maine Corporation
and Town of Ayer, MA, STB Finance Docket No. 33971 (STB served May 1, 2001), aff'd, Boston & Maine Corp.
v. Town of Ayer, 206 F. Supp. 2d 128 (D. Mass. 2002) (state and local permit requirements and environmental
review of construction and operation of railroad intermodal facility preempted); N. San Diego County Transit
Dev. Bd.—Pet. For Decl. Order, STB Finance Docket No. 34111 (STB served Nov. 9, 2001) (City cannot
unilaterally prevent a railroad from reactivating and operating over a line that the Board has not authorized
for abandonment).

16 As the ICCTA legislative history makes clear, the states’ police powers are not entirely preempted by section
10501(b). Thus, for example, railroads can be required to comply with some health and safety rules, such as
fire and electric codes. Flynn v. Burlington N. Santa Fe Corp., 98 F. Supp. 2d 1186, 1189-90 (E.D. Wash.
2000).
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As noted, STB has jurisdiction over “transportation by rail carrier,” 49 U.S.C.10501(b).
Accordingly, to be subject to STB’s jurisdiction and qualify for federal preemption under
section 10501(b), there must be transportation, and that transportation must be provided
by a rail carrier, which is defined as “a person providing common carrier railroad
transportation for compensation,” 49 U.S.C. 10102(5).%7

In its June 2007 Dec. Order, STB concluded that the project is subject to its preemption
authority because DesertXpress intends to carry passengers by rail in interstate
transportation. STB also found that DesertXpress will be providing this transportation as
a common carrier, offering service to the general public. Thus, STB found that the project
clearly involves transportation by a rail carrier. See American Orient Express Railway
Company v. STB, No. 06-1077, slip op. at 4, 6 (D.C. Cir. Apr. 20, 2007), aff'\g American
Orient Express Railway Company, LLC—Petition For Declaratory Order, STB Finance
Docket No. 34502 (STB served Dec. 27, 2005) (rail carrier may provide railroad
transportation by transporting passengers over its own tracks). Accordingly, STB
determined that it has exclusive jurisdiction over the planned new track, facilities, and
operations and that its Federal preemption authority under section 10501(b) applies.
Therefore, state permitting and land use requirements such as the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), will be preempted.18

Federal environmental statutes, such as NEPA, the Clean Air Act, and the Clean Water
Act, as well as the National Historic Preservation Act, and the regulation of railroad safety
under the Federal Railroad Safety Act, will apply and are not subject to STB’s preemption
authority. (See e.g., City of Auburn, 154 F.3d at 1031-33; Friends of the Aquifer, et al., STB
Finance Docket No. 33966, slip op. at 4-6 (STB served Aug. 15, 2001).

Required permits and approvals are listed in the following table.

Table 1.4-1: Federal Permits or Approvals Anticipated for Action Alternatives

Agency Permit/Approval
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) Waiver or Rule of Particular
Applicability

17 See also 49 U.S.C. 10102(9) (“Transportation” defined expansively to embrace “a locomotive, car, vehicle,
vessel, warehouse, wharf, pier, dock, yard, property, facility, instrumentality, or equipment of any kind related
to the movement of passengers or property, or both, by rail . . .,”as well as “services related to that
movement”).

18 Although the DesertXpress Project does not require a CEQA discussion, the EIS includes the analysis that
would have been conducted under the regulations and guidance of CEQA. See City of Auburn, 154 F.3d at
1031. Moreover, state and local agencies and concerned citizens will have ample opportunity to participate in
the ongoing EIS process under NEPA and related laws. A number of state agencies have been engaged in the
ongoing EIS process, including Caltrans and NDOT.
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Agency

Permit/Approval

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

Right-of-Way* (ROW)

Surface Transportation Board (STB)

Authority to Construct and
Operate Railroad

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Letter of Concurrence for
Highway ROW Encroachment

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)

Sec. 404 Permit (waters of the
us.)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Section 7 Biological Opinion

National Park Service

Right-of-Way Easement if
Segment 4a through Mojave
National Preserve is selected

*The BLM can only grant this right of way if it can conclude that the project would not

interfere with highway operation purposes.

In addition to these federal agencies, the FRA also consulted with the Native American
Heritage Commission and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Separately, the
FRA and BLM consulted with representatives of Native American tribes (sovereign
nations) in the region of the project area. As noted, the project is exempt from state and
local land use and environmental laws. However, the FRA and Cooperating Agencies
consulted extensively with state and local entities in the project area during development
of the Draft EIS. Table 1.4-2 below includes agencies consulted in the Draft EIS process.

Table 1.4-2 State, Regional, and Local Agencies Consulted in EIS Process

State Environmental Resource Agencies

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG);
Nevada Department of Wildlife; California Air
Resources Board (CARB); Southern California Air
Quality Management District (AQMD); Nevada
Department of Environmental Quality; California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan
Region

Historic Resources Agencies

State Historic Preservation Officers in California and
Nevada

Transportation Agencies

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans);
Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT);
Regional Transportation Commission of Southern
Nevada (RTC)

Councils of Governments

Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG); San Bernardino County Association of
Governments (SANBAG)

State and Local Governments

City of Victorville, City of Barstow, City of Las Vegas,
San Bernardino County, Clark County

Portions of the project that propose to utilize rights-of-way owned by private railroads
would require the applicant to obtain easements or agreements with the railroads to
construct and operate the railroad in such rights-of-way. Portions of Segments 1A would
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utilize a right-of-way owned by the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF);
portions of Option C within Segments 6 and 7 would be constructed within a corridor
owned by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR). STB'’s preemption authority is not
construed to force any private railroad to sell, lease, or otherwise allow DesertXpress to
use the right-of-way of an existing railroad.

1.5 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER FEDERAL AGENCY POLICIES,
PLANS, AND PROGRAMS

1.5.1 FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

The proposed project would use trains and other features that do not comply with current
FRA safety regulations, including track and locomotive safety regulations. However, this
inconsistency with the FRA safety regulations would be made consistent through
promulgation of a rule of particular applicability or a waiver process that would set safety
standards specifically for the project. As such, the DesertXpress Project would not
establish an adverse safety condition.

The FRA is lead Federal agency for the environmental review of other high-speed ground
transportation proposals in the project area and in Southern California. While FRA has
provided planning funds to other passenger rail projects in California and Nevada, no
construction funding has been committed to any high-speed ground transportation
project that could conflict with the project. While there is no Amtrak service that exists
along the entire corridor, the Southwest Chief Amtrak route between Los Angeles and
Chicago would partially serve the project corridor between Victorville and Barstow. While
the DesertXpress proposal does not include plans to seek financing from the FRA, the
project would be eligible for financial assistance through the Railroad Rehabilitation and
Investment Financing Program (RRIF), which is administered by FRA and offers various
loan enhancements, or through the capital investment grant program to support intercity
passenger rail service.

1.5.2 BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The FLPMA governs the way in which the public lands administered by the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) are managed. The FLPMA recognizes the value of the public
lands, declaring that these lands would remain in public ownership. As stated in Title V,
Section 501 of the FLPMA,!® “the Secretary, with respect to public lands...are authorized to
grant, issue, or renew right-of-way over, upon, under, or though such lands for...roads,
trails, highways, railroads...or other means of transportation, except where such facilities
are constructed and maintained in connect with commercial recreation facilities on lands
in the National Forest System, or such other necessary transportation or other systems or

1943 U.S.C. 1761
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facilities which are in the public interest and which require rights-of-way over, upon,
under, or through such lands.”

The public lands identified for the proposed rail line in Nevada are covered in the Las
Vegas Field Office Resource Management Plan (1998) and other resource management
plans, such as the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan (1980), two CDCA
Plan bioregional amendments including the West Mojave Plan (2006) and the Northern
and Eastern Mojave Plan (2002), and the Sloan Canyon National Conservation Area
Resource Management Plan. Specifically, objective RW-1 of the Field Office Resource
Management Plan Record of Decision is to "Meet public demand and reduce impacts to
sensitive resources by providing an orderly system of development for transportation,
including legal access to private in-holdings, communications, flood control, major utility
transmission lines, and related facilities." Further, management direction at RW-1-h
states that, "All public land within the planning area, except as stated in RW-1-c through
RW-1-g, are available at the discretion of the agency for rights-of-way under the authority
of the Federal Land Policy Management Act." The constraints at RW-1-c through RW-1-g
do not affect the proposed project or any of the alternatives moved forward for
consideration.

Similarly, the California Desert Conservation Area Plan (CDCA Plan) provides a regulatory
framework for public lands in southeastern California. The plan sets forth goals, specific
actions, and management needs for each resource in the desert. The CDCA Plan mandates
a high degree of protection and restricts access. Two bioregional management plans
amend and implement the CDCA, including the West Mojave Plan and the Northern and
Eastern Mojave Plan. Both plans are intended to manage land containing habitat for
sensitive species. Pursuant to the CDCA Plan, the BLM establishes areas of critical
environmental concern (ACEC) in order to protect areas with significant paleontological,
archaeological, and biological resources. The project would not use any ACEC directly but
five ACECs are located within one mile of the proposed alignments. Within each of these
planning areas are desert wildlife management areas (DWMASs) which have been
established to manage habitat conservation. The DWMAs, managed by the BLM, are also
considered ACECs. Section 4.1, Land Use and Community Impacts, provides a detailed
discussion of the DWMAs and Figure 3-1.2 shows BLM RMP areas and DWMA s relative to
the study area.

1.5.3 SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

As an economic regulatory agency, STB has jurisdiction over many railroad transactions,
including line construction, operation, mergers, and rates. In addition, STB has the
authority to declare that the construction and operation of an interstate rail project is
exempted from most state and local laws, which it has done for this project through a
declaratory order issued on June 25, 2007, in Finance Docket No. 34914,
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1.5.4 FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

FHWA is charged by Congress with improving mobility and serving as a steward of
national highways. FHWA approval is required for any project within the Interstate
highway system right-of-way. FHWA's formal role in project approval is to ensure that
any use other than the Interstate highway use does not interfere with the free flow of
traffic on the Interstate system.20 FHWA'’s primary focus in the approval process is the
evaluation of the proposed project’s impacts on the operation, maintenance, and safety of
the Interstate highway system.

1.5.5 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Several statutory authorities provide the regulatory framework for operations of the NPS.
The NPS was established and its original mission was defined within the Organic Act of
1916 (16 U.S.C. 1-4). Since that time, numerous other laws have been enacted that
together comprise the agency’s regulatory framework. An optional alignment for the
DesertXpress Project (Segment 4A) would traverse a 1.55 mile portion of the Mojave
National Preserve, a unit of the NPS, south of the Clark Mountains and 1-15, near
Mountain Pass, California. As of January 2009, regulations specific to the Preserve do not
include any ability for the NPS to grant a private transportation right-of-way through the
Preserve. Nevertheless, this Segment is being carried through the environmental review
process while various legislative/land exchange options are being considered by the NPS,
BLM, and other key agencies.

1.6 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS AND
PLANS IN THE STUDY AREA

This section discusses several transportation projects and plans in the study area. This
section distinguishes between funded or otherwise reasonably foreseeable projects (such
as are included in a state’s transportation improvement program (STIP)) and plans which
comprises proposed transportation improvements that are not funded or otherwise not
deemed reasonably foreseeable at this time.

1.6.1 CALIFORNIA-NEVADA INTERSTATE MAGLEV TRAIN

Since its inception in 1987, the California-Nevada Super Speed Train Commission has
been pursuing development of the California-Nevada Interstate Maglev project, employing
magnetic levitation train technology over a 268-mile alignment between Anaheim,
California, and Las Vegas, Nevada. Proposed stops include Downtown Las Vegas and
Primm in Nevada and Ontario, Victorville, Barstow, and Anaheim in southern California.

20 23 U.S.C 111 and 23 CFR 1.23; personal communication, Edward Kussy, Deputy Chief Counsel FHWA and
Harold Aiken, Assistant Chief Counsel FHWA, March 1, 2007.

March 2009 Draft EIS
1-16




DesertXpress Purpose and Need
Draft EIS 1.6 Relationship to Other Transportation Projects and Plans in the Study Area

Express service from Anaheim to Las Vegas would have a travel time of approximately 87
minutes. The proposed project could ultimately provide high-speed maglev service at
speeds of up to 310 mph. For the portion between Ontario, California and Las Vegas,
Nevada, the proposed maglev project is envisioned to operate in the 1-15 corridor, similar
to DesertXpress. From Ontario to Anaheim the project would continue through existing
transportation corridors. Portions of the alignment would be elevated and gradients
would reach up to 10 percent. Maintenance facilities would be located at either end of the
alignment and in Barstow. Intermodal transportation features would be included at all
proposed station locations.

Most of the planning funds for the maglev project have been provided by congressional
appropriations through the FRA and sponsors have sought to secure additional Federal
funding for planning, permitting, design, and construction. At present, the California-
Nevada Super Speed Train Commission exists only as a Nevada state entity, thus limiting
their implementation authority to Nevada.

The maglev project is currently undergoing separate Federally funded environmental
review under the direction of the FRA, NDOT, and Caltrans. On May 20, 2004, FRA
published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register to prepare an EIS for the
maglev project. Public and agency scoping for the maglev EIS was completed in 2005. As
of the date of this publication, limited Federal funding and a lack of state or local funds
have delayed progress on the maglev EIS. Recent allocation of approximately $1 million
in Federal funds allowed for further studies of an initial Las Vegas to Primm phase of the
maglev project. Implementation of the maglev project is speculative due to uncertainty in
public financing sources. No private financing has been committed to the maglev project
as of the date of this publication, although the financial plan for the first segment includes
private sector bond financing. Section 102 of the SAFETEA-LU Technical Corrections Act
of 2008 made $45 million available to the Nevada maglev project, which may be used to
support further planning for this proposal. Allocation of the $45 million is subject to a 20
percent local match which as of the date of this publication has not been committed.

If Commission authority is extended into California in the future, the maglev project and
DesertXpress Project could be considered competitive proposals in that they would both
share right-of-way with 1-15 and are proposed to serve a similar travel corridor. For the
purposes of this EIS, the maglev project is not considered a foreseeable project; it is not
included in the discussion of cumulative projects in Section 3.16, Cumulative Impacts.

FRA is analyzing only the DesertXpress project in this EIS and only the California-Nevada
Interstate Maglev project in the separate EIS pertaining to it because FRA believes there is
no realistic scenario under which both proposed projects would be advanced and built.
The two projects would serve similar markets and it is not reasonably foreseeable that the
market would be large enough to support operations of both systems simultaneously. FRA
also finds it appropriate to address each proposed project in a separate EIS because the
projects are not interchangeable and are not two alternatives for the same Federal action.
The DesertXpress project is a project sponsored by a private entity and the action required
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by the FRA is currently limited to safety regulations, while the California-Nevada
Interstate Maglev project is a federally-funded project administered by the FRA.
Similarly, because each project proposes a substantially different technology, the safety
regime and project development time needed to implement each project is significantly
different. This would involve unique federal actions over varying time periods.

1.6.2 CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL

The California High-Speed Rail Authority, established in 1996, has studied and proposes
to implement high-speed rail service that would run from the San Diego, Orange County,
and Los Angeles metropolitan areas north through California’s Central Valley to the San
Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento regions. Studies have been prepared with support
from the FRA, the lead Federal agency for environmental review of the proposal. As the
California High-Speed Train Project would serve only California cities, the DesertXpress
Project would serve a different market and ridership. The easternmost proposed
California High-Speed Rail station would be near the Ontario Airport (ONT), about 47
miles southwest of the proposed DesertXpress terminus in Victorville. Another relatively
close California High-Speed Rail proposed station is at Palmdale, some 49 miles west of
Victorville. An extended DesertXpress could connect with the California High-Speed
Train at either location; such an extension, however, would have utility independent of
either project and is not part of either the DesertXpress Project or the California High-
Speed Rail project.

1.6.3 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION OF SOUTHERN NEVADA RAIL
CORRIDOR STUDY

The Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) of Southern Nevada, supported by
Federal funding provided by the FRA, has prepared a study of potential rail corridor
improvements between Las Vegas and Los Angeles to support conventional passenger rail
service. This study has considered the existing rail lines between Victorville and Las Vegas
(which do not follow the 1-15 corridor but instead follow a southern route, through the
Mojave National Preserve) and concluded that even with $1 to $3 billion of improvements,
the conventional rail trip time between Las Vegas and Victorville would be approximately
3 hours and 30 minutes, with an additional 2-hour ride to Union Station in Los Angeles.
This type of service could not likely be privately financed and would probably require an
operating subsidy. Many aspects of this study limit its comparability to the DesertXpress
proposal. Most critically, the study examined potential shared use of the Union Pacific
Railroad with freight trains; DesertXpress would use a new and exclusive double track
system. These elements, in addition to the location of the DesertXpress alignment
generally paralleling the existing 1-15, would allow the DesertXpress Project to provide
higher frequency service, shorter travel time, and a more reliable service in comparison to
the service contemplated in the RTC study.
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1.6.4 VICTORVILLE I-15 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS

Caltrans and FHWA are planning a project that would add a third mixed-flow lane on
southbound I-15 and construct interchange improvements at six interchanges in
Victorville, including the Stoddard Wells interchanges and those at D Street and E
Street/SR 18. The interchange improvements would restore standards and improve
operation characteristics and safety. These improvements would be compatible with the
proposed project, which would include a passenger station in the immediate vicinity.

1.6.5 1-15 CORRIDOR PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS

In addition to the improvements at the Stoddard Wells Road interchanges discussed
above, a number of other projects are under consideration to improve capacity and/or
operations of the 1-15 corridor. These include:

Reversible carpool lanes between 1-210 (Ontario) and U.S. 395 (Victorville)

Northbound truck climbing lane between Bailey Road and Yates Road

1.6.6 HIGH DESERT CORRIDOR PROJECT

The City of Victorville is the lead agency for this project, which is considering the
construction and operation of a link between the Victor Valley and the Antelope Valley.
The first phase of this project involves the realignment of State Route 18. The new
alignment would stretch from Joshua Road in the Town of Apple Valley to U.S. 395 in the
City of Adelanto. The new facility would be a four lane expressway between SR 18 and 1-15
and a six-lane freeway between 1-15 and U.S. 395.

1.6.7 US 395 REALIGNMENT AND WIDENING

A realignment and widening is under consideration for a portion of US 395 between 1-15
and Farmington Road, approximately 6 miles west of the proposed Victorville station
sites. Local and state agencies are studying several alternatives; no preferred alternative
has been selected as of January 2007. This project will be tracked as the DesertXpress
Project DEIS moves forward. The DesertXpress Project would not conflict with this
highway project that would increase local area highway capacity.

1.6.8 SOUTHERN NEVADA SUPPLEMENTAL AIRPORT

The Clark County Department of Aviation (CCDOA) is proposing to construct a new
supplemental commercial service airport in the lvanpah Valley of southern Nevada. The
new Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport would provide additional capacity to serve
the residents of the Las Vegas area and Clark County, Nevada area. It would not replace
McCarran International Airport. The airport, if approved, is anticipated to be constructed
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by 2018 or 2019.2! As noted in section 1.3.1 above, Congress has allowed for a
transportation and utility corridor to be established between the Las Vegas Valley and the
proposed Ivanpah Airport. The location of any roadway, utilities, or other related
infrastructure within this corridor had not been established as of January 2009.

The DesertXpress Project could potentially serve the proposed new airport. DesertXpress
would pass by the site of the proposed new airport, allowing for a potential airport rail link
to be constructed.?2 To serve the proposed airport in the future, a spur track would need
to be constructed off the mainline into the terminal area that would allow trains dedicated
to airport service to be operated directly from the new airport to Las Vegas over the
mainline DesertXpress tracks. DesertXpress Enterprises, LLC., airport officials, and Clark
County may consider this possibility at some future date.23

1.6.9 RESORT CORRIDOR FIXED GUIDEWAY MONORAIL EXTENSION

The Las Vegas Monorail Company (LVMC) is proposing an extension to the Resort
Corridor Fixed Guideway Monorail System (Monorail), which is an automated (driverless)
and elevated rail system, running along side streets east of the Las Vegas Strip (Las Vegas
Boulevard). The 4-mile long route opened in 2004 and runs roughly north-south. The
system has a total of 7 stations, associated with major hotels along the Las Vegas Strip.24

The RTC included the extension of the monorail south to McCarran International Airport,
in its Regional Transportation Plan 2009-2030, Draft for Consultation, September 2008
(Project #4200). The DesertXpress Project has the potential to be complementary to the
Monorail if Monorail service were extended to the selected Las Vegas area DesertXpress
station.

1.6.10 ACE RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM

In 2004, the RTC added the first Metropolitan Area Express (MAX) line to its transit
system. Then in October 2005, the Deuce double-deck bus service began running on the
Las Vegas Strip and in 2009 the RTC will launch the ACE Rapid Transit system starting
with the ACE Downtown Connector. The ACE Downtown Connector project will provide a

21 Deutsche Bank Industry Alert, May 2008.

22 Construction of a link to the proposed Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport is not part of the current
DesertXpress proposal and is not evaluated in this EIS. Construction and operations of such a link would
require separate environmental review.

23 The economic viability of the DesertXpress Project does not rely upon an airport shuttle or other forms of
transportation linking to the proposed Supplemental Airport.

24 Available at http://www.lvmonorail.com/.
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high-grade rapid transit link between downtown Las Vegas and the southern resort
corridor. Project components will include dedicated transit lanes along a portion of the
alignment along with passenger stations with station canopies, lighting, ticket vending
machines and displays announcing vehicle arrival times. The stations will have unique
artistic displays created by local artists as well as refurbished historic neon signs.

The city of Las Vegas in partnership with the RTC have begun work on the project, which
includes roadway and station platform improvements along Grand Central Parkway,
Casino Center Boulevard, 3rd Street, and Paradise Road. 25

1.6.11 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION OF SOUTHERN NEVADA

The Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC) is the regional
transportation planning agency for southern Nevada and functions as the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) for the region. The RTC prepares the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) which is a comprehensive and long-range plan for the
transportation system in the Las Vegas metropolitan area. It details the transportation
investment needed between now and the year 2030. The RTP is also the guiding
document for making the best use of federal transportation funds. The transportation
analysis conducted for this EIS (see Chapter 3.5 Traffic and Transportation) utilizes traffic
projections and transportation system network assumptions from the 2030 RTP. The EIS
also assumes that the proposed DesertXpress project would be constructed primarily on
elevated structure within the existing 1-15 freeway right of way within the Las Vegas
metropolitan area.

The RTC is working on an update to the RTP (the 2040 RTP), which includes further
widening of the I-15 freeway in the metropolitan Las Vegas area to meet future travel
demand. If the 2040 RTP is adopted, the DesertXpress project could be considered to be
in conflict with current planned use of the I-15 freeway right of way. DesertXpress
Enterprises has tried to minimize conflict with 1-15 through the use of elevated structures
and the DEIS includes alignment Option C that would avoid 1-15 in the Las Vegas urban
area. If, as a result of the NEPA process, the 1-15 freeway alignment is selected as the
agency preferred alternative, such potential conflict would need to be resolved.

1.7 ISSUES RAISED DURING SCOPING

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) initiated the formal scoping process by
publishing a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
in the Federal Register on July 14, 2006.

Three public scoping meetings were held as part of the public scoping process:

25 Available at :http://www.rtcsouthernnevada.com/mpo/downtownconnector/
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Las Vegas Barstow Victorville
The White House Ramada Inn San Bernardino County Fair Grounds
3260 Joe Brown Drive 1571 E Main Street 14800 Seventh Street, Building 3
July 25, 2006 July 26, 2006 July 26, 2006
5:00 p.m. —8:00 p.m. 12:00 p.m. — 2:00 p.m 5:00 p.m. —8:00 p.m.

These meetings provided an opportunity for the public and agencies to comment on the
scope of environmental topics that will be analyzed in the EIS. Approximately 60
members of the public attended the scoping meetings. The comments received during
scoping are summarized along with the disposition of the comments are summarized in
the Scoping Summary Report contained in Appendix P.

1.7.1 PROVISION OF A BARSTOW PASSENGER STATION

The City of Barstow raised a concern during scoping that the project did not include a
passenger station located in the City of Barstow. At the time of publication, this issue has
not been fully resolved.

Ridership studies conducted for the DesertXpress project by the applicant did not project
significant ridership generation from the Barstow area that warranted construction of a
separate station. The proposed station sites in Victorville are approximately 25 miles
south of the City of Barstow, close enough to provide relatively convenient access for
Barstow residents. Notwithstanding this, in response to a request from the City of
Barstow, the applicant is studying the feasibility of constructing an alternative alignment
that would follow the 1-15 freeway through Barstow and include a passenger station
located at the Barstow Outlet Mall located at the Lenwood Road/1-15 interchange. The
alignment being studied would follow the 1-15 median through Barstow, cross over the
Mojave River and rejoin the current alignment being studied in the vicinity of the Highway
58/1-15 Interchange. The alignment would be approximately 30 miles. The feasibility
analysis and detailed plans for this alignment and station have not advanced far enough
for inclusion in this Draft EIS and FRA did not want to delay issuance of the DEIS while
this option is further analyzed, since its feasibility has yet to be determined. If the analysis
determines that this alignment and station are feasible, the FRA will assess the
environmental effects of this alignment and station and include the analysis in a
supplemental document or in the Final EIS, depending upon the nature and extent of
identified impacts. Because of the possibility that an alignment along the 1-15 freeway
through Barstow may be determined feasible in the future, FRA has notified property
owners and residents along this corridor in an effort to seek comment and input about
such an alternative if it is determined feasible.
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2.0 Alternatives

DesertXpress Enterprises, LLC (Applicant) proposes to construct and operate an
interstate high-speed passenger train between southern California and Las Vegas, Nevada
along an approximately 200 mile corridor. The Applicant proposes to construct nearly all
of the fully grade-separated, dedicated double track, passenger-only railroad either in the
median or immediately alongside Interstate 15 (1-15). Limited portions of the proposed
rail alignment would be located within existing railroad corridors or rights-of-way. !

Alternatives evaluated and analyzed in this EIS include action alternatives for
construction of the proposed steel wheel on steel rail high-speed train, and a “No Action”
alternative.

The action alternatives considered in this EIS have been categorized into two primary sets:
Alternative A and Alternative B. These are based on potential alignment routings for the
200 mile corridor. For analytical purposes in this EIS, each of the alignments is divided
into segments. FRA's intent in organizing the document in this manner is to allow for lead
and cooperating agencies to “mix and match” various segments in composing a preferred
alternative.

= Alternative A consists primarily of rail alignment segments that would be
within the median of the 1-15 freeway.

= Alternative B consists primarily of rail alignment segments that would be
within the fenced area of the I-15 freeway, adjacent to automobile travel
lanes.

The action alternatives would also include one of each of the following permanent physical
facilities in addition to the rail alignment. As discussed below, this EIS examines multiple
site options for these facilities. Similar to the consideration of rail segments noted above,
FRA's intent is to allow for the lead and cooperating agencies to compose their preferred
alternative by incorporating one each of the following permanent physical facilities. With
very few exceptions (noted in detailed discussions below), these physical facilities can
connect to all rail alignment segments.

1 The use of any private railroad rights-of-way would be subject to approval by owner railroads. STB approval
of the Project would not convey the authority to force any private railroad to sell, lease, or otherwise allow
DesertXpress to use the right-of-way of an existing railroad.
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. Victorville passenger station: Two site options (Site 1 and Site 2)
immediately west of the 1-15 freeway are under consideration.

« Victorville Operations, Maintenance, and Storage Facility (OMSF):
Two site options (OMSF 1 and OMSF 2) immediately west of the 1-15 freeway
are under consideration.

« Maintenance of Way (MOW) facility: One site option is under
consideration adjacent to the 1-15 freeway near the community of Baker.

. Las Vegas area Maintenance and Storage Facility (MSF): Three site
options (Sloan Road MSF, Wigwam Avenue MSF, and Robindale Avenue MSF)
are under consideration.

. Las Vegas area passenger station: Four site options are under
consideration in Clark County/City of Las Vegas: Southern Station, Central
Station A, Central Station B, and Downtown Station.

The Applicant has proposed two possible train technologies (referred to as “technology
options™), each fully applicable to any set of the action alternatives: a diesel-electric
multiple unit train (DEMU) or an electric multiple unit train (EMU). The two technology
options would have similar right-of-way width requirements and largely the same
construction footprint. However, the EMU option would also include overhead catenary
wires and supports (located along the length of the rail alignment) three electrical
substations (one at an OMSF, one at the MOW, and one at an MSF), and approximately
seventeen transformers (each located on 4000 to 5000 square foot parcels at 10 mile
intervals along the rail corridor). The EMU option would also require three electrical
utility connections from the existing electrical grid, one in Victorville, one in Baker, and
one near Sloan. Several train technologies for the DesertXpress project were considered
but rejected from analysis in this EIS. Refer to Section 2.3.1, Train Technologies
Considered but Rejected, for further discussion.

The estimated capital cost of any action alternative would be approximately $3.5 to $4
billion.

The alternative routings and physical facilities are illustrated in several graphics within
this chapter and are described at length below. Preliminary engineering drawings of these
components are included within Appendix A. Appendix A includes the following:

= Appendix A-1: Plan and profile drawings scale at 1 inch = 1,000 feet of
the various rail alignment routings and ancillary facilities.

=  Appendix A-2: Seven large-scale maps (each 36 inches by 48 inches)
depicting the proposed rail segments and ancillary facilities at a large scale
on maps features Township, Range, and Section detail from the Public
Lands Survey System (PLSS).

= Appendices A-3 and A-4: Large sized site plans for proposed stations
and maintenance facilities, identifying the proposed footprints of buildings,
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tail tracks, fuel storage facilities, radio signal towers, power substations,
and other related features.

=  Appendix A-5: Plan drawings at 1"=1000’ showing footprints of the 17
proposed autotransformers sites and typical autotransformer layout.

The remainder of this chapter is organized into the following sections:

« Section 2.1 gives a brief summary of alternatives considered;
« Section 2.2 describes the development of action alternatives;

« Section 2.3 discusses action alternatives and component options considered
and dismissed from further analysis;

« Section 2.4 describes the location of the action alternatives and components
including the technology, system-performance criteria, alignment, and station
locations.

2.1 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES
2.1.1 ACTION ALTERNATIVES

The action alternatives are subdivided into Alternative A alignments and Alternative B
alignments, as well as seven segments within the alignments. Alternative A alignments
are identified as the “Median Alternatives” in that from Yermo, California, northeasterly to
Clark County/Las Vegas (Segments 3-7), the alignments would primarily be located within
the median of the 1-15 freeway. Action Alternative B alignments are identified as the
“Right of Way Alternatives” in that for most of the distance between Victorville and Clark
County/Las Vegas (Segments 1-7), the tracks would be located within or immediately
adjacent to the right-of-way of 1-15. Alternative A and B alignments would originate at
one of the two Victorville station alternatives and terminate at one of the four Las Vegas
station alternatives.

In addition, a third alignment option is offered for Segments 6 and 7, Option C. The
Option C alignment would diverge from the I-15 corridor near the community of Sloan in
unincorporated Clark County and generally follow, or be located within, the existing
UPRR right-of-way. Option C would terminate at one of three Las Vegas station options,
Central A, Central B or Downtown (one station option, the Southern Station, could not be
utilized in conjunction with the Option C alignment). 23

The alignment options for the Action alternatives are summarized by segment in Table 2-1
below and illustrated in Figures 2-1.1 through 2-1.7.

