California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO001 (Craig Hartman, 4Creeks, October 18, 2012)
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Rail Project to Wreden

4Creeks, Inc. has reviewed ihe potential impacts of the proposed High Speed Rall (HSR) to Wreden Ranch
(Wreden) based on the drafi alignment of the new rall. Additional information conceming the design and
specifications of the rall, including the proposed cross section at the location of Wreden are requested to provide
more specific comments. However, the overall poteniial impacis to Wreden by construcling the HSR are
summarized into the three (3) following calegories:

1. Potential Impacts to the Facility Permit{s)
2. Potential Devaluation of Property
3. Potential Physical Impacts and constraints to the existing operations

1. Potential Impacts to the Facility Permit(s)

For Wreden to operale, three (3} permits are required, A conditional use permit is required by Kings County
(County Permit), a Permit to Operate is required by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (Air Peemit),
and Waste Discharge Requirements are provided by the Regicnal Water Quality Conlrol Board (Water Permit).
Each of these permils has different conditions of approval and the potential impacts of the HSR to these permits are
summarized as follows:

o The County Permit and Water Permit identify the allowable number of animals at the facility based upon the
amount of cropland associated with the dairy and the waste produced. Each acra of farmabile land allows a
certain number of animals lo be housed at the faciity. Reducing the number of acres of farmable land
decreases the number of animals allowed, thus decreasing the overall revenue and efficiencies of the
facllity. The prime farm ground loss in just the one hundred (100) foot take for the HER equates to
approximalely 12 acres.

« In addition to the 12 acres for the HSR, additional setbacks lo the prime farm ground are required fo
manage and operale the farming effectively. For instance, pest and weed applicators, specifically aenal
applicators will stay a minimum of 100 feet to potentially 500 feel away from the HSR fo avoid drifing from
both fhe applicator and the HSR. Crap Applicalors are nol interested in spraying close fo the HSR. This
will be an additional loss in farm ground area, if pests and weeds cannot be controlled in a portion of the
field, it is not feasible to farm the area as it will spread into the rest of the field.

« Any land thal is no longer being farmed, will need to be maintained o prevent weed growth and dust
control per the Alr Parmil.

At a minimum, there will be a loss of approximately 36 acres, Each farmable acre allows the farmer to have roughly
an additional 5 milking cows. This equates fo a minimum loss of 180 milk cows from the permils, The farming
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operation has a significant loss from losing 36 acres of prime farm ground as well as the dairy operation. A rough
estimate on the loss of gross revenus from the dairy facilily alone is approximatsly $4,500 per cow annually, o
$810,000 annually for the minimum 300 fi. cross section.

2. Potential Devaluation of the Property

The ownerfoparator purchased the facility for several different reasons. One of the key reasons is that this facility
was configuous and operates very efficiently from the Farming Operations to the Dairy Operations. By splitling the
praperty in half, the value of the overall faciity is greatly reduced.

In addition, the existing residence within 100 feet of the HSR will be impacied by noise and potentially vibrations
from the HER. This will devalue the house.

By having the HSR so close the freestall bams will create noises and vibrations in the freestall barns as well as the
milk bamn. This will have a direct effect on the amount of milk a cow produces, thus reducing the valus of the dairy.

Finally, the HSR will bring suburbia to proximity of ihe facility for possible added scrutiny on the facility and political
headaches.

Overall, it is estimated that the value of the facility will have a minimum 20% decreasein vaiue,
3, Potential Physical Impacts and constraints to the existing operation

31, Rail Crossings

This impact is dependent on the final design of the HSR and any potential easementsfcrossings it might allow.
Currently the operator has no restricled access between the fields or on the public maintained road, Lansing
Avenue. The proposed HSR at ground level will separate the fields and shut down the Lansing Avenue to the West
of the facility, cutting off any access to the remaining Wreden Farm area. To access the western edge of the
farmiand, an additicnal 3 miles of travel will be required each time access is required to the western farm area. This
will impact man hours, equipment hours, and fuel cos!. Because the crops grown are double cropped each year,
hundreds of rips may ba required each year. The cost and impact of this will be significant.

3.2, Aerigl Spray Apglication

The operator will have a difficult time finding an applicator willing to crop dust fisids within the potential of a vorlex
created from a high-speed train in the proximity. Asrial applicators are sensitive from wind changes from 8 mph to
10 mph and will need to address the increased liability from the proposed rail. If the owner is unable fo conlrol pest
and weeds, it will affect ils adjacent crops and thus would be betler off disking property and not farming, If farming
confinues, most fikely the crop will have a loss of yields, thus reducing the revenue and creating issues with the
Water Permit.

33 Irrigation System

The supply water for the imigation system is located in the lagoon next to the dairy. Fresh waler and manure water
are mixed and then sent throughout the farm. The HSR will cross the imigation system in several locations and
Wredan will need a minimum of a 38" stesl casing al each crossing for each pipaline. A culvert system will need to
be designed for the open canal system as well. The easements for these pipefines should not restrict Wreden from
operafing or maintaining the pipefines.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS ) o
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO001 (Craig Hartman, 4Creeks, October 18, 2012) - Continued

BO001-6 34 Stray Voltage Concems

Based upon the power source of the HSR, Wreden has a potential impact from stray vollage that connects fo the
freestall bams or milk bams which are steel building and excellent conduils for electricity. If slray voitage contacls
the feeding areas, it can create slight shock in the cows and causa issues when they are feeding. If stray voltage
contacts the milk bam, it could cause the pulsators lo prematurely release from the cow, resulting in a loss of milk
production.

BO002-7 35  Noiseand Vibration Impaots
Neise impacts to the facility have a potential to affect cow heallh and milk production. The constant noise of a
passing by frain echoing in the freesiall barms may g fe a 10% d in mitk production, In addition, the
nearby residence will have significant noise and vibralion impacts from the train and may require the house be
relocated. Lastly, there are several exisling wells adjacent to and nearby the HSR. The wells are tapped info a
sand siratum deep in the soil for the waler, but with the vibrations of the HSR, the siratums may collapse and cause
the wells lo fall. It would be a minimum of $500,000 to replace each well, as the water table for potable water is
below 1,200 feet.

BO001-8 36  Callle Crossing

Wreden has the ability to use a portion of the farmland for pasture land and grazing land for the dry cows and
heifers at the facility. The HSR will cut the pasture land areas off and away from the dairy facility, taking away any
accass from the pasiure areas. This will impact the cost of feed and animal health.

Respectiully,

Craig Hartman, PE
Civil Enginser
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California High- S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS ) o
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO001 (Craig Hartman, 4Creeks, October 18, 2012) - Continued
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO001 (Craig Hartman, 4Creeks, October 18, 2012)

BOO001-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-06, FB-
Response-S0O-01, FB-Response-AG-05.

See Volume |, Section 3.12, Impact SO#15 and Volume Il, Technical Appendix 3.14-B,
for impacts on confined animal agriculture. The Authority has committed to maintain a
“permit bureau” to help businesses (including confined animal operations) overcome the
regulatory disruptions caused by the project.

The Authority has committed to compensating landowners at a fair market value for any
permanent takings of their land as well as for any temporary or permanent losses of
income they may experience.

BO001-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-06, FB-
Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-N&V-01, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-
SO-02.

BOO001-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-TR-02.

While the project will result in increased travel time for Wreden Farm, access will
remain. During the right-of-way process a private overcrossing or undercrossing may be
provided, as described in FB-Response-AG-02. Please see Section 3.12.11, Mitigation
Measures, Mitigation Measure SO-4 (Provide access modifications to affected
farmlands) for more information on possible overcrossings or undercrossings.

BOO001-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05.

BO001-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04.

BO001-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06.

People and businesses in California use electric power and radio frequency (RF)
communications for many purposes and services, in homes and businesses, farms and
factories. The intensive use of electric power and RF communications in California and
all developed countries has ensured that the potential health effects of electromagnetic
fields and resulting currents and voltages on people and animals have been thoroughly
studied. As a result, the levels at which electromagnetic fields (EMF) and RF fields can
cause health or behavior effects are well established. Broadly used international
standards were created based on intensive investigation, to ensure that:

* EMF and RF fields and resulting stray currents and voltages are measured and
controlled.
* Fields do not disturb or injure people or animals.

In regard to dairy production, McGill University conducted a study with cows in pens
exposed to controlled EMF levels of 330 mG and 10 kV/m, the projected magnetic and
electric fields that occur at ground level under a 735-kV line at full load.The researchers
measured the following: melatonin levels, prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat
content, dry-matter intake by cows, and reproductive outcomes. While a few statistically
significant changes in these factors were found, none of the changes was outside the
normal range for cows (McGill University 2008). The study concluded that the EMF
exposure did not harm the cows or reduce milk productivity. Various studies cited by
other researchers regarding EMF and wildlife suggest a range of effects similar for
livestock, from non-existent to relatively small to positive. One study suggests a
beneficial application for ELF-EMF in broiler chickens to fight a common parasitic
infection called Coccidiosis (Golder Associates 2009).

Since 735-kV utility power transmission lines run up and down the state, cattle and
people near those lines are exposed to these levels on a continuing basis. Consistent
with the McGill study, epidemiological evidence does not indicate that cattle or people
near existing 735-kV utility power transmission lines are generally or broadly affected by
the fields.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO001 (Craig Hartman, 4Creeks, October 18, 2012) - Continued

BO001-6

HST traction power 60 Hz current will flow in the overhead contact system (OCS) and
running rails to provide power to trains. The traction power system is called a 2x25 kV
system because it uses 25 kV voltage for the trains and uses two nearby cables with
opposite phase of the 25 kV to distribute the power down the tracks. Currents in this
HST 2x25 kV system create EMFs and static electric fields near the tracks. However,
the HST levels will be lower than the fields typical of a 735-kV utility power transmission
line. This is because the separation between HST OCS cables is less, cable-to-cable
voltage levels and cable current levels are less, and the HST cables are closer to the
ground so that they are closer to the reducing effect of the fields in the ground, all
compared to the 735-kV utility power cables.

California HST TM 300.07, EIR/EIS Assessment of CHST Alignment EMF Footprint,
shows that at the closest fence line to the HST tracks, the expected magnetic field is 60
mG, less than one-fifth the level from a transmission line. Since cattle cannot be inside
the fence line and people can only be inside the fence line at passenger stations, the
possible HST EMF exposure is:

* Low compared to the 735 kV utility power transmission line.
* Therefore, below the level at which the McGill study showed no effect on cows and
milk production.

Similarly, the electric field from the HST 25 kV 60 Hz OCS will be low compared to the
exposure from a 735-kV utility power transmission line.

For these reasons, EMF effects on livestock and poultry are expected to have negligible
intensity under NEPA, and the impact would be less than significant under CEQA. See
Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06: Confined Animal Facilities regarding the
impact of EMF emissions on dairies.

BOO001-7

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-01, FB-Response-AG-06, FB-
Response-AG-04, FB-Response-SO-01.

The commenter provides no basis for their assertion that train noise would result in a

BO001-7

10% decrease in milk production.

Wells currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF Railway tracks are subject to
vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated by
HST operations. Wells are not currently experiencing any of these problems under
existing conditions. Therefore, they would not be expected to experience these
problems with the addition of HST operations.

BOO001-8
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02.

See Mitigation Measure SO-4 in the EIR/EIS: Provide access modification to affected
farmlands. In cases where partial-property acquisitions result in division of agricultural
parcels, the Authority will evaluate with property owner input the effectiveness of
providing overcrossings or undercrossings of the HST track to allow continued use of
agricultural lands and facilities. Farm owners would be compensated consistent with the
Uniform Act and CRAA to provide full functionality for the remaining agricultural
operation. Specific opportunities to restore functionality during and after construction will
be analyzed on a case-by-case bases in the valuation process. The appraisal will
include temporary and permanent losses of property value.
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO002 (Crespin Abila, Abila's Auto Sales, October 18, 2012)

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

Comment Card
Tarjeta de Commentarios

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Stotement

(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS)

Please submit your completed comment card at the
end of the meeting, or mail to:

La Seccion de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velocidad
Proyecio Revisodo de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/
Declaracién de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Suph

(Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Por faver enfregue su farjete completada al final de la
reunién, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direccion:

Fresno to Bokersfield Revised Draft EIR/Suppl | Draft EIS Ct 770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

The o ber 20,
20" Extended comment period for Fresno zally, or

to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised Mg,
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft El5:
July 20 - October 19

Mame/Mombre: (A2

Crganization/Organizacién: £

| Extendido el periodo de comentario  io al 20

t piiblico del Proyecto Revisado fienen que ser
f EIR/Proyecto Suplementario ES s, eloontes

$ Julio 20 - Octubre 19

Address/Domicilio: LO03 o)
Phene Number/Mdmero de Teléfono: L 55 . - L t\(—l .r - —
City, Stote, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Cédigo Pestal___ (/% ' (~" ‘ '3 242

E-mail Add ressff.‘on reo Electrénico:

[Use additional pages if needed/Usar paginas adicionales si es necesari O]C} ﬂ L_ (. T.'T i e
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO002 (Crespin Abila, Abila's Auto Sales, October 18, 2012)

BO002-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

Your opposition to the project is noted.

There are three proposed alternative alignments in the vicinity of Corcoran: the BNSF
Alternative (west side of BNSF tracks), the Corcoran Bypass Alternative, and the
Corcoran Elevated Alternative (east side of BNSF tracks). Each alternative would have
its own set of different effects.

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included
consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in
Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as the objectives and criteria
in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
[

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO003 (John Maartin, American Refuse Inc., October 17, 2012)

BO003-1

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #308 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date :
Response Requested :
Affiliation Type :
Interest As :
Submission Date :
Submission Method :
First Name :

Last Name :
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :

Apt./Suite No. :

City :

State :

Zip Code :
Telephone :

Email :

Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :

Add to Mailing List :

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

EIR/EIS Comment :

Official Comment Period :

Action Pending

10/17/2012

No

Businesses and Organizations
Businesses And Organizations
10/17/2012

Website

John

Maartin

CEO

American Refuse Inc.

Wasco

CA

93280

661-331-7916
madog979@aol.com

What,

Are you guys crazy or just plain stupid?? We spend billions of dollars to
take transportation around cities and you are going rite through the
middle of Wasco & Shafter. That is not only foolish, but the best word is
Stupid. It is in the best interest of the people of our state of California to
forget this whole project before it breaks us all!

Wake up---------- NOW
Yes
Yes

@

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

U.S. Department
of Transportation
Federal Railroad

Administration
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO003 (John Maartin, American Refuse Inc., October 17, 2012)

BO003-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

As clearly illustrated on Figure 2-21 in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, a
"Wasco-Shafter Bypass" is being considered as one of the alignment alternatives. This
alternative would avoid impacts in both Shafter and Wasco.

@ CALIFORNIA (\ ofTransporiaton page 40-9
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
i

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO004 (Shelli Andranigian, Andranigian Farming, October 18, 2012)

BO004-1

QOctober 12, 2011

Thomas J. Umberg, Chairman
California High Speed Rail Authority
P.O. Box 41218

Sacramento, CA 95841

Dear Chairman Umberg,

First of all, thank you very much for the press release issued on
October 5, 2011. We truly appreciate the additional time given to
review the massive DEIR/DEIS document since we are still in the
midst of reviewing it in its entirety.

However, I am still contacting you today re: two (2) parcels of land
owned by the Andranigian Family which are currently in the
proposed  California high-speed rail route and will be adversely
impacted via air, land and water. The HSR route is a triple-threat to
both our property and our health.

Our properties are along the scenic and majestic Cole Slough of the
Kings River. Lush oak trees and foliage dot the area which is
inhabited by various forms of wildlife.

Parcels impacted by project footprint appear on Sheet 37 Appendix
3.1-A and Sheet 38 Appendix 3.1-A. Our concerns are about both the
temporary and permanent impacts to these parcels.

The permanent impacts were first discovered in May, while the
temporary impacts were just discovered last month while reviewing
the DEIR/DEIS. Both of these impacts create a myriad of more
questions; notwithstanding, why we were never told about the latter
(temporary impacts), since they are just as detrimental if not more so
than the permanent ones.

BO004-1

" BO004-2

BO004-3

BOO004-4

Page 2

The temporary construction sites proposed will disrupt the: entire
farming operation on both parcels impacted by the project footprint.
They will also serve to destroy prime farmland due to hazardous
waste issues which will also adversely impact the land and the water

on the property.

Air quality will also be eroded and thus harm three generations in
our family who have sinus and allergy issues. We also have family
members who are ultra sensitive to sound. These are extremely
serious environmental issues and major health issues. How are you
able to bypass such concerns and what are you doing to make sure
this doesn’t happen? 1 await your response to this critical question.

The impacted parcel which is the “Home Place” is only 14 mile from
the “temporary construction site.” How long is “temporary?” Is
“temporary” 5 (five) years or is “temporary” forever if the federal
funds run out? I await your response to this critical question.

The “permanent” section on the “Home Place” will be about a %2
mile from the family home. What happens if there is a derailment at
the projected “high-speed” of these trains? How will you account for
any potential harming of and/or loss of life? 1 await your response
to this critical question.

This completes my comments for the draft document concerning the
Fresno to Bakersfield route that was removed on October 5, 2011 for
some unknown reason.

Sincerely,

ud\'m@%u CI\ @Mu/ﬁ,,q
Shelli Andranigian
on behalf of the Andranigian Family and Andranigian Farming

19500 S. Highland
Laton, CA 93242

@
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO004 (Shelli Andranigian, Andranigian Farming, October 18, 2012) - Continued

Page 3

Mailing address:

Shelli Andranigian

Andranigian Family / Andranigian Farming
P.O. Box 752

Laton, CA 93242

Enclosure
cc: Michael L. Farley, Esq.

@ CALIFORNIA (‘ o Tansporaon
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO004 (Shelli Andranigian, Andranigian Farming, October 18, 2012)

BO004-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

See Volume | Chapter 3.14 section 5.3 for information on the construction period
impacts to agricultural lands. For information on the property acquisition and
compensation process see Volume Il Technical Appendix 3.12-A.

BO004-2

Qualitative and quantitative discussions of health impacts during project alignment
construction were provided in Section 3.3.6.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.

HST would be electrical powered. Therefore, there will not be any direct combustion
emissions from HST to cause health concerns such as asthma or other respiratory
diseases during operation. Fugitive dust emissions due to HST travel are not expected
to be a significant source of pollutants either (See Appendix 3.3-A of the Final EIR/EIS
for details). For localized health impacts of the Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF), the
cancer and non-cancer chronic and acute hazard risk analyses conducted for the
RDEIR/SDEIS was for a prototypical facility with conservative estimates of equipment
operations and locations, and the locations of nearby sensitive land uses. A decision on
the HMF location will be made following certification of the San Jose to Merced Final
EIR/EIS. A site specific Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for the HMF operation will be
conducted once a final HMF site is selected and detailed design information becomes
available. Quantitative cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indexes due to HMF
operation will be evaluated in the final HRA. Mitigation measures, if necessary, would be
included to ensure that the health risk significance thresholds are not exceeded at the
sensitive land uses.

BO004-3

Temporary would be up to five years. The temporary construction sites were identified
as possible locations for project construction laydown and staging areas. The Authority
cannot require the landowner to lease these areas to the state for the project; therefore,
construction activities may not take place at this location without the agreement of the
property owner.

BO004-4

As discussed in Section 3.11, because the HST would carry passengers and be elctric-
powered, there would be no safety hazard associated with HST cargo or fule. The
hazard associated with the derailment of an HST is the physical mass and speed of the
train colliding with a structure or people, which could only occur adjacent to the right-of-
way.

Since HSTs began operating in 1964, there has only been one case where a train within
a dedicated HST right-of-way has left the operational corridor. That was an accident in
China in 2011 described in Section 3.11.1 of the EIR/EIS. A formal government
investigation identified the cause of the accident as a system-wide lack of emphasis on
safety, both in terms of equipment development and operating personnel training, by the
management of China's HST system. Where industry standards for design,
maintenance, and operation have been employed, this type of accident has not occurred
over the four decases of HST operation. Therefore, if an HST derailment were to occur
in the vicinity of the family home, there is a very high probability that the train would
remain within the HST right-of-way. Because the train would be contained in the HST
right-of-way and would not contain cargo or fuel that would result in a fire, explosion, or
the release of toxic substances, the project would not substantially increase hazards to
this property.

@ CALIFORNIA
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Page 2
BO005-1 On May 25, 2011; I decided on a whim to go to a meeting about the
Dan Richard, Chairman proposed high-speed rail in Kings County because I wanted to
California High-Rail Authority support others in the path of the high-speed train. While doing so, I
P.O. Box 41218 found out the lands the Andranigian Family had worked adjacent to
Sacramento, CA 95841 both sides of Highway 43 were also in the proposed path of the
California High-Speed Train. It's a good thing I went, since no one
Dear Chairman Richard, had tried to contact us to let us know of this plan even though
millions of $6 plus had already been spent on communicating the
My father Ashoun Andranigian purchased land in 1945 that was message.
alkali ground. He worked the long hard hours that farmers work to
create the fertile and profitable land that currently exists today in The roller coaster ride this has put our family and farm on continues
2012 at 19500 S. Highland in Laton, California. This property, which to twist and turn since that fateful day in May, forever changing the
is located in the southern end of Fresno County and near the Kings lives of everyone in its path along with those in its proximity, all over
County line, is also known as “The Home Place.” California and the nation.
Our family farm has fed and clothed those in our county and BO00S2 The proposed route will virtually render “The Home Place” from a
neighboring ones along with California, the nation and the world profitable, fertile land to one that will be destroyed if the high-speed
over. rail tracks are laid. There will be negative impacts to our adjacent
; across Highway 43 even though it does not criss-cross
Over the decades, the land my dad worked has grown cotton to through the property, as it will do to our “Home Place.”
clothe, wheat to make bread, pinto beans to eat, corn to feed,
watermelons to accompany a meal, pumpkins to carve for Halloween I have many questions for you, however these are questions based on
or to make a Thanksgiving pie and alfalfa to make hay. Today the less than 15 percent of what an actual DEIR/DEIS needs to be and
land is in stone fruit to eat with harvest time stretching from late BO005-3 not what was actually given to us to make our comments. We need to
April through late October. This year's harvest looks to go through properly view and understand the numerous impacts to our farm
early November. and family. The DEIR/DEIS document is not easily navigated or
accessible to those in rural America aka Laton, California, which was
A farmer’s work is never done and the family is part of the fabric of why I made the trip to Sacramento on October 4 to ask for more time
the farm. Mom also grew up on a farm and partnered with dad in the to properly comment. While I appreciate your taking the time at that
family business after their marriage in 1961. meeting to make sure the Andranigian Family name was pronounced
correctly, it is even more imperative that the California High-Speed
In 1987, they decided to purchase a property across the street from Rail and Train gets back on the right track...and give those in its
“The Home Place,” which we had always wanted because of it's direct path ample time and easily accessible materials to navigate the
proximity and were finally able to do so at that time. harmful impacts to their lives and property. The proposed route is
BO005-4

Dad, mom and our family worked tirelessly over the years on this
property as well. The land has been home to alfalfa, corn and cotton
crops. Today it is in stone fruit.

not Prop 1A. Instead it criss-crosses through prime and fertile land
that feeds and clothes the world. The adverse number of negative
impacts to family farms, businesses and lives in California is heart-
wrenching. And it's a major shame you are asking those who farm
and feed the world to meet a deadline in the midst of harvest season!

CALIFORNIA
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BO005-5

BO005-6

BO005-7

Page 3

The Andranigian Family “Home Place” has multiple adverse impacts
including a “temporary” construction site around a 1/8 mile or less
distance from the family home. The high-speed train track is shown
to run about a % to % plus mile from our home as it cuts diagonally
across our fertile land which is now in trees, cutting the farm in half
and separating it from the well in the back of the field which waters
the entire orchard. Trees need water. They cannot be without water.
A permanent access road adjacent to the Cole Slough of the river is
also planned and within a half mile of our home.

A manent underpass would impact our fertile land across
I—Ijg}l:?vay 43. The area impacted is also in close proximity to “The
Home Place.” It's also along the extremely busy Highway 43 which
was supposed to have been widened to four (4) lanes a number of
years ago, but wasn't due to money issues. My folks were in favor of
widening the road since it would make the highway safer for all to
travel. The work you will be doing along Highway 43 will render it
even more unsafe, not to mention what could happen when the area
floods.

Qur family and farm will be adversely impacted via air, land and
water. The HSR route is a triple-threat to both our property and our
health. Farmers are the true environmentalists and what is being
done is a travesty to human life, wildlife and the environment.

My questions for you on behalf of the Andranigian Family which I
would appreciate being answered and noted in the public record
(which was not done the last time) are listed below. I do realize my
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/DEIS impact questions and comments
last year were made before you were appointed to the board, Mr.
Richard. This time, I expect a man of your communication skills to
want to get things out in the open and corrected. I'm holding you to a
higher standard.

BO005-8

BO005-9

BO005-10

BOO005-11

BO005-12

BO005-13

BO005-14

Page 4

sHow will you distinguish from “temporary” vs. “permanent”
impacts when both are equally detrimental to one’s health and
property? Iawait your response to this critical question.

sHow will the tainted “temporary” construction site land or
permanently-placed empty tracks produce crops that clothe and feed
the world when the money runs out before anything is finished? Are
we royally screwed? Iawait your response to this critical question.

eWhat happens in case there is a train derailment? Is there a high-
speed train superhero that will prevent it from harming those on the
train and those working the land and those of us in the family home?
I await your response to this critical question.

sHow will you prevent our family home and farm from flooding in a
heavy snow melt/rain year since the “temporary” and permanent
impacts to our property will also result in an increased flood risk. We
are located between two bodies of water that will be impacted. I
await your response to this critical question.

eHow will you keep the excellent water quality we have now from
eroding? The water is also used to irrigate the crops that feed and
clothe the world. I await your response to this critical question.

eWe have three generations of family members who are allergy-
prone. How will you make sure they don't suffer and also how will
you prevent others from developing allergy issues? I await your
response to this critical question.

eHow will you prevent the vibration from the work being done in
the “temporary” and permanent construction zones along with the
permanent high-speed train tracks from adversely affecting humans,
protected and non-protected wildlife, protected and producing plants
and trees, irrigation lines, wells, building structures, etc...? 1 await
your response to this critical question.

@
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BO005-15

BO005-16

BO005-17

BO005-18

BO005-19

BO005-20

Page 5

eHow will you mitigate the protected foliage, trees and species along
the scenic and majestic Cole Slough of the Kings River where our
impacted properties are located and along the high-speed train track?
I await your response to this critical question.

eHow can you justify this being a “green” project by making our
family farm anything but green while building something we don't
have ‘the money to properly construct or to finish? I await your
response to this critical question.

eHow will the permanent access road be able to allow proper access
to those who need to access both sides of the levy which would
include the Kings River Conservation District (KRCD) along with the
Army Corp of Engineers...yet wouldn't be able to with the proposed
plan since they can’t with no clearance to drive a vehicle across? I
await your response to this critical question.

sEven organic farmers use spray on their crops. How will we protect
our crops from current pests along with the new ones brought in by
the high-speed train when we won't be allowed to spray? I await
your response to this critical question.

eWho is liable if someone complains about not feeling well because
of drift from spraying crops? If the landowner, why? I await your
response to this critical question.

eThere are always more transient areas and types along railroad
tracks and this would mean high-speed ones, too. As someone who
has been involved with local law enforcement for close to 20 years,
how are you going to mitigate the increase in potential criminal acts
and activity with proposed high-speed tracks near where we live and
where we farm? I await your response to this critical question.

BO005-21

BO005-22

BO005-23

BO005-24

Page 6

*Residing and farming next to the Cole Slough of the Kings River has
also meant living in a fog zone where there are days and weeks as
there is little or no partial clearing. This is necessary for trees and
vines to go dormant and sleep for the winter, but it is hazardous for
those who travel. The road closures and diversions caused by the
proposed rail would create even more hazardous conditions. Usually
after the first autumn rain, the fog season begins.... and life in the
Central Valley remains unpredictable from October through March.
What do you plan to do to make the roads safer for travel while you
are working on high-speed rail preparations and when it is finished?
How will riding a high-speed train in tule fog at 200 plus mph be
safer than riding along in your car with the windows down to hear
what is actually coming your way? I await your response to this
critical question?

sHow will emergency vehicles be able to safely arrive in a timely
manner? Heaven forbid there is loss of life due to construction as it
will be blood on the hands of the Authority. I await your response to
this critical question.

e There are school buses that run in the morning and afternoon. How
will you alleviate the impact to our future generations while traveling
to get an education? High-speed trains will not replace travel to
kindergarten. I await your response to this critical question.