2 Option C would require approval by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR).

3 Station options are discussed in further detail below.
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Table 2-1 Summary of Action Alternatives
Segment Alternative A Alternative B Option C | Applicant’s

Proposal
1: Victorville to Segment 1: Along west side of I-15 corridor NA Segment 1
Lenwood
2: Lenwood to Yermo Segment 2A/B, 2A Segment 2 A/B, 2B NA Segment 2A/B, 2A
Joint alignment through | Joint alignment through
Barstow, then well Barstow, then just north
north of I-15 past of I-15 past Yermo
Yermo
3: Yermo to Mountain Segment 3A: Within I- Segment 3B: West of I- | NA Segment 3B
Pass 15 median 15, running alongside
freeway
4: Mountain Pass to Segment 4A: Includes Segment 4B: Through NA Segment 4A
Primm approx. 2 mile portion new tunnels in
of MNP, then east of I- | mountains northwest of
15 [-15, through BLM-
managed land
5: Primm to Sloan Segment 5A: Within I- Segment 5B: Along east | NA Segment 5B
Road 15 median side of I-15
6: Sloan Road to Las Segment 6A: Within |- Segment 6B: Varying Segment | Segment 6B
Vegas (Southern or 15 median from east to west side of | 6C:
Central A/B Stations)* -15 UPRR
Corridor
7: West Twain Avenue | Segment 7A: Within I- Segment 7B: West side | Segment | Segment 7B
to Downtown Station 15 median of I-15 7C:
UPRR
Corridor

Alternative A alignments would provide median crossings for the segments located within
the median of 1-15 (Segments 3 through 7). For these portions, specifically between
Yermo, California and Clark County/Las Vegas, the barriers and fencing along Alternative
A Segments 3, 5, 6, and 7 would incorporate cross medians that would provide an opening
for emergency access to the high-speed rail right-of-way. To provide access across the 1-15
median for authorized emergency vehicles, such as Police, Fire, and Paramedics,
Alternative A alignments would provide culverts under the railroad right-of-way for the
exclusive use of emergency vehicles. In addition to the existing accessible highway
overpasses and underpasses, the cross medians would be located approximately every 10
miles, or as required by the respective State Highway Patrols and state Departments of
Transportation. Figure 2-2 shows the design concept of the cross median emergency
access.

4 1f Option C is selected for Segment 6, the terminus would be either Central Station A or B or the Downtown
Station, via Segment 7A, 7B or Option C. Segment 6 Option C would not terminate at the Southern Station.
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It is not anticipated that Alternative B would require the implementation of cross median
emergency access, as Alternative B would be located alongside the existing 1-15 freeway
and within the 1-15 right-of-way. As such, emergency access across the 1-15 median would
remain unaffected and no crossing of Alternative B would be necessary.

2.1.2 APPLICANT'S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

A significant portion of the project would lie within Federal lands administered by the
BLM. As a Federal Cooperating Agency, the BLM required the Applicant to identify an
“Applicant Proposed Alternative.” The Applicant’s Proposed Alternative, pending the
results of the environmental analysis, is comprised of a mix of segments from Alternative
A and B alignments. The Applicant’s Proposed Alternative includes the following
segments:

1: Victorville to Lenwood

2A/B, 2A: Lenwood to Yermo

3B: Yermo to Mountain Pass

4A: Mountain Pass to Primm via southerly alignment across Nipton Road
5B: Primm to Sloan

6B: Sloan to Southern, Central A, Central B Stations

7B: (Only if Downtown Station is selected) Twain Avenue to Downtown Station via I-
15 corridor.

In terms of other physical facilities, the Applicant’s Proposed Alternatives would utilize
one of the two Victorville station sites, one of the two OMSF sites, the MOW site, one of
the three MSF sites, and one of the four Las Vegas area passenger stations. If the EMU
option is selected, then autotransformer sites and utility corridors would also be included.
All of these components are analyzed in detail within Chapter 3 of this EIS.

2.1.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative would not involve the construction and operation of the high-
speed train and associated facilities described above under the proposed Action
Alternatives. The No Action Alternative is being studied as the baseline for comparison
with the proposed action alternatives. The No Action Alternative would include existing
access to Las Vegas via highway (1-15) and airport (McCarran International [LAS]) access.
The No Action Alternative would analyze the system physical characteristics and capacity
as they exist at the time of the EIS (2006-2009) and where possible, the planned and
funded improvements that would be in place by the planning horizon year of 2030. These
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are identified in Section 2.1.3.1 below. Other transportation improvements near
Victorville and within Clark County are being studied and are not currently funded; as a
result, these are not included in the baseline analysis for the No Action Alternative. These
studies are discussed further in Section 2.1.3.2 below.

As of 2009, existing roadway conditions on 1-15 from Victorville to Las Vegas are as
follows:

Victorville to SR 58 (Barstow) - Three lanes each way with a 4th southbound truck
lane coming out of Barstow up to the summit,

SR-58 to 1-40 (Barstow) - Three lanes each way plus some auxiliary lanes,
1-40 to Baker - Two lanes each way

Baker to California/Nevada state line - Two lanes each way with a truck lane
northbound approaching Halloran Summit (~17 miles north of Baker) and southbound at
Mountain Pass (~15 miles south of the state line),

State line to 1-215 - Three southbound lanes and two northbound lanes, with an
additional northbound lane currently being constructed,

1-215 to Flamingo Road (Clark County) - Three lanes each way plus auxiliary lanes,
and

North of Flamingo Road (Clark County and City of Las Vegas) - Four lanes
each way.

Between 1995 and 2006, annual average daily traffic (AADT) at the California/Nevada
state line rose steadily. Over these twelve years measured, AADT increased by 27 percent,
at an average annual increase of about 2 percent. Over a typical year, travel demand is
highest in the summer months of June, July, and August, and slightly above average in
November and December. On a weekly basis, traffic volumes are heaviest on Sunday,
followed by Friday and Saturday, with Monday-Thursday volumes markedly lower. The
direction of traffic flow on I-15 is predominately southbound on Sunday and Monday,
relatively even on Tuesday through Thursday, and predominately northbound on Friday
and Saturday.

Under free flow traffic conditions, the trip on 1-15 from Victorville to Las Vegas takes
about 3 hours to travel the 192 mile distance, if driving the posted speed limit consistently.
Recent studies estimated that the delay related to peak-period congestion was 1.25 hours
in 2002, but will grow significantly, despite planned improvements. Delays associated
with congestion are projected by Caltrans and FHWA to increase to 3.19 hours by 2012,
7.03 hours by 2022, and 5.78 hours by 2032, even with planned lane widening in place.®
With these projected travel delays, the total trip time from Victorville to Las Vegas would
increase to more than 6 hours by 2012 and nearly 12 hours by 2032.

5 Initial Study/Environmental Assessment, Victorville to Barstow, Add Southbound Mixed Flow Lane.
Caltrans, FHWA, County of San Bernardino, May 2001.
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2.1.3.1 Planned and Programmed Transportation Improvements

While the No Action Alternative would not involve the construction of the DesertXpress
high-speed rail system, Caltrans and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT)
are planning for future highway improvements along I-15 between Victorville and Las
Vegas. Certain transportation improvements have been programmed for funding in a
State Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) or Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
or are otherwise understood to be reasonably foreseeable. For the purposes of this EIS,
these planned transportation improvements are assumed to occur under both the No
Action Alternative and the action alternatives by 2030. For a discussion of other planned
projects that may occur in the project area but are not considered as part of the No Action
Alternative nor the action alternatives, please refer to Chapter 1, Purpose and Need,
Section 1.6, Relationship to Other Transportation Projects and Plans in the Study Area.
These other planned projects are also considered in the cumulative analysis contained in
this EIS in Chapter 3.16

As discussed in Section 2.0 of the Traffic Impact Study, 1-15 will remain in its existing
configuration for most of the distance between Victorville and Las Vegas, except for
capacity improvements in the urban areas. The following improvements are anticipated to
be operative within the No Action and action alternatives:

California
= Widen the bridge crossing over the Mojave River in Victorville

= Reconstruct the D Street, E Street, and South Stoddard Wells Road
interchanges along 1-15.

= Near Barstow, widen a 1-mile segment of 1-15 to 6 lanes and reconstruct an
I-15 interchange in Barstow.

= Add truck climbing lanes on I-15 in sections with steep grades.

Nevada
= “NEON?” project:
= Reconstruct the 1-15/Charleston interchange,
= Implement local access improvements
= Add a High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) direct connector lane from
US 95to I-15.
= The “I-15 South” project (Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue)
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e Add new interchanges on I-15 at Bermuda Road, Starr Avenue, and
Cactus Road.

e Reconstruct the Sloan Road and I-15 interchange.

2.1.3.2 Planned but Unprogrammed Transportation Improvements

Other transportation improvements near Victorville and within Clark County are
anticipated but not currently funded, not found to be reasonably foreseeable, and were
thus not taken into account in the traffic impact study for the DesertXpress project. These
projects are however considered in the cumulative analysis contained in this EIS in
Chapter 3.16.

In the Victorville area, planning is underway for the High Desert Corridor (HDC) roadway
project. The HDC is a new regional highway that will eventually link Palmdale and
Lancaster in the west to Apple Valley in the east. A twenty mile portion between US 395 in
Adelanto (west of the project area) and SR-18, (east of the Town of Apple Valley) is under
environmental review as of January 2009, expected to be complete the end of 2009.
Completion of this portion of the project is anticipated by 2015.6

Furthermore, the City of Victorville is preparing a specific plan for the North Mojave area.
The North Mojave area extends along 1-15 from the Mojave River to the north of the Dale
Evans Parkway interchange. However, planning work is not yet complete and the

assumed roadway configuration within the North Mojave area is preliminary at this time.

NDOT has a planning study underway for potential upgrades to 1-15 and parallel roadways
between 1-215 and US 95, referred to as the Urban Resort Corridor Study.

Clark County is considering a new airport in the Ivanpah Valley, just south of Las Vegas.
The new airport would supplement the existing McCarran airport in Las Vegas. While
specific site plans for the proposed Ivanpah airport are not yet complete, the new airport
project has furthered the consideration of adding roadway capacity on the 1-15 corridor,
either through freeway widening and/or the construction of a new arterial roadway.
Additionally, Clark County Department of Aviation is proposing the construction of the
Southern Nevada Regional Heliport, which would be located near Sloan Road and 1-15.

2.2 DEVELOPMENT OF ACTION ALTERNATIVES

The decisions of the Lead and Cooperating Agencies on the proposal are related to
ensuring compliance with existing laws and regulations, permission to use federal lands,
permission to form a new rail operating company, and permission to construct and

6 City of Victorville, High Desert Corridor Fact Sheet, Phase I, SR 18-T, accessed on February 3, 2009 at
http://ci.victorville.ca.us/uploadedFiles/CityServices/HighDesertCorridorFact%20Sheet.pdf
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operate a new rail line, including mitigation for all significant impacts. No Federal funds
are currently sought for construction or operation of the proposal.

A decision to select the No Action Alternative would mean that the project would not be
constructed. The Applicant has no obligation to entertain alternative transportation
investments other than their proposed action.

A number of the alignment alternatives for the proposed project have been studied by the
applicant. The applicant has removed some alternatives from further consideration based
on technical and environmental criteria. Technical criteria were developed largely by the
applicant and agreed to by the FRA. Environmental criteria were developed by FRA. This
section describes the process used by the applicant to evaluate conceptual alignment
alternatives and to make feasibility and practicability determinations in consultation with
the FRA and cooperating agencies during the environmental review process. Key criteria
used to distinguish among alternatives are listed in Table 2-2. Those criteria include
technical and alignment factors, including connectivity, right-of-way constraints and
compatibility, ridership potential, constructability, and environmental impacts. Agency
criteria also included a review of project consistency with adopted plans and programs in
effect in the project area and the minimization of any potential conflicts such as at-grade
crossings of any roads, or conflicts with transportation purposes of the 1-15 freeway
corridor. Such criteria are used to screen the number of reasonable and practical potential
alternatives, which are further reviewed against the technical criteria evaluated in Sections
3.1 through 3.16 of this EIS.

In addition, the FRA and cooperating agencies in the EIS process have developed criteria
for consideration of alternatives. These are shown in Table 2-3.
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Table 2-2 Alternatives Criteria

Technical and Alignment Criteria

Travel-time competitive with highway travel (1 hour and 45 minutes or less)

Reliable and convenient mode of travel

Proven steel wheel on steel track technology

Maximize return on investment for this privately funded project

Minimize the need for private land acquisition

Limited restrictions on track geometry for reduced travel time and increased passenger comfort

Maximum vertical gradient of 4.5% and maximum 6.0-inch actual super elevation (Ea)

Capable of accommodating hormal maintenance activities without disruption to daily operations of adjacent
highway or rail operations

Tunnels less than one mile in length

Adequate space for emergency access and maintenance and inspection access to the trackway

Adequate trackbed drainage

Able to provide acceptable horizontal clearance from existing and proposed railroad tracks, and existing and
proposed highway lanes

Environmental Criteria

Minimize impacts to parklands, including the Mojave National Preserve

Minimize impacts to known cultural resources, wetlands, habitat area for threatened and endangered species,
nature preserves

Minimize the relocation of residences and commercial properties

Minimize noise to residential properties and sensitive receptors

Maximize connectivity with other transportation modes, including airports, monorail, and bus routes

Maximize ridership and mode shift from auto to improve air quality, energy use and safety along I-15 corridor.

Table 2-3 Federal Agency Alternatives Criteria

Alternatives Criteria

Consistent with goals and objectives of approved policies and plans

Minimize conflicts while preserving safety and efficiency of existing highways and railroads

Minimize significant effects to environmental values

Minimize impacts to threatened and endangered species
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2.2.1 RIDERSHIP AND MARKET PROJECTIONS

The Applicant has prepared a preliminary yet comprehensive ridership study’ which was
independently reviewed by qualified specialists under the exclusive direction of the FRA.8

The Applicant’s ridership study incorporated a comprehensive travel demand model that
divided the Southern California area into zones (by postal zip codes), computed travel
times and costs from those zones for the automobile and air travel modes, and then
compared those modes to the time and cost of DesertXpress. The study also utilized an
internet-based stated preference survey of selected Southern California residents (carried
out in July 2005) to estimate how many existing auto and air trips to Las Vegas could
potentially be diverted to DesertXpress.®

The Applicant’s study forecast ridership for the year 2012, assuming application of the
diesel (DEMU) technology, was based upon a 116 minute one-way travel time, and a fare
of $55 per person each way. The actual travel time would vary between approximately 90
minutes and 116 minutes depending upon the combination of alignment alternatives
selected and whether the DEMU or EMU technology is used. The study found that the
DEMU alternative would potentially capture 22.8 percent of the total 18.2 million annual
trips between southern California and Las Vegas by 2012 (the first full start up year
following a three year ramp-up period). This would represent a mode shift of 20.3 percent
(or 3.4 million trips), from autos that would otherwise use 1-15. On Fridays, when travel is
at a peak, the Applicant’s study concluded that DesertXpress would capture an estimated
17,630 total daily trips in 2012, and 19,520 on Sundays. At the baseline assumed average

7 Desert Xpress Updated Ridership and Revenue Study, URS Corporation, December 2005.

8 DesertXpress Ridership Forecast Review, Cambridge Systematics, January 2008.

9 Three station locations in the Las Vegas area were tested, consistent with the four station options under
consideration in this EIS (see discussion in Section 2.4.9 below). Two of these locations were near the Las
Vegas Strip—a Southern option (west of the 1-15 along Polaris Road, across I-15 from the Mandalay Bay Resort
and Casino) and a Central strip option at West Flamingo Road adjacent to the Rio Suite Hotel and Casino. The
third station evaluated was located near downtown Las Vegas adjacent to a proposed monorail station for the
Downtown extension. The Southern and Central stations were tested with and without the assumption of a
monorail spur constructed between the DesertXpress station and a monorail station. To maintain a fair
comparison between DesertXpress and air travel, extended monorail service to the airport was also assumed
in the study. As a variation, both Strip area stations were tested assuming a dedicated shuttle bus for
connecting service to the DesertXpress station rather than a direct monorail connection.

The probability of a trip maker switching to high-speed rail was derived from how these respondents answered
questions concerning the attractiveness of high-speed rail service. The model was developed using current
information (2004) to describe variables such as security delays at airports, air travel to Las Vegas, and travel
costs. In addition, a survey was taken of 1-15 vehicles to establish the number of California residents coming to
Las Vegas by auto. Future trip levels were based on expected Las Vegas visitation in 2012, and the growth of
Southern California population. The baseline forecast assumes a $55 one-way fare in 2012, but the actual fare
structure has not yet been adopted. Variations in travel time, fare level, and frequency of service can be
utilized to ensure the results are equally applicable to both DEMU and EMU technology options.
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fare of $55 per one-way trip, the Applicant’s study estimated year 2012 ridership for the
DEMU option would be over 4.1 million round trips. In a supplement to the Applicant’s
study, it was noted that the EMU option, with a shorter travel time (100 minutes,
compared to 116 minutes for the DEMU) and lower fare ($50) would attract a year 2012
ridership of 5.1 million passengers. This would represent a mode shift of approximately
25 percent from automobiles that would otherwise use 1-15.10

The ridership review conducted for FRA examined and evaluated the methodologies
employed in the Applicant’s ridership study. The ridership review noted that numerous
factors could alter the findings of the ridership study in both positive and negative
directions. Following consideration of all of these factors and their relative potential to
alter the findings, FRA's ridership review concluded that the ridership forecast numbers
prepared by the Applicant should be adjusted downwards by a factor of about 10 percent
overall to represent a conservative estimate of potential ridership for the environmental
analysis. The ridership review further stipulated that these downward adjustments should
be applied to the forecasts of projected diversions from automobile trips originating from
selected zones in Southern California. The Applicant’s ridership study and FRA’s
ridership review are included as Appendix B.

The ridership projections with adjustments based on FRA'’s review were used as the basis
for analysis in several sections of Chapter 3.0 of this EIS, including Section 3.2, Growth,
3.5, Traffic and Transportation, 3.11, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, 3.12, Noise
and Vibration, 3.13, Energy, and 3.16, Cumulative Impacts. The ridership projections
utilized in this EIS analysis are also shown in Table 2-3 below. The FRA’s ridership review
also included a recommended three-year ramp-up period, reaching the full projected
forecast level of 10 percent less than the Applicant’s forecast in 2015.

10 Sensitivity studies were completed using the 2012 trip tables. Fare level is a particularly strong variable in
the automobile model, where the elasticity of demand with respect to fare is greater than 1, ranging from —1.2
to —2.1 (which suggests that any given change in the fare would result in a greater change in ridership). Fare
also is important, but not quite so strong, for the air travel model, with elasticities starting at -0.8 and ranging
to —1.3 at the highest level. Detailed studies completed for this project showed that the automobile mode
represents 89 percent of the total Southern California travel market; therefore, auto mode will always
dominate overall ridership results. Because of this high elasticity, ridership decreases rapidly as fare
increases. For example, at a $40 fare, ridership is 6.2 million annual round trips, while with a $70 fare,
ridership drops to about 2.6 million per year.
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Table 2-3 Ridership Projections Utilized in EIS Analyses

Diesel-Electric Multiple Unit Electric Multiple Unit (EMU)
(DEMU) Ridership Estimate Ridership Estimate

Opening Year 2012

Friday 8,334 10,574
Average Daily 5,335 6,773
Annually 1,947,478 2,472,305

Year 2015 (following ramp-up)

Friday 15,624 19,824

Average Daily 10,003 13,020

Annually 3,651,080 4,635,012
Buildout Year 2027

Friday Riders 21,925 27,818

Average Daily 14.037 17,820

Annual Riders 5,123,418 6,504,131

Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2008; URS, 2005.
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2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED FROM FURTHER
ANALYSIS

Two existing transportation corridors exist between Victorville and Las Vegas: the I-15
freeway and the UPRR railroad. An alternative alignment was investigated that would
follow the existing mainline UPRR alignment across the Mojave National Preserve
(Preserve), through Cima and Kelso. While a UPRR alternative would enable the trains to
avoid the steep grades along I-15, it would be a much longer, less direct route that would
require the construction of new tracks through the Preserve alongside the UPRR tracks.
Based on preliminary discussions with staff of the Preserve, the Applicant determined that
this alignment would be less viable from an environmental impact perspective than
following the median and/or north side of the 1-15 alignment, which minimizes, to the
greatest extent, any potential impacts to the Preserve. The Applicant also found this
alternative would be significantly longer, with many speed-restricting curves which would
add substantial travel time and thus fail to attract sufficient ridership.

Similarly, it was considered that any alignment alternative within the urbanized portions
of the Las Vegas Valley that would not follow existing major transportation corridors (i.e.,
existing freeways and railroad rights-of-way) would have the potential to result in
substantial adverse impacts to urban/suburban areas (such as displacement of residents
and businesses, increased noise and visual impacts, and impacts to property access). Such
impacts would result largely from the incompatibility of high-speed train operations
within existing residential and/or commercial developments. This resulted in the
elimination of routes that would divert from major transportation corridors and instead
follow existing streets and boulevards.

Several other alternatives were eliminated for particular sections of the route. These are
listed in Table 2-4, along with the rationale for their elimination. A subsequent key is
provided to read Table 2-4.
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Table 2-4 Reasons for Elimination of Potential Alignment Segments

BNSF ROW. Rejected placing the
intermodal terminal station located
west of the Mojave River in vicinity.

Segment/Description Length Reasons for Elimination Concerns
(Miles)
| ROW | C/A | RIR
1-A Victorville to Lenwood (south of 22 The alignment would directly convert 8 acres

Barstow, California). This alignment Prime Farmland/Farmland of Statewide

would have been constructed west Importance and would indirectly affect more

of the Mojave River, following the than 600 acres of such farmland. This

existing BNSF railroad corridor and alignment would also impact biological

Route 66 to a point just south of resources, riparian habitat, and archeological

Barstow. resources along the Mojave River. The
alignment would also traverse a section of the
Mojave Fishhook Cactus ACEC. In addition,
the alignment would travel in close proximity to
the Route 66-Mojave River Corridor Historic
District, and would result in the demolition or
major alteration of approximately 20 historic
architectural resources, including portions of
Route 66. The communities of Oro Grande
and Helendale would also be affected in terms
of environmental justice impacts.

1-J Victorville Station to Barstow via 206 P This alternative location is too far from I-15 —

reduces visibility and accessibility, hence
negatively impacts ridership and financial
viability. Adjacent uses are industrial. Would
require new access road from I-15 with new
road bridge over Mojave River with impacts to
wetlands, habitat, biological resources, and
floodplains. Would also involve grade
separation of the highway crossings and
relocation of a section of BNSF tracks.
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Segment/Description Length Reasons for Elimination Concerns
(Miles)
C | ROW | C/A | RIR E
2-J Alignment alternative eliminated 24.6 p S P Alignment is incompatible with future BNSF
from further consideration would ’ yard expansion; would cause noise and visual
traverses private, generally open impacts to residential properties.

land through Barstow and Yermo.
Portions of route would pass
through BNSF Barstow Yard and
through residential neighborhoods.

3-JA  Yermo to Mountain Pass in I-15 84.2 S P An alignment south of the 1-15 ROW would
Freeway corridor. This alignment encroach into the Mojave National Preserve
would have been constructed along presenting permit constraints in this
the south side of the I-15 Freeway environmentally sensitive area; also, additional
ROW ROW (outside of existing I-15 ROW) would be

required.

4-JA  Mountain Pass to Primm via I-15 in 13.5 P S P The grades on I-15 in a 4-mile section

the freeway median. approach 6 percent. The maximum allowable

grade for the project is 4.5 percent, and this
alignment would require a tunnel or very deep
excavation with high retaining walls over a
significant length to allow construction within
the existing I-15 ROW. Because the grade is
too steep for train operation, this alignment
alternative was eliminated from further
consideration. Potential adverse
environmental impacts of this alternative and
constructability constraints within the 1-15
median also eliminated this alternative from
further consideration.
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Segment/Description Length Reasons for Elimination Concerns
(Miles)
| ROW | C/A | RIR
3/4-3  Roughly parallels Segments 3 and 120 S P This alignment alternative would be
4, but alignment would be solely in approximately 23 miles longer than the I-15
UPRR ROW or adjacent property. corridor and would add running time to the
project. Longer, slower route would reduce
ridership, revenue, and financial viability. This
alignment alternative would also involve
relocation of existing UPRR tracks and major
grading. With greater length and relocation of
rail facilities and passing through the Mojave
National Preserve, this alternative would have
environmental noise, visual and biological
impacts to the Preserve and would impact
UPRR operations during construction.
5-JA  Primm to Las Vegas via I-15 395 S P An alignment that would not follow existing
Freeway. Generally, deviating from transportation corridors would result in a need
the 1-15 ROW and passing through to acquire properties with existing residential or
areas with existing and planned commercial development, which would be very
residential or commercial costly and have noise and visual impacts
development. incompatible with adjacent land uses.
5-JB  Primm to Las Vegas via UPRR 40.1 S P Acquiring properties that comprise existing
corridor where the alignment would residential or commercial development would
deviate from the UPRR ROW and be very costly and would be incompatible with
pass through existing residential adjacent land uses from noise and visual
development areas. disruption of passing trains.

Source: DesertXpress; CirclePoint, 2008.

Definitions: Reason for Elimination: (P) Primary and (S) Secondary

C=Construction: Engineering and construction complexity; initial and/or recurring costs that would render the project impractical; logical constraints.

I=Incompatibility: Conflicts with land use designations or has insurmountable long term impact to highway or railroad operation.

ROW=Right-of-way: Significant land cost.

C/A=Connectivity / Accessibility: Inhibits or precludes convenient transfer to other modes or access to terminal station facilities.

R/R=Revenue / Ridership: Severe long term operation or maintenance cost; significant increase in running time over a more direct alignment.

E=Environment: High potential for significant impacts to natural resources, including streams and wetlands and habitat of threatened or endangered species.
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2.3.1 TRAIN TECHNOLOGIES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

The Applicant considered various train technologies for the DesertXpress project, and
sought to particularly identify a train with proven reliability that could be readily adapted
to the unique desert environment of the Mojave/Las Vegas region and deliver reliable and
rapid performance on the long and relatively steep grades along portions of the route. The
Applicant found that steel-wheel train systems with distributed propulsion (with most of
the passenger cars on the train being powered) the only viable technology and rejected
other train technologies including magnetic levitation so as to allow for potential future
system expansion without concerns regarding potentially proprietary technology, while
ensuring the project’s economic viability. The Applicant also found magnetic levitation
technology to be cost-prohibitive within a privately-funded project. (An objective for the
Applicant was to develop a mobility alternative for the 1-15 corridor without the use of any
public funding).

A conventional locomotive-hauled train with non-motorized passenger cars was initially
studied by the Applicant, but eliminated after train simulation models showed
unsatisfactory results in performance and predicted reliability on the route’s long, steep
grades.

Discussion of the DEMU and EMU technologies that remain under consideration in this
EIS can be found in Section 2.4.9 below.

2.4 ACTION ALTERNATIVES IN DETAIL

The project corridor between Victorville and Las Vegas has been divided into seven
segments for analysis purposes. Segments contain alternative alignments as summarized
below.

2.4.1 SEGMENT 1, VICTORVILLE TO LENWOOD (APPLICANT’S PROPOSED
ALTERNATIVE)

Segment 1 would depart from either of the two possible Victorville Station sites and head
north generally following the west side of the 1-15 corridor for a distance of 25 to 29 miles,
depending on whether the alignment starts at Victorville station site 1 or 2. Only one
alignment is being evaluated in this EIS for Segment 1. The alignment would diverge from
the 1-15 corridor near Hodge Road and head northerly to a point just south of Barstow
near (but not within) the existing BNSF railroad corridor.

Segment 1 would include a new bridge over or under the Mojave Northern Railroad and a
second bridge over the BNSF mainline tracks, as well as eight roadway overpasses (to
provide a fully grade-separated alignment). Segment 1 would have a maximum grade of
about 2.5 percent. Figure 2-3 shows a typical section alongside I-15 where the
DesertXpress tracks would fit within the existing 1-15 right of way without requiring
modification of reconstruction of the existing 1-15 freeway. This typical cross section
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would also allow for potential future widening of the 1-15 freeway. Figure 2-4 shows a
typical section of the DesertXpress tracks situated on a retained embankment alongside I-
15. Figure 2-5 shows a typical aerial structure design where the new tracks would need to
be grade separated. Segment 1 would use the grade separated tracks where the alignment
would cross the existing 1-15 interchanges.

2.4.2 SEGMENT 2

2.4.2.1 Segment 2A/ 2B, Lenwood to Yermo via Barstow Routings

From Lenwood to east of Barstow, Segments 2A and 2B would share the same alignment
for 12 miles, then diverge for the next 9 miles. Throughout the EIS, this portion of the
alignment is referred to as Segment2A/2B and the alternatives are combined for analysis.
The remaining portion of Segment 2 where Alternative A and B alignments diverge is then
referred to as Segment 2A and Segment 2B. Refer to Appendix A for the large-scale maps
showing the detailed location of Segments 2A and 2B. Figure 2-1.2 also shows the location
of Segments 2A and 2B. The first five miles of the combined alignment for Segment
2A/2B would be on newly created tracks for exclusive high-speed rail use and would cross
the Mojave River and turn east through the City of Barstow. Through the City of Barstow,
the alignment would utilize a former Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe (AT&SF) railroad
corridor along the north side of the Mojave River, for approximately three miles before
reaching the vicinity of the 1-15/0ld Highway 58 interchange on the east side of Barstow. 1

The combined Segment 2A/2B would require a bridge over the Mojave River, a bridge (or
underpass) for roadways in the 1-15/0Ild Highway 58 interchange area, and a bridge (or
underpass) over or under the westbound lanes of I-15 near the agricultural inspection
station, as well as seven grade-separated roadway overpasses. In this section, the design
concept requires about 50 feet of width for the DEMU alternative and 60 feet for the EMU
alternative and the cross streets in this segment would need to be grade separated using
overpasses. Figure 2-3 and Figure 2-4 represent typical sections of the at-grade and
retained embankment DesertXpress tracks. While 1-15 is shown in these figures, the
typical track cross-sections also apply to portions of Segment 2A and 2B that would be
created on the new right-of-way for high-speed rail outside of the 1-15 right-of-way.
Figure 2-5 presents the typical design for the grade separated tracks used in Segments 2A
and 2B as well.

1 This portion of the former AT&SF right of way fell out of use when the railroad constructed a new line at the
west end of their yard near Highway 58. Tracks were removed from this area at an unknown date. Because the
tracks in question fell out of use due to a realignment, no petition for formal abandonment was required to be
filed with or approved by the Surface Transportation Board. Personal communication, Don Bratton (Staubach
Company; acting property managers for BNSF Railroad, 1/19/07; Christine Glaab, Surface Transportation
Board librarian 1/4/07.
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2.4.2.2 Segment 2A (Applicant’s Proposed Alternative)

Upon emerging from the combined portion (Segment 2A/2B) near the 1-15/01ld Highway
58 interchange on the east side of Barstow, Segment 2A would follow a more northerly
course outside of the I-15 freeway corridor for 9.3 miles.

2.4.2.3 Segment 2B

Upon diverging from Segment 2A after the 1-15/0ld Highway 58 interchange on the east
side of Barstow, would run along the north side of the 1-15 corridor past the community of
Yermo, to a point just east of the agricultural inspection station on 1-15. Segment 2B is
approximately 9.2 miles.

2.4.3 SEGMENT 3

2.4.3.1 Segment 3A, Yermo to Mountain Pass via Freeway Median

Segment 3A would be located entirely within the median of the 1-15 freeway, running 84.9
miles. Generally, the existing median is approximately 100 feet wide (between edge of
traveled way to edge of traveled way). The exception is in the community of Baker, where
the median narrows considerably, where the 1-15 freeway would need to be widened to the
outside to provide room for the rail in the median, or alternatively, the alignment would
need to diverge from the median or be placed on an aerial structure. The Plan and Profile
Drawings in Appendix A show Alternative A diverging from the 1-15 freeway median west
of Baker and re-entering the freeway median east of East Baker Boulevard.

It is assumed that a continuous concrete vehicle barrier would be required on both sides of
the tracks, as well as American Railway Engineering Maintenance of Way Association
(AREMA) crash barriers at all supporting columns of bridges at freeway interchanges and
overpasses. Bridges for tracks would also have to be constructed where significant
waterways cross 1-15. Drainage for the trackway would be designed to integrate with the
existing 1-15 drainage system.

Figure 2-6 shows the proposed typical cross-section in the median of 1-15, which includes
full median shoulders, barriers, the two DesertXpress tracks, and a parallel inspection and
maintenance access road. This cross-section would also allow future widening of the 1-15
freeway. Grade-separated crossovers for California Highway Patrol and other authorized
vehicles would be provided. Figure 2-7 shows the design concept of the grade separated
DesertXpress tracks that would be used within the 1-15 median at interchanges and
overpasses to avoid conflicts with the existing overpass columns. A typical section of the
design of the retained embankment of the DesertXpress tracks within the 1-15 median is
also shown in Figure 2-8. Figure 2-9 shows the typical median drainage treatment where
the drainage from the median is tied into the existing 1-15 drainage system.
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2.4.3.2 Segment 3B, Yermo to Mountain Pass via Freeway Right-of-Way
(Applicant’s Proposed Alternative)

Segment 3B would be located along the north side of I-15 within the existing freeway
right-of-way from Fort Irwin Road to Mountain Pass, running 84.8 miles. Figure 2-3 and
Figure 2-4 show the typical design concept alongside 1-15, which for the most part enables
the DesertXpress tracks, drainage, parallel access road, and separation barrier to be
constructed within the existing 1-15 right of way, while still leaving sufficient space for
future I-15 widening. Figure 2-5 shows the typical design concept of the grade separated
aerial structures for the DesertXpress tracks that would be used for crossing roadways and
at the 1-15 interchanges, from the on-off ramps.

2.4.4 SEGMENT 4

2.4.4.1 Segment 4A, Mountain Pass to Primm via Nipton Road
(Applicant’s Proposed Alternative)

Segment 4A extends for 14.0 miles. Segment 4A would leave the 1-15 freeway corridor at
the point that the grade exceeds 4.5 percent, just east of Mountain Pass. Segment 4A
would head south for approximately four miles before returning to the I-15 freeway
corridor south of Primm. An approximately 1.55 mile portion of this alignment may
encroach on the Mojave National Preserve near the intersection of Nipton Road and
Ivanpah Road, all within about 0.5 miles of 1-15. While portions of Segment 4A would not
be adjacent to I-15 or within the 1-15 right-of-way, Figure 2-3 represents a typical section
of the DesertXpress tracks in this segment.

As with Segment 3, when in the median, a continuous concrete truck barrier would be
required on either side of the tracks, as well as AREMA crash barriers at all supporting
columns of bridges at freeway interchanges and overpasses (same as shown in Figure 2-6).
Bridges for tracks would also be constructed over the northbound lanes of 1-15 at each end
of the dogleg into and out of the median and over Nipton Road. Also, a portion of the
alignment would follow (and bridge over where necessary) a significant drainage way
running parallel to I-15 from Mountain Pass.

2.4.4.2 Segment 4B, Mountain Pass to Primm via Clark Mountains

Segment 4B would leave the 1-15 freeway right-of-way and head northeast, passing
through two new dual track tunnels (one approximately 5,000 feet long and the other
approximately 1,300 feet long), then descend along the eastern slope of the Clark
Mountains on a 4.5 percent grade, before returning to the 1-15 corridor south of Primm
where the tracks would pass over the southbound lanes of 1-15 to enter the median. The
proposed tunneling activities would be administered through monitored targeted blasts
and charges. Spoil material that would result from tunneling would be used for fill
material for other segments of track. At Primm, the track would cross over the
northbound lanes of 1-15 and continue northward along the east side of the I-15 corridor.
Figure 2-4 shows the typical design concept for a significant portion of this segment,
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where the alignment would be on a side slope and some use of retaining walls likely would
be required both above the tracks and below them. The retained embankment in Segment
4 would not, however, be located adjacent to the existing 1-15 freeway, as shown in Figure

2-4. Segments 4B would extend 12.9 miles in full.

2.4.5 SEGMENT 5

2.4.5.1 Segment 5A, Primm to Jean via Freeway Median

Segment 5A would be entirely within the median of I-15, running 24.6 miles. The design
concept is similar to the median alternative in Segment 3 (see Figure 2-6). In sections
where the median would be too narrow to achieve the required median cross section, the
1-15 shoulders would be extended on both sides to create the required median width in
accordance with NDOT and Federal Highway Administration geometric design
requirements or the train would be placed on an aerial structure.

2.4.5.2 Segment 5B, Primm to Jean via Freeway Right-of-Way
(Applicant’s Proposed Alternative)

Segment 5B would continue along the east side of the 1-15 corridor between Primm and
Jean within the existing freeway right-of-way for 24.6 miles. The design concept for this
segment is essentially similar to that shown in Figure 2-3, except that the train would be
on the east instead of west side of 1-15.

2.4.6 SEGMENT 6

Within Segment 6, where the area traversed by the alignment becomes more urbanized
and there is insufficient width available to implement the design treatments used in
Segments 1-5, the tracks would be placed on new elevated structures. This applies to both
alignment alternatives, Segments 6A and Segment 6B. Specific locations within the
alignments where elevated structures would be used can be seen in the plan and profile
drawings included in Appendix A.

If the Downtown station option is selected, Segment 6 would bypass the Southern station
and terminate just north of Tropicana Avenue. See the discussion of Segment 7 below.

2.4.6.1 Segment 6A, Jean to Southern or Central Passenger Stations via
Freeway Median

Segment 6A would continue in the median of 1-15 into the Southern, Central “A” or
Central “B” passenger stations, a distance of about 14 miles.

After entering the urbanized area, a significant portion of this alternative would be located
on an aerial structure, due to the large number of major interchanges and overpasses that
would need to be traversed, as well as the proximity of urbanized development to the
existing freeway right of way. Where the tracks are feasible in the median, a continuous
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concrete vehicle barrier would be provided on either side of the tracks, as well as AREMA
crash barriers at all supporting columns of bridges at freeway interchanges. Figure 2-5
shows the typical elevated design concept that would be applied in the median within the
urbanized areas of this segment.

2.4.6.2 Segment 6B, Jean to Southern or Central Passenger Stations via
Freeway Right-of-Way (Applicant’s Proposed Alternative)

Segment 6B would cross the 1-15 corridor from the east side to the west side and continue
along the west side of the 1-15 corridor into the Southern, Central “A” or Central “B”
passenger stations, a distance of about 14 miles. Bridges for tracks would be constructed
over the northbound lanes of 1-15 just north of Primm and over the UPRR. As with
Segment 6A, it is assumed that significant sections of this alignment could require placing
the tracks on elevated structures to provide sufficient space for railroad operations and
account for the proximity of adjacent urban development. Figure 2-5 shows the typical
elevated design concept that would be applied on the side of the freeway within the
urbanized areas of this segment.

2.4.6.3 Segment 6C, Jean to Central A/B Passenger Stations via UPRR
Corridor

Option C would diverge from Segment 6A/6B near the community of Sloan and generally
follow the existing UPRR corridor (primarily within the UPRR right-of-way) into either of
the Central passenger station options, a distance of about 16 miles, depending on the
terminus. Option C would not connect to the Southern station.

In some sections of this segment, there appears to be sufficient width for the two new
DesertXpress tracks to be constructed alongside the UPRR tracks, but with elevated or
underground grade separations over or under all UPRR spur tracks. DesertXpress tracks
would be a minimum of 50 feet from the UPRR tracks, as Cal-Nevada has a high pressure
gasoline pipeline in the UPRR right-of-way. In some sections of Option C, it would be
necessary for the DesertXpress tracks to be placed on a new aerial structure. Figure 2-5
represents the typical aerial structures used for the grade separated DesertXpress tracks in
this segment.

2.4.7 SEGMENT 7

The Segment 6 Action Alternatives would terminate at either the Southern, Central “A” or
Central “B” station options (excepting Option C, which could not terminate at the
Southern station option). If, and only if, the Downtown Las Vegas station is selected as
the terminus, the Segment 7 alignment options would be utilized. If the Segment 7
alignment option is utilized, Segment 6 would bypass the Southern station option and
terminate at West Twain Avenue. Segment 7 would then originate at West Twain Avenue
and continue into the proposed Downtown Las Vegas passenger station.
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2.4.7.1 Segment 7A, West Twain Avenue to Downtown Station via
Freeway Median

From West Twain Avenue, Alternative A would continue the pattern from Segment 6, with
the alignment in the 1-15 median. Segment 7A would bypass the Central A and Central B
station sites, and continue in the 1-15 median toward the Downtown Las Vegas passenger
station, crossing under existing 1-15 overpasses en route, a total distance of about 4.9
miles. Portions of Segment 7A could be placed on aerial structures due to limited width of
the I-15 median in this urbanized corridor. Figure 2-7 shows the typical elevated design
concept within the median for this segment.

2.4.7.2 Segment 7B, West Twain Avenue to Downtown Station via
Freeway Right-of-Way (Applicant’s Proposed Alternative)

From West Twain Avenue, Action Alternative B would continue the pattern from Segment
6, with the alignment in the I-15 corridor. Segment 7B would bypass the Central A and
Central B station sites, and would continue in the 1-15 corridor toward the Downtown Las
Vegas passenger station, crossing under existing 1-15 overpasses en route, a total of about
5.0 miles. Portions of Segment 7B would be placed on aerial structures due to limited
width of the I-15 median in this urbanized corridor. Figure 2-5 represents the typical
aerial structures used for the grade separated DesertXpress tracks in this segment.

2.4.7.3 Segment 7C, West Twain Avenue to Downtown Station via UPRR
Corridor

Option C would be utilized in Segment 7 only if it were elected in preceding Segment 6.
Option C would begin at West Twain Avenue within the UPRR corridor and would
continue within the UPRR corridor to the Downtown Las Vegas station. Portion of this
option would be placed on aerial structures due to the urbanized nature of this corridor;
the typical aerial structures used for the grade separated DesertXpress tracks are
illustrated in Figure 2.5. Segment 7C would be about 4.5 miles in length.

2.4.8 HIGH-SPEED TRAIN TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS

The Applicant has selected existing European intercity high-speed trains, customized for
the unique setting of the corridor. Both diesel/electric multiple unit (DEMU) and electric
multiple unit (EMU) train sets are being considered as high-speed train technology
options. The Applicant has identified two Bombardier train sets, the Meridian and
Regina, as representative examples of the respective DEMU and EMU technology options.
Meridian DEMU trains are currently operating in the United Kingdom; various
derivations of the Regina EMU trains are currently operating in Sweden and China. The
DEMU train set is projected to operate at a maximum speed of 125 mph. The EMU train
set could have a maximum speed of 125 mph or 150 mph.

Detailed train simulations studies for the Applicant’s Preferred Action Alternative
Alignment have been run for 10-car trains. This length was based on the peak travel

March 2009 Draft EIS
2-24




DesertXpress Alternatives
Draft EIS 2.4 Action Alternatives In Detail

demand forecast. Simulation results showed that seven to eight of the train cars would be
powered, although all train cars could be self-propelled. This configuration provides the
high power-to-weight ratio and distributed traction needed to follow the 1-15 corridor and
negotiate the steep grades through the two desert mountain passes (the Applicant’s design
criteria limits slopes to a 4.5 percent maximum grade).

However, the EMU trains are wider and longer than the DEMU trains, which enable each
EMU train to carry approximately 41 percent more passengers than a DEMU train. As
previously noted, the EMU option would require the addition of 17 autotransformers and
three electrical substations along the route. The autotransformers would be located at
approximately 10-mile intervals along the rail alignment. Locations for these
autotransformers are shown in Figures 2-1.1 through 2-1.7. Appendix A also provides
detailed locations of the autotransformers, as seen in the Plan and Profile drawings and
the large-scale maps. The three electrical substations would be located on the sites of the
Victorville OMSF, Baker MOW, and Sloan MSF facilities. The substation diagrams and
layouts are as shown on the detailed site plan drawings for the referenced maintenance
facilities within Appendix A. EMU and DEMU train lengths, platform width
requirements, and other differing features of the train sets are identified in Table 2-6
below.

Table 2-6 Summary of Key Operating Features, DEMU and EMU

DEMU (Meridian) EMU (Regina)
Train Length 232 meters (£761.2 feet) 267 meters (£876.0 feet)
Platform Length Required 250 meters (+820.2 feet) 280 meters (+x918.6 feet)
Passenger Capacity Per Ten-Car | 478 675
Train
Top Speed 125 miles per hour 125-150 miles per hour
Average Speed 100 mph 112 mph or greater
Approximate One-Way Travel 116 minutes 100 minutes at 125 mph top
Time Between Victorville and speed; 84 minutes at 150 mph top
Las Vegas speed

Source: DesertXpress

As a standard gauge steel-wheel on steel-rail system, DesertXpress would be readily
expandable and could accommodate other models of standard-gauge passenger trains.

Trains would be operated under manual control and would be equipped with cab signaling
that enables the train operator to receive speed commands for each section of the route,
with an automatic train protection system that includes over-speed detection and
automatic braking in the event a train operator were to exceed the allowable speed
command. A central Operations Control Center (OCC), located within the Victorville
OMSF, would control the routing of trains, cab signals and track switches. Each train
would be equipped with state-of-the-art safety features, including backup emergency
communications in the event of a primary loss of power. However, by selecting a
distributed power system rather than a locomotive-hauled train, the train technology
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would be inherently very reliable, such that loss of propulsion within any car would not
materially affect the safe and reliable performance of the entire train.

2.4.9 PROJECT COMPONENTS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

2.4.9.1 Project Operation Components
Operating Plan

Detailed train performance simulations have been completed to estimate travel time. The
travel time results were incorporated into a preliminary operations plan, which was
reviewed by FRA as part of this EIS. Appendix C contains the FRA review of the
operations plan.

The operations plan examined both technologies under consideration, the Electric
Multiple Unit (EMU) or Regina trainset and the Diesel-Electric Multiple Unit (DEMU) or
Meridian trainset.

The plan estimates that the peak operational fleet required to meet the peak daily demand
would be range from 12 (EMU) to 16 (DEMU) trains of 10 cars each, plus spares, in the
first full year of operation (2012).

The entire mainline section between Victorville and Las Vegas would incorporate dual
tracks, one northbound and one southbound, to support the high ridership and frequency
of train operation. The “normal,” or nominal, direction of travel would follow the North-
American practice of right-hand running. All tracks would be signaled for bi-directional
operation should operating in reverse on a track be necessary.

The preliminary Operations Plan assumes that trains would operate between
approximately 0600 hours and 2200 hours (6 a.m. to 10 p.m.), 365 days per year. The
hours of service could be extended if passenger demand should warrant additional
operation.

The initial train composition is a ten vehicle train. Passenger capacities for DEMU trains
would be about 478; for EMU trains, which have slightly longer and wider cars, capacity
would be about 675 passengers. On either train, one of the ten cars would be configured
as an entertainment car.

Supervision of train movements, station operation, and wayside equipment would be
provided by authorized personnel in the OCC located at the Victorville facility in the
administration building. The OCC staff would be responsible for all functions and
procedures performed on the main line. Accordingly, the OCC staff would have the
capability to monitor and govern various aspects of the system through dynamic displays,
status reports, voice and visual communication, and through commands/instructions via
their computer interfaces.
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At the maintenance facility and layover yards, speed commands and OCC supervision
would extend into the entry point of the yard. From the entry of the yard to the storage
tracks, the trains would be operated manually (15 mph maximum). The switches in yards
would still be interlocked and controlled by the OCC. Switches at the direct leads to the
maintenance building would not be under the supervision of the OCC and would be
manually operated as trains are moved in and out of the maintenance building.

Bombardier, as well as the project Applicant’s independent technology consultants,
Interfleet Technologies Ltd. from the UK, has performed a preliminary analysis and
simulation of the DesertXpress High-speed Rail System using the following maximum
parameters applicable to the EMU operating system:

« maximum cruise speed of 125 mph (and, for the EMU option only, alternate
top speed of 150 mph)

« maximum acceleration rate of 1.8 mph/s (0.75 meters/second)
« maximum deceleration rate of 2.5 mph/s; and
« maximum actual super elevation of 6.0 inches.

Depending upon the direction of travel and the specific alignment and station locations,
one-way travel times are in the range of 84 to 100 minutes for the EMU technology option,
to 116 minutes for the DEMU technology option. DEMU average speeds would be
approximately 100 mph while EMU average speeds would be approximately 112 mph with
a 125 mph top speed. At a top speed of 150 mph the average speed would be
approximately 130 mph. Shorter alignments would enable a shorter travel time.

To meet the projected ridership, trains would depart from both ends of the line on 20 to
30 minute frequencies during peak weekend hours and up to approximately once per hour
during the week.

FRA's review of the operations plan (Appendix C) found that the operating proposals set
forth by DesertXpress were reasonable and set forth suggestions for the project Applicant
to consider as operating plans continue to evolve.

Safety and Security

All alignment routings would include several cross-track switches at prescribed intervals
to enable continuity of high-speed train service in the event of a track blockage.

Equipment redundancy, high reliability, daily service and inspection in conjunction with
preventive maintenance schedules, failure monitoring of vehicle and wayside equipment,
and corrective responses would ensure a high level of DesertXpress service availability. In
the event of minor failures, trains would continue to operate with little or no impact on
service. In addition, a failure and emergency response system would be in place to govern
response to partial or full system stoppages requiring immediate intervention by
authorized personnel. Response personnel would be on call 24 hours a day to quickly
address such failures and emergencies. The DesertXpress failure management system

March 2009 Draft EIS
2-27




DesertXpress Alternatives
Draft EIS 2.4 Action Alternatives In Detail

would also rely on a variety of strategies to minimize the downtime and passenger
inconvenience caused by vehicle and wayside failures. These would include:

« Automatic responses at the subsystem and/or the system level;

« Local (manual) reset of equipment;

« Remote reset of equipment by the Operations Control Center;

« Recovery/removal of a failed train with a revenue train or a recovery train;
« Replacement of failed train with hot standby train

. Alternate routing using shuttles and bypass routes, and

« Appropriate inspection checks on tracks before service is restored.

If service must be suspended around a problem site for any extended period, the
Operations Control Center would implement a shuttle, bypass or short turnback strategy
to provide reduced service for the remainder of the System.

Peak demand is met by providing the train length (number of cars per train) and
frequency of service required to meet the projected demand. The preliminary ridership
and revenue forecasts indicate that 10-car trains would be sufficient to carry the demand
for the foreseeable future. Thus, the Applicant’s Operating plan shows that each train
would consist of ten cars with service operating at 20-minute frequencies during the
highest demand periods. As ridership demand increases over time, peak period ticket
pricing strategies would be used, such that 20-minute service frequency is anticipated by
the Applicant to be sufficient for many years. If necessary at some point to meet
additional demand, longer trains could be used, or additional 10-car trains would be put in
service to provide higher capacity through more frequent scheduling.

Any fault occurring on any vehicle unit would be regarded as a train fault. There are
numerous types of faults that possibly could occur with varying degrees of (potential)
impact to system availability or threat to passenger safety. For this reason, onboard faults
are characterized by the responses they would invoke, both by the OCC and by the train
crew. Responses to train faults would range from the fault being noted and fixed at the
next scheduled maintenance period to the emergency braking of the train. In the event of
a train obstructing the alignment for extended periods, a degraded service mode would be
implemented and the hot standby train, a recovery train, or the nearest in-service train,
would be sent to clear the track. In the event of an emergency requiring immediate train
evacuation, which would only occur very infrequently, train passengers would be
evacuated to the 10 foot wide minimum maintenance road area that would run adjacent to
the trackway or other suitable location, following review and approval of the System Safety
Plan by the appropriate emergency services organizations.

The DesertXpress tracks in either the DEMU or EMU technology option would be fenced.
To protect against guideway or right-of-way entry by unauthorized persons or objects,
chain link fencing, at a minimum of 6 feet in height, would be provided between any
barrier structure and the train tracks, at a distance of approximately 30 inches from the
centerline of the barrier. In some segments, fencing may also be mounted on top of the
barrier, with a combined minimum height of 6 feet. Fencing would not be required where
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any barrier or retaining wall would exceed 6 feet in height. Transformers placed at regular
intervals along the route would be located within the median of the fenced alignment,
preventing unauthorized access. If the EMU technology option is selected, additional
safety features would be integrated into the project. For example, fencing would be
provided to restrict access to electrical equipment. The three substations required in the
EMU technology option would be separately fenced and secured.

All fenced areas of the DesertXpress right-of-way that could be accessed on foot would
incorporate an intrusion detection system. The intrusion detection system would include
continuity wire loops that are capable of detecting large objects that may strike or rupture
the chain link fence. The intrusion detection system would be tied into the train control
system to allow either warning of train stop, as detailed in the Safety and Security Plan
and Hazards Analysis being prepared by the Applicant. The Safety and Security Plan and
detailed Hazards Analysis would be incorporated into the DesertXpress standard
operating procedures.

Intrusion detection systems would also be provided as part of the DesertXpress project as
required by the FRA. To protect the DesertXpress tracks against intrusion by unguided
automotive vehicles, including motorcycles, automobiles, and trucks, barriers would be
placed near the edge of the highway shoulder lanes. For the at grade DesertXpress tracks
adjacent to or within the median of the 1-15 freeway, permanent concrete barriers would
be installed between the tracks and the roadway, per Caltrans’ and Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT) requirements. Where the DesertXpress tracks are located on an
elevated structure more than 6 feet above grade, no barrier would be required.

Overhead highway structures adjacent to or crossing the DesertXpress right-of-way would
be protected by crash walls surrounding the base piers. The crash walls would be
specifically designed to withstand the impact of a derailed train and to deflect a derailed
train away from the supporting structure. Ata minimum, these crash walls would be
installed per the requirements of American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way
Associated (AREMA) Manual for Railway Engineering. Curved overhead highway
structures would also include highway barriers in compliance with Caltrans and Nevada
DOT standards. Additionally, any overpass crossing the DesertXpress tracks would
require a minimum clearance of approximately 16 feet, 9 inches. Chain link fencing on the
roadway overpasses would also be constructed to protect objects from falling onto the
DesertXpress trackway.

2.4.9.2 Alignment Features

Where the DesertXpress alignment would be within the 1-15 corridor, continuous concrete
vehicle barriers, as well as AREMA crash barriers at all supporting columns of bridges at
freeway interchanges and overpasses would be provided. Tracks would be spaced 15 feet
apart. The I-15 median alternative would include drainage bunds, channels, and utilities.
Final design for all segments of the project in the median or immediate proximity to 1-15
would be reviewed and approved by Caltrans, NDOT, and FHWA.
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The system would use #20 high-speed switches to facilitate recovery and bypass
strategies. The #20 switch utilizes two machines for switch point movement and permits
a maximum tangent speed of 125 mph and a maximum turnout speed of 50 mph.
Switches for the sidings would be #10.

As a fully grade-separated passenger railway, structures and bridges would be constructed
at major crossings of roads, rail tracks,'2 and waterways or floodways, including the
Mojave River crossing at Lenwood Road, Oro Grande along Route 66, Fort Irwin Road in
Barstow, the Highway Patrol Inspection Station on 1-15, the Flamingo Wash, and other
features. In addition, switch tracks may require additional crossings over 1-15 or any of
the noted major features. River crossings would require approval of the United States
Army Corps of Engineers (404(b)1 approval).

2.4.9.3 Built Facilities

The proposed action would include the construction of one passenger station at each end
of the rail corridor (Victorville plus one in Clark County or the City of Las Vegas). Stations
would meet accessibility requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). A
major maintenance, storage, and operations facility would be located in Victorville,
southeast of the Victorville station site options. A secondary maintenance and storage
facility would be located in Clark County. These are discussed in detail below. With the
exception of Segment 7 and the associated Downtown Las Vegas Station (described
below), no station or maintenance facility option would be attached to a single project
alternative. Any of the proposed alignments would utilize any of the station and
maintenance facility options.

Stations have been laid out by the Applicant to initially use two tracks and accommodate
the addition of a third track in the future when peak operating frequencies greater than
one train departing every 20 minutes may be required. The station footprints provide
sufficient space for future expansion to include a third track and platform. Current travel
forecasts indicate that peak period operating frequencies of 20 minutes could suffice for
many years as peak pricing policies are adopted.

Victorville Station Options

Two sites north of central Victorville are being considered for the Victorville station. Both
sites are located immediately west of 1-15 and both stations sites would serve both
Alternative A and B alignments. Segment 1 of the alignment would initiate from the
selected station site. Site 1 is located just north of the southern Stoddard Wells Road exit
(Exit #154); Site 2 is located to the northwest of the northern Stoddard Wells Road exit
(Exit #157). The two site options are located about 1.5 miles apart. Figures 2-10 —2-13
show site plans and section views for the two Victorville station site options.

12 Any over or undercrossings of operational rail tracks is potentially subject to approval by the STB under 49
U.S.C. 10901(d)(1).
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The facilities directly associated with the either station site would occupy about 100 acres
and would have a parking capacity for approximately 13,000 to 18,000 vehicles in self-
parking lots, valet parking areas, and a proposed parking structure.

The Victorville station would offer train ticketing, baggage handling, and hotel room
check-in for Las Vegas resorts. The train station would be compatible with land use plans
already proposed by the City of Victorville for mixed-use development served by local
transit, and with highway access.

Operations, Maintenance, and Storage Facility Options

Each of the two Victorville station site options is paired with a particular site for an
operations, maintenance, and storage facility (OMSF). Both OMSF site options fall within
the vicinity of Segment 1 and could serve either Alternative A or Alternative B alignments.
The facility would require approximately 50 acres!3 and would include a train washing
facility, repair shop, parts storage, operations control center, and a fueling station (for the
DEMU option only).

OMSEF site option 1, which would function with Victorville Station Site 1, would be located
in the City of Victorville on a site that lies within the General Plan’s North Mojave
Planning Area to the southwest of proposed Victorville station site 1.

OMSEF site option 2, which would function with Victorville Station Site 1 or 2, would be
located north of station site 2, near the intersection with Dale Evans Parkway. A portion
of OMSF site option 2 would fall within the jurisdiction of the City of Victorville; the entire
site is under the jurisdiction of San Bernardino County.

Within the OMSF, the OCC would provide continuous monitoring of the train operations.
Central control room personnel would have the ability to communicate directly with each
train and with emergency response personnel throughout the route. Additionally, once
inside the OMSF maintenance yard, the trains would be manually operated and moved
with a tractor to minimize locomotive emissions within the yard. Approximately 400
employees would be based at the maintenance facility and operations center.

Figure 2-14 provides a plan view of site option 1 for the OMSF; Figure 2-15 provides a plan
view for site option 2.

13 Site envelopes for the OMSF range in size from about 95 acres to 260 acres. Entire sites were analyzed in
this EIS, although the final footprint of the OMSF is expected to be notably smaller than the areas surveyed.
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Las Vegas Area Station Options

Four options are being considered for the Las Vegas passenger station:

« Southern Station, along Polaris Road, between West Russell Road and West
Hacienda Drive, across 1-15 from the Mandalay Bay Resort and Casino (as
shown in Figures 2-16 and 2-17);

« Central Station A, between West Flamingo Road and West Twain Avenue,
adjacent to the Rio Suites Hotel property (as shown in Figures 2-18 and 2-19);

« Central Station B, south of West Flamingo Road, in an area along the UPRR
right of way that is currently occupied industrial/light industrial uses. (Figures
2-20 and 2-21)

. Downtown Station, in the City of Las Vegas, along South Main Street between
West Bonneville Avenue and Boulder Avenue (see Figures 2-22 and 2-23).

The Southern, Central “A” or Central “B” passenger stations would be utilized with
Segments 6A or 6B and serve as the terminus for those segments. Segment 6C could
extend only to the Central “A” and Central “B” station sites. Segments 7A, 7B and 7C
would be needed if, and only if, the Downtown station is selected as the terminus for the
preferred alternative.

All potential Las Vegas station options are in close proximity to the Las Vegas Strip and
related attractions which would be accessible via taxis, shuttle buses, and potential future
extensions of the Las Vegas Monorail. Only one station would be utilized in the preferred
alternative.

The facilities directly associated with the station site would occupy about 30 to 60 acres,
depending on location. Each station would include parking for approximately 2,000
vehicles and passenger pick-up/drop off area.

Las Vegas Area Maintenance and Storage Facility

A light maintenance, storage, cleaning, and inspection facility would also be built near the
northern terminus of the project. The facility would require approximately 7 to 10 acres.

Three site options are under consideration for the Las Vegas area Maintenance and
Storage Facility (MSF), as shown in Figure 2-24.

Sloan Road: This site is located along Segment 5 in unincorporated Clark County,
approximately 5 miles south of Sloan Road, on the east side of I-15. The site is between
the 1-15 freeway and South Las Vegas Boulevard (Nevada State Route 604), near where
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) crosses from east to west side of 1-15.

Wigwam Avenue and Robindale Avenue: These two sites are located in
unincorporated Clark County, west of the 1-15 freeway, and about one half mile south of
Blue Diamond Boulevard (Nevada State Route 160).
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Figures 2-25 through 2-27 depict site plan options for the Las Vegas area MSF. Detailed
facility footprints and elevation drawings are included in Appendix A.

2.4.9.4 Autotransformers and Substations

If the Electrical Multiple Unit (EMU) technology option is selected, propulsion power
would need to be delivered along the alignment by a series of autotransformers and
electrical substations.

Three substations would be needed along the entire route, one near each end of the rail
line and one near the midpoint. The substations near the ends of the rail line would be
located on the corresponding O/MSF sites. The three electrical substations would be
located on the sites of the Victorville OMSF, Baker MOW, and Sloan MSF facilities. The
midpoint substation would be located on the site also designated for the maintenance of
way facility in Baker. Substation diagrams and layouts are as shown on the detailed site
plan drawings for the referenced maintenance facilities within Appendix A.

Preliminary engineering identified the need for a total of 17 autotransformers, spaced at 1o
to 12 mile intervals along the alignment. These autotransformers help to maintain and
regulate the voltage along the line. Each autotransformer would require a physical
footprint of about one-tenth to one-fifth of an acre. Locations for these autotransformers
are shown in Figures 2-1.1 through 2-1.7. Appendix A also provides detailed locations of
the autotransformers, as seen in the Plan and Profile drawings and the large-scale maps.