And...

sHow do I explain to my five-year old nephew that the farm his
grandpa and pop farmed will no longer be available for him to do the
same someday? He has already told me this is what he wants to do
when he grows up. I don’t have the heart to tell him that adults want
a high-speed train they can’t afford to toy around with people’s lives
and wreck grandpa and pop’s “Home Place” aka the family farm! 1
await your response to this critical question.

@
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BO005-25

age 7

Thank you in advance for your attention and response to these
critical questions, Mr. Richard. For the record, I am still awaiting
answers to the few questions 1 posed over a year ago to then
Chairman Umberg. This letter is included as an enclosure.

Please note these are only 15 percent of my questions and comments
based on the 15 percent of the plan completed and issued as the
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/DEIS by the California High-Speed Rail
Authority.

The Authority and Governor Brown are welcome to join me the next
time I take my nephews to Travel Town.

Please also note my paternal grandmother who single-handedly
raised four boys including my dad during the Depression (she was
widowed in 1928) was born on this day, October 18.

Sincerely,
W P
Shwelf (Ling
Shelli Andranigian
On behalf of the Andranigian Family and Andranigian Farming

19500 S. Highland
Laton, CA 93242

Y] Lpem—

Mailing address:

Shelli Andranigian

Andranigian Family / Andranigian Farming
P.O. Box 752

Laton, CA 93242

Enclosure

cc: Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, Kings
County Board of Supervisors, Fresno County Board of Supervisors,
Erickson & Associates, Michael L. Farley, Esq.

@
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BOO005-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16, FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

BO005-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-02.

BOO005-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16.

Environmental documents are written to a specific and legally required standard. Fact
sheets, brochures and summaries were provided to ensure widespread understanding
of the environmental documents and ease in finding pertinent information. Additionally,
public workshops were designed to answer and solicit feedback on the documents and
to assist the public with finding pertinent information. The documents were provided to
47 community centers, public agencies, and libraries, which were chosen with a diverse
range of hours to solicit public comment. The hours of the repositories were considered
upon selection of the locations, thus the diversity in the types of repositories that had
evening or weekend hours.

BO005-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,
FB-Response-AG-01.

BOO005-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-02, FB-
Response-AG-04.

The Authority has committed to compensating land owners at a fair market value for any
permanent takings of their land, as well as any temporary or permanent losses of
income they may experience.

BO005-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03.

BO005-6

Prior to construction being completed to widen the existing roadway, SR 198 was
modeled conservatively as one lane in each direction as existing, and widened to two
lanes in each direction. Construction to widen to two lanes has been completed, and
the evaluation of two lanes in each direction is now consistent with existing conditions.
The Authority is committed to working with agricultural property owners to resolve or
mitigate partial acquisitions that result in the division of farmlands with large, farmable
lots on either side of the HST alignment. See Exhibit Ag 269.1 for examples of how
severance could affect farm operations. Efforts to minimize these impacts include
frequent public road crossings in the project design. For example, most of the new
public road overcrossings would be located on intervals of 2 miles or less, with many
crossings located on intervals of 1 mile or less. Areas with longer intervals between road
crossings would generally occur in areas with no current crossings (i.e., no change from
existing conditions). Additional access across the HST right-of-way may be preserved by
creation of private overcrossings or undercrossing at reasonable intervals (see
mitigation measure SO-MM#4). This may include the construction of grade-separated
equipment crossings to allow farm equipment continued access to bisected land
holdings. However, if the cost of such a crossing would exceed the value of the affected
remainder lands, the Authority would offer to acquire the affected lands or otherwise
compensate the farm owner for the loss in value rather than provide a crossing.
Changes to roadway access as a result of the HST are addressed in Chapter 3.2,
Transportation. Similar to other road underpasses in Central Valley floodplains, road
underpasses at HST crossings would require pump stations that will pump runoff out of
the low point of the road. SR43 would be modified at the HST crossing just north of Cole
Slough. The SR43 underpass is not located within the 100-year floodplain, as mapped
by FEMA FIRMs. In the event of extreme storm events such as the 100-year event,
flood flows would continue to be pumped out of the underpass and discharged to
adjacent areas.

BOO005-7

Changes to roadway access as a result of the HST are addressed in Section 3.2,
Transportation. Similar to other road underpasses in Central Valley floodplains, road
underpasses at HST crossings would require pump stations that will pump runoff out of
the low point of the road. SR 43 would be modified at the HST crossing just north of
Cole Slough. The SR 43 underpass is not located within the 100-year floodplain, as

U.S. Departmen
@ CALIFORNIA (‘ gfgran?gggflioi
High'sPEEd RC“ AUI‘I‘IDrirY ederal Railroa

Administration

Page 40-17



California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BOOO05 (Shelli Andranigian, Andranigian Farming, October 18, 2012) -

Continued

BO005-7

mapped by FEMA FIRMs. In the event of extreme storm events such as the 100-year
event, flood flows would continue to be pumped out of the underpass and discharged to
adjacent areas.

BO005-8

The manner in which the project distinguished between temporary (construction) and
permanent (project) impacts is discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS,
Section 3.1.3, Approach to the Analysis. Construction period impacts are described as
“[tlemporary (short-term and long-term) impacts associated with the construction of the
HST alternative. The construction period includes testing of the HST system prior to
passenger service.” Project period impacts are described as “[plermanent impacts
related to the project operation and maintenance of the HST alternative. Project
operations include HST system operations and related project improvements, such as
roadway modifications, maintenance of power supply components, and maintenance of
the HST and HMF site operations. Some permanent impacts initially occur during
construction but because they are permanent, they are associated with the project
impacts (for example, conversion of agricultural lands to transportation uses).”

To be conservative in this analysis and avoid underestimating displacements, it was
assumed that residences and businesses located on acquired parcels, including those
only temporarily impacted, were counted as permanent displacements. The analysis on
health effects considered both construction and operation-related impacts.

BO005-9
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

Construction impacts of the project are described in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR/EIS.

BO005-10

A discussion of impacts from an HST derailment is provided in Section 3.11 of the
EIR/EIS.

BOO005-11
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-02, FB-Response-HWR-03.

In areas with concentrated flow, such as rivers and streams, openings in the
embankment (e.qg., bridges and culverts) would allow the same volume of water to pass
along the same flow path. In overland areas subject to shallow flooding during the 100-
year event, flood water is ponded and drains slowly with minimal energy due to the flat
topography and shallow land gradient. Openings in the embankment (e.g., culverts)
would continue to allow drainage to pass in the down-gradient direction. Water would
continue to pond on both sides of the embankment with adequate culvert capacity.
These conditions are similar to existing conditions, and new impacts to upstream or
downstream landowners would not occur due solely to a change in flow path. The HST
crossing of Cole Slough, Dutch Johns Cut, and the Kings River would be sized to allow
conveyance without increasing the water surface elevation in the 100-year floodplain by
more than 1 foot, or as required by state or local agencies. The Authority is working with
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board to
develop a crossing design that meets the goals of these agencies.

BO005-12
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-05.

Potential water quality effects are discussed under Impact HWQ#2, Impact HWQ#6, and
Impact HWQ#7 in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. To reduce project-related impacts, the Authority will be
implementing best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites to minimize any
contaminated runoff from leaving the site and reaching local streams and waterways.
Section 3.8.6 describes project design features for stormwater management and
treatment. Swales, infiltration/detention basins, and other control features for containing
runoff are included in the project design.

BO005-13

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-04, FB-Response-AG-05, FB-
Response-AQ-01.

U.S. Departmen
@ CALIFORNIA (‘ gfgran?gggflioi
High'sPEEd RC“ AUI‘I‘IDrirY ederal Railroa

Administration

Page 40-18



California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BOOO05 (Shelli Andranigian, Andranigian Farming, October 18, 2012) -

Continued

BO005-14

Mitigation Measures for vibration due to construction can be found in Section 3.4.7.1 of
the EIR/EIS and Section 8.5.2 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Noise and Vibration
Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012j).

BOO005-15

Section 3.7.7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS describes mitigation measures
that would minimize, avoid, or compensate for impacts on riparian areas and protected
trees, including Mitigation Measure Bio-47: Restore Temporary Riparian Impacts;
Mitigation Measure Bio-50: Mitigation and Monitoring of Protected Trees; Mitigation
Measure Bio-61: Compensate for Permanent Riparian Impacts; and Mitigation Measure
Bio-64: Compensate for Impacts to Protected Trees.

BO005-16
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

As discussed in Section 3.3 of the EIR/EIS, the project will result in a long-term
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and emissions of ozone precursors. The project
will result in significant impacts on farmland. Impacts on farmland are presented in
Section 3.14 of the EIR/EIS. Impacts on agricultural operations are presented in Section
3.12 of the EIR/EIS.

BO005-17
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02.

Refer to TR MM#1: Access Maintenance for Property Owners. Maintain access for
owners to property within the construction area to a level that maintains pre-project
viability of the property for its pre-project use. If a proposed road closure restricts current
access to a property, provide alternative access via connections to existing roadways. If
adjacent road access is not available, prepare new road connections, if feasible. If
alternative road access is not feasible, the property will be considered for acquisition.

BOO005-18
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05.

BO005-18

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural
issues. The working group is composed of representatives of universities, government
agencies, and agri-business. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use
impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports there
would be no need for new spraying regulations around the HST, as it would be treated
like any other transportation corridor.

The commenter offers no supporting evidence for their claim that the HST would bring in
new pests.

Statements regarding the termination of aerial application of pesticides within 0.25 mile
of the HST alignment are an oversimplification of the aerial application process. To
conduct aerial applications of pesticides, each farm must submit an application to its
respective County Agricultural Commissioner, detailing what types of pesticide they are
proposing to spray. It is after receiving this information that the Agricultural
Commissioner places restrictions on the farm’s application of pesticides. These
restrictions include, but are not limited to: buffer zones, aerial spraying height
restrictions, mesh size limits, and wind speed restrictions. When creating these
restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive receptors
(transportation corridors, houses, business, etc.), the proposed pesticides to be sprayed
(different pesticides have different spraying restrictions based off the manufacturer’s
approved application rates), and several other factors that may influence environmental
effects of pesticide application. As there are a large number of factors that influence the
possible restrictions placed on aerial application of pesticides, an absolute statement of
no spraying within 0.25 mile is not reasonable. There are several options available to
farmers so they may not have new spraying restrictions placed on them by their
Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the pesticides they
are proposing to use that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a different variety
of crops adjacent to the HST that does not require the application of pesticides with
spraying restrictions.

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice from the
HST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining property. Those possible

U.S. Departmen
@ CALIFORNIA (‘ gfgran?gggflioi
High'sPEEd RC“ AUI‘I‘IDrirY ederal Railroa

Administration

Page 40-19



California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BOOO05 (Shelli Andranigian, Andranigian Farming, October 18, 2012) -
Continued

BOO005-18

impacts would be taken into account by the appraiser at the time of right-of-way
acquisition, and any diminution in value to a property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be
estimated by the appraiser through the appraisal process. This involves appraising the
remainder as it contributes to the whole property value before acquisition, then
appraising the remainder in the after condition as a separate parcel as though the
project was constructed, and including any estimated damages to the remainder
parcels, such as, cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing
buffers for aerial spraying, etc. The difference between these “before” and “after” values
is called severance damages and will reflect any loss in value to the remainder parcels
due to the construction in the manner proposed.

Land that may be affected by new aerial application restrictions would still be used by
the farmer for agricultural purposes, as would new turning areas at the end of crop rows.
Therefore, there is no conversion of agricultural land from project impacts to current
aerial spraying practices; however, it is an economic hardship in terms of reduced
production for the remaining parcels of a farm. As is the case with removing land planted
in crops for use as equipment turning lanes, the need to provide a buffer for crop
spraying will be analyzed and addressed at the appraisal stage with input from the
property owners and managers, and experts in the field.

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and
unique farmland) at the following ratios:

« Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

* Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size,
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

* An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1.

BO005-18

BO005-19

The Authority established an Agricultural Working Group to assist the Authority on
issues related to the agricultural industry and the High-Speed Train. University,
government agencies, and agri-business representatives belong to this group. The
Agricultural Working Group prepared a white paper entitled "Pesticide Use Impacts” in
2012. That paper is available on the Authority's website.

The Agricultural Working Group concluded that the existence of the HST and its right-of-
way will not in-and-of itself cause promulgation of new regulations to restrict the use of
pesticides in close proximity (adjacent) to a new railway. The only impact will be
consequent to the railway footprint causing a "set-back" from its right-of-way due to the
need for farm equipment turn-around space.

The White Paper "Induced Wind Impacts" examined the potential for airflow from the
train to create wind. It found that the induced wind speed would be 2.4 miles per hour at
10 feet from the train. This distance is well within the right-of-way of the system, so
induced wind at the edge of the right of way would be very small. Note that HST
trainsets are very streamlined and their characteristics are not directly comparable to the
wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. "Induced Wind Impacts"
concluded regarding the potential for pesticide drift:

"There is the general practice that the application of pesticides is not performed in winds
that exceed 5-10mph. The actual limiting of application is determined by factors such as
pesticide label instructions, the experience of the applicator, the perceived risk of drift
involved and specific application conditions and regulations.

"The situation of the HST moving pesticides from an adjacent field into the HST Right of
Way or into an adjoining field is not reasonably foreseeable as a result of the wind
speeds noted above."

If pesticide applicators apply pesticides near the HST in accordance with the existing
regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet those regulations, the
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Continued

BO005-19

applicator would be liable for damages.

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and
unique farmland) at the following ratios:

« Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

« Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size,
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

« An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1.

BO005-20

No evidence has been provided in this submission to indicate that the HST tracks will
attract transients. Unlike freight rail tracks, the HST alignment would be fenced with a 7-
foot galvanized steel mesh or chain-link fence with 1 foot of barbed wire on top. The
fence would be electronically monitored and monitored regularly by maintenance
personnel. This would prevent transients from using the HST right-of-way. Transients
could not illegally board an HST and would be excluded from the right-of-way; therefore,
the HST would provide nothing to attract them.

BO005-21

As described in Section 3.2.6 of the EIR/EIS, the design/builder will prepare a detailed
Construction Transportation Plan for the purpose of minimizing the impact of
construction and construction traffic on adjoining and nearby roadways and traffic.

The HST will operate in a fully grade-separated, fenced right-of-way that prevents
contact with freight trains, trucks, or automobiles. Because the right-of-way is fully
dedicated to high-speed trains and the trains would operate using a computer-based
automatic train control (ATC) system, the potential for accidents in tule fog conditions is

BO005-21

substantially less than for a driver on the roads in the San Joaquin Valley, who must
contend with at-grade intersections with other motor vehicles and freight trains, and with
other motorists with impaired visibility.

BO005-22
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01.

The Construction Transportation Plan, which the design-build contractor will develop,
will include provisions for emergency access during construction. These provisions will
be developed in consultation with local emergency providers.

BO005-23
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-SO-05.

For information on impacts on schools and bus transportation, see Volume Il, Technical
Appendix 3.12-B.

BO005-24
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

This is a rhetorical question and does not state a comment relating to an environmental
issue. No further response is required.

BO005-25

Responses to all comments from all drafts of the EIR/EIS will be published in the Final
EIR/EIS.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO006 (David J. Avila, Avila and Sons, October 18, 2012)

BO006-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-02, FB-
Response-AG-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts on the regional economy,
see Volume |, Section 3.12, Impact SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section: Community Impact Assessment Technical Report ( Authority and
FRA 2012a) for more detailed information on short-term and long-term job creation.

BO006-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-04, FB-
Response-SO-01.

Turnaround areas for crops have not been included in the permanent agricultural land
impacts as the land would not be removed from agricultural production (note that the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program includes turnaround areas in areas
classified as agricultural); however, it recognized that productivity will be lost as a result
of the additional turnaround areas required. During the property acquisition process,
losses in the value of the remaining property will be taken into account, and
compensation will be provided for the loss in productivity.

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and
unique farmland) at the following ratios:

« Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

« Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size,
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

« An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1.
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO007 (Dennis Luckey, Baker Commodities, Inc., October 16, 2012)

Baker Commodities, Inc.

Comments on the California High-Speed Train Project Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Statement Fresno to
Bakersfield Section

Baker Commodities, Inc. ("Baker") is an independent rendering company headquartered in Vernon,
California, which operates numerous facilities in the western and eastern United States. Rendering is a
process by which animal by-products (raw material) are recycled into liquid animal fat (tallow) and dry
proteinaceous material (meat and bone meal). Baker also recycles used cooking oils into animal feeds
and feed stocks utilized in the production of biofuels.

Baker serves the meat locker, restaurant, grocery store and food processing industries that operate in
the Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern County areas by providing collection services for used cooking oil,
meat and fat scraps and the pumping of grease interceptors. Perhaps most important, is the service
Baker performs for one of the largest and most important industries in the area: “Dairy”. Baker provides
dead stock removal services over an 8 county region in the Central Valley. The area is home to
approximately 3 million dairy animals all of which eventually die and have to be disposed of in an
environmentally safe manner. The animals are collected and brought to Baker’s facility in Hanford,
California, to be skinned and prepared for processing at Baker’s rendering plant located in Kerman,
California.

Rendering provides the most convenient, economically and environmentally appropriate method of
disposal of these animals. Rendering of this material by Baker inactivates most pathogens, keeps them
from entering landfills and eventually leaching in to the water tables or being disposed of by burial,
burning or being dropped off on the side of a county road.

Any interruption of our dead stock removal services would likely contribute to these waste materials
being disposed of in a manner inconsistent with environmental regulations and thereby threatening
environmental safety or, it could result in an increase in the volume of material disposed of in landfills.

Baker’s Hanford operation is absolutely critical to the safe and efficient disposal of these animals. Even a

single day of interruption puts the dairy industry in a situation where they have few if any appropriate

alternative methods of disposal. During an extraordinary heat wave that occurred in 2006, an estimated

additional 25,000 dairy animals died suddenly. The resulting additional number of dead animals greatly

taxed the ability of Baker, and other renderers that operate in the Central Valley, to collect and process

all of the mortalities. The situation rose to devastating proportions and ultimately resulted in the BO007-1
Governor of California having to declare an emergency situation which allowed for the temporary

disposal of many of the animals in local landfills, an unwanted alternative to the environmentally safe

method of rendering.

Baker provides an invaluable service to the dairy industry and has been recognized by the California High

Speed Train Project (HST) and Kings County as being essential to the agricultural and dairy industries in
the Central Valley.

The Hanford area "BNSF Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative™
requires that the bulk of Baker's processing facility be relocated. The “BNSF Alignment Alternative™
creates a multitude of challenges for Baker's Hanford facility located at 7480 Hanford-Armona Rd. Our
comments herein include both procedural and physical hurdles that need to be addressed and
overcome should the “BNSF Alignment Alternative” become the chosen route. Because of the many
challenges that a relocation of our facility would entail, Baker strongly supports the “Hanford West
Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative”.

1. Baker operates under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that would require modification due to the
relocation of our processing facilities. The CUP is granted by Kings County through a permitting process
that, during normal County operating conditions, would take 3 to 4 months to obtain after Baker has
provided all the necessary information. Given that the County would be heavily burdened by the
numerous CUP revision requests from similarly effected entities impacted by the HST, Baker requests
that local and regional Permitting Authorities be allocated the necessary funds from the HST to timely
and efficiently expedite all permitting requests.

An alternative to the timely and costly processing of individual EIR and CUP requests would be for the
HST's EIR to be modified and submitted as a Program EIR that includes all public and private entities and
enterprises that are impacted by the Project.

Further, the HST, as the lead state environmental agency, could declare all entities and enterprises
impacted by the Project as qualifying for either Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration
status. This option could be considered part of the “fair value” provided to the entities and enterprises
impacted by the HST.

2. Hanford-Armona road is currently slated for an overpass that has the possibility of severely limiting
Baker's access to its property. In fact, the HST divides the property in such a way that limits access.
Currently Hanford Armona Road provides access at the most westerly portion of Baker's property for
agricultural purposes. Baker believes that an overpass would severely restrict or deny its ability to access
the western portion of its property which would be separated from the rest of its property by the
proposed HST, the overpass approach and the neighboring property boundaries. The property would
effectively become land locked.

Baker hereby requests that an alternate design for the Hanford-Armona Road overpass be considered.
The alternate would be an underpass of sufficient width and grade to accommodate the current traffic
patterns that include both agricultural equipment and auto traffic that regularly uses the road. Due to
safety considerations, Baker also requests that proper signaling in the form of caution lights be installed
at the underpass to mitigate potentially dangerous traffic situations. In addition, Baker will require on-
site access beneath the elevated segment of the HST that bisects its property. This access should take
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Submission BO007 (Dennis Luckey, Baker Commodities, Inc., October 16, 2012) - Continued

BO007-1

BO007-2

BO007-3

BO007-4

BO007-5

the form of a tunnel that allows for utility access for irrigation and power lines, as well as for agricultural
equipment.

3. Baker's operational requirements dictate that it's treated wastewater be used as part of the farming
operations irrigation system. Baker recently constructed a multimillion dollar waste water lagoon
system that treats process wastewater at the Hanford facility. The Lagoons provide the dual purpose of
supplying needed irrigation water as well as acting as a filtering system for the dead stock plant's
process water.

The Regional Water Board dictates wastewater/land application ratios at Baker's facility. Any land that is
removed from Baker's agricultural base impacts not only revenues generated through farming, but also
limits the amount of wastewater that can be generated by the facility. As such, Baker will be requesting
land replacement or funding for treatment of wastewater due to the loss of land to the HST.

Due to the nature of Baker's business, any relocation, even if it's limited to a few hundred yards on its
own property, could lead to opposition and complaints from its neighbors. Efforts to mitigate the
opposition and complaints may require the purchase of adjacent properties. There is obviously a link
between the land requirements for Baker's operation and the potential to purchase adjacent properties
to mitigate opposition and complaints to the facilities relocation. Baker requests that the HST authority
look at the mitigation alternatives of purchasing adjacent properties.

4. As an agricultural entity dealing with animal mortalities, Baker is concerned with the visual impact its
operations may have on passengers and employees of the HST project. Baker believes that the impact
may be exacerbated if the Kings/Tulare Regional Station East is constructed at the current proposed
location, due to the fact that the trains could possibly be moving at a much lower rate of speed as they
enter / exit the station. Baker requests that the HST Authority provide mitigation scenarios that will
reduce or eliminate the visual impact on the passengers and employees utilizing the trains.

Summary:

Baker Commodities has been determined to be a vital component of the agricultural/dairy community in
the Central Valley. As such, there can be no interruption of service during any relocation or
reconfiguring of our dead stock facility in Hanford. Baker requires a minimum of two years of planning
and construction time before the existing facility can be replaced with new process buildings and
infrastructure. This timeline could be extended based on the length of time required for the processing
of permits by Kings County, The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the San
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.

In closing, Baker strongly supports the “Hanford West Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative” over the more intrusive and problematic "BNSF
Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative”.

Baker Commodities, Inc.

Comments on the California High-Speed Train Project Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Statement Fresno to
Bakersfield Section

Baker Commodities, Inc. ("Baker") is an independent rendering company headquartered in Vernon,
California, which operates numerous facilities in the western and eastern United States. Rendering is a
process by which animal by-products (raw material) are recycled into liquid animal fat (tallow) and dry
proteinaceous material (meat and bone meal). Baker also recycles used cooking oils into animal feeds
and feed stocks utilized in the production of biofuels.

Baker serves the meat locker, restaurant, grocery store and food processing industries that operate in
the Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern County areas by providing collection services for used cooking oil,
meat and fat scraps and the pumping of grease interceptors. Perhaps most important, is the service
Baker performs for one of the largest and most important industries in the area: “Dairy”. Baker provides
dead stock removal services over an 8 county region in the Central Valley. The area is home to
approximately 3 million dairy animals all of which eventually die and have to be disposed of in an
environmentally safe manner. The animals are collected and brought to Baker’s facility in Hanford,
California, to be skinned and prepared for processing at Baker's rendering plant located in Kerman,
California.

Rendering provides the most convenient, economically and environmentally appropriate method of
disposal of these animals. Rendering of this material by Baker inactivates most pathogens, keeps them
from entering landfills and eventually leaching in to the water tables or being disposed of by burial,
burning or being dropped off on the side of a county road.

Any interruption of our dead stock removal services would likely contribute to these waste materials
being disposed of in a manner inconsistent with environmental regulations and thereby threatening
environmental safety or, it could result in an increase in the volume of material disposed of in landfills.

Baker’s Hanford operation is absolutely critical to the safe and efficient disposal of these animals. Even a
single day of interruption puts the dairy industry in a situation where they have few if any appropriate
alternative methods of disposal. During an extraordinary heat wave that occurred in 2006, an estimated
additional 25,000 dairy animals died suddenly. The resulting additional number of dead animals greatly
taxed the ability of Baker, and other renderers that operate in the Central Valley, to collect and process
all of the mortalities. The situation rose to devastating proportions and ultimately resulted in the
Governor of California having to declare an emergency situation which allowed for the temporary
disposal of many of the animals in local landfills, an unwanted alternative to the environmentally safe
method of rendering.
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Submission BO007 (Dennis Luckey, Baker Commodities, Inc., October 16, 2012) - Continued

Baker provides an invaluable service to the dairy industry and has been recognized by the California High
Speed Train Project (HST) and Kings County as being essential to the agricultural and dairy industries in
the Central Valley.

The Hanford area "BNSF Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative”
requires that the bulk of Baker's processing facility be relocated. The “BNSF Alignment Alternative™
creates a multitude of challenges for Baker's Hanford facility located at 7480 Hanford-Armona Rd. Our
comments herein include both procedural and physical hurdles that need to be addressed and
overcome should the “BNSF Alignment Alternative” become the chosen route. Because of the many
challenges that a relocation of our facility would entail, Baker strongly supports the “Hanford West
Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative”.

1. Baker operates under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that would require modification due to the
relocation of our processing facilities. The CUP is granted by Kings County through a permitting process
that, during normal County operating conditions, would take 3 to 4 months to obtain after Baker has
provided all the necessary information. Given that the County would be heavily burdened by the
numerous CUP revision requests from similarly effected entities impacted by the HST, Baker requests
that local and regional Permitting Authorities be allocated the necessary funds from the HST to timely
and efficiently expedite all permitting requests.

An alternative to the timely and costly processing of individual EIR and CUP requests would be for the
HST’s EIR to be modified and submitted as a Program EIR that includes all public and private entities and
enterprises that are impacted by the Project.

Further, the HST, as the lead state environmental agency, could declare all entities and enterprises
impacted by the Project as qualifying for either Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration
status. This option could be considered part of the “fair value” provided to the entities and enterprises
impacted by the HST.

2. Hanford-Armona road is currently slated for an overpass that has the possibility of severely limiting
Baker's access to its property. In fact, the HST divides the property in such a way that limits access.
Currently Hanford Armona Road provides access at the most westerly portion of Baker's property for
agricultural purposes. Baker believes that an overpass would severely restrict or deny its ability to access
the western portion of its property which would be separated from the rest of its property by the
proposed HST, the overpass approach and the neighboring property boundaries. The property would
effectively become land locked.

Baker hereby requests that an alternate design for the Hanford-Armona Road overpass be considered.
The alternate would be an underpass of sufficient width and grade to accommodate the current traffic
patterns that include both agricultural equipment and auto traffic that regularly uses the road. Due to
safety considerations, Baker also requests that proper signaling in the form of caution lights be installed
at the underpass to mitigate potentially dangerous traffic situations. In addition, Baker will require on-

site access beneath the elevated segment of the HST that bisects its property. This access should take
the form of a tunnel that allows for utility access for irrigation and power lines, as well as for agricultural
equipment.

3. Baker's operational requirements dictate that it's treated wastewater be used as part of the farming
operations irrigation system. Baker recently constructed a multimillion dollar waste water lagoon
system that treats process wastewater at the Hanford facility. The Lagoons provide the dual purpose of
supplying needed irrigation water as well as acting as a filtering system for the dead stock plant's
process water.

The Regional Water Board dictates wastewater/land application ratios at Baker's facility. Any land that is
removed from Baker's agricultural base impacts not only revenues generated through farming, but also
limits the amount of wastewater that can be generated by the facility. As such, Baker will be requesting
land replacement or funding for treatment of wastewater due to the loss of land to the HST.

Due to the nature of Baker's business, any relocation, even if it's limited to a few hundred yards on its
own property, could lead to opposition and complaints from its neighbors. Efforts to mitigate the
opposition and complaints may require the purchase of adjacent properties. There is obviously a link
between the land requirements for Baker's operation and the potential to purchase adjacent properties
to mitigate opposition and complaints to the facilities relocation. Baker requests that the HST authority
look at the mitigation alternatives of purchasing adjacent properties.