2.4.9.5 Utility Corridors

Under the EMU technology option, utility corridors would be implemented to provide
power line paths to feed the four DesertXpress substations. There are three proposed
utility corridors listed below and shown on Figures 2-1.1, 2-1, 4, and 2-1.6, as well as on
larger maps within Appendix A-2.

« Victorville OMSF: A utility corridor parallel to I-15 that would provide
connection to either OMSF Site 1 and OMSF Site 2

. Baker MOW: A utility corridor from the Southern California Edison
substation at Nickle Mountain Road following Silver Lane to Arnold Avenue to
the Baker MOW Facility Site.

« Sloan MSF: A utility corridor from the Nevada Power Transmission Line,
served by the Nevada Power Big Horn Substation located north of Primm, to
the Sloan Road MSF site adjacent to 1-15.

There are two potential electricity source options for the utility corridor to the Victorville
OMSEF site options. One option would be to connect to the existing Southern California
electric transmission “grid,” while the second option would connect to a proposed
substation that is planned to be built by the Victorville Municipal Utilities District on the
west side of the Mojave River. Both of these electricity source options would utilize the
same utility corridor.
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The utility corridor right-of-way would have a typical width of approximately 100 feet.
The access road contained in the corridor would be approximately 10 feet wide. The tower
height of the elevated utility lines would range from 95 feet to 135 feet, depending upon
land mark clearance. Tower spacing would range from 440 feet to 940 feet depending on
tower height and necessary clearance. Each tower footprint would be approximately 24
square feet to 59 square feet in size, depending on the height of the tower. Typical tower
configurations are shown in Appendix A. The utility towers would use a typical voltage of
230KYv transmission, with 66Kv for power distribution.

2.4.9.6 Maintenance of Way Facility

The proposed action also includes a maintenance-of-way (MOW) facility. The MOW
facility would be located on a 2.4 acre site containing a 5,200 square foot building, plus
tail tracks, a radio signal tower, fuel storage, and other related facilities that would serve
as a headquarters for DesertXpress employees charged with daily inspection of tracks and
associated facilities to ensure ongoing safe operations. See Appendix A-4 for a detailed
site plan diagram of the MOW facility.

With any action alternative, the MOW facility would be located on the same land as is
designated for Temporary Construction Area #9, near Baker, California.

2.4.9.7 Components of Project Construction

Temporary Construction Areas

Table 2-7 below identifies the proposed temporary construction areas (TCAS), their
locations, and the segments each would serve. Several TCAs would be located in part or in
whole on proposed sites for stations and/or maintenance facilities, or would otherwise be
within an area the proposed alignment would permanently impact. Other TCAs are
located outside any permanent impact area. Table 2-7 distinguishes between these two
types of TCAs. TCA locations are shown on Figures 2-1.1 — 2-1.7.

The contractor for the proposed action would develop a construction water program to
designate the water sources used during construction. As it is not anticipated that wells
would be drilled to supply water, construction of the proposed action would not result in
permanent impacts at any of the temporarily impacted TCAs. Water would likely be
trucked in to the construction areas or supplied by existing pipelines.
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Table 2-7 Temporary Construction Areas
TCA | Location Within a Size Segment(s) Served
No. Permanent
Impact Area?
1A At proposed site of Victorville OMSF Partially 142.06 acres 1
Site 1
1B At proposed site of Victorville OMSF No 135.01 acres 1
Site 2
2 At proposed Victorville station site #2 Partially 14.14 acres 1
3 Near Lenwood, on northern bank of No 0.9 acre 2A/2B
Mojave River at proposed new bridge
4 Barstow, adjacent to BNSF spur line No 14.82 acres 2A/2B
5 Yermo, east of Yermo Road/I-15 No 5.23 acres 2A/B
interchange
6 Along I-15, southwest of Field Road No 5.82 acres 3A/3B
interchange
7 Along I-15, north of Basin Road No 5.85 acres 3A/3B
interchange
8 West of Baker, between I-15 and No 1.9 acres 3A/3B
Baker Blvd
9 East of Baker, between I-15 and Baker | Yes 9.63 acres 3A/3B
Blvd
10 North of I-15 at Cima Road No 5.59 acres 3A/3B
11 West of I-15 at Yates Well Road No 10.22 acres 4A
12 Northwest of I-15/Yates Well Road No 10.42 acres 4B
interchange
13 South of Sloan Road near UPRR No 11.49 acres 5A/5B
undercrossing of I-15
14 Along UPRR Corridor @ Le Baron No 32.49 acres Segment 6, Option
Avenue in unincorporated Clark C
County
15 South of West Twain Avenue at West | Yes 10.32 acres 6A/6B, Option C
Flamingo Road; site of proposed
Central Station A
16 Between Russell Road and Hacienda; | Yes 57.09 acres 6A, 6B
site of proposed Southern Station
17 South of Bonneville Avenue in City of Yes 24.08 acres 7A, 7B, Option C
Las Vegas; site of proposed
Downtown Station
18 + | Atopenings of proposed tunnel #1 No 2.15 acres 4B
19 northeast of Mountain Pass
20 + | Atopenings of proposed tunnel #2 No 2.22 acres 4B
21 northeast of Mountain Pass
22 West of |-15 between Polaris Street Yes 10.0 7AI7B
and Aldebaran Avenue at site of
proposed Central Station B
Source: DesertXpress, 2006-2008.
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3.0 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures

This chapter provides the analysis of the potential project-related environmental effects
that would occur with development of the DesertXpress project. Sections 3.1 through 3.16
of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describe the affected environment of the
project as it relates to each specific environmental issue, the environmental consequences
resulting from implementation of the proposed action and alternatives, and mitigation
measures that would reduce impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.

ISSUES ADDRESSED IN THIS DRAFT EIS

The following environmental topics are addressed in this chapter:

3.1 Land Use and Community 3.9 Geology and Soils
Impacts
3.10 Hazardous Materials
3.2 Growth
3.11 Air Quality and Global Climate
3.3 Farmlands/Agricultural Lands Change
3.4 Utilities/Emergency Services 3.12 Noise
3.5 Traffic 3.13 Energy
3.6 Visual Resources 3.14 Biological Resources
3.7 Cultural and Paleontological 3.15 Section 4(f)
Resources

3.16 Cumulative Impacts
3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

FORMAT OF ISSUE SECTIONS

Each environmental issue section contains a discussion of regulations and standards,
methods of evaluation, affected environment, environmental consequences, and
mitigation measures and/or recommended mitigation strategies.
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DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.1 Regulatory Requirements

3.1 LAND USE & COMMUNITY IMPACTS

This section pertains to the land use implications of the action alternatives. The section
also includes an analysis of potential community effects, including a required
environmental justice analysis.

This section discusses existing and proposed land uses, as well as minority and low-
income populations near the action alternatives. Regulations pertaining to both land use
and environmental justice are described. This section also includes an evaluation of
environmental consequences from the action alternatives, and provides mitigation
measures as appropriate.

In general, project effects related to land use include the potential to divide the existing
communities of Lenwood, Yermo, and Sloan, potential conflicts with pockets of existing
residential uses near the rail alignments, conflicts with the Mojave National Preserve, and
environmental justice effects. Mitigation measures from other sections such as 3.11 Air
Quality and Global Climate Change, 3.12 Noise and Vibration, 3.5 Traffic and
Transportation, 3.6 Visual Resources, and 3.4 Utilities/Emergency Services, would
minimize land use related impacts.

3.1.1 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

As stated in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, the Surface Transportation Board (STB) issued
a declaratory order on June 25, 2007 regarding STB's authority under 49 U.S.C. 10901. In
this order, STB found the DesertXpress Project to be exempt from state and local land use
and environmental requirements. Such laws include the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).! As a result of the declaratory order, no Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
is required and thus has not been prepared. Nevertheless, this EIS analyzes the proposed
project’s direct and indirect effects related to land use, taking into account the potential
consistency with planned and existing land uses. Federal, state, and local land use plans
and policies are considered here.

Federal agencies governing land use in the project area and immediate vicinity are: the
United States (U.S.) Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the U.S.
Department of Defense, and the National Park Service (NPS).

State and local agencies with land use jurisdiction in the project area are: the California
Department of Transportation, Nevada Department of Transportation, San Bernardino
County, California, Clark County, Nevada, the cities of Victorville and Barstow, California,
and the City of Las Vegas, Nevada.

Agencies and government bodies are listed and their relevant objectives, policies,
programs, and goals are described below.

1 STB Finance Docket No. 34914, DesertXpress Enterprises, LLC — Petition for Declaratory Order
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DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.1 Regulatory Requirements

3.1.1.1 Bureau of Land Management

In 1976 Congress passed The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), which
directs how the BLM manages public lands. The BLM has set forth guidelines for public
land use planning and management designed to:

= Protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air
and atmospheric, water resources, and archeological values;

= Where appropriate, preserve and protect certain lands in their natural condition;
=  Provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals;
» Provide for outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use.

As authorized by FLPMA, the BLM issues right-of-way (ROW) grants for transportation
and other facilities which are in the public interest, as outlined under the ROW regulations
at 43 CFR 2801.9 et seq. A project applicant must complete an “Application for
Transportation and Utility Systems and Facilities on Federal Lands.” A ROW grant
authorizes rights and privileges for a specific land use for a specific period of time. The
BLM must ensure the protection of resource values under the conditions of the grant.?
Relevant BLM resource management plans are discussed below.

California Desert Conservation Area Plan Resource Management Plan

The California Desert Conservation Area Plan (CDCA Plan) manages 25 million acres of
land in southern California as designated by Congress in 1976 through the FLPMA.3
About 10 million acres are administered by the BLM. All proposed features within the
State of California (rail alignments, stations, maintenance facilities, etc.) would be located
within the CDCA Plan area.

CDCA Plan areas are managed under the California Desert Protection Act of 1994, the
1964 Wilderness Act, and BLM's national wilderness management policy, all of which
mandate a high degree of protection and restrict access and use. The CDCA Plan
establishes goals for protection and use of the desert and designates land with multiple
use classes. The plan sets forth goals, specific actions, and management needs for each
resource in the desert.

All of the public lands in the CDCA Plan under BLM management* have been designated
geographically into four multiple-use classes. The classification was based on the
sensitivity of resources and the types of uses for each geographic area. Each multiple-use
class describes a different type and level or degree of use which is permitted within that
particular geographic area.

2 U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. Rights-of-Way. Website accessed in 2007.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/rights-of-way.html.

3 A map of the CDCA is available on the BLM’s California Division website:
http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/ca/pdf/caso/publications.Par.67970.File.dat/CDCA.pdf

4 Except for a few small and scattered parcels (approximately 300,000 acres) that are managed on a case-by-
case basis,
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DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.1 Regulatory Requirements

Multiple Use Class C: Class C has two purposes. First, it shows those areas
which are being ‘preliminarily recommended” as suitable for wilderness
designation by Congress. This process is fully explained in the Wilderness Element
in this Plan. Second, it will be used in the future to show those areas formally
designated as wilderness by Congress. The Class C guidelines are different from
the guidelines for other classes. They summarize the kinds of management likely
to be used in these areas in the CDCA when and if they are formally designated
wilderness by Congress.

These guidelines will be considered in the public process of preparing the final
Wilderness Study Reports. But the final management decisions depend on
Congressional direction in the legislation which makes the formal designation.

Multiple-Use Class L (Limited Use): This Class protects sensitive, natural,
scenic, ecological, and cultural resource values. Public lands designated as Class L
are managed to provide for generally lower-intensity, carefully controlled multiple
use of resources, while ensuring that sensitive values are not significantly
diminished.

Multiple-Use Class M (Moderate Use): This class is based upon a controlled
balance between higher intensity use and protection of public lands. This class
provides for a wide variety or present and future uses such as mining, livestock
grazing, recreation, energy, and utility development. Class M management is also
designed to conserve desert resources and to mitigate damage to those resources
which permitted uses may cause.

Multiple Use Class | (Intensive use): Its purpose is to provide for
concentrated use of lands and resources to meet human needs. Reasonable
protection will be provided for sensitive natural and cultural values. Mitigation of
impacts on resources and rehabilitation of impacted areas will occur insofar as
possible.

Figure 3-1.1 depicts the multiple use classifications near the alignment. As shown in
Figure 3-1.1, the majority of the alignment that passes through the CDCA planning area is
in either unclassified, Class M, or Class L land. Near Victorville, a small portion of the
alignment runs through Class I land.

As part of the CDCA Plan, the BLM also established 85 Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACECs) in the desert covering about 750,000 acres. No project feature would be
located within an ACEC, but five ACEC are within one mile of proposed alignments. The
locations of ACEC relative to the study area are shown on Figures 3-14.1 through 3-14.5
within Chapter 3.14, Biological Resources, as well as on large-scaled maps provided in
Appendix A-2. The ACECs near the action alternatives are further described below.

Calico Early Man ACEC: The 898-acre Calico Early Man ACEC is designated
as a National Register of Historic Places property and is north of Segments 2A/2B.
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DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.1 Regulatory Requirements

It was designated as an ACEC by the 1980 CDCA Plan. A management plan was
prepared in 1984 that designated a network of vehicle access routes to protect an
ancient human occupation.

Manix ACEC: The 2,897-acre Manix ACEC, located about 20 miles northeast of
Barstow along the Mojave River south of Segments 3A/3B, was established in 1990
by the BLM to protect paleontological and cultural resources. This site also
contains blowsand habitat for the Mojave fringe-toed lizard. No management plan
has been prepared for this ACEC.

Afton Canyon ACEC: The 4,726-acre Afton Canyon ACEC protects riparian
habitats and is southeast of Segments 3A/3B. The Afton Canyon Natural Area
Management Plan (1989) was prepared in cooperation with the California
Department of Fish and Game and covers a larger area than the ACEC. The plan
protects the riparian community of the Mojave River, scenic values, desert habitat
in the Cady Mountains, which is habitat for bighorn sheep as well as nest sites for
prairie falcon and golden eagle.

Cronese Basin ACEC: The BLM designated the 10,226-acre Cronese Basin
ACEC, north of 1-15 between Barstow and Baker and north of Segments 3A/3B in
the 1980 CDCA Plan. A management plan was published in 1985. This ACEC
protects cultural and natural resources, including ephemeral wetlands, which serve
as stopover points for migratory water birds and nesting sites during wet years.
Mesquite hummocks and desert willow washes add to the biological importance,
and the dunes and sand sheets are occupied habitat for the Mojave fringe-toed
lizard.5

Halloran Wash ACEC: The 1,860-acre Halloran Wash ACEC was established
by the BLM in 1980. The ACEC protects sensitive cultural resources in Halloran
Wash at the south end of Shadow Valley just north of I-15. The ACEC is north of
Segments 3A/3B.6

Within the project area, two resource management plans (RMPs) amend the CDCA Plan
and provide for the recovery of the desert tortoise and other threatened species. These
plans are: the West Mojave Plan and the Northern and Eastern Mojave Plan. Within each
of these planning areas are desert wildlife management areas (DWMAS), which have been
established to manage habitat conservation. The DWMAs, managed by the BLM, are also

5U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. Final Environmental Impact Report and
Statement for the West Mojave Plan: A Habitat Conservation Plan and California Desert Conservation Area
Plan Amendment. Volume 2. January 2005. Website accessed in 2007.

http://www.blm.gov/ca/pdfs/cdd_pdfs/wemo_pdfs/plan/wemo/Vol-2-Complete-Bookmarks.pdf

6 BLM 2003. Defense Advanced Research Projects (DARPA) Grand Challenge Environmental Assessment.
December 2003. Website accessed in 2008.
http://www.blm.gov/ca/pdfs/barstow_pdfs/darpa/chapter_3_affected_environment.pdfBLM 2003
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considered ACECs. Figure 3-1.2 shows BLM RMP areas and DWMAs relative to the study
area. The RMPs near the alignment are described below.

West Mojave Plan: The West Mojave Plan (WMP) is the largest habitat
conservation plan (HCP) in the U.S. The Plan covers 9.3 million acres in San
Bernardino, Kern, Los Angeles, and Inyo counties. The BLM published the planin
2005 and the Record of Decision was signed in March 2006.7

The WMP provides goals, policies, and measures to conserve and protect more
than 100 listed or sensitive wildlife species and their habitats, including the desert
tortoise and Mojave ground squirrel. To protect sensitive species, several DWMAs
were established (See Figure 3-1.2). The plan also provides a streamlined program
for public agencies and private parties to comply with requirements of the state
and Federal Endangered Species Acts.8

As shown on Figure 3-1.2, project features within the WMP Area include all of
Segments 1 and 2, a substantial portion of Segment 3, and the Victorville passenger
station and OMSF site options.

BLM: Northern and Eastern Mojave Plan: The Northern and Eastern
Mojave Plan (NEMO) planning area covers 2.7 million acres of BLM-managed
public lands in eastern San Bernardino and Inyo counties and the eastern edge of
Mono County.

The plan manages sensitive species and habitats on public lands administered by
the BLM. NEMO also designates routes of travel in Desert Wildlife Management
Areas consistent with Federal regulations. The Record of Decision for NEMO was
signed in December 2002.

As shown on Figure 3-1.2, project features within the NEMO plan area include a
substantial portion of Segment 3, the Baker MOW facility site, all of Segment 4,
and a portion of Segment 5.

Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan

On June 28, 1994, the US Fish and Wildlife Service approved the final Desert Tortoise
(Mojave Population) Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan) (Service 1994). The Recovery Plan
divides the range of the desert tortoise into 6 recovery units and recommends
establishment of 14 DWMAs throughout the recovery units. Within each DWMA, the
Recovery Plan recommends implementation of reserve-level protection of desert tortoise
populations and habitat, while maintaining and protecting other sensitive species and
ecosystem functions. As part of the actions needed to accomplish recovery, the Recovery

7U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. Final Environmental Impact Report and
Statement for the West Mojave Plan: A Habitat Conservation Plan and California Desert Conservation Area
Plan Amendment. Volume 2. January 2005. Website accessed in 2007.

http://www.blm.gov/ca/pdfs/cdd_pdfs/wemo_pdfs/plan/wemo/Vol-2-Complete-Bookmarks.pdf

8 U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. Press Release: Long-Awaited West Mojave
Conservation Plan Released. March 24, 2005. Website accessed in 2007.

http://www.blm.gov/ca/news/2005/03/nr/CDD34_westmojaveplan.html
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DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
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Plan recommends that land management within all DWMAs should restrict human
activities that negatively impact desert tortoises (Service 1994).

BLM Las Vegas Field Office Resource Management Plan

Public lands identified near the alignment in Nevada are located within the Las Vegas
Field Office Resource Management Plan (1998). The plan reduces impacts to sensitive
resources by providing a system of development for transportation, including legal access
to private in-holdings, communications, flood control, major utility transmission lines,
and related facilities. Public land is available at the discretion of the agency for ROWSs.®
As shown in Figure 3-1.2, portions of segments 5, 6 and 7 fall within the boundary of this
plan, along with all Nevada MSF and station site options.

3.1.1.2 National Park Service

The Mojave National Preserve (Preserve) is a unit of the National Park Service (NPS), an
agency within the United States Department of the Interior, which was established by the
Organic Act of 1916. The Preserve is a large expanse of desert lands that represents a
combination of Great Basin, Sonoran, and Mojave Desert ecosystems. The Preserve
contains diverse mountain ranges, the Kelso dune system, dry lake beds, and evidence of
volcanic activity (domes, lava flows, and cinder cones). Plant and animal life complement
the geological features. Several wilderness areas are located within the Preserve.
Providence Mountain State Recreation Area (Mitchell Caverns), the University of
California’s Granite Mountains Natural Reserve, and the California State University’s
Desert Studies Center at Soda Springs are also within its boundaries.

The NPS adopted the Mojave National Preserve General Management Plan in April 2002.
The plan is an overall management strategy for a ten-to fifteen-year period. The plan
provides policies and actions to protect land, preserve the park’s natural and cultural
resources, and set forth limits on land uses.

Near the Nipton Road exit of 1-15, a 1.55 mile portion of Segment 4A would traverse the
Preserve.

Redwood National Park Act of 1978

The Redwood National Park Act of 1978 established the Sweeney Granite Mountain
Research Center (SGMDRC) as a part of the National Reserve System, a network of
natural areas throughout California that support university-level teaching, research, and
public service. The University of California maintains more than thirty Natural Reserves
distributed throughout the state which encompass a wide variety of habitats. The
SGMDRC, one of the National Reserve areas is located within the present day Mojave
National Preserve.

9 U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. Las Vegas Field Office Resource Management
Plan. Website accessed in 2007. http://www.nv.blm.gov/vegas/Environmental/Projects/Volume_1.PDF
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California Desert Protection Act of 1994 (PL 103-433)

The California Desert Protection Act designated approximately 7.7 million acres of BLM-
owned land as wilderness and added approximately 3 million acres to the Nation Park
System. This act established the Mojave National Preserve as a new unit of the National
Park system.

NPS Management Policies, 2006

The 2006 NPS Management Policies provide NPS with a policy framework for managing
National Parks. Policies 1.4.6, 1.6, 9.1.1.3, and 9.1.3.1, which are especially relevant to the
DesertXpress project, are discussed here.

While Congress has given discretion to allow impacts within parks, their discretion is
limited by the statutory requirement that NPS must leave park resources and values
unimpaired unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise. Policy
1.4.6 identifies park resources and values that are subject to the no-impairment standard
which include the park’s scenery, natural and historic objects, wildlife, and people’s
opportunity to enjoy such resources. Policy 1.6 recognizes that impacts in national parks
can result from activities outside of park boundaries. This policy states that NPS will use
all available tools to protect park resources and values from unacceptable impacts. Policy
9.1.1.4 requires that new structures reflect the important cultural resources and local
character. Policy 9.1.3.1, regarding construction sites, mentions that construction sites
will be limited to the smallest feasible area and requires specific processes during
construction that will limit the damage to park resources, conserve energy, and increase
safety.

NPS-28, Cultural Resource Management, Ch. 8, 4.a. Design Compatibility

NPS-28 is a set of guidelines that elaborates on NPS Management Policies 2006 and offers
guidance in their application in order to establish, maintain, and refine NPS cultural
resource programs.

NPS-28, Chapter 8, Policy 4.a, Design Compatibility, states that development adjacent to
historic structures should be designed to complement the historic structures’ visual and
physical characteristics. A new structure should be visibly unobtrusive in terms of scale,
texture, and continuity of style.

3.1.1.3 U.S. Department of Defense

The Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base serves as a storage, distribution, and
maintenance depot for Marine Corps facilities in the western United States. Equipment,
weapons, and supplies are warehoused, repaired, remanufactured, and redistributed at
this base, which is the primary Marine Corps facility with this function west of the
Mississippi. The depot is composed of three locations east of Barstow, located one to three
miles south of 1-15. Military facilities include the 2,000-acre Yermo Annex; the Main Base
at the Nebo Facility (two miles west of the Yermo Annex); and the Marine Corps Rifle
Range (in between the two bases, south of 1-40). The Barstow Marine Corps Logistics
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Base covers 4,000 acres, and employs 2,500 people.l® The base prepared a Military
Integrated Resource Management Plan to guide the management of the desert tortoise.
This plan is discussed in Chapter 3.14, Biological Resources.

Although the Marine Corps Logistics Base is located in the general vicinity of the proposed
rail alignments, none of the action alternatives would directly or indirectly affect the Base
because at its closest the action alternatives would be over a mile away, on the opposite
(north) side of 1-15 relative to the Base.

3.1.1.4 California Regulations
County of San Bernardino, California

The San Bernardino County General Plan governs land use planning and development in
the unincorporated areas of the privately owned lands in the county. The plan contains
goals, policies, and implementing actions for land use issues. The General Plan is the
product of an update completed in March 2007. The General Plan divides the largest
county in land area in the U.S. into regions: Mountain, Valley, and Desert. All project
features within California would be located within the Desert Region of the San
Bernardino County General Plan.

The Victorville station and OMSF site would be located within the Victor Valley
Subregional planning area. The County anticipates significant growth in this and the
adjacent Barstow subregion, mostly within incorporated areas. Please also see Chapter
3.2, Growth, for a more detailed discussion of anticipated growth trends throughout the
study area.

Southern California Association of Governments

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for six counties: Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside,
Ventura, and Imperial. SCAG maintains the Regional Transportation Plan and the
Regional Transportation Improvement Program. Please refer to Chapter 3.5, Traffic and
Transportation, for a discussion on regional transportation plans.

San Bernardino Associated Governments

The San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) is a council of 25 local
governments that acts as the transportation planning agency for San Bernardino County.
SANBAG's responsibilities include regional planning of local and regional roadway
improvements and related studies.

City of Victorville, California

The Victorville City Council approved the Victorville General Plan on July 15, 1997. City
land use goals include maintaining a balanced community with a diversified economic

10 Center for Land Use Interpretation 2007. Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base Nebo. Website accessed in
2007. http://ludb.clui.org/ex/i/CA4992/
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base, providing adequate city services and maintaining an aesthetically pleasing
community.

Two sites in Victorville are being considered for the passenger station; two additional
nearby sites are contemplated for the operations, maintenance, and storage facility
(OMSF).

Station site option 1 would be located near the southern Stoddard Wells Road intersection
with 1-15, within the corporate limits of the City of Victorville. The related OMSF site is
also within city limits.

Station site option 2 would be located near the northern Stoddard Wells Road intersection
with I-15 outside of the City limits but within Victorville's sphere of influence. North and
east of station option 2 is OMSF option B, which is also outside the City limits (on land
regulated by San Bernardino County). The City of Victorville and San Bernardino County
both anticipate future growth and development in these areas; some or all of the land for
station option 2 and OMSF site B would likely be annexed to the City of Victorville if
developed.t2

North Mojave Community Plan and North Triangle Specific Plan

Figure 3-1.3 shows the locations of the North Mojave Community Plan, a planning area
within the Victorville Plan, as well as the North Triangle Specific Plan, a proposed specific
plan area within the North Mojave Plan area.

The Specific Plan is expected to be adopted in 2008 and integrated into the Victorville
General Plan Update, expected to be completed in 2008 or 2009.13 The Specific Plan
anticipates the inclusion of transportation related facilities, such as the passenger station
and OMSF.

City of Barstow, California

Portions of the proposed rail alignment (portions of segments 1, and 2A/2B) would travel
through the City of Barstow or areas of the City’s sphere of influence and adjacent “Area of
Interest.” The rail alignments would be located near but outside of two of the City’s
specific plan areas (Sun Valley Business Park and Lenwood).

The Land Use Element of the City of Barstow General Plan (1996) identifies six Principal
Growth Areas where most of the city growth over the next 20 years is expected to take
place. The proposed rail alignment would traverse through or near two of these areas:

= Lenwood Specific Plan area: The City anticipates additional urban
commercial and industrial growth in this area.

11 City of Victorville General Plan. Website accessed in 2007.
http://www.ci.victorville.ca.us/about/general-plan.html

12 John Roberts, Victorville Planning Department, personal communication, July 2007.
13 John Roberts, Victorville Planning Department, personal communication, July 2007.
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Highway 58 Area North of Mojave River: The City anticipates that improved roadway
access to this area will make it more attractive for commercial developments along
freeway corridors with potential low density residential development contingent on the
availability of water and other resources.

3.1.1.5 Nevada Regulations
Clark County, Nevada Regulations

Land use planning in Clark County, Nevada is regulated by the Clark County
Comprehensive Plan. With the exception of northern portions of Segment 7 and the
Downtown passenger station option, all project features within the State of Nevada would
be located on land regulated by the Comprehensive Plan. Many areas are further
regulated by community district plan areas within the Comprehensive Plan. Please see
Figure 3-1.4 which shows the Comprehensive Plan Area and the related district plans, each
of which are discussed below.

From the California border northeasterly towards the City of Las Vegas, the proposed rail
alignments and the Sloan Road maintenance facility site option would be in the “South
County” area of the Comprehensive Plan.

Clark County Comprehensive Plan: Enterprise Land Use Plan

The Enterprise Land Use Plan was adopted as an amendment of the Clark County
Comprehensive Plan on December 8, 2004. The Enterprise Plan area covers an area
roughly north of Sloan Road to its northern boundary at Sunset Road and McCarran
International Airport, as shown in Figure 3-1.4. Substantial portions of Segments 6A/6B
and Option C are within the Enterprise Plan area, as are the Wigwam Avenue and
Robindale Avenue MSF site options.

Clark County Comprehensive Plan: Winchester/Paradise Land Use Plan

The Winchester/Paradise area of the Comprehensive Plan contains extensive urbanized
and urbanizing areas in the Las Vegas Valley, including the Las Vegas Strip and McCarran
International Airport.

The Winchester/Paradise planning area is generally bounded on the south by Sunset Road
and on the north by Sahara Avenue and the limits of the City of Las Vegas, as shown in
Figure 3-1.4.

As shown in Figure 3-1.4, three of the four Las Vegas station site options are within the
Winchester/Paradise Plan area: the Southern station at West Russell Road and Central
Station A/B station options at Flamingo Road.
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City of Las Vegas, Nevada

The northernmost Las Vegas station site option and portions of Segment 7 would be
located in downtown Las Vegas, within the jurisdictional limits of the City of Las Vegas.
The Land Use Element of the Las Vegas Master Plan 2020 regulates land use planning in
the City of Las Vegas.

Las Vegas Downtown Centennial Plan

The City of Las Vegas adopted the Downtown Centennial Plan to specifically guide growth
and development in the downtown area. Figure 3-1.4 shows that the proposed Downtown
station would be located within this area. Adopted in 2000, the Centennial Plan provides
land use policies, architectural, landscaping, streetscape, and other development
standards focused on enhancing the quality of life for residents and visitors. The proposed
rail line would terminate within the plan area, traversing several of its sub-districts
(Northern Strip, Downtown South, Office Core, and Casino Center).

3.1.2 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS: COMMUNITY/SOCIOECONOMIC
IMPACTS

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended (NEPA) established that the
Federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, healthful,
productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings.’®> FRA, in its
Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts, states that environmental documents
should examine the potential for community disruption or cohesion, the possibility of
demographic shifts, and impacts on local government services and revenues. In order to
determine community impacts, environmental justice is considered.

3.1.2.1 Environmental Justice

Environmental justice analysis is a requirement for all Federal agency actions, imposed by
Executive Order No. 12898 (Executive Order) (Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations). The order directs individual Federal
agencies to develop approaches that address environmental justice concerns in their
programs, policies, and procedures. Under the 1997 U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOT) Order on Environmental Justice (USDOT Order), the USDOT is required to
comply with Executive Order No. 12898. The USDOT Order describes the processes that
the Office of the Secretary and each Operating Administration with USDOT will use to
incorporate environmental justice principles, per the Executive Order, into existing
programs, policies, and activities. USDOT is thus required to develop specific procedures
to incorporate the goals of the USDOT Order and the Executive Order with the programs,

1542 U.S.C. 4331(b)(2)
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policies, and activities which they administer or implement.’®® An environmental justice
analysis was thus conducted for this project.

Executive Order No. 12898 directs Federal agencies to identify and address, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority and low-income
populations (“environmental justice populations”) with respect to human health and the
environment. In summary, the Order directs Federal agencies to conform to existing laws
to ensure that their actions:

= Do not discriminate on the basis of race, color, or national origin.

= |dentify and address disproportionately high and adverse health or environmental
effects of their actions on minority and low-income populations.

= Provide opportunities for community input in the NEPA process, including input
on potential effects and mitigation measures.

3.1.3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The affected environment described here is broken into three sections, one which
discusses the regional land use environment, another that discusses the existing land use
environment by segment, and lastly a section that describes low income and minority
populations near the alignment and station areas. Detailed maps of the action alternatives
can be found in Appendix A-2.

3.1.3.1 Affected Environment: Regional Land Use Environment

To provide the regional context major features such as land ownership, land use
designations, mining claims, and public utilities are discussed below.

Land Ownership

Figures 3-1.5 through 3-1.11 depict land ownership patterns across the study area. Outside
of populated areas near Victorville, Barstow, and Las Vegas, much of the land in and
around the study area is managed by the BLM for the Federal Government. Additional
Federal lands in the study area include military lands near Segment 2B, and the Preserve,
under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service. The balance of land in the study area
is mostly held privately, with some lands (approximately 6.9 acres) owned by the State of
California.

16 Department of Transportation. U.S. Department of Transportation Order on Environmental Justice. Federal
Register, April 15, 1997. Volume 62, Number 72.
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DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS. 3.1.3 Affected Environment

Land Use Designations

Figures 3-1.12 through 3-1.18 depict general city/county land use designations for areas
within one mile of the alignments, stations, and maintenance facilities. Excepting areas
near Las Vegas, the small communities of Primm and Jean, and portions of the greater
Barstow area, most of the land uses immediately adjacent to the rail alignments lack urban
development. Closer to the Victorville and Las Vegas ends lands are designated for more
intensive urban uses, such as housing, commercial, and industrial development. In
Victorville, such lands are largely undeveloped as of 2008. In and near Las Vegas, a more
fully developed mosaic of urban uses can be found. A more detailed discussion of land
uses by project segment is provided below under the heading “Affected Environment:
Land Uses by Segment and Stations/Maintenance Facilities.” A detailed discussion of
potential agricultural impacts is available in Section 3.3 of this EIS.

The land use designations depicted in Figures 3-1.12 through 3-1.18 apply only to land
within city/county jurisdictions. Land outside of such jurisdictions, such as BLM or NPS
owned land, would not be subject to city/county land use designations, and would instead
be regulated by the relevant Federal agency.

BLM Mining Claims

The BLM administers mining operations on Federal lands, following procedures set forth
at 43 CFR 3832. If lands have been designated by the BLM as open for mining,
prospective miners may “locate” a lode, placer, tunnel, or mill site, as appropriate.

In the vicinity of the study area, hundreds of mining claims have been located. BLM
records mining claim locations within township-range areas. The actual footprint of
mining activities is not recorded by BLM and is thus not available for detailed analysis.

Within the study area, mining activities are concentrated primarily in two areas: in the
vicinity of Mountain Pass, California, near Segments 4A and 4B, and near the juncture of
Segments 5 and 6, between Jean and Sloan, Nevada. Additional mining claims are
scattered near the Victorville station and maintenance facility site options, and in the
general vicinity of Primm, Nevada.

Public Utilities

Public utilities in the study area include facilities for electrical power, oil and gas products,
water, and coaxial and fiber-optic cables. These are discussed at length in Section 3.4,
Utilities and Emergency Services.

3.1.3.2 Affected Environment: Land Uses by Segment and
Stations/Maintenance Facilities

The affected environment includes both existing land uses and land use designations near
or in the footprint of the project.

To assess potential land use compatibility effects, land use designations from appropriate
county or city agencies were reviewed along with recent aerial maps of the study area.
Within California, land use designations refer to the general plan land use designations of
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DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS. 3.1.3 Affected Environment

San Bernardino County, Victorville, or Barstow, as appropriate. Within Nevada, land use
designations were derived from Clark County and City of Las Vegas zoning maps.

The majority of the proposed rail alignments would be located within existing
transportation ROWSs, primarily the 1-15 median or its ROW; secondarily the Union
Pacific Rail Road (UPRR) corridor in southern Clark County. In these areas, the only
existing land use is a public transportation corridor.

Existing land uses are described below by physical project features: rail alignments,
project stations, maintenance facilities, temporary construction areas, and other
components.

The two technology options under consideration (DEMU and EMU) would have similar
land use environments since they share common ROW and station footprints. The
exceptions to this are the electrical utility corridors required for the EMU option and the
autotransformer sites, which are discussed separately below and shown on relevant figures
herein.

Proposed Rail Alignments

Rail track, ballast and all associated features and equipment (including maintenance roads
and catenary structures for the EMU option) would fit within a ROW area approximately
75 feet in width. To this end, the “direct impact” area for the purposes of this EIS is a 75-
foot-wide ROW centered on the midpoint of the proposed rail tracks (37.5 feet on either
side of the proposed rail centerline). These are areas in which land use impacts would be
considered to be permanent and irreversible since structures would be physically located
within this area. Table 3.1-1 below identifies the amount of land (in acres) in each land use
designation that would be permanently impacted by each segment.

March 2009 Draft EIS

3.1-32



DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.3 Affected Environment
Table 3.1-1: Permanently Impacted land by Generalized Land Use Designation, Rail Alignments (acres)
Land Use Segment
Designation
1 2A/2B* 2A 2B 3A 3B 4A 4B 5A 5B BA** 6B** 6C** A 7B 7C
Industrial 151 |0 1.2 45 0 6.6 0 0 0 0 9.7 9.8 58.4 185 | 19.2 | 184
Commercial 47 | 44 0 1.3 6.1 7.6 0 0 7.5 7.6 1.2 1.2 0.1 0 02 |0
Institutional/ | 402 | 171 355 |84 273.8 | 317.9 1211 | 1181 | 685 |685 |24 2.5 3.4 0 0 0
Public
Facilities
Residential 66.8 | 73.3 47.1 | 441 3.6 38.7 0.5 0 123.8 | 1238 | 57.2 54.8 70.4 0 0 0
Agricultural 0 13.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Restrictive 0 0 0 0 7.9 7.34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hotel/Casino 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 223 | 221 |601 62.7 13.1 22 |06 |01
Other/ 912 |34 0.6 253 481.8 | 389.47 5.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No Data.
Total 2181 | 111.8 844 | 835 7732 | 7725 1274 | 1181 | 2221 | 2220 | 1305 | 1309 | 1453 |20.7 | 200 | 185

Source: CirclePoint and Geografika Consulting, 2008.
*This is the portion of Segments 2A/2B that shares a single alignment.
** Assumes a terminus at the Central A (Rio) Station. Smaller amounts of land would be used if terminating at the Southern or Central B stations, located to the south of

Central A.

Note: Land use designations do not correlate with the displacement of existing uses. Much of the footprint of the rail alignment is in areas that are vacant, a freeway ROW, a
railwvay ROW, or unimproved.
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DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.3 Affected Environment

As shown in Table 3.1-1, the most common land use designations that would be
permanently affected is “institutional/public facilities.” This designation is typically used
by jurisdictions for transportation rights-of-way controlled at state or local levels.

The total acreages in the tables above were developed from GIS data provided by the
affected jurisdictions — the cities of Victorville, Barstow, and Las Vegas, plus San
Bernardino and Clark Counties. A cross-check of this land use data against existing, on-
the-ground conditions indicates that in many circumstances, the data provided by the
county or city show designations for land uses that would not be expected to occur within
freeway rights-of-way. In some cases, the GIS data “bleeds” into or sometimes across the
freeway corridor. This is the explanation as to why some freeway median areas are
identified as designated for residential use. As such, each of the segment—by-segment
land use discussions below addresses both existing, on-the-ground land uses as well as
land use designations to provide a more complete picture of the affected environment.

In addition to identifying land uses and designations in rail alignment, station, and
maintenance facility areas, this section identifies surrounding land uses within 2 miles of
the alignment. This analysis included the review of land use publications, aerial
photographs, land use maps, conceptual plans of the action alternatives, and geographical
information system (GIS) data from public agencies. Profiles of each community near the
alignment are summarized.

Segment 1

Segment 1 would travel between Victorville and Lenwood, the southern portion following
the 1-15 freeway and the northern portion traversing undeveloped land south of Lenwood.
Segment 1 would include the Victorville passenger station and OMSF. Communities
traversed by Segment 1 would be Victorville and Lenwood.

Passenger Station and OMSF Site Options-Existing Land Uses: The proposed
Victorville passenger station and OMSF sites would be on the west side of 1-15 north of
Victorville. The two sites being considered for the passenger station would occupy about
100- 120 acres of land; OMSF sites would occupy about 100 acres.

Review of recent aerial photography indicates that all station and OMSF site options are
vacant.

The center of Victorville is located about 4.5 miles south of the proposed southern station
and OMSF site (station and OMSF site 1). The Mojave River is close to the south side of
OMSF site 1 (approximately 360 feet away). Rockview Park is located across the Mojave
River and an existing train ROW, approximately 550 feet west of this OMSF site. Grady
Trammel Park is approximately 1,500 feet from the OMSF site 1 and approximately 2,000
feet from station site 1. In between station site 1 and Grady Trammel Park is a residential
neighborhood. This mix of single and multifamily residences is approximately 775 feet
from station site 1 and about 1,500 feet from the OMSF site.

A tank and pipe supply store on Stoddard Wells Road is north of station site 1, adjacent to
1-15, between the two station sites.
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DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.3 Affected Environment

Existing land uses in the vicinity of station site 2 include the adjacent Victorville Refuse
Disposal Site (a San Bernardino County landfill). An existing transmission line is located
adjacent to Victorville OMSF site 2.

Passenger Station and OMSF Sites-Land Use Designations: All of the sites are
within an area designated by the City of Victorville for “Specific Plan” planned
development, which would allow a mix of commercial, industrial, and transportation
oriented uses. The land for option 1 is designated for “General Commercial” use with a
Specific Plan overlay (the draft Northern Triangle Specific Plan, discussed below). South
and west of station option 1 would be the related OMSF site option, which has similar City
of Victorville land use designations.

Rail Alignment-Existing Land Uses: The southern and northern ends of Segment 1,
which stretches between Victorville and Lenwood, are in urban-to-rural transition areas.
Outside of greater Victorville, the southern portion of Segment 1 would follow the 1-15
corridor through almost entirely undeveloped, uninhabited lands. Segment 1 would
diverge from the I-15 corridor near Hodge Road and head northerly through an
undeveloped landscape to Barstow. Approaching Barstow, the alignment would travel on
undeveloped land near low density residential land uses. The tracks would pass within
200 feet of an existing residence and within half a mile from the private Depue Airport. If
Victorville Station site 1 were selected, the rail alignment would be located adjacent to the
small Osborne Private Airport.

Rail Alignment-Land Use Designations: Land use designations for the land that
Segment 1 would occupy (a total of about 218 acres) include 67 acres of residential and
about 20 acres of commercial/industrial. The majority (116 acres) of lands that would be
used by Segment 1 have no land use classification or are identified as “institutional,”
relating to the land’s immediate adjacency to the I-15 corridor. Although residential,
commercial, and industrially-designated lands would be used by Segment 1, no
residential, commercial, or industrial structures are located on these lands as of January
2009. As shown in Figure 3-1.1, the Segment 1 of the alignment would travel through
BLM-owned land with Multiple Use Class designations | and M.

Designations in the surrounding area would follow the same profile as those in the
Segment 1 footprint. Except for the areas near the segment’s end points in Victorville and
Lenwood, the segment would traverse an essentially undeveloped environment.

Victorville — Community Profile

The City of Victorville is in southwestern San Bernardino County in the southwestern
Mojave Desert known as the Victor Valley. In 1926, U.S. Route 66 was established as one
of the main arteries of the National Highway System linking Illinois with California. A
portion of U.S. Route 66 provided a major transportation corridor through Victorville.
Victorville is the largest city between San Bernardino and the Nevada border and is the
primary commerce center of the Victor Valley. The Southern California Logistics Airport
(SCLA), a cargo airport, is in Victorville. Victorville was established as a result of the
California Southern Railroad station, which was about one mile northwest of the narrows
of the Mojave River. Most of the area's employment opportunities are service-related
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businesses, with nearly 42 percent of businesses in the retail sales category. Local
manufacturing companies are primarily related to mining and cement production.
Victorville is one of the fastest growing cities in California because of high activity in
aeronautics and logistics, and low land costs.’

The 2000 Census data lists the population at 64,029 (3.7 percent of county and 0.2
percent of the state population); the population in Victorville over 60 years of age is 14
percent. It has an employment rate of 51 percent, which is lower than both the county
employment rate of 55 percent and the state rate of 58 percent. Of these, 26 percent are
employed in management, professional and related occupations, which is slightly lower
than the county (28 percent) and lower than the state (36 percent) averages. A higher
percentage of workers in Victorville are employed in service occupations, construction,
extraction and maintenance, and production transportation and material moving, than
workers in the entire state.

Segments 2A/2B

Rail Alignments-Existing Land Uses: Through Barstow, Segments 2A and 2B are
combined and use a former Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe railroad corridor along the north
side of the Mojave River, for approximately three miles before reaching the vicinity of the
1-15/0Id Highway 58 interchange on the eastside of Barstow. From this point, the
alignments would head east along the north side of the 1-15 corridor through the town of
Yermo where the two alignments diverge, to a point just east of the agricultural inspection
station on 1-15. Existing land uses within the area near this segment includes single family
homes, with some motels and general stores.

At the start of Segments 2A/2B, near Lenwood, the alignment would traverse undeveloped
land, cross the Mojave River, and then travel briefly through agricultural land before
reaching Barstow. Heading east through Barstow, the combined 2A/2B segment would
pass within several hundred feet of existing single family residential and commercial
structures. On the eastern side of Barstow, the rail alignment would come within
approximately 80 feet of a single family residential development on Balsa Avenue (located
just west of the 1-15/0Id Highway 58 Interchange). Continuing east, Segments 2A/2B
would traverse undeveloped land for approximately 3 miles until reaching Yermo.

In Yermo, Segment 2A would split from Segment 2B. Segment 2A would travel north
though land that is mostly undeveloped with scattered single family residential
development located far from the alignment (approximately 350 feet away). Segment 2B
would run adjacent to 1-15, coming within approximately 90 feet of scattered commercial
and residential properties.

Rail Alignments-Land Use Designations: Prior to splitting, the majority of the
combined 2A/2B segment (73.3 acres out of 111.8 acres) would traverse undeveloped land
designated for residential use. This alignment would also use 20.5 acres of land identified
as “institutional” or containing no land use classification, typical of land in the freeway

17 City of Victorville Demographics. Website accessed in 2007.
http://www.ci.victorville.ca.us/about/demographics.html

March 2009 Draft EIS

3.1-36



DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.3 Affected Environment

corridor. Approximately 13.7 acres of land classified as agricultural would be traversed by
the alignment. This segment also traverses 4.7 acres of land classified as commercial.

After splitting, Segment 2B, would run along the I-15 ROW through Yermo. The majority
of this section of the alignment is designated residential (44.1 out of 83.5 total acres). This
segment also includes about 33.7 acres of no land use classification or is identified as
“institutional,” relating to the land’s immediate adjacency to the 1-15 corridor and other
roadways. Small areas of this alignment are also classified as commercial and industrial
manufacturing.

More than half of Segment 2A would use land designated for residential use (47.1 acres of
the 84.4 section of Segment 2A after separation from Segment 2B). 36.1 acres are
classified as institutional, or are unclassified areas. A small portion of Segment 2A is
classified as industrial.

Segments 2A/B would traverse BLM-owned land designated with Multiple Use Class M
(see Figure 3-1.1).

Lenwood — Community Profile

Segments 2A/2B (running together) would skirt the western edge of the unincorporated
community of Lenwood, a census-designated place (CDP) located about five miles west of
Barstow in San Bernardino County. According to the 2000 Census, Lenwood has a
population of 3,222. The community is comprised primarily of detached single family
homes (77 percent of all housing stock). As a community, Lenwood is closely tied to the
City of Barstow in terms of commerce and culture.

Barstow— Community Profile

Despite a relatively small population of about 21,000 people as of the 2000 U.S. Census,
Barstow is a major crossroads of the southwestern United States. Interstates 15 and 40
converge on Barstow, connecting southern California to Las Vegas, northern Arizona, and
points beyond. By virtue of its location, Barstow has been for many decades a major
center for rail transportation. The Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railroad's (BNSF)
classification yard is in Barstow, as is the Western American Rail Museum. The UPRR
also travels through Barstow en route to Las Vegas via the Preserve. Barstow also includes
a U.S. Marine Corps Logistics Base and is the closest city to the Fort Irwin military
training center. Notably, most of the incorporated City of Barstow is located south of the
Mojave River; the proposed rail alignment would pass through a portion of the City
located north of the Mojave River.

Yermo — Community Profile

The unincorporated community of Yermo is five miles east of Barstow. Yermo is known
for Calico Ghost Town, a park and tourist attraction featuring the historical Calico mining
district, which yielded one of the richest deposits of silver and borax minerals in California
in the 1880s.18 Yermo also contains a major (about 1900 acre) annex for the Barstow

18 Calico Ghost Town Website accessed in 2007. http://www.calicotown.com
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Marine Corps Logistics Base. Yermo has been home for a state of California agricultural
inspection station, but this station will be moved to the Ivanpah Valley outside Primm,
Nevada by 2009.

The population of Yermo is clustered primarily in a small triangle between Calico Road to
the west, 1-15 to the north, and Yermo Road to the south. Some homes are scattered
outside these boundaries. Segment 2A would be located about a mile north of I-15, largely
outside any populated areas. Segment 2B would be located within the 1-15 corridor closer
to the community.

Segments 3A/3B

Rail Alignments-Existing Land Uses: Segments 3A/3B would travel between Yermo
and Mountain Pass, with Segment 3A in the freeway median and Segment 3B along the
north (west) side of the freeway corridor. Since these segments would travel along 1-15 for
their entire length, the existing land uses are that of a transportation corridor.

With the exception of the community of Baker, these segments traverse a largely
uninhabited desert region. Some relatively isolated, lightly developed areas, such as
Coyote Lake and Harvard, are located just east of Yermo. There is sparse agriculture land
use in this corridor, including a pistachio orchard in Newberry Springs and some irrigated
farmlands south of 1-15 near Harvard. Also located in Newberry Springs north of the 1-15
is the abandoned Lake Dolores water park, which last operated in 2004. The Baker
Maintenance of Way facility site is undeveloped.

In the approximately 40 mile corridor between Harvard Road and Baker, there is virtually
no development near the freeway. East of Baker, the next populated area in proximity to
the freeway is Primm, Nevada (see the discussion for Segments 5A/5B). The Mojave
National Preserve, a designated national park unit (California Desert Protection Act of
1994; Organic Act of 1916 and Redwoods Act of 1978), is located in this unpopulated area,
and abuts the southside of the I-15 freeway. A variety of recreational uses such as
horseback riding, backpacking, hunting, and 4-wheel driving occur in the preserve. The
Preserve contains wilderness areas, some of which are adjacent to I1-15 freeway.

Rail Alignments-Land Use Designations: All of the land within Segments 3A/3B is
under jurisdiction of San Bernardino County. The General Plan land use designations for
vast majority of land in these segments is either “institutional” or not classified. These
designations are typical for freeway corridors, which tend to follow different land use
patterns than areas outside freeways. Land for the proposed Baker Maintenance of Way
facility is also designated for institutional use.

As shown in Figure 3-1.1, the Segments 3A/3B would travel through BLM-owned land
with Multiple Use Class designations L and M.

Baker — Community Profile

The unincorporated community of Baker is located at the junction of 1-15 and State Route
127 in San Bernardino County. Baker is roughly equidistant between Victorville and Las
Vegas. Its location and relative isolation has made it a popular stop for auto travelers
between southern California and Las Vegas. Baker is also a gateway to Death Valley
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National Park, located about 100 miles to the north via State Route 127. Baker’s economy
is thus largely based on serving travelers with hotels, restaurants, and associated
businesses. One of the most notable features of the community is a 134 foot tall
thermometer, which was erected to showcase the desert area’s typically high
temperatures.

Baker’s population as of 2000 was about 900 people. Nearly all of Baker’s population
resides in mobile home parks and apartment complexes to the west and north of I-15, as
lands south and east of 1-15 are within the Preserve.

Segments 4A/4B

Rail Alignments-Existing Land Uses: Segment 4A would leave the freeway corridor
at Mountain Pass and would for three miles cross into the Preserve near Nipton Road.
Within the Preserve, the Nipton Road area has been designated as desert tortoise habitat,
but is not identified for any other land use. About three miles north of its exit from the
Preserve, Segment 4A would continue toward Las Vegas within the 1-15 median. There are
no other land uses in the freeway median here.

Between the Preserve and Primm, there is only one developed area along 1-15. Northwest
of 1-15, is the Primm Valley Golf Club, which includes two 18-hole courses. Although
about 50 miles south of Las Vegas, the courses cater to Las Vegas area tourists; the courses
are under the management of MGM Mirage, which owns and operates several major Las
Vegas resort hotels.

Segment 4B would leave the I-15 corridor near Mountain Pass and travel through the
Clark Mountains on undeveloped land managed by the BLM. After exiting the Clark
Mountains, Segment 4B would continue northeasterly to Primm, en route crossing the
Ivanpah Dry Lake bed about 1.5 miles north of the I-15 corridor. The lake bed is a flat
plain about 35 square miles in area whose unimpeded expanses have made it attractive for
off-road recreational use. Notably, the BLM has permitted portions of lvanpah Dry Lake
to be used for commercial land sailing.

Rail Alignments-Land Use Designations: Both segments would traverse land
identified in the San Bernardino County General Plan as almost entirely institutional use.
This designation reflects the routing of the segments through land that is either in the
freeway ROW or on major BLM holdings. BLM holdings within Segments 4A/4B are
designated as Multiple Use Classes L and M.

Segments 5A/5B

Rail Alignments-Existing Land Uses: The alignment would be constructed either in
the freeway ROW or the median; therefore existing land uses at the rail alignment site are
that of a transportation corridor.

Either side of the freeway is characterized largely by undeveloped desert terrain. The only
exceptions to the undeveloped character are the resort-oriented communities of Primm
and Jean, discussed below. A public airport and a casino/hotel are located near the
freeway in Jean; similar land uses of casino/hotels and commercial uses are located along
the highway in Primm.
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Rail Alignments-Land Use Designations: Lands within the 1-15 corridor in Nevada
have two primary land use designations: residential and public facility. The residential
designation extends along the full length of the I-15 corridor between Primm and Sloan,
but field reconnaissance and a review of aerial photos indicate that settlements are few
and sparse. The area designated for public facilities is coterminous with the boundaries of
the planned supplemental commercial airport in the Ivanpah Valley, which is currently
proposed by the Clark County Department of Aviation. The communities of Primm and
Jean have planned development/mixed use land use designations.

Primm — Community Profile

Primm is a visitor-oriented community in Clark County, located adjacent to the
California/Nevada state line, straddling both sides of the 1-15 freeway. The major
developed features of Primm are three resort casinos and an outlet shopping mall. About
45 miles from Las Vegas, the Primm community originated as a stop en route to Las
Vegas. In the last several decades, however, the combination of resort hotels and other
tourist attractions has made Primm into a more independent destination. Clark County
estimates that the population of Primm as of 2006 is about 436, most of whom work in the
community’s visitor-oriented businesses. As noted in Section 3.4, Utilities and Emergency
Services, the Big Horn Electrical Generation station is located about one mile east of
Primm, on the east side of the UPRR Corridor.

Jean — Community Profile

Jean is a primarily visitor-oriented destination in Clark County about 20 miles north of
Primm and 20 miles south of Las Vegas. Similar to Primm, Jean straddles both sides of
the I-15 freeway. The major features of Jean include a casino, a general aviation airport,
and the Jean Conservation Camp, a minimum security prison operated by the Nevada
Department of Corrections. Other than inmates at this facility, Jean does not have any
residential land uses. The UPRR runs through Jean about one half mile to the east of the
1-15 freeway.

Until recently, Jean had two casino hotels. Today, only one (the Gold Strike) remains; it is
on the east side of the 1-15 freeway. The Nevada Landing Casino, previously located on the
west side of the freeway, was demolished in 2007. The site is owned by MGM Mirage,
which had publicly announced in 2007 that it intended to build master planned mixed use
community on the site.’® However, by late 2007, a slowing real estate market was seen as
a factor in MGM'’s suspension of planning and development efforts for the site.20

Segments 6A/6B

Rail Alignments-Existing Land Uses: Segment 6 would be located in an area used
for the 1-15 freeway since it would be mainly located in the median or in the ROW. The
surrounding land uses vary greatly in intensity over the length of this segment.

19 “Nevada Landing About to Sink,” Las Vegas Review-Journal, February 13, 2007.
20 “Market Upsets Jean Plan,” Las Vegas Sun. October 12, 2007.
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Between the start of Segment 6 near Sloan Road and the Las Vegas passenger station, the
Segment 6 rail alignments would traverse a spectrum of existing land uses. Near Sloan
Road, the sparsely developed character of the Ivanpah Valley includes industrial uses near
the freeway. North of St. Rose Parkway, the industrial uses give way to the outer fringes of
metropolitan Las Vegas. Clusters of new single and multi family residential developments
and several hotel/casinos are located near the freeway. Residences in this area are within
70 feet of the proposed alignment.

North of Blue Diamond Road, land uses change; industrial uses are located to the west of
the freeway while east of the freeway is undeveloped. After crossing 1-215, the land uses
fully reflect the intensive urban development of Las Vegas. Hotel/casino and commercial
land uses are located on either side of the freeway. McCarran International Airport is
located approximately a half mile to the east.

Rail Alignments-Land Use Designations: Both rail alignments are located within
the I-15 corridor — either in the median or the west side of the freeway. Clark County
zoning designations “bleed” from off-freeway parcels into existing freeway corridor areas.
Some of these designations, including casino, manufacturing, and residential uses, clearly
conflict with the transportation purpose of the 1-15 corridor.

Option C

Rail Alignment-Existing Land Uses: Upon leaving the I-15 corridor, Option C
travels for approximately 0.8 miles though an area sparsely developed with single-family
residences. At its closest, Option C comes within 100-feet of one home. Option C then
traverses undeveloped land until just south of Blue Diamond Road. At this point the rail
alignment would follow the UPRR corridor past residential and industrial uses which
intensify as Option C travels into downtown Las Vegas.

Rail Alignments-Land Use Designations: The southern part of Option C traverses
land designated mainly as residential until reaching the more developed area south of Las
Vegas where the designation is mostly industrial to the west and residential to the east of
the alignment. North of interstate 215, the alignment traverses land mostly designated for
industrial development. Other land use designations for the area of Option C include
planned development and public facility.

MSF Site Options-Existing Land Uses: Three sites are contemplated for the Las
Vegas area Maintenance and Storage Facility (MSF), all of which are located in
unincorporated Clark County.

The most southerly, known as the “Sloan Road” site option, is roughly equidistant between
Jean and Sloan. The vicinity of this site is undeveloped as of 2009. The only manmade
elements here are the freeway, the UPRR, and South Las Vegas Boulevard.

Wigwam Avenue and Robindale Avenue are the two other sites being considered for the
Las Vegas MSF. These sites are well within the developed portion of metropolitan Las
Vegas.

A Single family home is located in the Robindale Avenue MSF footprint. The site is
surrounded by single-family homes to the west and a mix of warehouses and single family
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homes to the east. Undeveloped land lies immediately north and south of the MSF site.
The Wigwam Avenue MSF site contains industrial uses. This site is immediately
surrounded by industrial uses and undeveloped land. Residential uses are located nearby
across I-15 and Dean Martin Drive.

MSF Site Options-Land Use Designations: Both the Sloan Road and Wigwam
Avenue site options appear to be on land designated for planned development. The
Robindale Avenue site option is on land designated for residential development.

Passenger Station Site Options-Existing Land Uses: Three of the four “Las
Vegas” station site options are actually located within unincorporated Clark County. Only
the proposed Downtown station is located within the City of Las Vegas. All four sites are
within highly urbanized areas and are surrounded by a mix of commercial, industrial, and
institutional land uses.

The proposed Southern station site is presently vacant. The site for Central Station A isin
use as the parking area for the Rio Suites Hotel. The site for Central Station B is in
industrial use and appears to be used for staging and storage purposes. In addition, the
Central Station B site contains a large warehouse with an indoor kart racing facility. The
Downtown station site contains various buildings housing industrial uses.

The Southern, Central A, and Central B station sites are adjacent to the 1-15 corridor, on
the west side of the freeway, across from the numerous casinos and hotels along Las Vegas
Boulevard. .Residential uses are within approximately 300 feet of the Central Station B
site, while the site for Central Station A is surrounded by industrial uses and motels. The
Downtown Station site is surrounded by industrial and hotel uses, the Clark County
Government Center. The Southern Station site is surrounded by industrial land uses.

Passenger Station Options-Land Use Designations: The Southern, Central A, and
Central B station site options are in areas designated for industrial/manufacturing uses.
The Downtown stations site option has commercial designations, with an overlay
established by the City of Las Vegas Downtown Centennial Plan.

Sloan — Community Profile

Segments 6A and 6B and Option C would travel near the unincorporated community of
Sloan. Sloan is a small widely scattered community, consisting of residential, commercial,
and recreational uses primarily to the west of 1-15 and adjacent to the UPRR. In 2005,
Sloan’s population was 139.2

Las Vegas Metropolitan Area — Community Profile

The Las Vegas area is a metropolitan area in the desert of Nevada, characterized by
casinos and resorts which are centered around the Las Vegas Strip.

Much of what is considered to be “Las Vegas” is actually outside the limits of the City of
Las Vegas and instead in unincorporated Clark County. As of 2008, the southern
boundary of the City of Las Vegas is near Bonneville Avenue. McCarran Airport, the Las

21 Clark County 2005
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Vegas Strip, and all but one of the station site options are located in unincorporated Clark
County.

The U.S. Census Bureau has identified a Las Vegas-Paradise Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA) that comprises all of Clark County, plus small portions of Nye County, Nevada, and
Mohave County, Arizona. This area has a total population just fewer than 2 million
people, and the population is continuing to grow. The Las Vegas MSA had the 9t largest
growth in population among metropolitan regions in the U.S. between 2006 and 2007.22

The main component of the economy, and a main attractant for visitors to this region, is
the tourism industry. According to Clark County, approximately 39.2 million tourists visit
the Las Vegas area each year.

Segments7A/7B

Rail Alignments-Existing Land Uses: If utilized, Segment 7 would travel within the
I-15 corridor from Tropicana Avenue until Oakey Boulevard. After diverging from I-15,
the rail alignment would follow Oakey Boulevard east for about 2 blocks until turning
north on the UPRR ROW to the Downtown Las Vegas passenger station. The existing land
uses for the immediate rail alignment area are roadways and railways.

The environment surrounding this corridor is highly urbanized. From Tropicana Avenue
to Spring Mountain Road, the areas along Segments7A/7B are characterized by
hotel/casinos interspersed with commercial and industrial uses. North of Spring
Mountain Road, land uses along the alignment transition to industrial and residential
uses. Industrial uses boarder the alignment as it diverges from the 1-15 corridor towards
the Downtown Las Vegas passenger station.