4. As an agricultural entity dealing with animal mortalities, Baker is concerned with the visual impact its
operations may have on passengers and employees of the HST project. Baker believes that the impact
may be exacerbated if the Kings/Tulare Regional Station East is constructed at the current proposed
location, due to the fact that the trains could possibly be moving at a much lower rate of speed as they
enter / exit the station. Baker requests that the HST Authority provide mitigation scenarios that will
reduce or eliminate the visual impact on the passengers and employees utilizing the trains.

Summary:

Baker Commodities has been determined to be a vital component of the agricultural/dairy community in
the Central Valley. As such, there can be no interruption of service during any relocation or
reconfiguring of our dead stock facility in Hanford. Baker requires a minimum of two years of planning
and construction time before the existing facility can be replaced with new process buildings and
infrastructure. This timeline could be extended based on the length of time required for the processing
of permits by Kings County, The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the San
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.

In closing, Baker strongly supports the “Hanford West Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the
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Submission BO007 (Dennis Luckey, Baker Commodities, Inc., October 16, 2012) - Continued

Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative” over the more intrusive and problematic "BNSF
Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative”.
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO0OO7 (Dennis Luckey, Baker Commodities, Inc., October 16, 2012)

BO007-1

Since circulation of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the Authority has met
with Baker Commodities to discuss its concerns related to avoiding any interruption for
its dead stock removal services. The discussions have explored different approaches to
avoiding disruption to Baker Commodities, including relocating their access point to
Hanford Armona Road, reconstructing the processing plant in a different location on the
site prior to impacts on the existing facility, and other reconfigurations to retain the
maximum amount of effluent disposal. The Authority will work with Baker Commaodities
during the right of way acquisiton process to finalize the approach that maintains
property access and avoid disruption.

The overpass for Hanford Armona road will be designed to current standards that
provide appropriate width and sight distance for use by all types of vehicles.

The specific approach for access under the elevated section of HST will be discussed
with impacted property owners during the right of way acquisition phase.

Access to abutting properties will be re-provided as part of the overpass construction.

BO007-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

The Authority recognizes that affected businesses would require new permits from state
(i.e., Regional Water Quality Control Board water quality permit) and local (i.e.,
conditional use permit) agencies before a new site could be approved. Some relocated
agricultural production would take time to re-establish full production levels. In addition,
any reduced agricultural production would have an additional multiplier effect on the
region’s economy and could affect businesses involved in agricultural services, food
processing, and the transportation of goods (see Appendix C of the Community Impact
Assessment Technical Report). In order to address this concern, the EIR/EIS includes a
commitment (see Section 3.14.6, Project Design Features) to assist agricultural facility
owners in obtaining new or amended permits for the continued operation or relocation of
the facility. Landowners will be fairly compensated for loss or disruptions to their
operations, including the costs associated with the loss of wastewater lands and the
costs of permitting new lands. For information on relocation assistance, see Volume Il,

BO007-2

Appendix 3.12-A, which has detailed information on the property acquisition and
compensation process.

BO007-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

For information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see Volume I,
Appendix 3.12-A, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Individual acquisition or
disruption issues will be determined during the property acquisition and compensation
process. During this process, a determination will be made about whether it is necessary
to purchase adjacent properties at this location to address opposition and complaints.

BO007-4

If the BNSF Alternative is the selection for the Hanford area, the property where the
Baker Commodities facility is located would be acquired. After the facility is relocated,
the concern about the visual impacts on HST passengers would no longer be valid
because the facility would no longer be immediately adjacent to the proposed site of the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East. If one of the Hanford West Bypass alternatives is
selected, the facility would be over 5 miles away from the HST, and no visual impacts on
passengers and employees would occur.

BOO007-5

The Authority recognizes that affected businesses would require new permits from state
(i.e., Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB] water quality permit) and local
(i.e., conditional use permit [CUP]) agencies before a new site could be approved. Some
relocated agricultural production would take time to re-establish full production levels. In
addition, any reduced agricultural production would have an additional multiplier effect
on the region’s economy and could affect businesses involved in agricultural services,
food processing, and the transportation of goods (see Appendix C of the Community
Impact Assessment Technical Report [Authority and FRA 2012h]). In order to address
this concern, the EIR/EIS includes a commitment (see Section 3.14.6, Project Design
Features) to assist agricultural facility owners in obtaining new or amended permits for
the continued operation or relocation of the facility. Landowners will be fairly
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Response to Submission BOOO7 (Dennis Luckey, Baker Commodities, Inc., October 16, 2012) -
Continued

BO007-5

compensated for loss or disruptions to their operations, including the costs associated
with relocating facilities, loss of wastewater lands, and regulatory costs. For information
on relocation assistance, see Volume Il, Technical Appendix 3.12-A, which has detailed
information on the property acquisition and compensation process.

@ CALIFORNIA (‘ o Tansporaon
Federal Railroad Page 40-29

High-Speed Rail Authority Administration



California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
[

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO008 (Dave Cross, Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of
Architects, et al, October 19, 2012)
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Project Email

Dave

Cross

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of
Architects, et al

2118 F Street

Bakersfield

CA

93301

661-323-3181
davecrossaia@aol.com

661-333-9843

BO008-1

BO008-2

Dave Cross AIA Architect

2118 F Street, Bakersfield, CA 93301

Phone: (661)323-3181, Fax: (661)323-3184, Cell: (661)333-9843
E-Mail: davecrossaia@aol.com Website: www.davecrossarchitect.com

October 19, 2012

California High Speed Rail Authority

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

Fresno_Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov

Attention: Lisa Marie Burcar and Lisa Lanterman
Dear Lisa Burcar,

Subject: Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
Comments

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association (DBA), American Institute of Architects (AIA), Kern County
Black Chamber of Commerce (KCBCC) and Kern Minority Contractors Association (KMCA) are submitting
this attached document as our public comment on the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
Statement for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the High-Speed Train Project.

DBA, A.l.A, KCBCC and KMCA have been working together through a Workshop/Charrette to develop
some recommendations to some of the “negative impacts that the metro Bakersfield area would
experience as a result of the project”, as stated by Alan Tandy in the Bakersfield City Council staff report
of December 14, 2011; Public Hearing to consider Resolution in Opposition to the entire High Speed Rail
Project, as currently proposed. (see accompanying documents)

DBA, A.l.A, KCBCC and KMCA are proposing a B4 Alignment Route, which combines the best of each
Route; North, South and Hybrid Routes, plus adjustments as shown on accompanying overlay drawings,
sheets 1-4, by Dave Cross AIA Architect. The Station site layout we are suggesting is a pattern that also
brings together the North, South, and Hybrid Station sites, but gives access and egress to Truxtun
Avenue, California Avenue, Union Avenue, and additionally, “P/Q” Street at Intersection of 14th Street.

The attached B4 Alignment and Station overlay sheets clearly shows how this proposed B4 Alignment
Route will miss the Bakersfield High School, Mercy Hospital Doctors Plaza, The Bakersfield City
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Submission BO008 (Dave Cross, Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of

Architects, et al, October 19, 2012) - Continued

BOO008-3

BO008-4

BO008-5

Corporation Yard, Mill Creek Projects, Robobank Arena, Theater and Convention Center. Also, the latest
HSR maps show accommodations for the “TRIP” West Side Parkway and the three Centennial Corridor
Routes.

Additionally, the Workshop/Charrette explored in depth the possible workings of a “Project Labor
Agreement”, between the High Speed Rail Authority and a Union/Non Union Work Force.

In our in-depth exploration of Project Labor Agreements (PLA), of an open character where there is a
combination of union and non-union agreements, we have found National studies that show this form
of PLA leads to, for the most part, a much greater productivity output for the same amount of cost. In
other words, applied to the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HSR under the right circumstances of a
Design Build agreement this could mean that the HSR line could reach Bakersfield within the existing
available funds. | was involved in very large US Military Design/ Build bids with Morrison Knudsen, then
the largest US Military Contractor in the 1970’s and early 1980’s. | encourage the CHSRA and its Board to
further study these PLA findings for combining union/non-union agreements.

This is not Blue Sky or Pie in the Sky analysis. These are well founded, well established studies of real
substantial multi-billion dollar projects. If there was ever a project that would lend itself to such an open
all inclusive PLA it is the CHSR Project. But, it will require that the HSR Authority and its Board provide
for such agreement in the Design/Build Bidding documents and the SFTPA-PLA is only one example of
such an agreement and this agreement is not fully open to the non-union side as some others are in the
Los Angeles, California Region.

Further, there were discussions with the High Speed Rail Authority about providing funding for impact
studies around the HSR Station site by a design firm such as EE&K Architects that designed the Los
Angeles Gateway Center (see accompanying information).

Also, we are encouraging you to select the thru Shafter Rail Route with the Heavy Maintenance Station
located West of Santa Fe Way near 7th Standard Road. Believe it or not we have a Chinese/Japanese
group interested in locating a Rail Coach Manufacturing Plant adjacent to such a HSR Heavy
Maintenance Station Facility | believe such a situation will allow the City of Bakersfield to reconsider
their position concerning the HSR.

The DBA, A.l.A, KCBCC and KMCA understand the positive impact this infrastructure would bring to our
City and County and that is why we have proposed this B4 Alignment Route. We feel that this could be
the solution to all of Alan Tandy’s “Sacred Cow Icons”, as we reported to the Bakersfield City Council on
Wednesday, October 17, 2012 by distributing packets to all council members and staff along with a
verbal deliberation by Dave Cross. This packet of information was also given to the KernCog Board on
October 18, 2012, with verbal deliberation by Dave Cross.

Please call with any questions.

Attachments will come under seperate cover.

Sincerely,

Dave Cross, AIA

Dave Cross AIA Architect
2118 F Street
Bakersfield, CA 93301
T:661.323.3181
F:661-323-3184

F:661.323.3184

C: 661-333-9843

EMail: davecrossaia@aol.com
WEB: www.davecrossarchitect.com
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Submission BO008 (Dave Cross, Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of
Architects, et al, October 19, 2012) - Continued

Dave Cross AIA Architect
2118 F Street, Bakersfield, CA 93301
Phone: (661)323-3181, Fax: (661)323-3184, Cell: (661)333-9843
E-Mail: davecrossaia@aol.com Website: www.davecrossarchitect.com

Date: October 16, 2012

TO: Mayor Harvey L. Hall, City Council, Alan Tandy and Staff
FROM: Dave Cross, AIA
SUBJECT: High Speed Rail Station Location

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of Architects and
the Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce have been working together through a
workshop/charrette to develop some recommendations to some of the “negative impacts
that the metro Bakersfield area would experience as a result of the project”, as stated in
the staff report of December 14, 2011; Public Hearing to consider Resolution in
Opposition to the entire High Speed Rail Project, as currently proposed.

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of Architects and the
Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce are proposing a B4 Alignment alternative
Route B4, which combines the best of each Route; North, South and Hybrid Routes. The
Station site layout we are suggesting is a pattern that also brings together the North,
South, and Hybrid Station sites, but gives access and egress to Truxtun Avenue,
California Avenue, Union Avenue, and additionally, “P/Q” Street at Intersection of 14"
Street.

B4 Alignment and Station overlay sheets clearly shows how this proposed route will miss
the Bakersfield High School, Mercy Hospital Doctors Plaza, The Bakersfield City
Corporation Yard, Mill Creek Projects, the Robobank Arena Theater and Convention
Center. Also, the latest HSR maps show accommodations for the “TRIP” West Side
Parkway and the three Centennial Corridor Routes.

Additionally the Workshop/Charrette explored in depth the possible workings of a
“Project Labor Agreement,” between the High Speed Rail Authority and a Union/Non
Union Work Forces.

Further, there were discussions with the High Speed Rail Authority about providing
funding for impact studies around the HSR Station site by a design firm such as EE&K
Architects that designed the Los Angeles Gateway Center (see accompanying
information).

These recommendations and comments will be submitted as comments and drawings to
the High Speed Rail Authority EIR/EIS.

Sincerely,

Dave Cross, ATA Architect

Report for EIR/EIS

The Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, The American Institute of Architects
and the
Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL WORKSHOP/CHARRETTE AGENDA
ISTUDY-THE 3 PROPOSED HIGH SPEED RAIL BAKERSFIELD SITES AND
STATION ROUTES
II STUDY-“PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT” (PLA) AND NO PLA
Saturday, October 13, 2012 - 9 Am To Noon
Larry E. Reider Education Center, 2000 “K” Street

STUDY I

A. Northern Alternative Alignment B1 —Located at the corner of Truxtun and
Union Avenue/SR 204 on the BNSF Alternative. Access to the site would be
from Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, and S Street. Two new boulevards would
be built from Union Avenue and S Street to access the station and the supporting
facilities. The main entrance would be located on the northern end of the site.

Proposed Review:

1. Study access from Q Street

2. Study Route at Bakersfield High School
3. Study Route at Corporation yard

B. Southern Alternative Alignment B2 — Located in the same area as the North
Station Alternative, but would be situated along Union and California Avenues on
the Bakersfield South Alternative, just south of the BNSF Railway right-of-way.
Access to the station site would be from two new boulevards: one branching off
from California Avenue and the other from Union Avenue

Proposed Review:

1. Study access from Truxtun Avenue and/or Q Street

2. Study Route at Mercy Hospital and City Corporation yard
3. Study Route going east

C. Hybrid Alternative Alignment B3 — Located in the same area as the North and
South Station alternatives, and would be located at the corner of Truxtun and
Union Avenue/SR 204 on the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative. Access to the
station site would be from Truxtun Avenue and Union Avenue as well as Hayden
Court.

Proposed Review:

1. Study Access and site location at Union Avenue
2. Study HSR Express Slow Downtime

3. Study Route going east

STUDY II

A. E ic and Envir 1 Justice (Local Jobs)
1. Project Labor Agreement between HSRA and Labor Board to
include minimum 30 % of total contracts.
2. Inclusiveness of ec ically disad d groups
a. Outreach: Education and Training of Community Workforce

High-Speed Rail Authority

Federal Railroad
Administration
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o
it Bakersfield Downtown Busii A iation

DATE: October 15, 2012

TO: Mayor Harvey L. Hall, City Council, Alan Tandy and Staff
FROM:
SUBJECT: High Speed Rail Station Location

The along with the of

and Kern County Black of held two to review the
potential 3 station sites in the area. In we all three routes
both West and East of downtown.

After the review our a prop new B4 route that
would miss the City Corporation Yard, Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, South
Mill Creek Projects and all properties along California Avenue. Also the latest High
Speed Rail Maps show a complete accommodation for the TRIP West Side Parkway and
the 3 Centennial Corridor Routes.

In addition the new station location provides access from the proposed High Speed Rail
Station to Truxtun A , Union A , California Avenue and Q Street.

These i will be i as and i to the High
Speed Rail Authority EIR prior to October 19, 2012.

Questions please contact the DBA at 325-5892.

Sincerely,
Cathy A. Butler
President
U.S. Department
@ CALIFORNIA " of Transportation
. . . Federal Railroad i
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT

‘MEETING DATE: December 14, 2011 ’ AGENDA SECTION: Hearings
mem: 7.4
TO! Honcrable Mayor and City Council APPROVED
FROM: Alan Tandy, City Manager DEPARTMENT HEAD.
DATE: November 21, 2011 CITY ATTORNEY . Ve
CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: Public Hearing to consider Resclution in Opposition to the entire High Spéed Rait
Project, as curmrently proposed

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends cdoption of the resolution, which states the City
of Bakersfield is opposed fo the entire High Speed Rail project as it is cumently proposed.

BACKGROUND: In recent months, increasingly more citizens and groups from Bakersfield
have asked the City Council to formally oppose the High Speed Rail Project as it is
currently proposed by the California High Speed Rail Authority [Authority). At the
regular Council meeting of November 16, 2011, the Council directed that a hearing
take piace at the next City Council meeting and for staff 1o place the issue on the
agenda.

For clarification purposes, while the City Council may adapt a resolution abjecting to
parts or all of the High Speed Rall Project, the Autharity is not obligated to follow it. [t will
be, therefore, an advisory statement only.

REPORT: As the project cumently exists, the following significant facts, flaws and
observations cannot, in good conscience, be overlooked:

o THERE IS NO TRAIN.

o THERE IS NO ELECTRIFICATION TO THE TRACK to make the high speed rail
werk, even if there were a frain.

< The funding which curently exists, and can be recsonably forecost, is
supposed to build the first section of track from the area of Borden to

ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT

Corcoran, and possibly, to an area north of Bakersfield. The Authority will
not clarify how far south they can bulld. A route map is attached.

o The Authority has chosen a first segment which has no independent utility,
either, as defined in Federal law or for practical purposes. IT WILL BE A
TRACK THAT WILL BE UNUSABLE for any high speed rail purpose, even if there
were a train and electrification to the track, This is being interpreted as
being in direct violation of Proposition 1A.

o Spending $6.5 billion for an unusable track is a waste of taxpayer dollars,
during a difficult economic time for both taxpoyers and government.

After approximately 18 months of meetings with Authority officials, and after
giving them advice that was based on iocal knowledge of sensitive areas and
places to avoid, they seemingly ignored virtually all suggestions made by City
stoff. Their proposal would cause many millions of dollars in damage to City
ossets, with no significant mitigation being offered.

The draft EIR, which, due tfo significant deficiencies, is being revised in an effort to
“Iry again," was very hard fo read and understand for the average citizen. Iis
maps appeared o be purposefully unclear, and it did not contain a reasanable
range of olternates, among other shortcomings. The Authority provided only one
complete droft EIR document for public review in the entire 8,100 square mile
County of Kern,

The draft EIR clearly did not address the requirements of State law under CEQA.
To name a few examples, it damages Bakersfield High School, Mercy Hospital,
churches and schools, and takes a swath through east Bakersfield. The potential
damage to east Bakersfield, east of Baker Street, was particuiarly egregious, in
that it was not properly noticed, clarified or studied. It is deficient on dealing with
noise and air quality, is difficult for the average citizen to understand, and ignores
the significant impacts created by the project. Faced with massive oppaosition
from citizens, the legol community, farmers, churches and other groups, the
Authority is attempting to make revisions. The City of Bakersfield sent in over 100
pages of comments related fo the deficiencies discussed above. To date, the
Authority has not responded.

S:\Admin Rpis\201 1\Public Hearing - HSR 12.14.11 Final.docx S\Admin Rpis\2011\Public Hearing - HSR 12.14.11 Final.docx
12/7/2011 11:28 AM 12/7/2011 2,01 PM
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ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT

Residences, businesses, schools, churches, medical care facilities, Bakersfield High
School, Rabobank Arena, new City redevelopment projects and the City
Corporation Yard are threatened. The Authority's plans also cenflict with the TRIP
projects, both under construction and planned for the future.

Opposition graups in Bakersfield and throughout California are growing and
uniting with their protests of the project. Lawsuits are being filed on multiple
fronts.  This is true in Kings County, and, depending on the route selected,
Palmdale or Tejon Ranch, as well.

* The actions of the Authority are to blame for many of the problems that have
been created. They are moving too fast and responding to public input too
slowly.

It is unlikely that there will be any future funding to extend the track to usable
termination points, os Congress has cut off future funding, and is facing their own
record deficit issues.

o The State government, as is their normal modus operandi, overestimated
their revenues and once again has a multi-billion dollar deficit.

©

If the State Issues High Speed Rail bonds authorized by the voters many
years ago, its deficit will grow.

o Every yeor, the State is in this situation, and they prey upon the ireasuries of
cities and counties. THUS, IT IS FAIR TO PREDICY THAT IF THEY BUILD AN
UNUSABLE TRACK, RAIDS ON LOCAL SERVICES WILL CONTINUE.

« The cost estimate for the project has grown 2% times the amount given to the
voters when they authorized the issuance of bonds. It is likely ta increase if the
project moves forward.

« Both the original and revised business plans for High Speed Rail appear to be as
inadequately prepared as their draft EiR. The updated business plan predicts the
Merced station would have more passengers than Penn Station in New York City.
Future revenues are based on such flawed projections. Recent voter polls show
statewide opposition is in the mdijority and rising.

S:\Admin Rpfs\2011\Public Hearing - HSR 12.14.11 Final.docx
12/7/2011 11:28 AM

Page 3
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AGENDA HIGHLIGHTS
October 17, 2012 COUNCIL MEETING

REGULAR MEETING - 515 p.m,

Hem 8f. 2013 Hedlth Care Contracts. The City's health care package is up for renewal for
the 2013 plan year. The overall rate renewal package continues to support the goal to
maintain or reduce premium costs and to contfinue to reduce the City's unfunded retiree
hedlth care liability. A significantly pasitive note related to the Iater is that a favorable active
employee claim experience from the past year has resulted In $1.6 million balance over the
required reserves in the Anthem Blue Cross Rate Stabilization Fund. Depositing those funds
into the Retiree Medical Imevocable Trust Fund wiil not only completely address the remaining
balance in outstanding contributions, but will result in a fund balance of approximately $1
milion above and beyond the required contribution amount. The Insurance Committee and
Personnel Committee have approved the proposals and staff is recommending approval of
a resolution which identifies the vendors, plans, and rates for the City's health care benefit
package for the 2013 plan year.

2, )| nvironm I O gremeni _ior ine ornia Mg
j The HSR Authority released their revised Draft EIR for the proposed Fresno-
Bakersfleld project segment In July. The é0-day public comment period {extended for 30
days) will end on October 19, 2012. As stated in the staff report, the revised Draft ERR includes
no attempt, whatsoever, to address the long list of negative impacts that the metro
Bakersfield area would experience as a result of the project. The effects are far too lengthy
to list in detail here, but, in summary, include: damage to critical City faciiities and assets with
the very real potential for major financiai and operational impacts; route conflicts that would
cause ireparable harm to the TRIP program, particularly the Centenniat Comidor, which is the
“centerpiece" for all af the projects, and the Westside Parkway, which is in the later stages of
construction; camplete removal of at least one of the South Mill Creek projects and negative
impacts to the entire project area; major disruption and in some cases, destruction, of
numerous private businesses and entities, including major impacts to Bakersfield High School
and Mercy Hospital, among many more significant effects that can not be understated, but
cantinue to be ignored by the Authority. Given their utter lack of respansiveness in
addressing the countless issues that would result from thelr proposed project route, there is no
choice, but to recommend (egal action against the Authority. [t should also be noted that
while the Authority has an agreement with the City of Fresno to provide $4.6 milion to help
them with the complex issues that will affect area businesses there, they have not extended
such an offer of assistance to Bakersfield. However, upon leaming of the Fresno agreement,
staff submitted a request for similar assistance from the Authority. At the time of this writing,
they have yet to respond.
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STATION LOCATION ALTERNATIVES

A. Bakersfield Station—North Alternative

The Bakersfield Station—North Alternative would be located at the corner of Truxtun and Union Avenue/SR 204 on
the BNSF Alternative. Surrounding land uses in the area consist of offices, commercial, retail, industrial, and
government offices. The Amtrak station is west of the proposed station site. A conceptual site plan for this station
alternative is provided in Figure 2-42. Access to the site would be from Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, and S
Street. Two new boulevards would be built from Union Avenue and S Street to access the station and the
supporting facilities. The main entrance would be located on the northern end of the site. The three-level station
building would be 52,000 square feet, with a maximum height of approximately 95 feet. The first level would
house station operation offices and would also accommodate other trains running along the BNSF Railway line.
The second level would include the mezzanine; the platforms and guide way would pass through the third level.
The entire site would consist of 19 acres, with 11.5 acres designated for the station, bus transit center, short-
term parking, and kiss-and-ride areas. An additional 7.5 acres would house two parking structures, one with a
planned capacity of approximately 1,500 cars, and the other with a capacity of approximately 3,000 cars. In
addition, another 175 spaces would be provided in surface lots. The balance of the supply necessary to
accommodate the full 2035 parking demand (8,100 total spaces) would be provided through use of underutilized
facilities around the station and in Downtown Bakersfield. Identification of these additional spaces would be
coordinated with the City of Bakersfield as a part of a comprehensive parking strategy. Additional environmental
review may be necessary as parking needs are identified for full system operations. Under this alternative, the
station building would be located at the western end of the parcel footprint. The bus transit center and the
smaller of the two parking structures (2.5 acres) would be north of the HST tracks. The BNSF Railway track runs
through the station site. The HST tracks would be above the BNSF Railway tracks.

B. Bakersfield Station—South Alternative

The Bakersfield Station—South Alternative would be in the same area as the North Station

Alternative, but would be situated along Union and California avenues on the Bakersfield South Alternative, just
south of the BNSF Railway right-of-way (Figure 2-43). The two-level station building would be approximately
51,000 square feet, with a maximum height of approximately 95 feet. The first floor would house the concourse,
and the platforms and guide way would be on the second floor. The entire site would be 20 acres, with 15 acres
designated for the station, bus transit center, short-term parking, and kiss-and-ride areas. Five of the 20 acres
would support one six-level parking structure with a capacity of approximately 4,500 cars. In addition, another
500 spaces would be provided in surface lots. As with the Bakersfield Station—North Alternative, the balance of
the supply necessary to accommodate the full 2035 parking demand (8,100 total spaces) would be identified as a
part of a comprehensive parking strategy in coordination with the City of Bakersfield, and may require additional
environmental review. Access to the station site would be from two new boulevards: one branching off from
California Avenue, and the other from Union Avenue.

C. Bakersfield Station—Hybrid Alternative

The Bakersfield Station—Hybrid Alternative would be in the same area as the North and South

Station alternatives, and would be located at the corner of Truxtun and Union Avenue/SR 204 on the Bakersfield
Hybrid Alternative (Figure 2-44). The station design includes an approximately 57,000-square-foot main station
building and an approximately 5,500-square-foot entry concourse located north of the BNSF Railway right-of-way.
The station building would have two levels with a maximum height of approximately 95 feet. The first floor would
house the concourse, and the platforms and guide way would be on the second floor. Additionally, a pedestrian
over crossing would connect the main station building to the north entry concourse across the BNSF right-of-way.
The entire site would be approximately 24 acres, with 15 acres designated for the station, bus transit center,
short-term parking, and kiss-and-ride areas. Approximately 4.5 of the 24 acres would support 3 parking
structures with a total capacity of approximately 4,500 cars. Each parking structure would be 7 levels; one with a
planned capacity of 1,750 cars, another with a capacity of 1,315 cars, and the third with a planned capacity of
1,435 cars. An additional 460 parking spaces would be provided in surface lots covering a total of approximately
4.5 acres of the station site. As with the Bakersfield Station-North and Bakersfield Station-South alternatives, the
balance of the supply needed to accommodate the full 2035 parking demand (8,100 total spaces) would be
identified as a part of a comprehensive parking strategy developed in coordination with the City of Bakersfield.
Access to the station site would be from Truxtun Avenue and Union Avenue as well as Hayden Court. Under this
alternative, the BNSF Railway track would run through the station site, and the main station building and majority
of the station facilities would be sited south of the BNSF Railway right-of-way.

A. Project Labor Agreement (PLA) Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TIPA)
Press Release of November 10, 2011

TIPA BOARD APPROVES HISTORIC PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT
Construction of Transbay Transit Center Will Emphasize

Labor Peace, Opy ities for Small and Disad I B

SAN FRAN 20 — Earlier today, the Board of Directors of the Transbay
Jaint Powers Authority (TJPA) approved an historic agreement with
organized labor {*see list of signatory unions below) designed to ensure labor
ion, and non-

peace and equal opportunity for small, local, disadvantaged,
union businesses throughout the construction of the $4 billion Transbhay

Transit Center Project.

Construction of the Project will create more than 125,000 jobs. The Project
Labor Agreement (PLA) is a pact that all construction and trade workers,
both union and non-union, must abide by while working on the Transbay
site. Under the pact, all workers agree to work by the same rules, on an equal
playing field. In return, workers are provided nniform benefits and
protections.