Rail Alignments-Land Use Designations: Consistent with existing land uses, the
area around the Segment 7/1-15 corridor is largely designated for
industrial/manufacturing uses. Near the end of the line, within the City of Las Vegas, land
use designations change to commercial and planned development (Centennial Downtown
Plan). Proposed rail alignments and the potential Downtown passenger station would
occupy lands designated by the Master Plan for Light Industrial, Downtown Commercial,
and Downtown Mixed Use.

Other Project Features

EMU Option Autotransformers and Substations: If the Electrical Multiple Unit
(EMU) technology option is selected, a series of autotransformers and electrical
substations would be needed to ensure consistent propulsive power along the rail route.

Three substations would be needed along the entire route, two near either end and one
near the midpoint. The substations at the ends of the line would be located on the
Victorville OMSF and Las Vegas MSF sites. The midpoint substation would be located on
Temporary Construction Area #9, near Baker, California.

22 “Dallas-Fort Worth Leads Metro Areas in Numerical Growth,” U.S. Census Bureau News, March 27, 2008.
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Preliminary engineering identified the need for a total of 17 autotransformers, spaced at 10
to 12 mile intervals along the alignment. Each autotransformer would require a physical
footprint of about one-tenth to one-fifth of an acre. For either median or side-running
alignments, these are proposed to be located within the transportation ROW, where no
potentially conflicting land uses typically exist. As a result, land use effects of
autotransformers are not discussed further in this section.

Utility Corridors: If the EMU technology option is selected, electrical utility corridors
will be needed to connect proposed substations in Victorville, Baker, and Sloan to
electrical power sources.

In Victorville, the proposed utility corridor as shown on Figure 3-1.4 and 3-1.5, would run
somewhat parallel to the I-15 freeway, approximately 1-2 miles to the northwest. The
proposed utility corridor here would be immediately adjacent to an existing utility
corridor that is expected to be retained even as the City of Victorville moves forward with
proposed development within its North Triangle Specific Plan area (also shown on Figure
3-1.4). The utility corridor crosses predominately undeveloped lands. As such, the
proposed Victorville utility corridor would have no adverse effects related to land use and
is not discussed further in this section.

The proposed Baker utility corridor would be developed along existing public rights-of-
way between the proposed Baker substation area and electric transmission lines to the
northwest (as shown in Figure 3-1.8). This use of existing public rights-of-way would pose
no foreseeable adverse effect related to land use. Therefore, there is no further discussion
of the proposed Baker utility corridor in this section.

The proposed Sloan utility corridor would connect the proposed substation at the Sloan
Road MSF facility to Nevada Power’s existing electric transmission lines running between
the Big Horn substation in Primm and the City of Las Vegas. These transmission lines are
located approximately 1.5 miles to the northwest of the Sloan Road MSF site. The
proposed utility corridor would need to cross I-15 freeway en route to connecting to the
existing electrical transmission lines. With the exception of the I-15 freeway, the proposed
utility corridor area is undeveloped, albeit designated by Clark County zoning for
residential use. The utility corridor would preclude the development of residential uses
immediately under or adjacent to the electrical transmission lines. To the east of the
freeway are two open-pit mining operations. At present, the closest residential uses
appear to be in the unincorporated community of Sloan, several miles to the northeast.
The relative remoteness of this area from populated areas, coupled with present mining
uses make it unlikely that the area would see any significant residential development; even
if such development were to occur in the future, the context of the area would include the
proposed utility corridor and could be avoided. Therefore, the proposed Sloan utility
corridor would have no adverse effects related to land use and is not discussed further.

Temporary Construction Areas

Construction of the action alternatives is expected to entail the use of up to 22 temporary
construction areas (TCAS).

March 2009 Draft EIS

3.1-44



DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.3 Affected Environment

With the exception of OMSF sites in Victorville (which are designated for
industrial/manufacturing), all TCAs are designated for institutional (freeway use) or
overlap a Las Vegas area station site.

TCA 22, at the Central Station B site, is currently used by Fast Lap, an indoor kart racing
facility, and various industrial uses. The land for TCA 17 currently contains industrial
uses. All the other TCA sites are undeveloped.

3.1.3.3 Environmental Justice — Affected Environment

This section addresses the requirements of Executive Order 12898 (E.O. 12898), Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, the USDOT Order on Environmental Justice, as well as the USDOT Region 9
Guidance on Addressing Environmental Justice in the Environmental Impact Statement.
E.O. 12898 requires that Federal agencies identify and address any disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects resulting from Federal programs,
policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent
practicable and permitted by law. The USDOT Order on Environmental Justice requires
that the USDOT comply with Executive Order No. 12898. The USDOT is required to
develop specific procedures to incorporate the goals of the Executive Order with the
programs, policies, and activities which they administer or implement.22 USDOT guidance
defines key terms and provides direction for identifying and addressing disproportionately
high and adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations. In addition to
complying with E.O. 12898, the USDOT is committed to meeting the requirements of Title
V1 of the Civil Rights Act, which provides that no person in the United States shall, on the
grounds of race, color or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subject to discrimination under any program or activity of receiving
Federal assistance. E.O. 12898 requires that:

= To the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law...each Federal agency shall
make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse health or
environmental effects of its program, policies and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations (Subsection 1-101).

= Each Federal agency shall conduct its programs, policies, and activities that
substantially affect human health or the environment, in a manner that ensures
that such programs, policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding
persons (including populations) from participation in, denying persons (including
populations) the benefits of, or subjecting persons (including populations) to
discrimination under such programs, policies, and activities, because of their race,
color, or national origin (Subsection 2-2).

23 Department of Transportation. U.S. Department of Transportation Order on Environmental Justice. Federal
Register, April 15, 1997. Volume 62, Number 72.
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= Each Federal agency shall work to ensure that public documents, notices, and
hearings relating to human health or the environment are concise, understandable,
and readily accessible to the public [Subsection 5-5 (¢)].

The Presidential Memorandum that accompanied E.O. 12898 emphasized that the Order
was “intended to promote nondiscrimination in Federal programs substantially affecting
human health and the environment, and to provide minority communities and low-
income communities access to public information on, and an opportunity for public
participation in, matters relating to human health or the environment.” The
memorandum also stated that a NEPA analysis must include a discussion of project
“effects on minority communities and low-income communities.” In addition, “each
Federal agency shall provide opportunities for community input in the NEPA process,
including identifying potential effects and mitigation measures in consultation with
affected communities and improving the accessibility of meetings, crucial documents and
notices” (Subsection 5-5¢).

Methodology for Identification of Environmental Justice Communities

Existing minority or low- income block groups “environmental justice block groups” near
the alignment were identified. Environmental justice block groups are census blocks
which meet at least one of the following criteria:

= The low-income population is greater than 25 percent of the total population of the
community, or minority population is greater than 50 percent of the total
population of the community.

= The low-income or minority population is more than 10 percentage points higher
than the City or County average.

In order to identify environmental justice block groups near the alignment, census block
groups within a two-mile radius of the alignment were examined to determine if they meet
or exceed the above environmental justice thresholds. 2000 U.S. Population Census data
was used to perform this analysis.

It should be noted that beginning with the 2000 U.S. Population Census, respondents
were asked to answer a series of questions on race and ethnicity instead of the single
question used on earlier censuses. First participants were asked to identify if they were
Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino. The second question asked respondents their racial identity
(African American, Pacific Islander, White, other, etc.). As a result, participants who were
considered Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino chose a different racial identity when responding
to the second question. This reflects the fact that persons of Spanish/Hispanic/Latino
origin are not racially homogenous and do not fit into one inclusive category as presented
in the earlier censuses. For this analysis, any person that did not identify themselves as
white in the racial identity question of the census is considered part of a minority
population.

Minority Populations

According to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines for environmental
justice analysis: “Minority populations should be identified where either (a) the minority
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population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (b) the minority population
percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the majority population
percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. A
minority population also exists if there is more than one minority group present and the
minority percentage, as calculated by aggregating all minority persons, meets one of the
above-stated thresholds.”24

In this analysis, census blocks are considered to have substantial minority populations if
the percent of low-income residents within them is: greater than 50 percent, or 10
percentage points higher than the county average. The more conservative criterion (the
criterion resulting in a lower percentage of low-income residents) is used for this analysis.

An average of 41.1 percent of the population in San Bernardino County is a minority race.
Any census block groups containing minority groups that are more than 50 percent of the
population would be considered environmental justice block groups in San Bernardino.
Of the census blocks evaluated, 22 blocks in San Bernardino County meet this criterion
and are eligible for environmental justice considerations. As shown in Figure 3-1.19 most
of the census blocks in San Bernardino with a high minority population are centered
around Victorville.

On average, 28.4 percent of the population in Clark County is a minority race. Therefore,
in Clark County an environmental justice community would include any block group with
a minority population above 38.4 percent. As shown in Figure 3-1.20, 66 block groups in
Clark County meet this criterion. A large percentage of Clark county block groups near the
alignment are considered to have a high minority population. These block groups are
concentrated around the metropolitan Las Vegas area.

Low-Income Populations

The CEQ’s Environmental Justice guidance does not clearly set the demarcations at the
Census poverty thresholds but states that “Low-income populations in an affected area
should be identified with the annual statistical poverty thresholds from the Bureau of the
Census’ Current Population Reports, Series P-60 on Income and Poverty.” Poverty level
thresholds vary according to a household’s size and composition. The Census Bureau’s
poverty thresholds provide a national measurement that is not adjusted for regional costs
of living.

In this analysis, census blocks are considered low-income populations if the percent of
low-income residents within them is: greater than 25 percent, or 10 percentage points
higher than the county average. The more conservative criterion (the criterion resulting in
a lower percentage of low-income residents) is used for this analysis.

On average, 10.8 percent of individuals in Clark County and 15.8 percent of individuals in
San Bernardino County fall below the poverty line. Therefore, a census block would be
considered a low-income community in Clark County if its low-income population would

24 CEQ, 1997
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exceed 20.8 percent, and exceed if its low-income population would exceed 25 percent in
San Bernardino County.

Thirty-four census blocks that meet low-income criteria would be within 2 miles of the
DesertXpress railway. These include 23 census blocks in San Bernardino County and 11
census blocks in Clark County. The low-income block groups near the alignment are
shown in Figures 3-1.19 and 3-1.20, respectively.

Distribution of Minority and Low-Income Populations

Environmental justice block groups are clustered around Victorville, Barstow, Baker, and
the metropolitan Las Vegas area. As shown in Figure 3-1.19, there are also two large
environmental justice block groups on the California side of the California Nevada
boarder. Although large in size, these two block groups are small in population, totaling
482 people between them. With the exception of Baker (which lies in a different block
group) there are very few residences near this portion of Segments 3A/3B and 4A/4B.

As shown in Figures 3-1.19 and 3-1.20, the majority of environmental justice block groups
near the alignment qualify due to their high percentage of minority populations within
them. Overall the alignment would be within two miles of 88 block groups with a high
minority percentage and 34 block groups with a high poverty level. Of the 95
environmental justice block groups near the alignment, 27 have both a large minority
population and a low income level.

3.1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

An adverse effect related to land use or community character would occur if the action
alternatives would:

. Interfere with the normal functioning of adjacent land uses
. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
. Cause displacement of a significant number of local residents

. Disrupt or sever community interactions or otherwise divide an established
community

An adverse effect related to environmental justice would occur if:

= An adverse environmental effect is predominately borne by a minority population
and/or a low-income population; or

= An adverse environmental effect suffered by the minority population and/or low-
income population and is appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than
the adverse effect that will be suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-
low-income population.

3.1.4.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not involve the construction and operation of the high-
speed train and associated facilities described above under the action alternatives. The No
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Action Alternative would include existing access to Las Vegas via highway (1-15) and
airport (McCarran International [LAS])) access. While the No Action Alternative would
not involve the construction of the DesertXpress high-speed rail system, Caltrans and the
Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) are planning for future highway
improvements along I-15 between Victorville and Las Vegas. 1-15 is intended to remain in
its existing configuration for most of the distance between Victorville and Las Vegas, with
the exception of capacity improvements in the urbanized areas. In addition to the
highway capacity improvements on I-15, other transportation improvements near
Victorville and within Clark County are anticipated.

These roadway capacity improvements would largely take place within the 1-15 ROW,
using land that is currently in the median and/or existing ROW of 1-15 which would create
minimal land use conflicts. The precise amount of land affected by the No Action
Alternative is unknown at this time. Each project that is a part of the No Action
Alternative would be subject to separate environmental review where specific land use
impacts would be identified.

Since the improvements considered under the No Action alternative are expected to occur
whether or not the action alternatives are implemented, the action alternatives would have
a greater land use impact than the No Action Alternative.

3.1.4.2 Action Alternatives
Interference with Normal Functioning of Adjacent Land Uses

Rail Alignment: Since the action alternatives are fully grade separated, they would
generally not interfere with access to existing land uses. Existing traffic patterns would
not change, because existing roadway connections to and from lands along the rail
alignments would not be severed.

To better measure the action alternatives’ potential indirect effects on adjacent land uses
various land use types were identified and classified as having high, medium, or low
compatibility with proposed rail alignments, stations, and maintenance facilities. This
classification is shown in Table 3.1-2.
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Table 3.1-2: Compatibility of Land Use Types

High Compatibility

Medium Compatibility

Low Compatibility

Rail Alignments,
Utility Corridors

Transportation corridors,
utility corridors, industrial
areas, institutional,
vacant/undeveloped,
airport, hotels/casinos,
BLM Multiple Use Class |
designated land

Agricultural lands, medium
to high intensity commercial
uses,
administrative/professional
uses, BLM Multiple Use
Class M designated land

Residential land uses,

habitat/open space
conservation areas,
schools, hospitals,

parks/recreational use,

BLM Multiple Use
ClassLand C
designated land

Stations/Maintenance
Facilities, Temporary
Construction Areas

Commercial/industrial land
uses, business park,
transportation/utility
corridors, agriculture,
vacant/undeveloped,
airport, landfill, BLM
Multiple Use Class |
designated land

Residential land uses, BLM
Multiple Use Class M
designated land

Habitat/open space
conservation areas,
schools,

parks/recreational use,

BLM Multiple Use
ClassL and C
designated land

Source: CirclePoint, 2008.

Table 3.1-3 summarizes the compatibility of the rail alignment, stations, and maintenance
facility options with surrounding land uses.

Table 3.1-3: Compatibility of Action Alternative Features with Surrounding Land Uses

Action Alternative Feature

Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses

Segment 1

High, Medium near BLM Multiple Use Class M
designated land, Low near Barstow

Segments 2A/2B

High, Medium near BLM Multiple Use Class M
designated land, Low near Barstow

Segment 2A Low to medium through Yermo

Segment 2B High near commercial uses, Low near residential
uses, Medium near BLM Multiple Use Class M
designated land

Segment 3 High, Low near Coyote Lake, Harvard, and BLM

Multiple Use Class L designated land

Segments 4A/4B

High, Low through BLM Multiple Use Class L
designated land

Segment 4A High, Low through the Preserve
Segment 4B High, Low through the Ivanpah Dry Lake bed
Segment 5 High

Segments 6A/6B

High near undeveloped and commercial/industrial
uses, Low near residential uses

Option C

High near undeveloped and commercial/industrial
uses, Low near residential uses

Segments 7A/7B

High, Low near residential areas if the Downtown
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Action Alternative Feature Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses
Station site is selected

Victorville station and OMSF Site 1 Medium

Victorville Station and OMSF Site 2 High

Southern Station Site High

Central Station Site A High

Central Station Site B High

Downtown station Site High

Sloan Road MSF Site High

Wigwam Avenue MSF Site Medium to High

Robindale Avenue MSF Site Medium

Source: CirclePoint, 2008.

Segment 1

Besides the freeway, there are very few existing land uses adjacent to Segment 1. This area
is mostly undeveloped and therefore the alignment would have medium to highly
compatibility with adjacent land uses. Near Barstow, land use compatibility would be low
since the alignment would be located near residential uses. If Victorville Station site 1
were selected, the rail alignment would pass the Osborne Private Airport, running
adjacent and parallel to the runway. Since the proposed rail alignment and associated
structures would run parallel to the airport runway, they would not interfere with airplane
take-offs or landings, and therefore would be compatible with the airport.

Segments 2A/2B

The combined 2A/2B segment would be highly compatible with existing land uses except
in Barstow where the alignment is in close proximity to homes and adjacent to BLM
Multiple Use Class M land which allows for moderate human use/change to the landscape.

Segment 2A

Through Yermo Segment 2A would have low compatibility when passing residential areas
and a moderately to high compatibility through undeveloped land.

Segment 2B

Through Yermo Segment 2B would have high compatibility with nearby commercial uses
and have a low compatibility with adjacent residential uses.

Segment 3
This segment would have moderate to high compatibility with most adjacent land uses.

The most substantial land use conflict would occur just east of Yermo, in the communities
of Coyote Lake and Harvard where residential properties and agricultural uses lie near the
alignment. In these areas, compatibility with adjacent land uses would be medium to low.
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Other land use conflicts would occur where the alignment runs adjacent to land
designated as BLM Multiple Use Class L, which allows for a limited human use.

Segments 4A/4B

The majority of the area surrounding Segments 4A and 4B is undeveloped desert, which
would have moderate to high compatibility with the alignment. Land use compatibility
would be low through BLM land with a Multiple Use Class designation of L. Additional
discrete areas with potential land use impacts are discussed below.

Segment 4A

The portions of Segment 4A that traverse through the Preserve would have low land use
compatibility. Segment 4A also travels in the median of 1-15 by the Primm Valley Golf
Club. However, since the alignment near the club is in the median of an existing freeway,
it would not be considered incompatible with this land use.

Segment 4B

Segment 4B would pass through the Ivanpah Dry Lake bed. Since the lake bed is used for
recreational use, compatibility would be low in this area.

Segment 5

Segment 5 would have high compatibility with surrounding land uses. Furthermore, since
the runways of the existing public airport in Jean are parallel to the proposed alignment,
DesertXpress structures (such as tall catenary structures) would not interfere with existing
flight paths and the action alternatives would be compatible with the airport.

Segments 6A/6B

Segments 6A/6B would have low compatibility with nearby residential areas and high
compatibility near undeveloped and commercial/industrial areas. The rail alignment is
similar in height with surrounding land uses and would not conflict with flight paths
associated with the McCarran International Airport.

Option C

Option C would have low compatibility with surrounding land uses in residential areas
and high compatibility through undeveloped and industrial areas.

Segments7A/7B

The majority of Segments 7A/7B would have high compatibility with adjacent land uses.
Just before diverging from the 1-15 freeway towards the Downtown Las Vegas passenger
station, the alignment would pass single family homes and would therefore have low
compatibility.

Victorville Station and OMSF Sites: The choice of OMSF site would be dependant
on the selected station site. If station site 1 were chosen, OMSF site 1 would be selected
and if station site 2 were chosen, OMSF site 2 would be selected. Therefore, effects are
discussed according to these two groupings below.

March 2009 Draft EIS

3.1-54



DesertXpress Land Use & Community Impacts
Draft EIS 3.1.4 Environmental Consequences

Victorville Station and OMSF Site 1: Due to their proximity to a residential
neighborhood, Victorville OMSF and station site 1 would have medium compatibility with
adjacent land uses. The OMSF site would not present a compatibility issue with Rockview
Park because it is located on the opposite side of the Mojave River and an existing train
ROW already passes by this park. The OMSF site would not present a compatibility issue
with Grady Trammel Park because this park is located over ¥4 miles away and there are
intervening commercial and industrial land uses.

Victorville Station and OMSF Site 2: Victorville station site 2 and OMSF site 2 would
have high compatibility with surrounding land uses.

Las Vegas Station and MSF Sites: Compatibility with surrounding land uses is
discussed for each of the four Las Vegas area station sites and each of the three Las Vegas
area MSF sites below.

Southern Station: The Southern would have high compatibility with the surrounding
mixture of commercial, industrial, and hotel/casinos land uses.

Central Stations: The Central Station site options would have high compatibility with the
surrounding mixture of commercial, industrial, and hotel/casinos land uses.

Downtown Station: As previously discussed, the alignment leading to the Downtown
Station site would have low compatibility with nearby residential land uses. However, the
Downtown Station would have high compatibility with adjacent hotels and industrial land
uses.

Wigwam Avenue OMSF Site Option: The Wigwam Avenue MSF site would have high
compatibility with adjacent industrial land uses, but medium compatibility with nearby
residential land uses. Of the three OMSF site options, the Wigwam site would be more
compatible with existing land uses than the Robindale site option but less compatible than
the Sloan site option.

Robindale Avenue OMSF Site Option: The Robindale MSF site would have medium
compatibility with nearby residential land uses. Of the three OMSF site options, the
Robindale site would be the least compatible with nearby land uses.

Sloan Road OMSF Site Option: The Sloan OMSF site would have high compatibility with
the surrounding undeveloped land. Of the three OMSF site options, this site option would
be the most compatible with nearby land uses.

Conflicts with Applicable Land Use Plans

STB issued a declaratory order on June 25, 2007 regarding STB's authority under 49
U.S.C. 10901. In this order, STB found the DesertXpress Project to be exempt from state
and local land use and environmental requirements. Therefore, the action alternatives
would not be subject to local land use plans. A policy consistency analysis was not
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performed but a general analysis of the project’s consistency with adjacent land use
designations is discussed.2

To measure the action alternatives’ potential direct effects on adjacent land uses, the land
use designations for the action alternatives’ footprints were classified as having high,
medium, or low compatibility with the proposed rail alignments, stations, and
maintenance facilities. This classification is shown in Table 3.1-4.

Table 3.1-4: Compatibility of Land Use Designations

High Compatibility Medium Compatibility Low Compatibility
Rail Alignments, Institutional/Public Commercial, Agricultural Residential
Utility Corridors Facilities, Industrial,

Restrictive, Hotel/Casino,
Desert/Mountain

Stations/Maintenance | Institutional/Public Residential, Restrictive Agricultural
Facilities, Temporary | Facilities, Commercial,
Construction Areas Industrial, Hotel/Casino,

Commercial

Source: CirclePoint, 2008.

Table 3.1-5 shows of the compatibility of the rail alignment, stations, and maintenance
facility options with the existing land use designations.

Table 3.1-5: Compatibility of Action Alternative Features with Land Use Designations

Action Alternative Feature Compatibility with Land Use Designation
High Medium Low
Segment 1 Institutional/Public Facilities None Residential
Segment 2 Institutional/Public Facilities None Residential
Segment 3 Institutional/Public Facilities and None Residential
Desert/Mountain
Segment 4 Institutional/Public Facilities Commercial Residential
Segment 5 Institutional/Public Facilities and Commercial Residential

Hotel/Casino

Segments 6A/6B Hotel/Casino, Industrial and Commercial Residential
Institutional/Public Facilities

Option C Industrial, Hotel Casino, Commercial Residential
Institutional/Public Facilities

25 The discussion of land use consistency and compatibility does not imply that the DesertXpress project is
subject to local land use and environmental laws. A declaratory order from STB (STB Finance Docket No.
34914, DesertXpress Enterprises, LLC — Petition for Declaratory Order) specifically exempts the DesertXpress
project from compliance with such local and state laws, based on the interstate commerce nature of the
proposed high-speed passenger rail system. Notwithstanding, information on land use compatibility is
presented in order to help readers of this document evaluate potential environmental effects associated with
the alternatives.
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Action Alternative Feature Compatibility with Land Use Designation

High Medium Low
Segments 7A/7B Industrial, Hotel/Casino None None
Victorville Station/OMSF Site 1 Industrial Commercial None
Victorville Station/OMSF Site 2 Institutional None Residential
Southern Station Site Planned Development/Mixed None None

Use, Industrial
Central Station Site A Planned Development/Mixed None None

Use, Industrial
Central Station Site B Planned Development/Mixed None None

Use, Industrial
Downtown Station Site Civic, Industrial Commercial None
Sloan Road MSF Site None None Residential
Wigwam Avenue MSF Site Planned Development/Mixed Use | Commercial None
Robindale Avenue MSF Site None None Residential

Source: CirclePoint, 2008.

It is important to note that land use designations along the rail alignment often do not
reflect the land uses that are present in these areas. For example, as shown in Figure 3-
1.12, large undeveloped areas of land surrounding the alignment are designated for
residential use. For consistency with existing land uses see the effects discussion titled
“Interference with Normal Functioning of Adjacent Land Uses” in Section 3.1.4.2.

In California, there are no proposed new goals or policies that would specifically affect or
limit implementation of the action alternatives. According to County planning staff, the
action would be allowed under any land use designation and zoning because it is a public
transportation facilities project.26

In Nevada, rail alignment areas would pass through Clark County. The Comprehensive
Plan does not provide any land use designation for such areas. According to County
planning staff, there are no goals or policies within the Comprehensive Plan that would
specifically limit construction or implementation of the action alternatives.2’

Overall, Action Alternative A (the median alternative) would create less of a conflict with
existing land use designations than Action Alternative B, which would run adjacent to the
freeway. Since Action Alternative A would develop a high-speed rail through the middle of
an existing freeway, an intense transportation use, it would generally not conflict with
immediately adjacent land use designations. Action Alternative B would be adjacent to
the freeway and one side of the rail alignment would be adjacent to land with another,
potentially contrasting, land use designation.

26 John Schatz, supervisor, San Bernardino County Planning Department, personal conversation, July 2007.
27 Bob Klein, senior planner, Clark County Planning Department, personal conversation, July 2007.
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Cause displacement of a significant number of local residents

Neither rail alignment A or B would displace any housing and therefore would not displace
a significant number of local residents. The project applicant may acquire residential
property for the rail alignment ROW,; however, this acquisition would not require the
demolition of existing homes.

Neither of the Victorville station or OMSF sites or the Las Vegas Southern Station site
would result in the displacement of commercial, industrial, or residential uses.

The Las Vegas Central Station A site is currently in use as the parking area for the Rio
Suites Hotel. The parking area would be displaced if this station site alternative is
selected; no local residents would be displaced.

The Las Vegas Central Station B site currently consists of industrial uses including staging
and storage areas and a large warehouse with an indoor kart racing facility. These uses
would be displaced if this station site is selected.

The Las Vegas Downtown Station site currently consists of industrial uses which would be
displaced if this station site is selected.

The Robindale Avenue MSF site currently contains a single family home which would be
displaced if this MSF site is selected.

The Wigwam Avenue MSF site currently contains industrial uses which would be
displaced if this MSF site is selected.

Disrupt or sever community interactions or otherwise divide an established
community

Rail Alignment: The rail alignment would not sever an established community since
the action alternatives in many areas traverses undeveloped lands and is fully grade
separated, meaning that in more urbanized areas the rail alignment would cross over or
under existing roads and highways allowing existing connections within communities to
remain unchanged. Option C, which does not follow the 1-15 ROW would follow the
UPRR rail alignment, an existing rail corridor. Furthermore, since the proposed rail
alignment would generally follow an established freeway or railway ROW, it would not
introduce a new divisional element and would therefore not create a new barrier between
communities.

The action alternatives would pass through the communities of Lenwood, Yermo, and
Sloan. The way in which the proposed rail alignment affects the cohesiveness of each
community is discussed below.

Lenwood: After crossing the Mojave River, the combined portion of Segment 2A/2B
would cross through developed areas of Lenwood. The new rail line would create a new
linear visual element within the community but as stated above, because the rail
alignment would be fully grade-separated, the existing connections within the community
of Lenwood would remain and community interaction would be unchanged.
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Barstow: The proposed rail alignment through Barstow would run just north of the
Mojave River, between the river and commercial and residential development along
Highway 58 and Poplar Street. There are few community features in this area and the
main community connection across the Mojave River in this area, 15t Avenue, would not be
affected by the action alternatives.

Yermo: Entering Yermo, Segments 2A splits from Segment 2B heading north between two
developed areas. In this area, the Segment 2A would create a divisional element in the
community of Yermo. However, Segment 2A would cross over the two main roads in this
area that provide community connections, Ghost Town Road and Calico Road Segment
2B would be located next to I-15, in its ROW and therefore would not create a new linear
element through the community of Yermo.

Baker, Primm, and Jean: The alignment would follow the 1-15 corridor, an existing
divisional element though these communities, and therefore would not further divide
them.

Sloan: Although action alternatives A and B would be located along the freeway through
this community, Option C would run through the community of Sloan, creating a
divisional element.

The Las Vegas Metropolitan Area: For action alternatives A and B, the rail alignment
would run along the existing freeway corridor in Las Vegas and would therefore not create
a divisional element. Near the Las Vegas Downtown Station alternatives A and B would
leave the freeway corridor, but would soon follow an existing rail ROW. Therefore
Segments 7A/7B would not divide an established community.

After passing through Sloan, Option C would follow an existing rail corridor from the
outskirts to the middle of the metropolitan Las Vegas area. Since Option C would follow
an existing linear path, it would not create a new divisional element in this area.

No matter which rail alignment option is chosen, the DXE railway would not divide the
Las Vegas metropolitan area.

Victorville Station and OMSF Sites: The Victorville Station and OMSF sites would
be located north of the developed areas in Victorville. Therefore they would not divide
established communities in Victorville.

Las Vegas Area Station and MSF Sites: None of the Las Vegas area station and
MSF sites would divide an established community. All of the station and MSF sites,
except for the MSF site at Sloan Road, are located in highly developed areas near other
large buildings. The proposed station and MSF buildings would not block any existing
transportation or fall between a group of homes in an existing neighborhood. The Sloan
Road MSF site is an undeveloped area adjacent to the highway and is not near an existing
community. While business displacements would occur at Central Station A, Central
Station B, and the Downtown Station and the Wigwam Avenue MSF, these uses are
primarily industrial in nature. It is not anticipated that the removal of these industrial
uses would divide or sever an existing community. These industrial uses would be
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replaced with similar uses, as the Las Vegas station and MSF site options would provide
new industrial and maintenance-related uses.

Result in Environmental Effects Disproportionately Borne by a Low-Income
or Minority Population.

Census Block groups within a two-mile radius of the alignment would be considered
“environmental justice block groups” if they meet at least one of the following criteria:

= The low-income population is greater than 25 percent of the total population of the
community, or minority population is greater than 50 percent of the total
population of the community.

= The low-income or minority population is more than 10 percentage points higher
than the City or County average.

Block groups meeting the minority and low-income criteria within the study area are
shown in Figures 3-1.19 and 3-1.20 and in Section 3.1.3.3. Action alternatives would be
located within two miles of 95 census blocks that meet one or both of the criteria for
environmental justice, 27 of which meet the criteria for both low-income and minority
populations. Of the 95 census blocks 88 qualify as having a high minority population and
34 qualify as low-income areas. As shown in Figures 3.1-19 and 3.1-20, the majority of
these census blocks are located in either Victorville or the Las Vegas metropolitan area.
Several qualifying block groups are also present around Barstow. As previously discussed,
although there are two large environmental justice block groups in eastern California,
these two block groups are small in population, with very few residences near the
proposed alignments.

As previously mentioned under the heading “Regulatory Requirements:
Community/Socioeconomic Impacts,” E.O. 12898 requires non-discriminatory
opportunities for public input on NEPA documents. The public participation process
conducted for this project was open to all interested individuals, including those from
environmental justice block groups. A formal scoping process was conducted for this
project, which included three public scoping meetings: one in Las Vegas, one in Barstow,
and one in Victorville. These locations correspond with concentrations of environmental
justice block groups as shown in Figures 3-1.19 and 3-1.20.

Notices to the public, describing the proposed project and listing the dates and locations of
the scoping meetings, were printed in the Daily Press, the Las Vegas Sun/Las Vegas
Review Journal, and in the Desert Dispatch on several dates. In addition the FRA sent
notification mailings to approximately 2,500 individuals, including all property owners
within 500 feet of the proposed rail alignments. The notice provided information on the
scoping meetings and included details on how and where to submit formal comments on
the project. In addition a telephone hotline was established to provide a contact for public
scoping meetings.

Environmental effects that could potentially affect populations that meet environmental
justice criteria include visual effects (especially from the stations and maintenance
facilities), utility impacts related to utility relocation during construction, traffic, noise,
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and air quality impacts near the proposed station sites. For example, traffic would
increase on local roadways near the station sites which could cause traffic delays in
minority or low-income communities. Significant increases in noise from passing trains
and increases in traffic near station sites, could also affect low-income or minority
communities. Air quality impacts include increases in pollutants from car exhaust near
stations, which could occur in the minority and low-income communities in Victorville or
metropolitan Las Vegas. Adverse physical impacts to the environment such as noise,
traffic, and air quality are discussed in detail within the corresponding section of this EIS.
The following analysis in this section discusses the environmental justice implications of
such physical changes to the environment.

Rail Alignment: The greatest difference between action alternatives A and B related to
environmental justice is that Alternative A mostly follows the freeway median while
Alternative B runs alongside the freeway. Due to its location in the middle of the freeway,
Alternative A would generally have less of an impact on low-income or minority areas near
the alignment. In Segments 2 and 4, where the alternatives split from each other, the rail
alignments would remain near the same number of environmental justice block groups
(See the discussion of existing low-income and minority block groups in Section 3.1.3.3).
Option C would avoid running through several of the environmental justice block groups
on the outskirts of metropolitan Las Vegas that are bisected by the action alternatives (See
Figure 3-1.20). Therefore, of the proposed rail alignments, Option C would least affect
census blocks that qualify for environmental justice considerations.

The action alternatives would not directly impact (through displacement) a minority or
low income resident. Residents within qualifying census block groups adjacent to the
alignments are already exposed to substantial transportation infrastructure (i.e. 1-15) and
its associated environmental issues (i.e. traffic, noise, air quality, aesthetics). Since the
action alternatives generally follow existing transportation infrastructure, they would not
introduce substantial new impacts to environmental justice areas. EIS sections 3.4, 3.5,
3.6, 3.11, and 3.12 include mitigation measures to reduce adverse effects on local
populations related to utilities, traffic, aesthetics, air quality, and noise. With
implementation of these mitigation measures, adverse effects from the action alternatives,
to both environmental justice and non-environmental justice populations, would be
reduced or avoided.

Victorville Station and OMSF Sites: Environmental effects to environmental justice
populations in Victorville would vary depending on which station and OMSF site is
selected. Refer to Section 3.1.3.3 for a discussion of the location of environmental justice
block groups near the station and OMSF sites.

Victorville Station and OMSF Site 1: In Victorville, OMSF and station site 1 would be
directly within a census block with a high minority population. However, this station site
is on a bluff, thus separated from the developed areas of Victorville. The closest residence
is below the bluff, approximately 775 linear feet away from Victorville Station site 1. In
addition, mitigation measures provided in this EIS would reduce or eliminate the adverse
environmental effects to this environmental justice area.
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Victorville Station and OMSF Site 2: Victorville OMSF and station site 2 would not be
located in an environmental justice census block. Although a census block considered
both low-income and high-minority is located near Victorville Station and OMSF site 2
(see Figure 3-1.19), the only land uses nearby include a tank supply store and a landfill.
Therefore effects from implementation of Victorville Station and OMSF site 2 would be
minimal.

Since Victorville OMSF site 1 would be within a census block with a qualifying percentage
of minorities, and site 2 would not, OMSF and station site 2 would have the least
environmental justice impact of the two site options.

Las Vegas Area Station and MSF Sites: As shown in Figure 3-1.20 and discussed in
Section 3.1.3.3, many environmental justice block groups are located near the alignment in
the metropolitan Las Vegas area. Environmental effects to environmental justice
populations would vary depending on the station site selected.

Southern Station: The Las Vegas Southern Station is not within a census block group that
meets environmental justice criteria. The closest environmental justice block group is
across 1-15. As a result the Southern Station would not result in a direct or indirect impact
on an environmental justice community.

Central Station A: Although the Central Station A site is near both minority and low-
income census blocks, it is not within one. According to review of aerial photography, the
surrounding land uses are commercial/industrial and hotel/casino, not residential.
Station A could result in indirect traffic impacts within the environmental justice census
block but those impacts would be mitigated to acceptable LOS by mitigation measures
described in the Section 3.5, Traffic and Transportation.

Central Station B: This station option is located within a census block with a qualifying
minority population. Residential uses are within approximately 300 feet of this station
site. Residents could be exposed to air quality, traffic, and noise impacts from the
proposed station. However, residents in this area are already exposed to noise and air
quality impacts from the 1-15 freeway, and as discussed in Section 3.12, Noise and
Vibration and Section 3.11, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, the station would not
result in a significant permanent noise or air quality impact on surrounding land uses. As
discussed in Section 3.5, Transportation and Traffic, traffic impacts would be mitigated to
a less than significant level. Noise and air quality construction period impacts would also
be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation.

Downtown Station: The Downtown station site is located within a community that is
considered both low-income and minority. Nearby residents could be exposed to air
quality, traffic, and noise impacts. However, residents in this area are already exposed to
noise and air quality impacts associated with the urbanized setting of Downtown Las
Vegas as well as nearby freight railroad operations and as discussed in Section 3.12, Noise
and Vibration and Section 3.11, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, the station would
not result in a significant permanent noise or air quality impact on surrounding land uses.
As discussed in Section 3.5, Transportation and Traffic, traffic impacts would be mitigated
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to a less than significant level. Noise and air quality construction period impacts would
also be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation.

MSF Site Options: None of the MSF site options are within or adjacent to low-income or
minority census block groups.

3.1.5 MITIGATION MEASURES

The action alternatives would not result in significant direct land use impacts because
much of the land on which the action alternatives would be located is currently
undeveloped or within existing transportation rights of way. Small amounts of industrial
or residential displacement would occur with several Las Vegas Station site and MSF
options but would not result in significant land use or community impacts. Potential
indirect land use effects and adverse effects on environmental justice populations would
be mitigated through measures specified in other environmental topics in this EIS
including sections 3.4 Utilities/Emergency Services, 3.5 Traffic and Transportation, 3.6
Visual Resources, 3.11 Air Quality and Global Climate Change, and 3.12 Noise and
Vibration. Measures indentified in these sections of the EIS generally include:

= Utilities: Avoidance or minimization of conflicts with existing utility
infrastructure (including coordination with existing utility providers)

= Traffic: the addition of signalization and/or lanes to the intersection approaches

* Visual Resources: Use of aesthetically pleasing materials for the rail alignment
that minimize reflectivity, use of architecture and colors at the Victorville Station
that reflect the surrounding desert landscape, design of signage at the Victorville
Station to reflect the scale and character of the site and surroundings, use of
contour grading, orderly construction site management, minimization of light
spillover during construction, and use of visual screening of construction areas as
appropriate

= Air Quality: use of best management dust control practices to minimize air
guality impacts during construction

» Noise: installation of noise barriers, use of sound and vibration reducing
materials, relocation of crossovers or special track work, property acquisitions,
limited construction times, limited locations of construction related activities, and
use of sound-reducing construction equipment

3.1.5.1 Residual Impacts Following Mitigation

The incorporation of mitigation measures would mitigate permanent effects related to
project construction and operation, but even after mitigation, the action alternatives
would result in the permanent conversion of lands to transportation uses. This conversion
would include lands from the Mojave National Preserve.
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3.2 GROWTH

This chapter discusses the potential growth-inducing effects that could result from the
action alternatives.

The analysis looks at projected statewide, regional, and local population and employment
growth trends and to determine if/how the action alternatives may influence these trends,
either directly or indirectly. As population and employment growth are closely linked to
land use regulations, please also refer to Chapter 3.1, Land Use and Community Impacts.

Because the project involves construction and operation of a high-speed railroad, growth
inducing effects would be most prominent around station and maintenance facilities
which would create jobs and attract riders. As a result, this analysis is focused on the
growth issues in areas immediately surrounding the proposed station and maintenance
facilities (described in Chapter 2.0, Alternatives).

This section identifies and describes the following:

e Existing population, housing, and employment conditions in the study
area.

o Methodology and data sources used to assess potential growth-induced
effects.

e Potential positive or negative regional and local employment and
population growth associated with the project alternatives.

¢ Potential for employment and population concentration in the vicinity of
proposed station and maintenance facility locations.

e Potential effects related to growth and development.

3.2.1 REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which implement the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (as amended), require evaluation of the potential
environmental consequences of all proposed federal activities and programs. This
provision includes a requirement to examine both direct and indirect consequences, which
may occur in areas beyond the immediate influence of an action alternative and at some
time in the future. Positive and negative growth (i.e. change) is a potential consequence of
the action alternatives.

Direct growth effects are those caused by any action alternative, occurring at the same
time and place.! Direct growth effects include any permanent jobs directly associated with
the action alternatives as well as any displacement of housing related to the construction
and operation of the proposed rail facilities.

140 CFR 1508.8
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Indirect growth effects are considered to be reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the
action alternatives, typically occurring later in time or further in distance from the project.
2 These include positive or negative growth in population numbers and/or patterns,
positive or negative growth in local or regional economic vitality, and associated
alterations in land use patterns that could occur with implementation of the DesertXpress
project. Removal of existing obstacles to growth would also be considered indirect growth
effects. “Removal of obstacles to growth” would include the extension of public services
and utilities to a previously undeveloped area, where the provision of such services could
have a foreseeable increase in population and/or economic growth.

3.2.1.1 Federal Regulations
Federal Railroad Administration

Under its Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts, the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) states that an EIS should address the number and kinds of available
jobs to be affected by the action alternatives, impacts to local government services and
revenue, and impacts on commerce in communities within the immediate project area.?

In cases where displacement of housing is involved, FRA stipulates an assessment of the
availability and adequacy of relocation housing. (Notably, the action alternatives would
not displace any housing units). FRA guidance also suggests analysis of the positive and
negative consequences of each alternative on growth in the community and its
surrounding metropolitan area, specifically near existing business districts and the
immediate project area.

3.2.1.2 California Regulations
Southern California Association of Governments

As the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO), the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) is mandated by the Federal government to research
and establish plans for growth management within the region. SCAG participates in the
development of demographic projections, including population and employment
projections, and prepares the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), which is used
by local agencies as the basis for state-mandated Housing Elements within local general
plans. SCAG’s 2030 Projections, as published in the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) were used in the analysis of San Bernardino County and the City of Victorville.

240 CFR 1502.15[b], 40 CFR 1508[b]
3 FRA Docket No. EP-1. Notice 5, May 26, 1999
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San Bernardino County General Plan

The San Bernardino General Plan establishes the basis for land use, transportation, and
economic development policies across the entire County. In its introductory sections, the
General Plan describes the County as a whole as an “integral part of the Los
Angeles/Orange County region” and states that “the extraordinary growth that Orange
County experienced from the 1950s through the 1970s is forecasted for both San
Bernardino and Riverside counties for the current and future decades.”* The General Plan
seeks to control the timing and location of this anticipated growth through identified goals
and policies. The General Plan divides the County into three subregions. All of the
physical features of the action alternatives would be located within the “Desert” subregion.
Growth-related goals and policies for this region seek to direct growth to already
urbanized areas, so as to preserve both existing natural resource areas as well as the
integrity of rural developed areas. The General Plan EIR includes a detailed growth
projection report. This report examines the overall holding capacity of County lands
(without regard to any specific timeframe) relative to the General Plan’s potential to
increase population, housing, and employment through the year 2030.

City of Victorville General Plan

Policies related to land use, transportation, and housing all influence growth in the City of
Victorville. The City has grown considerably in both size and population. At the City’s
incorporation in 1962, the northern city limits were at Route 66 and the Mojave River,
containing an area of 8.2 square miles. The population at the time was 8,111.

By the time of the last update of the General Plan in 1995, the City had expanded its
boundaries to encompass more than 67 square miles; its population was 60,577.
Currently, the 2007 estimated City population exceeds 100,000.

The Victorville General Plan is arranged by distinct planning areas. As shown in Figure 3-
1.3 (in Section 3.1, Land Use and Community Impacts), the Victorville passenger station
site option 1 and OMSF site option 1 would be located within the City of Victorville city
limits and the North Mojave Community Plan area and the Northern Triangle Specific
Plan area. Passenger station site option 2 is partially within the North Mojave Community
Plan area and just outside the city limits of Victorville (as of May 2008). Both Victorville
station site option 2 and OMSF site option 2 are located within the City’s “sphere of
influence.” A sphere of influence extends over unincorporated County lands adjacent to
an incorporated City. This area is formally under the jurisdiction of San Bernardino
County. Each parcel has a land use designation set forth by the County, considered
operative, but the City of Victorville has also developed land use designations for these
areas. In the event the City annexes these lands, these “pre-designations” would likely
become governing.

Overall, the City’s land use designations for its entire sphere of influence area (which
extends to areas beyond the proposed station and maintenance facility sites) are more

4 San Bernardino County General Plan, April 2007, p. 1-11.
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aggressive in terms of projected commercial space than County designations. Whereas
County land use designations for the entire Victorville sphere of influence area project a
“buildout” of approximately 7.5 million square feet of commercial and industrial
development, the City’s own designations for this same area would allow more than 17
million square feet of commercial and industrial development.

As of early 2008, the City is contemplating a General Plan update that would expand the
City limits to include an additional 37,000 acres (57 square miles) within the “Northern
Expansion Area” which includes portions of the North Mojave/Northern Triangle areas
noted above, including the Victorville station site option 2 and OMSF site option 2.

The General Plan also anticipates significant job and population growth related to the
Southern California Logistics Airport (SCLA), the former George Air Force Base. SCLA is
located approximately 2 miles to the west of the southernmost site options for the
Victorville passenger station and OMSF. At buildout, the immediate SCLA area is
expected to host more than 20,000 jobs, many related to goods movement and
warehousing.

3.2.1.3 Nevada Regulations

Southern Nevada Strategic Planning Authority (SNSPA): Strategic Plan to
Address Growth in Southern Nevada, Final Report 1999

Clark County and the cities of Boulder City, Henderson, Las Vegas, and North Las Vegas
comprise the Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition (SNRPC). The SNRPC was
created to focus on the rapid growth of Clark County and the effects of this growth on
education, health care, the natural environment, public safety, recreation and culture, and
transportation. In 1999 the SNRPC published the Strategic Plan to Address Growth in
Southern Nevada, which provides a 20-year outlook identifying and evaluating the needs
of Clark County relating to its growth and prioritizes the objectives and strategies relating
to the growth of Clark County,” per SB 383.5 The report involves a discussion relating to
growth strategies, housing, and community/economic development.

The Center for Business and Economic Research at the University of Nevada,
Las Vegas

The Center for Business and Economic Research at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas
(CBER) provides regional information on the population and economy of Nevada.
Population projections for Clark County used in this EIS are provided by the CBER.

Clark County Comprehensive Plan

In 1990, the population within urban portions of unincorporated Clark County
(communities in the Las Vegas Valley) was 364,000. By the year 2000, this population
increased by 300,000 to 664,000. By 2007, the population was estimated to have

5 The Southern Nevada Strategic Planning Authority Mission, Vision, and Statement of Principles.
http://www.snrpc.org/Snspa_Plan/Strategic_Plan_Elements/SNSPA_Plan_Mission.htm
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increased to 837,000.5 With this increased population, job growth has increased
commensurately.

The key growth policy framework is the Clark County Comprehensive Plan. The Plan sets
forth goals and policies intended to guide the location and timing of growth. Key goals
and policies in the Plan seek to direct new growth to already urbanized areas, particularly
towards underdeveloped or vacant parcels within such areas, as a means of reducing
urban sprawl, improving air quality, and reducing the need for costly extensions of urban
services.” Figure 3-1.2 (in Section 3.1, Land Use and Community Impacts) shows that
three of the four Las Vegas area station site options and two of the three MSF site options
would be located within the Enterprise or Winchester/Paradise sub-areas of the Clark
County Comprehensive Plan.

City of Las Vegas Master Plan

The City of Las Vegas Master Plan, adopted in 2000, includes goals and policies intended
to guide the timing and location of growth through the plan’s horizon year of 2020. The
Plan states that the City experienced a 73 percent increase in population between 1990
and 2000, and is projecting by 2020 to double its population again. The Plan attributes
much of this population growth to robust job growth, which encourages in-migration of
people from other regions.

The Master Plan sets forth goals and policies intended to accommodate growth “while
enhancing the City’s quality of life and livability.” Public outreach leading to the Master
Plan found that a strong majority of residents of Las Vegas felt that the pace of growth in
the City had detracted from the quality of life; a smaller but still significant majority stated
that City policy should accommodate growth through stronger regional planning efforts.8

6 Comprehensive Planning Division, Clark County, Nevada:

http://www.accessclarkcounty.com/depts/comprehensive_planning/demographics/Pages/demographics.asp
x accessed April 22, 2008.

7 Clark County Comprehensive Plan, Volume One, pp. 1-6.
8 Las Vegas Master Plan, p. 17.
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To this end, the Master Plan has a strong focus on “reurbanization” — which is described
as the revitalization of existing urbanized areas through targeted infill residential and
commercial development. The proposed Downtown Las Vegas passenger station (and
portions of the rail alignment) would be located within an area designated by the Master
Plan as “Downtown Reurbanization.” Specific goals and policies for this area call for a
“significant housing component” that would “act as a catalyst” for related urban
revitalization efforts. Figure 3-1.2 indicates that the Downtown station and portions of
Segments 7A/7B are located within the “Downtown Reurbanization” area of the Master
Plan.

3.2.2 METHODS OF EVALUATION OF IMPACTS

This analysis is focused primarily on the areas surrounding station and maintenance
facility site options near and/or in Victorville and Las Vegas. The reason for this focus is
that potential population and employment growth related to the action alternatives would
most likely occur near the station and maintenance facility sites. The station and
maintenance facilities are the only “interfaces” of the project where passengers would
board or exit trains and where the vast majority of DesertXpress employees would be
located. With the exception of the maintenance of way (MOW) facility proposed for the
community of Baker, which would house 8 employees, there are no other “entry points” to
the DesertXpress project that could foreseeably add to employment and/or induce
population growth.

To evaluate the direct and indirect growth effects of the action alternatives, state, regional,
and local growth projections of population, housing, and employment were used as the
baseline. The anticipated employment from the DesertXpress project was then added to
these baseline numbers to determine if the action alternatives would result in substantial
growth.

The action alternatives are also evaluated as to whether they could foster employment or
population growth through the removal of any existing impediments to growth. Lack of
utilities and urban facilities are the most common impediments to growth of undeveloped
areas. While the DesertXpress project would traverse significant areas of undeveloped
lands which have little to no utilities or urban services, it would not extend utilities to
these areas in a way that would remove an impediment to growth. In other words, while
the project would construct additional transportation, electrical and communications
infrastructure, this infrastructure would not remove an impediment to growth because it
would not be readily available to adjacent land uses, with the exception of areas in close
proximity to stations and maintenance facilities.

Another factor affecting growth would be the mode shift, or shift from automobile traffic
on 1-15 to high-speed rail that would occur under the action alternatives. This mode shift
could reduce the potential number of “pass-by” visitors to communities along the corridor,
including Barstow, Baker, Primm, and Jean. While these communities would have no
direct public interface with the DesertXpress project, local economies of each community
include substantial areas of “visitor-serving” uses, such as outlet malls, restaurants, and
gas stations which rely heavily on automobile traffic on I-15 corridor as their primary
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source of customers. Since the action alternatives could reduce the number of trips on I-
15 assumed with the No Action Alternative and because the action alternatives doe not
include any stops or direct interface with these communities, the action alternatives could
have a negative effect on the future growth in these communities.

3.2.3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.2.3.1 Regional and Local Environment
San Bernardino County

Population: According to the EIR prepared for the San Bernardino County General
Plan, the County as a whole is expected to experience significant population growth
between 2007 and 2030. During this period, the County population is expected to
increase by nearly 35 percent, adding about 700,000 people.®

The DesertXpress project would be located in the “Desert Region” of San Bernardino
County, which extends roughly from the top of the Cajon Pass, southwest of Victorville, to
the Nevada state line. Table 3.2-1 below indicates the County’s anticipated growth
projections within the Desert Region. Table 3.2-2 identifies the portion of anticipated
Desert Region growth projected for the areas around the six Desert Region cities. Four of
these six cities are within 10 miles of the proposed passenger station and OMSF sites:
Victorville, Apple Valley, Hesperia, and Adelanto.l® Barstow is another incorporated city
within the Desert Region; it is located approximately 20 miles from the proposed
passenger station and OMSF sites. Therefore, nearly all of the projected growth in Table
3.2-2 would occur within 20 miles of the Victorville station and OMSF sites.

9 County of San Bernardino, Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, p. 1V-116.

10 Needles is the only other incorporated city in the Desert Region. Needles is located 175 miles east of
Victorville and as of 2000, had a population of less than 5,000 people. Owing to this distance, the action
alternatives are not anticipated to have any growth impacts to the City of Needles.
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Table 3.2-1 San Bernardino County Desert Region Growth Projections 2000-2030,
Six City Sphere of Influence Areas

Annual
Growth
Category 2000 2030 % Growth Rate
Population 108,974 159,893 47% 1.9%
Households 38,158 59,562 56% 2%
Employment 12,324 19,974 62% 4.1%

Source: 2030 Growth Projections, San Bernardino County General Plan EIR, Appendix B.

Table 3.2-2 Aggregated Sphere of Influence Growth Projections within Desert
Region, 2000-2030, Unincorporated San Bernardino County

Percentage of All Desert
Region Growth within
Category 2000 2030 Spheres of Influence
Population 31,671 50,832 37.6%
Households 11,035 18,262 33.8%
Employment 1,557 3,901 30.6%

Source: 2030 Growth Projections, San Bernardino County General Plan EIR, Appendix B.

As shown in Table 3.2-1, the Desert Region is anticipated to see robust population,
household, and employment growth through 2030. The Desert Region as a whole is
expected to see a population increase of about 51,000 people, along with about 7,500 new
jobs. As shown in Table 3.2-2, however, a substantial amount of this growth is expected to
occur close to incorporated cities — specifically, within the cities’ spheres of influence.
About 19,000 new people, or 38% of all Desert Region projected population growth, is
expected to occur within the aggregate sphere of influence areas of the Desert Region
cities, five of which are within 20 miles of the Victorville passenger station and OMSF site
options.

City of Victorville

Population & Housing: According to the City of Victorville General Plan, the City has
experienced substantial growth in population and area over several decades. Much of the
population and housing growth within the City of Victorville has been externally driven by
job growth in the Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside areas. Increasing land costs
in these areas have spurred growth in the Victor Valley area. The City of Victorville has
become the primary business and commercial center of the Victor Valley and is expected
to have opportunities for continued growth in the future. As anticipated in SCAG
Projections, the City of Victorville is expected to see a 36.1 percent increase in population
between 2005 and 2020, with an additional increase of 19.6 percent by 2030. This
anticipated growth in population is higher than the projected San Bernardino County
average increase of 24.9 percent between 2005 and 2020 and 13.2 percent between 2020
and 2030. While both the City of Victorville and San Bernardino County are expected to
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grow at a steady rate, the City is projected to grow at a slightly higher rate than the
County. Table 3.2-3 summarizes the anticipated population growth for the City.

Similar to the anticipated growth in population within the City of Victorville, the number
of households is projected to grow substantially from the year 2005 to 2030. The City’s
General Plan Housing Element indicates that the General Plan area would accommodate
an 80 percent build-out through 2015, while maintaining consistency with the land use
goals and policies. Thus, the City of Victorville has planned for growth and expansion of
population and housing. According to the City of Victorville General Plan Housing
Element, the City’s growth rate, while slowing since the 1980s, still exceeds the growth
rates experienced within San Bernardino County. This rate of growth is thought to be
attributed at least in part to the relatively low cost of land and housing in Victorville
relative to the more densely populated Valley Region of the County.

The City of Victorville has historically experienced much higher rates of growth than the
surrounding areas within the Victor Valley and Barstow regions of the County.! As
projected by SCAG, the number of households in Victorville is projected to grow from
22,986 units in 2005 to 32,576 units by 2020, representing an approximate 41.7 percent
increase. The number of households is projected to grow another 24.1 percent from 2020
to 2030, resulting in an anticipated 40,427 total households. The average household size
within the City is approximately 3.26 persons per household. In comparison to the
housing projections for San Bernardino County, the City of Victorville is expected to have
a greater increase of households than the County. As previously discussed, the County is
expected to grow about 33.4 percent from 2005 to 2020, with an additional 18.6 increase
from the year 2020 to 2030. Table 3.2-3 summarizes the projected growth of households
within the City of Victorville from 2005 to 2030.

Employment: Victorville serves as the primary employment center for residents in the
Desert region of San Bernardino County, providing nearly half the jobs in the Victor Valley
area.’2 According to SCAG Projections, the number of jobs within the City of Victorville is
anticipated to grow significantly. Between the year 2005 and 2020, it is expected that the
number of jobs will increase more than 30,000, from 38,108 to 68,611, representing an
increase of nearly 80 percent. SCAG projects an additional 10,976 jobs in Victorville
between 2020 and 2030. In all, SCAG projects a 57 percent increase in Victorville
employment between 2005 and 2030 and 76.2 percent between 2005 to 2030.

In 2005, the total number of jobs in Victorville constituted 5.7 percent of the jobs within
San Bernardino County. This will increase to 7 percent in 2020 and 7.7 percent by 2030.
Table 3.2-3 shows employment projections for Victorville.

11 City of Victorville General Plan Housing Element, 2000.
12 City of Victorville General Plan Housing Element Update, 2000.
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Table 3.2-3. City of Victorville Growth Projections

Population / Percent Households / Percent | Employment / Percent
Year Growth* Growth* Growth*
(a%:?ﬁg y | 75952 NA 22,986 NA 38,108 NA

2010 81,592 +7.4 24,762 +7.7 47,362 +19.5
2015 92,548 +13.4 28,621 +15.6 57,873 +18.2
2020 103,353 +11.7 32,567 +13.8 68,611 +15.7
2025 113,711 +10 36,490 +12 79,439 +13.6
2030 123,641 +8.7 40,427 +10.8 90,415 +12.2

Source: SCAG Projections, 2005.
* Percent Growth from last measured year (5-year increments)

Twenty and thirty-year growth projections dating from the early 2000s anticipate robust
growth for both San Bernardino County as a whole and the City of Victorville. Notably,
both areas have seen marked slowing in growth related to the nation-wide economic
downturn of early 2008. The downtown has slowed regional job growth and depressed
prices within the regional housing markets. Construction related employment has been an
important constituent in the region’s employment spectrum. As of March 2008, the
economic downturn has resulted in the loss of approximately 15,000 construction jobs in
San Bernardino County.13 Additionally, the prices of existing homes in the Victor Valley
dropped 4 percent between February and March 2008. Nearly 7 out of 10 homes that
were sold within the Victor Valley in February 2008 were bank owned (in other words,
related to a foreclosure procedure).4

At of the date of this EIS, the duration and depth of the economic downturn is unknown.
Regional and local planning agencies have not revised their long-range growth projections
based on the downturn.

Clark County

Population and Housing: Clark County has seen substantial rates of growth over the
past two decades and has experienced the greatest amount of population growth for any
metropolitan area in the nation. According to the University of Nevada Center for
Business and Economic Research (CBER) , Clark County is anticipated to grow from
1,815,700 in 2005 to 2,946,350 in 2020, reaching a projected population of 3,425,928 in
2030. This represents an approximate 38.4 percent increase in population between the

13 Risen, Tom. “Construction Industry Hit Hard.” Victor Valley Daily Press.
<http://www.vvdailypress.com/news/construction_6468 article.ntml/jobs_hard.html#slIComments>
4 Orr, Ryan. “High Desert Home prices Continue to Drop.” Victor Valley Daily Press.
<http://www.vvdailypress.com/news/valley 5352 article.html/victor_february.htmi>
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years 2005 and 2020, and an additional 14 percent from 2020 to 2030. The Las Vegas
Valley, which encompasses the Las Vegas metropolitan area, experienced an average
annual growth rate of 5.59 percent between 1990 to 2007, accounting for nearly all of the
population growth in the County as a whole over the same period.

The projected demand for housing within Clark County correlates with the County’s
anticipated population growth. A count in 2006 found that there were 740,817
households in the County, with an average of 2.64 people per household.’> The number of
households within Clark County is expected to increase by 71 percent between 2005 and
2030, for an anticipated total of 1,272,142 households. 16 Table 3.2-4 summarizes the
estimated housing growth projections within the County for the period of 2005 to 2030.

Employment: According to U.S. Census data, there were 826,065 jobs available within
Clark County in 2005. According to CBER projections, the number of jobs within Clark
County is expected to increase to 1,229,445 by the year 2015, representing a total growth
rate of 33 percent. (As of May 2008, CBER had not released employment projections
beyond 2015). Table 3.2-4 summarizes the employment projections within Clark County.

15 US Census. Clark County, 2006.

16 2030 household information obtained by dividing the projected 2030 population by the person per
household average of 2.64.
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Table 3.2-4. Clark County Growth Projections
Population / Percent Households / Percent | Employment / Percent

Year Growth* Growth* Growth*

2005 1,815,700 N/A 740,817 N/A 826,065 N/A

2010 2,198,182 +21 N/A N/A N/A N/A

2015 2,645,236 +20 N/A N/A 1,229,445 +49

2020 2,968,824 +12 N/A N/A N/A N/A

2025 3,216,187 +8 N/A N/A N/A N/A

2030 3,425,928 +6.5 1,272,142 +71 N/A N/A

Source: UNLV Center for Business and Economic Research, April 2006.
* Percent Growth from last measured/projected year

City of Las Vegas

Population and Housing: According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the City of Las Vegas
currently has an estimated population of 569,793 (2005), comprising approximately 31
percent of Clark County’s population.” The Las Vegas Master Plan 2020 states that by
2020, the City is expected to reach a total population of 760,000 to 800,000 people. 18
The Southern Nevada Regional Transportation Commission anticipates a total population
of 899,982 by the year 2030, representing nearly a 55 percent increase in population from
the year 2005. Growth policies of the City of Las Vegas seek to focus this growth in
already urbanized areas, including the Downtown Reurbanization area. The City’s Master
Plan emphasizes the practice of “reurbanization”: infill development within existing but
not built-out urbanized areas.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the City of Las Vegas has a total of approximately
208,872 households, with an average household size of 2.69. Assuming the average
household size remains stable, the anticipated total number of households would rise to
approximately 294,972 by 2020 and 334,566 by 2030.