The Transbay Transit Center Project will require workers from diverse crafts,
including plumbers, carpenters, operating engincers, ironworkers, sheet metal
workers, electricians, and laborers. These workers are represented by 28
separate unions, ench with its ewn separate o Because of the Project
Labor Agreement, all unions are now bound to a single labor agreement,
imizing the of i

P

The nature of this construction project will require that multiple contractors
and multiple crafts work on the job site at the same time, over an extended

ial for work disruption. The PLA
vansit Center will not be delayed

period of time
ensures that construction of the Transha
due to strikes or other labor-related issues,

Ayerdi-Kaplan, TIPA Executive
Director. “Project Labor Agreements have been used successfully since the
New Dieal to complete major public works projects. A PLA was critical to the
construction of BART, and more rece
renovations at the San Francisco Inte
upgrades to the Hetch Hetchy water sysu

“This is a critical toal for us,” said Ma

Iy played an important role in the

Airport and in the seismic

“The Project Labor Agreement is a testament to the commitines
work of both the T
TJPA Board Chairperson Jane Kim. “Fostering harmonious labor relations
on the job site is critical to the success of this transformative project. I'm
particularly happy to see the PLA promotes job opportunities for young
people and workers from disadvantaged communities,”

nsbay team and organized labor,” said Sy

The PLA provides a range of benefits to the Project: standardizing working

ing uncertainty about the supply and cost of
nting work stoppages; fostering productive

r likelibood of cost over-runs; increasing the
likelihood of an-time perf i ing productivity and job site
safety; and many others,

is especially notable for its commitment to small and
disadvantaged busi
effectively with large-scale, national construction companies by creating
equal opportunity.

s enterprises. [t ensurcs these businesses o

compete
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The PLA also contains strong, enforceable protections against
discrimination, a top priority for the TIPA. ion to these benefits, the
TIPA is proud to announce a series of provisi hat seek Lo assist

weterans and disabled veterans through the “Helmets to Hardhats™ non-
profit organization and the “Wounded Warrior™ program, which connect
National Guard, Reserve and transitioning active-duty military members
with career training and employment opportunitics in the con i
industry (for more information, visit it/ www helne

“The Veterans Affairs Commission of the City and County of San Francisco
extends its hearty congratulations to all parties to the Proj,
Agreement for the massive construction project which wi
Transhay Joint Powers Authority bring a modern Transit Hub to reality,”
said Raymond Wong, President of the Veterans Affoirs Commission of San
Francisco. "We are particularly gratified that all parties to the agree
have seen fit to insure that under the Commun
agreement, concrete efforts are made to insure
spocially identified employme

Hardhats program...” said Wong.

y Outreach terms of the
t area veterans are afforded
under the Helmets to

Additional unique and innovative aspects of the agreement include sections
that will:

« assist local youth to pursue careers in the trades, by a commitment to
engage in outreach efforts with high school stadents to promote involv

inp PP hip and p prog and

* assist women and Iy disad ged individuals to pursue careers
in the trades, with a i to recruit appli for app iceshiy
prog from appropri; ity-based prog

The Transhay Transi 1 transportation and
housing project that wi mtown San Francisco and the Bay
Area's regional transportation system by creating a “Grand Central Station
of the We: eart of a new, transit-friendly neighbork i
the Transit Cent
completed by 2007 and will serve up to 45 million people annually.

The Transbay Transit Center project is managed by TIPA staff and is
overseen by its six-member Board of Directors.

For more information about the project, visit www. transhaycenter.org.
* Signatory Unions 1o Agreement with TIPA

San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO
Northern California District Council of Laborers

Northern California Carpenters Regional Council
I ional Union of Op g Engi Local 3

International Union of Bricklayers and Allied Craftsworkers, Local 3

I wonal Brotherhood of Boil k Iron Ship Builders, Blacksmiths,

Forgers & Helpers,

Local 549

United Brotherhood of Carpenters, Local 22

T < Brotherhood of Carpenters, Local 2236

Oper: Plasterers” and Cement Masons’ International Association, Loeal
300

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 6

International Union of Elevator Constructors, Local

United Brotherhood of Carp Hard d Floor Layers, Local 1861
Laborers’ International Union of North America, Hod Carriers, Local 166

International Association of Heat and Frost Insulators and Allied Workers,
Local 16

International Association of Bridge, S 1, O 1 and Rei ing
Iron Workers, Local 377

Laborers International Union of North America, Local 67

Laborers International Union of North America, Local 261

United Brotherhood of Carpenters, Lathers, Local 681

United Brotherhood of Carpenters, Millwrights, Local 102

International Union of Painters and Allied Trades, District Council 16
United Brotherhood of Carpenters, Pile Dirivers, Local 34

Operative Plasterers’ and Cement Masons” International Association, Local
66

United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the Plumbing and
Pipefitting Industry, Local 38

United Union of Roofers, Waterproofers and Allied Workers, Local 40
Shect Metal Workers' International Association, Local 104

International Union of Painters and Allied Trades, Sign and Display, Local
510

United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the Plumbing and
Pipefitting Industry,
Sprinkler Fitters, Local 483

1 of T Local 53

Federal Railroad
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Dave Cross AIA Architect
2118 F Street, Bakersfield, CA 93301
Phone: (661)323-3181, Fax: (661)323-3184, Cell: (661)333-9843
E-Mail: davecrossaia@aol.com Website: www.davecrossarchitect.com

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL WORKSHOP/CHARRETTE
10/06/2012

Report From: Dave Cross, AIA
Moderator of AIA HSR Charrette

GENERAL ISSUES: Report Concerning North B1 High Speed Rail Route

In the Saturday October 6, 2012 Charette, it was observed that the Northern B1 Route
goes through and is located within a major portion of Bakersfield High School, which
creates a substantial problem for the Kern County High School District and also The
State of California Department of Education. Bill Melby, AIA Architect, President of the
Local Golden Empire Chapter of the American Institute of Architects, facilitator on the
Northern B1 Route and Station location had previously met with the State and the Board
and discussed the ground rules the State has over potential dangers created by trains in a
High School Campus area. There were also rules that no new facilities could be added at
this existing High School site if the HSR passes as shown in the B1 Route. A blending of
the B1 and B2 Route was discussed missing BHS, Mercy Hospital and The City
Corporation Yard.

Charrette report

associates

fwborcons Aamning
iy .

milazzo

arkelectare

HIGH SPEED RAIL / SCHEME B-2 / SOUTH STATION / REVIEW COMMENTS

. FRIEGHT ISSUES

We discussed the apparent absence of facilities that would support the staging and
pickup of freight deliveries that might be seasonably viable and profitable for the
HSR Trains to transport. Was this considered and evaluated for the system at [arge?

. GET BUS FACILITY

The Golden Empire Transit system operates a comprehensive network of links that
is able to move local passengers to and from the HSR Station and thereby reducing
the personal vehicle parking demand. A Sheltered Stop for the GET Buses should
be programmed into the HSR Station in addition to other Bus and Shuttle Stations
to accommodate other local and regional carriers.

. FUTURE LIGHT RAIL DEDICATED R.O.W.

With California Avenue already designated as a Light Rail route we discussed the of
possibly striping the Light Rail portion of the roadway and designating it for interim
use by rubber tired Bus & Shuttle carriers until a possible transition to a Light Rail
system could be implemented.

. INCLUSION OF “BIKE SHARE"”

An evaluation of including a Bike Share program was discussed to include bath
private and Bike Share storage lockers, showers and general lockers to encourage
HSR users to bike to and from the Station rather than using other means of personal
or public transportation.

IDENTIFY ADJACENT LAND USES

Consideration should be given to setting aside property adjacent to the HSR Station
for Multi-Story Offfice buildings and possible Meeting rooms with Property
Management and rental and/or lease opportunities encouraging travelers to meet
coming from both north and south for brief for day-long meetings.

. LINKAGE BETWEEN THE HSR STATION & RIVER CREEK CORRIDOR

A critical element needing allocated space is a that of a pedestrian corridor that
establishes a “City-Streetscape” style link between the HSR Station and the Mill
Creek corridor for visitors to dine, shop, browse, explore and be entertained during
delays between various modes of transportation andfor HSR. trains arriving and
departing. This corridor would establish a first impression setting for the City of
Bakersfield for visitors and traveler's arrival and it will translate into additional
revenues to the community.

David Y. Milazzo, AlA, Charrette Facilitator 101112

1330 22nd Street  Suite B Bakersfield California  93301-23 661 323 3800
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HIGH SPEED RAIL-CHARRETTE 10/06/2012

HYBRID ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT - B-3:
GROUP REVIEW AND RESPONSE,

REVIEW CHAIRMAN:

Bob Varner, Architect, OMA bvarner @ordizmelby.com
Ordiz Melby Architects
GENERAL ISSUES:

1. The Hybrid Alternative, B-3, Locates the High Speed Rail Station at Union
Avenue between Truxtun and California, just south of the existing BNSF rail lines
and the existing Amtrak station.

2. The Hybrid Alignment B-3 splits the proposed station with a portion of the station
on the East side of Union Ave. with a pedestrian bridge as a link between the two
halves.

. Primary access to the station is off of Truxtun with secondary access from Union
Ave, California Avenue via S street and Hayden court.

4. The B2 and B3 Alignments of the HSR tracks pass adjacent to Mercy Hospital

and B1 passes through the Industrial Arts building of Bakersfield High School

w

GROUP EVALUATION:

1. The general consensus is that splitting the station across Union Ave is not a
good idea. Keep the station consolidated in the area south of the Amtrak
station. The group favored the station layout of the North Alignment B-1 with
modifications.

2. The group is apposed to the Alignment’s that pass through BHS and adjacent
to Mercy Hospital.

DESGIN CONSIDERATIONS:

1. Develop the station layout for alignment B-1 the North alignment. With station
access from Truxtun, Union Ave. California and Q street.

2. Study and plan for transfer links for other modes of transportation to destination
points in and around Bakersfield and outlaying communities and facilities, such as
Cal State. (buses, taxies, connecting trains, bikes, shuttles, etc.).

3. Suggest entering the Bakersfield area via the North Alignment, B-1, that comes
into the South side of the existing BNSF train yards just past Oak St. along the
north side of California Ave. Just past the South side of Mercy Hospital provide
an S curve to intersect with the South Alignment B-2 to miss the BHS Industrial
Arts building then curve back to come into the North Alignment Station plan.

4. As the HSR tracks are elevated at approximately 45 ft above the ground, can they
go above the existing BNSF line?

ALTERNATE CONSIDERATION:

1 Consider bringing the HSR down Central Valley along the I-5 corridor and create
a transition station at a point somewhere between Buttonwillow and the Grape
Vine. Keep the line outside the City of Bakersfield and provide transportation
links into town. The state already has an established transportation route along I-5
and there would be minimal EIR impact. There would be no conflicts with vital
and historical facilities in Bakersfield such as; Mercy Hospital and BHS. Plus, the
rights and property of land owners affected by the proposed alignments can be
protected and preserved.
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FAULKNER
" LAW OFFICES

Marvin Dean, President

Kem Minority Contractors Association
1330 E. Truxtun Ave.

Bakersfield, CA 93305

October 16, 2012

RE: California High-Speed Rail Awthority Business Advisory Council Meeting
Date:  October 18, 2012
Place: 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA

Dear Mr. Dean:

The purpose of this letter to the Business Advisory Council is to request your assistance in
facilitating an all inclusive Project Management Agreement and to initiate negotiations through the High
Speed Rail Authority and its Board regarding labor unions, non-union merit shops and unaffiliated labor
groups. The Board publically announced a policy that 30% of all work on the high speed rail project
will be performed by small, minority and disadvantaged business enterprises.

As you know from the various Bakersfield meetings in the past month, including meetings with
the CHSR Authority members, City of Bakersfield officials and community workshop groups under the
auspices of the Downtown Business Association and the American Institute of Architects, we are
seeking a Project Labor Agreement that would be acceptable to the union and non-union organizations.
In light of the issues, both union and non-union organizations, we find that it is most likely we can attain
consensus of some former items of concern by adopting a new form of PLA to achieve labor peace.

There are recent project labor agreements that can be used as a model 1o achieve such as the
San Francisco Transit Project Authority Project Labor Agreement. The SFTPA-PLA was exccuted for
the construction of their $4 billion Multi Model Transport Center. This PLA was agreed to by all
involved labor force and this project is under construction. The SFTPA-PLA unified the various
environmental justice labor elements as well as the organized labor interests. Such a PLA has been
shown by national studies to result in lowering project costs by fostering greater competition because it
utilizes the 85% of the non-union labor force as well as the 15% union labor force.

Marvin, thank you and the High Speed Rail Authority Business Advisory Council in your
assistance in bringing this issue to the attention of CHSRA and its Board and also for your continued
efforts to bring environmental justice to this historic High Speed Rail Project to the Golden State and its
future success.

Very truly vours,

al 2lNs Padlkner, B,
Professional Committee Advisor

»Ce: Dave G, Cross, Chai of Professional C

Attachments: TIPA News Release Nov. 10, 2011 and Agenda Bakersfield DBA/The AIA Golden State Chapter/Black
Chamber Charrette Otober 13, 2012

FAUMNER ;”n._mfs'ﬁ“ Phece (661) 3270001

= - Bakeryfield, CA 933032810 1835 | Btk Sereme Fax (661) 3271220
LAY OFFICES Sl CA9D0! e ——

For Immediare Release
November 10, 2011
Contact: Adam Alberei
(415) 227-9700

TJPA BOARD APPROVES HISTORIC PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT

Construction of Transbay Transit Center Will FEmphasize
Labor Peace, Oppartanitics for Smadl and Disadvantased Businesses
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potential for work disruption. The PLA ensures that construction of the Transbay Transit Center

will noe be delaved due to sirikes or other labor-related issues.
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Transbay team and organized labor,” said Supervisor and T]PA Board Chairperson Jance Kim
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EE&K a Perkins Eastman Company

‘&K a Perkins Eastman Company > Porifolio > Transportation & Infrastructure >
(.'m.u ay Center

Gateway Center

Los Angeles, CA

Gateway Center, the country’s largest intermodal transportation facility, is the centerpiece of a
pedestrian-focused downtown revitalization plan. EE&Ks master plan for the 75-acre Alameda
District centers on a site adjacent to Los Angeles’ landmarked Spanish-style 1930s Union Station.
The Gateway Intermodal Transit Center links nearly every means of ground transportation including
buses, subways, Amtrak, light rail, and the Metrolink commuter line, together with a 3.000-car park-
and-ride facility—returning this neglected location to its origins as the grand portal to Los Angeles.

Convenience and access were paramount, but was the desire to create a first-class environment and a
compelling hub for the district. The plan responded with a demgn that recalls the civic a.mhnecmm of
the world’s great railway stations. The East Portal—the physi
stone archway through which travelers enter the main termlml whose dome ofetched glass and steel

soars to a height of 90 feet. The interior is enlivened with brightly-patterned stone paving, murals, and
a 7,000-gallon tropical aquarium. More than a terminal, this is a space for art, live music performance,
and refreshment.

For more on Gateway Center, click here.

hitp://www.eekarchitects.com/portfolio/9. portation-infi /53-g enter  10/12/2012 hitp://www.eekarchi portfolio/9 portation-infrastructure/53-gateway-center  10/12/2012
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO0O08 (Dave Cross, Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American

Institute of Architects, et al, October 19, 2012)

BO008-1

The “B4” alignment suggested in this comment has been assessed against

the Authority’s criteria for alignment design as specified in Technical Memorandum (TM)
0.1 and TM 2.1.2. It appears possible for high-speed trains to negotiate the proposed
alignment at 150 miles per hour. The alignment potentially could avoid the City
Corporation Yard, Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, and the properties along
California Avenue. However, it likely would not be possible to avoid the newly built South
Mill Creek Project. Although it might be feasible to avoid demolition of the residential
blocks, the alignment will pass through the parking lot on the northern side of the
development.