Employment: Similar to housing conditions, employment within the City of Las Vegas
has been increasing over the past several decades, particularly within the service industry.
The Nevada Department of Employment projects an approximately 10 percent increase in
jobs in the City of Las Vegas every five years.1 However, the Regional Transportation

17 Clark County Demographics, Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning, March 2007.
http://www.accessclarkcounty.com/depts/comprehensive_planning/demographics/Documents/popbroch20

O7color.pdf
18] as Vegas 2020 Master Plan. Population Element. December 26, 2002.

19 Nevada Department of Employment, 2007.
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Commission anticipates a slight decrease in the growth rate in 2025 and 2030,2° as shown
in Table 3.2-5 below.

Table 3.2-5. City of Las Vegas Growth Projections

Population / Percent Households / Percent Employment / Percent

Year Growth Growth* Growth**

2005 569,793 N/A 208,872 N/A 265,916 +10
2010 667,065 +17 247,980 +18 292,507 +10
2015 729,271 +9.3 271,104 +9.3 321,757 +10
2020 793,208 +8.7 294,872 +8.7 344,032 +10
2025 847,228 +6.8 314,954 +6.8 358,036 +4
2030 899,982 +6.2 334,566 +6.2 381,558 +7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005; Las Vegas Master Plan 2020; Nevada Department of Employment, May
2007; Regional Transportation Commission, Southern Nevada, 2008.

* Total number of households calculated by dividing the average household size of 2.69 by the projected
population.

** Percent Growth calculated based on 2005 U.S. Census data and the projected 10 percent growth rate.

The Las Vegas area has also been affected by the economic downturn of early 2008. A
slowing in the regional housing market has had a substantial detrimental effect on the Las
Vegas economy as a whole. Sales of new homes have decreased approximately 28 percent
between 2007 and 2008.2t As of spring 2008, economists have found that the Las Vegas
housing market has an excess of supply, which has driven down regional home prices.22
During the same period, unemployment in the Las Vegas region has increased by over 33
percent. Nearly 4,900 construction workers were laid off in Las Vegas in December 2007
alone.2 Regional economists have not comprehensively updated long-term growth
forecasts for Las Vegas, but have produced reports acknowledging the shorter-term
impacts of the economic downturn.

20 Southern Nevada Regional Transportation Commission, 2008.

21 \Wargo, Brian. “Housing market downturn hits new low.” Las Vegas Sun. 19 February 2008.
<http://www.lasvegassun.com/news/2008/feb/19/housing-market-downturn-hits-new-low/>

22 UNLV Center for Business and Economic Research.

23 Benston, Liz and Alexandra Berzon. “How Vegas could weather a recession.” Las Vegas Sun. 27 January
2008. <http://www.lasvegassun.com/news/2008/jan/27/how-vegas-could-weather-recession/>
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3.2.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section describes the potential growth effects associated with the action alternatives
on population, housing, and employment. An adverse, direct growth effect would occur if
the anticipated growth associated with the action alternatives would exceed growth
projections at local and/or regional levels. As previously stated, none of the action
alternatives would remove existing housing. As a result, such potential effects are not
considered further with regard to the action alternatives.

An adverse indirect growth effect would occur if the action alternatives would involve the
removal of obstacles to growth, result in negative growth (i.e. changes) associated with
local and/or regional economic vitality, and or positive or negative growth in population
numbers or patterns. None of the action alternatives would directly remove existing
housing units with the exception of one residence that would be displaced for the
Robindale Avenue MSF site if selected. Therefore, the potential for residential
displacement is not discussed further in this analysis with regard to the action
alternatives.

3.2.4.1 Potential Direct Effects

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not involve the construction of the proposed high-speed
passenger train between Victorville and Las Vegas. There would be no associated
diversion of automobile or airplane trips between Southern California and Las Vegas.

While the No Action Alternative consists of planned and programmed transportation
improvement projects that would be in place by the year 2030, these improvements
primarily consist of the expansion of existing highways and roadways in and around the I-
15 corridor between Victorville and Las Vegas. These improvements would generate direct
construction period jobs. These projects would also incrementally increase the number of
permanent jobs at Caltrans, NDOT, and local agencies to maintain new and/or expanded
facilities. In sum, the No Action Alternative would have the potential to contribute to
growth within the region. This employment growth under the No Action Alternative
would be comparatively small to the overall anticipated growth in Victorville, San
Bernardino County, Las Vegas, and Clark County, as described above.

No new housing or substantial permanent employment would be directly created as part
of the No Action Alternative, but it is reasonably foreseeable that local and regional
transportation improvements could have the ability to indirectly influence growth through
the extension or expansion of transportation infrastructure that could facilitate growth in
presently undeveloped or inaccessible areas. Regional growth forecasts are developed in
part based on regional transportation improvement plans. The No Action Alternative is
expected to entail the construction of projects as identified in these regional
transportation plans. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would be expected to result in
population and economic growth commensurate with regional growth forecasts.
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The No Action Alternative would have a direct effect related to population if one of the
projects under this alternative would remove housing located in its building footprint. It
is unknown at this time if these projects would displace housing. Any improvement under
the No Action Alternative would require project-specific environmental review to
determine effects from housing displacement. Since the majority of the improvements
under the No Action Alternative would require expansions and improvements to existing
roadway infrastructure, direct displacement of housing is expected to be limited.

Action Alternatives

Direct growth effects as a result of the action alternatives would occur during both the
construction and operational phases of the DesertXpress project.

Direct Regional Effects: Construction Employment: Construction of the action
alternatives would be temporary, occurring over an anticipated four-year time frame.
According to the applicant, the anticipated number of workers to be employed directly by
DesertXpress to design and construct all proposed facilities, including design, supply,
manufacturing, testing, and training for the trains and system elements and heavy civil
construction, would vary from about 1,730 to 3,000 per year, depending on the
construction phase. At any given time up to 260 of the design, supply, manufacturing,
testing, and training positions would be filled by Bombardier employees from other
locations worldwide, some of whom might be temporarily relocated to the local Victorville
and/or Las Vegas area (some design, supply and manufacturing work would be done at
the project site and some would be done remotely). The remainder of design and
construction jobs, approximately 3,900 in all at the highest employment peak, would
come from the local construction labor force in San Bernardino County and Clark County.
Construction would thus result in a short-term increase in construction related job
opportunities.

As of 2006, the construction industry comprised approximately 7.1% of the labor force, or
about 62,000 jobs, in San Bernardino County.?* Construction jobs in Clark County during
this same year comprised approximately 13 percent of the labor force, totaling 112,300
jobs.2> New construction jobs created by the action alternatives could help ameliorate
local employment impacts in San Bernardino County and Clark County associated with
the 2008 economic downturn. This downturn has resulted in increased unemployment,
particularly in the construction sector within Las Vegas. Thus, the action alternatives
could have a beneficial effect to the region by providing job opportunity for local residents.
This would minimize the need to draw on labor resources from outside the project area
during the anticipated four-year construction period. As such, construction of the action
alternatives is anticipated to have a beneficial effect on local employment and growth and
would not be anticipated to result in significant permanent relocation of construction
workers from outside the project area to inside the project area.

24 San Bernardino Snapshot. State of California Employment Development Department. 2008.
<http://www.calmis.ca.gov/file/COsnaps/sanbrsnap.pdf>

25 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
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It is also reasonably foreseeable that salaries to construction workers and related spending
on construction activities from local/regional suppliers could contribute to additional
economic growth in the communities along the action alternatives. These indirect effects
would however, be temporary, lasting for the duration of the construction period, and
would therefore not be anticipated to have permanent effects on growth.

Direct Regional Effects: Permanent Employment: Table 3.2-6 below shows the
estimated total permanent jobs expected to be created by the action alternatives in the
Victorville, Baker, and Las Vegas areas respectively.

Table 3.2-6: Estimated Operational Employment by Location

Opening Year | Buildout Year
Number of Number of
Location Employees Employees
Victorville Area Jobs (Passenger Station, OMSF) 361 463
Baker Area Jobs (Maintenance of Way Facility) 8 8
Greater Las Vegas Jobs (MSF, Passenger Station) 154 251
Grand Total 523 722

Source: DesertXpress, 2007, CirclePoint 2008

Direct Local Effects: San Bernardino County/City of Victorville: Asshown in
Table 3.2-5, the Victorville OMSF and passenger station would employ approximately 361
people at the opening year of rail operations and about 460 people in the buildout year
(2030). As indicated in Table 3.2-1, 3.2-2 and 3.2-3 above, robust population and
employment growth is anticipated in Victorville and the surrounding unincorporated
areas. More than 50,000 new jobs are expected in these areas by the year 2030. The
increase in jobs associated with DesertXpress would constitute less than 1 percent of all
anticipated job growth in the area by 2030 and, therefore, would not exceed the projected
growth in employment for the area.

Direct Local Effects: Baker: The action alternatives include construction and
operation of a maintenance-of-way facility near unincorporated Baker, California.
DesertXpress anticipates that this facility would employ a staff of 8 employees. Due to the
small size of the MOW facility, the project is not anticipated to have an adverse effect on
the anticipated growth of Baker.

Direct Local Effects: Clark County/City of Las Vegas: There are four proposed
station site options located in the Las Vegas metropolitan area. The Southern Station,
Central Station A, and Central Station B are located in unincorporated Clark County,
whereas the Downtown Station is within the City of Las Vegas. All of the proposed station
site options areas are heavily urbanized and in close proximity to the “Las Vegas Strip,” a
stretch of Las Vegas Boulevard along which most of the region’s major casino and hotels
are located.
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Two of the three MSF site options (Wigwam Avenue and Robindale Avenue) are located
near the current southern edge of the greater Las Vegas metropolitan area. The Sloan
Road MSF site option is about 10 miles outside the current edge of the metropolitan area.

As shown in Table 3.2-6 above, all of the Las Vegas area project facilities combined would
have the potential to create about 138 jobs at the opening year and 251 jobs in the buildout
year (2030). These direct jobs created by the project would constitute less than 1 percent
of the anticipated growth in Clark County and Las Vegas and therefore would not
adversely effect growth projections. These are relatively miniscule numbers relative to the
growth projections for the area as shown in Tables 3.2-4 and 3.2-5. The minimal
population and housing growth as a result of the Las Vegas Station and MSF operation
would not be anticipated to exceed the rapidly growing projections for the City and
County.

3.2.4.2 Potential Indirect Effects

No Action Alternative

Indirect growth effects most often occur when a project removes an existing obstacle to
growth, positive or negative growth in local/regional economic vitality, and/or positive or
negative growth in population numbers or patterns.

As previously discussed, the No Action Alternative consists of planned and funded
transportation improvement projects that would be in place by the year 2030. As these
improvements primarily consist of improvements to existing roadways and interchanges,
there would be very limited effects in terms of opening new lands to development and as a
result the No Action Alternative would not indirectly induce growth beyond that which is
already envisioned in regional growth forecasts. These roadway improvements would
serve to reduce congestion and improve traffic flows between Victorville and Las Vegas.

A potential roadway improvement would involve the expanding the width of 1-15 between
Primm and Las Vegas. Refer to Section 2.1.3.1 of Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, of this EIS for
further discussion of the programmed transportation improvements. Although the Primm
to Las Vegas corridor is already served by a freeway, any such expansion of roadway
capacity would have the potential to influence growth patterns. Such an expansion could
make areas along the 1-15 corridor more attractive for new development. Any
improvement under the No Action Alternative would require project-specific
environmental review by the project proponent to determine specific environmental
effects.

Action Alternatives

As previously discussed, the action alternatives over much of the 200-mile corridor would
not indirectly foster growth by extending potentially growth-inducing infrastructure to
areas currently lacking infrastructure with the exception of the station and maintenance
facilities which could affect local and regional growth and economic vitality.

Indirect Regional Effects: Transit-Oriented Development Potential: Rail
transit projects often foster a mixture of residential and commercial development in a
synergistic, clustered arrangement (sometimes referred to “transit-oriented
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development”). Such developments will typically occur around areas where people
commute multiple times per week from a residential area to an employment center. A
transit-oriented development (or TOD) in a primarily residential area would include a mix
of commercial and service oriented businesses typically geared to the daily needs of
commuters (coffee shops, dry cleaners, grocery stores, etc.). By locating such business in
close proximity to both transit and housing, TOD is encouraged in many jurisdictions as a
means of reducing automobile trips.

The action alternatives could foster some TOD, but the amount is anticipated to be small.
Unlike other TODs, the action alternatives would primarily serve non-work trips between
two stations only — Victorville and Las Vegas. Given the travel time (at least 100 minutes
between stations), anticipated $50 or greater one-way fare, and focus on serving resort-
bound traveler from Los Angeles to Las Vegas destinations, it is anticipated that the use of
the rail line for frequent commute trips would be limited. Not withstanding this, the
action alternatives could potentially attract people to live in the nearby vicinity of one of
the stations in order to take advantage of high-speed rail transit between the two ends.

Indirect Regional Effects: Economic Vitality: The economies of several
communities along the I-15 corridor are heavily dependent on visitor-serving retail and
commercial uses. In particular, the communities of Barstow, Baker, Primm, and Jean
each feature a variety of businesses geared to attract people driving through the 1-15
corridor.

The ridership study prepared by DesertXpress (Appendix B) estimates that by 2035, as
many as 5 million annual automobile trips between southern California and Las Vegas
would be diverted to high-speed rail. This diversion would reduce the potential pool of
customers from visitor-serving businesses located in these communities. This could in
turn have a potentially negative effect on the economic vitality of these communities. The
extent of this negative effect cannot be quantified precisely. These potentially affected
communities along the 1-15 corridor are considered environmental justice communities
and effects to such communities are further discussed in Section 3.1, Land Use and
Community Impacts. The traffic analysis shows that although the project would
accommodate a large number of trips between Victorville and Nevada state line,
automobile traffic on 1-15 would remain high. The number of automobiles travelling on
the 1-15 freeway between Victorville and the Nevada state line would be reduced at project
inception, however the number of cars travelling on the I-15 between Victorville and
Nevada state line by the year 2030 would increase back to near or in some cases higher
volumes that under existing conditions. Under the EMU option traffic volumes in 2030
on the 1-15 would be between -5% to -12% (am and pm peak hours) compared to existing
traffic levels while under the DMU option traffic levels would be 0% to +5% (am and pm
peak hours). The reason the traffic volumes on the 1-15 rebound and in the future exceed
existing levels even with the action alternatives is because the projected increase in travel
demand between Los Angeles and Las Vegas by the year 2030. As a result communities
oriented toward visitor-serving businesses in the 1-15 corridor could see a drop off in
customers in the early years of the project initiation, but traffic levels would rebound
overtime so that businesses would continue to have substantial pools of potential
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customers on 1-15 to draw from. Potential adverse effects to the economic vitality of these
communities is acknowledged, but anticipated to be relatively minor in nature.

Indirect Local Effects: San Bernardino County/ City of Victorville: Operations
of the action alternatives have the potential for indirect growth effects relative to local
economic vitality and local population patterns.

The addition of new permanent jobs with the operation of the Victorville Station and
OMSF would have the potential to indirectly affect the economic vitality of the local
economy in the Victorville area. With new employment opportunities, spending in the
area could increase, thus contributing to the growth in the local economy. Growth in the
local economy could be beneficial to the Victorville region, as a great deal of growth is
already anticipated within the area. However, as the job growth associated with the action
alternatives constitute such a smaller percentage of the anticipated employment growth in
the region, the action alternatives would not have an adverse indirect effect on the
economic vitality of San Bernardino County and the City of Victorville.

While the employment growth as a result of the action alternatives is small in scale in
comparison to the anticipated growth rates for the City and County, the DesertXpress
project could have the potential to induce population and housing growth as a result of the
new employment opportunities. However, such growth would occur in an area where
tremendous population growth is anticipated by 2030. Specifically, incorporated
Victorville is anticipating a population increase of more than 40,000 people between
2000 and 2030.26 Much of this growth would be accommodated in currently
undeveloped areas to be annexed to the City by 2030. As of May 2008, Victorville is
contemplating a General Plan update that would expand the City limits to include an
additional 37,000 acres (57 square miles). With these potential expansions, all of the
potential station and OMSF sites could be located within Victorville's city limits. In sum,
the proposed project would create new jobs and housing in the Victorville area, but in
relatively miniscule numbers when compared to anticipated growth projections.

The proposed Victorville station and OMSF is likely to generate complementary,
synergistic development. The OMSF may foster businesses supporting train operations,
ranging from manufacturing to security and maintenance. Moreover, the passenger
station is likely to attract to the area a number of visitor-serving businesses, catering to the
potential thousands of weekly riders. As noted in the ridership study (Appendix B), by
2035, up to 7 million annual passengers would travel from southern California to
Victorville in order to board Las Vegas-bound trains. It is reasonable to expect that
businesses catering to the needs of rail travelers would seek to locate in the vicinity of the
passenger station. Such uses could include restaurants, gas stations, auto washing and
service, retail, and related visitor-serving businesses. In addition, the OMSF site would
employ about 430 people at buildout. The presence of employees could create demand for
businesses and services catering to a working population, such as restaurants, day care
centers, and personal services.

26 http://www.proland.com/victorville.asp; accessed April 22, 2008.
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The precise amounts of such indirect growth are not quantified here. As documented by
the Victor Valley Area Transportation Study and the Regional Transportation Commission
travel demand forecasting model, growth over time is anticipated around the station areas
(see Section 3.5, Traffic). However, this indirect growth would be channeled by the City
and County land use plans and would occur within the anticipated growth “envelope.” The
general areas surrounding the proposed station and OMSF site options in Victorville are
anticipated to see significant growth. According to the City of Victorville General Plan, the
City has assigned land use designations for the areas within the City’s sphere of influence.
The designations allow for more than 17 million square feet of commercial and industrial
development.

Future development, if any, in the vicinity of the proposed station and OMSF site would be
subject to the land use regulations of Victorville and/or San Bernardino County. These
jurisdictions would evaluate development proposals according to relevant general plan
and zoning regulations, all of which take growth projections into account. The level of
indirect growth associated with the Victorville passenger station and OMSF would be
comfortably within regional growth projections. Moreover, the land use regulatory
authority of the City and County would ensure that indirect growth of jobs and housing as
a result of the project would conform to regional growth projections.

Indirect Local Effects: Baker: The action alternatives would not stop along the rail
corridor at this location nor would the action alternatives remove a barrier to growth,
minimal indirect growth is anticipated in Baker. Additionally, the small size of the MOW
facility, staffing 8 employees, would not induce the indirect growth of businesses to
support the new employment in the area.

Indirect Local Effects: Clark County / City of Las Vegas: With the exception of
the Sloan Road MSF site, all of the potential station and MSF site options would be infill
developments, surrounded by commercial, industrial, and/or institutional uses. There are
some currently vacant and/or underutilized sites within close proximity to these station
site options, which could potentially become more intensively developed as a result of
construction and operation of the passenger station. This would have the potential to
indirectly affect the economic vitality of the local economy through the addition of new
permanent employees. Indirect growth could result from the new salaries of these
permanent jobs, as the employees would potentially spend in the local economy. While
there would be potential for indirect growth of business to support riders and stations, the
urbanized areas surrounding the proposed station and MSF sites are anticipated to see
significant positive growth in economic vitality with local and regional growth projections.
Potential indirect growth effects of the project would therefore be minimal in comparison
to the local and regional growth projections .

The only minor exception to this conclusion is if the Sloan Road site is selected for the Las
Vegas area MSF. The vicinity of the proposed MSF site is largely undeveloped at present.
Future development in this area is anticipated, including the proposed Clark County
Heliport. Therefore, if the Sloan Road MSF site is selected, its potential indirect growth
effects would be more significant than any such growth effects in the urbanizing Wigwam
Avenue or Robindale Avenue vicinity.
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While the employment growth as a result of the action alternatives is small in scale in
comparison to the anticipated growth rates for the City and County, the DesertXpress
project could have the potential to induce population and housing growth as a result of the
new employment opportunities. However, such growth would occur in an area where
tremendous population growth is anticipated by 2030. City and County projections to
2030 indicate a continuation of the exponential growth patterns each has followed over
the past several decades. Therefore, even if the all of the proposed Las Vegas area jobs by
buildout (about 250) were to be filled by people who would have to migrate to Las Vegas,
this migration would be miniscule relative to overall anticipated in-migration to the Las
Vegas metropolitan area.

The Downtown Station would be located within the Downtown Reurbanization Area
within the City of Las Vegas, as designated by the Las Vegas Master Plan. As previously
discussed, the Las Vegas Reurbanization Plan for the Downtown area is intended to be
used as a means for promoting the development of the Downtown as a regional center for
finance, business, and governmental services, and entertainment and recreation. The
Downtown Station would provide a transportation hub and would support the purpose of
the Reurbanization Plan, thus indirectly inducing growth within the area. The Plan
proposes to introduce a mix of housing, retail, parks, and education amenities to the area.
The intent of the Downtown Reurbanization Area is to provide an urban environment that
could serve as the cultural and economic center for the community. This indirect growth
would maintain consistency with the policies set for the in the growth plans for the area.

3.2.4.3 Residual Impacts

Overall, the implementation of the action alternatives would result in a beneficial
economic effect. The project would result in a temporary increase in the construction
industry employment, relieving unemployment levels. It would also lead to indirect
economic benefits to the local economies of Cities where stations would be located.
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3.3 FARMLANDS AND GRAZING LANDS

This section describes the federal, state, and local policies related to the preservation of
farmland and grazing lands followed by an analysis of the existing farmlands and grazing
lands within the study area and the potential effects of the action alternatives on these
lands. Mitigation measures are presented to lessen potential adverse effects of the action
alternatives.

3.3.1 REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

3.3.1.1 Farmland Regulations

Farmland Protection Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Farmland Protection Policy Act
(FPPA, 7 U.S.C. § 4201 et seq.; and its regulations, 7 C.F.R. Part 658) require federal
agencies to coordinate with the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) of the
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) if their activities may irreversibly
convert farmland to nonagricultural use, either directly or indirectly.

In accordance with the NRCS and the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), and as
described in 7 CFR Section 658.1:

As required by section 1541(b) of the Act, 7 U.S.C. 4202(b), Federal agencies are
(a) to use the criteria to identify and take into account the adverse effects of their
programs on the preservation of farmland, (b) to consider alternative actions, as
appropriate, that could lessen adverse effects, and (c) to 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.

The FPPA is intended to minimize the extent to which federal activities contribute to the
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. The FPPA requires federal agencies to
examine potential direct and indirect effects to farmland of a proposed action and its
alternatives before approving any activity that would convert farmland to non-agricultural
use.

Farmland is usually divided into three classifications: prime farmland, unique farmland,
and farmland of statewide or local importance. Classification standards differ from state
to state; each state may set its own criteria for classification in each category.

The following types of land are exempted from the FPPA:

« Soil types not suitable for crops, such as rocky terrain or sand dunes (although
such lands may be under a grazing agreement from the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM));
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. Sites where the right-of-way for a project is entirely within a delineated urban
area and the project requires no prime or unique farmland, nor any farmland
of statewide or local importance; and

« Farmland that has already been converted to industrial, residential,
commercial or is used for recreational activity.

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (California)

The California Department of Conservation administers the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (FMMP), a statewide agricultural land inventory. Updated every two
years, the FMMP utilizes an automated map and database system to record changes in the
use and designation of agricultural lands.

The FMMP classifies farmland using categories established by the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA), but based on California criteria: prime farmland,
farmland of statewide importance, unique farmland, and farmland of local importance.!

Prime farmland is land with the best combination of physical and chemical features
to sustain long-term production of agricultural crops. These lands have the soil
quality, growing season, and moisture supply necessary to produce sustained high
yields. Soil must meet the physical and chemical criteria determined by the USDA'’s
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS). Prime farmland must have been used
for production of irrigated crops at some time during the four years prior to the
mapping date by the FMMP.

Farmland of statewide importance is similar to prime farmland but exhibits
minor differences, such as greater slopes or a lesser ability of the soil to store moisture.
Farmland of statewide importance must have been used for production of irrigated
crops at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.

Unique farmland has lesser quality soil than prime farmland or farmland of
statewide importance. Unique farmland is used for the production of the state’s
leading agricultural crops. These lands are usually irrigated but may include non-
irrigated orchards or vineyards found in some climatic zones in California. Unique
farmland must have been used for crops at some time during the four years prior to
the mapping date.

Farmland of local importance is defined by each county government. In San
Bernardino County, locally important farmland can be either irrigated pastureland or
areas used in dryland crop farming, regardless of soil conditions.?

1 Cities and counties within the study area may identify additional categories of farmland, but these are not
indexed within the FMMP.

2 Patrick Hennessy, California Division of Land Resources. Personal communication, March 26, 2007.
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In addition to identifying farmlands, the FMMP also identifies lands in urban uses (and
thus unsuitable for agricultural activity) as well as land suitable for grazing.

California Government Code §65570(b)(3) defines grazing land as "...land on which the
existing vegetation, whether grown naturally or through management, is suitable for
grazing or browsing of livestock.” Whereas the designations of prime, unique, and
locally/statewide important farmland are contingent upon the active or recent use of lands
in agricultural activities, lands identified by FMMP as suitable for grazing need not be
actively grazed.

Williamson Act (California)

The California Land Conservation Act (Government Code §51200 et seq.) of 1965,
commonly known as the Williamson Act, provides a tax incentive for the voluntary
enrollment of agricultural and open space lands in contracts between local government
and landowners. The contract restricts the land to agricultural and open space uses and
other compatible uses defined in state law and local ordinances. Local governments
calculate the property tax assessment based on the actual use of the land instead of the
potential land value assuming full development. In areas where agricultural lands
interface with growing suburban or urban development, Williamson Act contracts are
often encouraged as a means of ensuring the long term financial viability of agricultural
uses. Without a Williamson Act contract, the taxable basis of agricultural lands on the
urban fringe can increase to such an extent that agricultural operations are financially
infeasible for the landowner.

Williamson Act contracts run for a period of 10 years. The contract is automatically
renewed each year, maintaining a constant, 10-year contract, unless the landowner or
local government files to initiate nonrenewal. The contract terminates 10 years after the
filing of a notice of nonrenewal. Williamson Act contracts may also be terminated under
limited circumstances and conditions set forth in Government Code (GC) §51280 et seq.
upon petition of the landowner. Termination proceedings require the approval of the local
government legislative body, such as the City Council or County Board of Supervisors.

The State of California has policies regarding the public acquisition of and/or location of
public improvements on lands under Williamson Act contracts (GC § 51290-51295).
These policies discourage the use of such lands for public improvements and require due
consideration before any such lands can be used for any public purpose.

Williamson Act information is provided notwithstanding the fact that cancellation or non-
renewal of a Williamson Act contract (or portion thereof) is not considered a physical
environmental impact. The use of land under Williamson Act contracts for
implementation of Alternative A would pose a potential conflict with State of California
policy (Alternative B would involve any land under a Williamson Act contract). California
GC § 51290-51295 discourages the conversion of land under an agricultural preserve to
non-agricultural public use. While the project has been determined by STB Declaratory
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Order 349143 to be exempt from state and local land use and environmental laws,
information about potential impacts to land under Williamson Act contracts is provided
for informational purposes. The potential cancellation of Williamson Act contracts is not
considered an adverse effect under NEPA; no mitigation would be required.

Nevada Department of Agriculture

Established in 1915, the Nevada Department of Agriculture’s (NDA) mission is to “benefit
the welfare of all persons residing in the state by encouraging the advancement and
protection of Nevada'’s agriculture and related industries.”* The NDA has regulatory
authority over the animal industry, livestock 1D, measurement standards, the plant
industry, and resource protection.

Clark County Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element

The conservation element outlines the land resources within the County and includes
policies to protect, maintain, and enhance such resources. No Clark County lands within
the project area are designated as prime, unique, or of statewide or local importance under
NRCS standards. The conservation element describes the lands in the vicinity of the
project area as being “arid with high winds and [high] temperature” with “very erodable
and alkaline soils” and thus not suitable for large-scale agricultural use.®

3.3.1.2 Grazing Regulations

Taylor Grazing Act

The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 USC 315), signed by President Roosevelt, was intended
to "stop injury to the public grazing lands by preventing overgrazing and soil
deterioration; to provide for their orderly use, improvement, and development; [and] to
stabilize the livestock industry dependent upon the public range" (USDI 1988). This act
laid the foundation for grazing policy in the United States and resulted in the formation of
what is today known as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). This Act was pre-empted
by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA).

Federal Land Policy Management Act

In 1976 Congress passed The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)
(43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), as amended by the Public Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA)
(43 U.S.C. 1901 et seq.), which governs the manner in which the BLM manages public

3 Issued June 25, 2007.
4 Nevada Department of Agriculture: http://agri.state.nv.us/

5 Clark County Comprehensive Plan, Conservation Element:
http://www.co.clark.nv.us/comprehensive_planning/CompPlanElements/Conservation_Element/Conservati
on_Element_CH1_Agriculture.htm
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lands under their jurisdiction. The BLM has set forth guidelines for public land use
planning and management designed to:

= Protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air
and atmospheric, water resources, and archeological values;

= Where appropriate, preserve and protect certain lands in their natural condition;
=  Provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals;
= Provide for outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use.

Section 202 of FLPMA requires the development and maintenance of land use plans for
public lands. BLM land use plans are designed to provide guidance for future
management actions and the development of subsequent, more detailed and limited-scope
plans for resources and uses. Land use plans identify lands that are available for livestock
grazing and the parameters under which grazing is to occur.

FLPMA also directs grazing advisory boards to guide the BLM in developing allotment
management plans (which allow resource management over a discreet management unit).
Under its West Mojave and Northern and Eastern Mojave plans, the BLM administers
grazing allotments in the study area and surrounding lands.

California Desert Conservation Area Plan Resource Management Plan

The California Desert Conservation Area Plan (CDCA Plan) manages 25 million acres of
land in southern California as designated by Congress in 1976 through the FLPMA. About
10 million acres are administered by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM). All
proposed features within the State of California (rail alignments, stations, maintenance
facilities, etc.) would be located within the CDCA Plan area.

CDCA Plan areas are managed under the California Desert Protection Act of 1994, the
1964 Wilderness Act, and BLM's national wilderness management policy, all of which
mandate a high degree of protection and restrict access and use. The CDCA Plan
establishes goals for the protection and use of the desert (including grazing) and
designates land with multiple use classes. The plan sets forth goals, specific actions, and
management needs for each resource in the desert.
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3.3.2 METHODS OF EVALUATION OF IMPACTS

For the purposes of this analysis, an adverse impact to farmland resources would occur if
an action alternative would directly or indirectly:

« Convert to nonagricultural use any prime farmland, farmland of statewide
importance, or unique farmland, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the FMMP of the California Resources Agency.

« Sever farmland by the placement of barriers that impede farmland access
which could result in the creation of non-economic remnant parcels and/or
conversion of farmland to a nonagricultural use.

Reviews of available data indicate that no agricultural lands are present from a point
immediately east of Newberry Springs, California (along Segment 3A/3B), easterly
through Segments 4A/4B, 5A/5B, 6A/6B, 7A/7B, and Option C8

Analysis of farmland impacts is therefore limited to Segments 1, 2A/2B, and 3A/3B.

3.3.2.1 Methodology for Determining Permanent and Operational
Impacts to Farmlands and Grazing Lands

Direct impacts would occur on any farmland or grazing land that would be traversed by
the approximately 75-foot-wide rail alignment. Direct impacts would also occur on any
farmland or grazing land that lies within a site proposed for stations, maintenance
facilities, or other permanent