Unfortunately, the proposed B4 alignment is not practicable from a logistics and
constructability standpoint. It crosses multiple tracks of the BNSF rail yard at a very
shallow skew angle. The skew would require a wide and elongated footprint for the HST
structure, which in turn would determine the size of framing supports. Typically, the HST
elevated structure would be supported on columns directly under the center of the HST
tracks; the column foundations would be larger than those for comparable highway
structures due to deflection considerations. It would not be possible to place columns
between tracks in the BNSF yard or between the main line tracks that currently are used
by both BNSF and Amtrak. In these situations, typically either long longitudinal spans
would support the HSR tracks above the BNSF tracks, or frames with columns either
side of the BNSF tracks, spanning laterally, would be used. The total length of the
elevated structure spanning the BNSF yard longitudinally would be on the order of 0.5
mile. Spanning laterally with a series of frames to support the HSR tracks would require
multiple transverse spans on the order of 300 feet long at intervals of 120 feet, and each
would be on the order of 30 feet deep. The foundations would be immense, and would
extend outside the limits of the above-ground structure. Given the size of the proposed
structural members, it would not be possible to cast these at a remote location and then
transport them to the site. Therefore, these structural components would have to be cast
in place, which would require substantial temporary works and the closure of a number
of the BNSF yard tracks and the main line tracks from construction mobilization until the
structures are completed. It is unlikely that BNSF and Amtrak would be prepared to
tolerate the inevitable disruption to their normal services.

The proposed B4 station is located on a curve and therefore would not meet the HST

BO008-1

design criteria. B4 enters the station from the west following the Bakersfield

North Alternative and exits following the Bakersfield South Alternative. This curve would
preclude siting the station at the location shown. The station would have to be relocated
to the east approximately 0.5 mile to allow the platforms and turnouts to be located on
tangent track. Such a station location would have a significant separation from the
existing Amtrak station, which would not meet the requirements of the station location.

Therefore, although the proposed alignment avoids many of the sensitive sites identified
by the Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, the infrastructure required for that
alignment would be extremely difficult to construct, more costly than the alternatives
proposed in the EIR/EIS, and would likely not be acceptable to BNSF and Amtrak. With
the feasibility issues and constraints identified, the proposed alignment would not be
considered a viable alternative.

BOO008-2

The “B4” alignment suggested in this comment has been assessed against

the Authority’s criteria for alignment design as specified in Technical Memorandum (TM)
0.1 and TM 2.1.2. It appears possible for high-speed trains to negotiate the proposed
alignment at 150 mph. The alignment potentially could avoid the City Corporation Yard,
Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, and the properties along California Avenue.
However, it likely would not be possible to avoid the newly built South Mill Creek Project.
Although it might be feasible to avoid demolition of the residential blocks, the alignment
will pass through the parking lot on the northern side of the development.

Unfortunately, the proposed B4 alignment is not practicable from a logistics and
constructability standpoint. It crosses multiple tracks of the BNSF rail yard at a very
shallow skew angle. The skew would require a wide and elongated footprint for the HST
structure, which in turn would determine the size of framing supports. Typically, the HST
elevated structure would be supported on columns directly under the center of the HST
tracks; the column foundations would be larger than those for comparable highway
structures due to deflection considerations. It would not be possible to place columns
between tracks in the BNSF yard or between the main line tracks that currently are used
by both BNSF and Amtrak. In these situations, typically either long longitudinal spans
would support the HSR tracks above the BNSF tracks, or frames with columns either
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO0O08 (Dave Cross, Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American
Institute of Architects, et al, October 19, 2012) - Continued

BO008-2

side of the BNSF tracks, spanning laterally, would be used. The total length of the
elevated structure spanning the BNSF yard longitudinally would be on the order of 0.5
mile. Spanning laterally with a series of frames to support the HSR tracks would require
multiple transverse spans on the order of 300 feet long at intervals of 120 feet, and each
would be on the order of 30 feet deep. The foundations would be immense, and would
extend outside the limits of the above-ground structure. Given the size of the proposed
structural members, it would not be possible to cast these at a remote location and then
transport them to site. Therefore, these structural components would have to be cast in
place, which would require substantial temporary works and the closure of a number of
the BNSF yard tracks and the main line tracks from construction mobilization until the
structures are completed. It is unlikely that BNSF and Amtrak would be prepared to
tolerate the inevitable disruption to their normal services.

The proposed B4 station is located on a curve and therefore would not meet the HST
design criteria. B4 enters the station from the west following the Bakersfield

North Alternative and exits following the Bakersfield South Alternative. This curve would
preclude siting the station at the location shown. The station would have to be relocated
to the east approximately 0.5 mile to allow the platforms and turnouts to be located on
tangent track. Such a station location would have a significant separation from the
existing Amtrak station, which would not meet the requirements of the station location.

Therefore, although the proposed alignment avoids many of the sensitive sites identified
by the Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, the infrastructure required for that
alignment would be extremely difficult to construct, more costly than the alternatives
proposed in the EIR/EIS, and would likely not be acceptable to BNSF and Amtrak. With
the feasibility issues and constraints identified, the proposed alignment would not be
considered a viable alternative.

BO008-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

BOO008-4

The Authority has an established grant program for station area planning. The
application package for station area planning funds was released in the summer of 2011

BO008-4

and is available as Application Package for Station Area Planning Funds (Authority
2011j; available at the Authority's website). This document was created to assist local
agencies with submitting an application for funding a station area planning effort; such
areas focus on the areas around the anticipated high-speed rail station within selected
jurisdictions. Funding is available from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 (ARRA) and from the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the
21st Century (Prop. 1A). The Authority is responsible for the ARRA funding as well as
the Prop. 1A funding.

The Authority's Urban Design Guidelines (Authority 2011i; available on the Authority's
website) provide a comprehensive basis for station area planning that takes into account
context-sensitive solutions, connections between stations and their surroundings,
pedestrian and bicycle access, aesthetics, infill development, outdoor spaces and
entries, and parking area design. These guidelines are required to be used as part of the
station area planning grants.

BO008-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included
consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in
Chapter 1, Project Purpose and Need, as well as the objectives and criteria in the
alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. The
Preferred Alternative balances overall impact on the environment and local
communities, cost, and constructability constraints. For more detail please refer to
Chapter 7, Preferred Alternative, in this Final EIR/EIS.
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Submission BO009 (Louis Gill, Bakersfield Homeless Center and Alliance Against Family Violence
and Sexual Assault, October 19, 2012)

BO009-1

BAKERSFIELD

October 12, 2012

HOMELESS CENTER

1600 East Truxtun Avenue
Bakersfield, CA 93305
Admin. (6 1

Fax

Board of Directors

E-mail. cwocton@bakhe com
www bakhc.com

Mr. Mark McLoughlin

California High Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

(661) 3. 203

Dear Sir:

Susie Geiger

Chakrperson

Jeff Green
Vice Chairperson

Al Way
Secretary

Greg and Ann Braun
Treasurers

Robert Brumfield
Immediate Past Chakperson

Jess Snyder

This comment focuses specifically on the B3 Alignment proposal for the California High Speed Rail
through Bakersfield, California, that proposes an elevated train platform that travels directly over the
center of the Bakersfield Homeless Center campus.

ner
The Bakersfield Homeless Center is stationed on a 86,683.78 sf adjoining lots on the eastern part of

the City of Bakersfield and features 9 buildings totaling approximately 30,098 sf of improved
buildings. The facility operates year round 24/7 providing crisis and stabilization for women and
children who are experiencing homelessness. The services provided by the Bakersfield Homeless
Center include emergency shelter for homeless women and children are extensive and range from
immediate stabilization for individuals in crisis, to job development, housing, and aftercare services
to assist families as they transition back into stable housing.

Dr. Stanley Clark

Bruce Keith
Michelle Oxford
Lorna H. Brumfield
Darlene Mohlke
Jeff Warren

Nick Ortiz

While services are mainly provided for residents of the Bakersfield Homeless Center, many services
are also provided for the homeless community at large. In the past year, the Bakersfield Homeless
Center provided emergency, crisis and prevention services to more than 4,200 homeless individuals.
Due to changes in the economy, the Bakersfield Homeless Center has experienced significant
increases in demand for services. In the past year services were provided to 18% more adults, 34%
more families, and 28% more children. In 2011 Bakersfield Homeless Center provided shelter to over
1,000 individuals; half were children.

Erin Henderson

Colins Rimer
Dr. Darshan Shah
Ermie Pineda
Nile J. Kinney

Louis. Gill
Executive Director

The Bakersfield Homeless is a key component to the effectiveness of the Safety Net in Kern County. If
the services at the Bakersfield Homeless Center were no longer available, there would be a
tremendous increase in the stress placed upon a safety net that is already experiencing challenges in
meeting the demands of the homeless population in the community. The Bakersfield Homeless
Center is the only homeless shelter in Kern County that provides homeless services to families with
small children, and single fathers. The closest facilities that provide comparable services to this
population are in Lancaster and Fresno; both facilities continually operate at or near capacity and
often refer their own population to the Bakersfield Homeless Center. It is also important to note that
at this time there is no shelter who can offer services to single fathers in the entire San Joaquin Valley
except the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter, thus there exists no other plausible alternative for a
growing segment of the homeless population.

BO009-1

BO009-2

BO009-3

Homeless children are also at greater risk for entering the Child Protection Services system when parents are unable to
have a safe place to house their children; currently the shelter services at Bakersfield Homeless Center are a key
component of preventing this from happening. Bakersfield Homeless Center also offers one of the two licensed childcare
centers in the entire state of California, removing this valuable resource may prevent homeless mothers and fathers from
having a safe, nurturing place for their children to learn while they work or attend school.

Alignment B3 travels through the center of the Bakersfield Homeless Center campus, destroying almost every building. If
this alignment is chosen it will be necessary for the High Speed Rail Authority to provide the Bakersfield Homeless Center
with an entirely new site in an acceptable location. The alignment shows the train traveling through the facility on a
raised platform which will make the facility uninhabitable as a homeless center both during construction and post-
construction. It would not be a feasible option to construct new or replacement buildings since the Bakersfield Homeless
Center has already utilized all of its existing space. The construction of the B3 Alignment would also create major safety
issues and concerns during the construction of the platform (and afterwards as well) since the site would encompass
many of the walkways utilized by families and staff as they move from building to building. In short, there would be no
possible way for the Bakersfield Homeless Center to conduct business and provide these critical services in the manner it
currently does.

The Bakersfield Homeless Center would also like to stress to the Authority the importance of providing an alternative
location the Bakersfield Homeless Center upon adoption of the B3 alignment. The Bakersfield Homeless Center was
originally constructed in over 35 years ago. Since the original construction date, the facility has been repeatedly
expanded to the point where, today, the facility must be expanded once again to meet increased service needs. Also, as
a result of increased service needs, the existing facility is in immediate need of repair and maintenance. It will not be
possible to acquire the funds from donors and grants necessary to expand the facility or to make the necessary repairs if
the B3 alignment is adopted. Further, since the construction on the platform would necessitate closure of the Center, the
Bakersfield Homeless Center requires the transition to the new site be seamless with zero interruption in services to our
population, any kind of disruption would create stress on families already in crisis, but also increased pressure for an
already stressed safety net. It would not be acceptable for our facility to be closed for a single day; children should not
be made to sleep outside or in vehicles.

For any questions regarding this comment, please contact me at 661-322-9199. Thank you for your consideration in this

matter.

Sincerely,

Louis Gill
Chief Executive Officer
Bakersfield Homeless Center
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Response to Submission BO0O09 (Louis Gill, Bakersfield Homeless Center and Alliance Against
Family Violence and Sexual Assault, October 19, 2012)

BO009-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

The Authority understands the concern and importance of the services provided by the
Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and has evaluated impacts and developed mitigation for
this site. EIR/EIS Volume 1 Section 3.12, SO #6 documents the impact/potential
displacement of the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and SO-MM#3 describes measures
planned to reduce the impacts.

BO009-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

The Authority understands the concern and importance of the services provided by the
Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and has evaluated impacts and developed mitigation for
this site. EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.12, SO #6 documents the impact/potential
displacement of the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and SO-MM#3 describes measures
planned to reduce the impacts.

BO009-3

The Authority understands the concern and importance of the services provided by the
Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and has evaluated impacts and developed mitigation for
this site. EIR/EIS Volume 1 Section 3.12, SO #6 documents the impact/potential
displacement of the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter, and SO-MM#3 describes measures
planned to reduce the impacts.

@ CALIFORNIA (\ ofTransporiaton
, i 4 Federal Railroad Page 40-56
High-Speed Rail Authority

Administration



California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
i

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO010 (Roger Hewett, Blair Air Services, Inc., October 18, 2012)

BO010-1

BLAIR AIR SERVICE, INC.
19101 KENT AVE.
LEMOORE, CA 93245
(559) 924-1276
(559) 924-7139 FAX

4

October 15, 2012

California High Specd Rail (HSR) Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS

770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95318

Subject: HSR Impacts to Aerial Applicators and Agriculture
To Whom It May Concern:

Blair Air, Ground and Helicopter Services is writing to comment on the California High Speed
Rail Project Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environment Impact Statement (Draft ETR/EIS)
for the Fresno to Bakersfield section. Blair Air, Ground and Helicopter has been providing aerial
application services agricultural community in the Central Valley for over sixty years. Our long
history here gives us an intimate } ledge of the crops, cropping patterns and cultural practices
unique to the Valley. Reviewing the Drafi EIR/EIS, we find significant misrepresentations of fact
and the lack of identification of potential envil | and ic impacts to the agricultural
community and ultimately the Central Valley economy.

The Draft EIR/EIS di aerial application of pesticides on page 3.14-56 under Impact AG
#11 - Effects on Aerial Spraying. The entire discussion focuses on the potential aviation
restrictions for flying in or around structures that would be erected by the project. While the
Federal Aviation Administration regulates acrial ing that is required to make safe and
elfective acrial applications, the Draft EIR/ELS fails to address how this project would restrict the
serial application of seed, fertilizers and other crop inputs during construction and once the rail
becomes operational.

Actial application uses highly skilled p jonals and specialized technology to safely and
efficiently assist California’s agriculural community increase crop yields and minimize disease
or pest pressure. Growers use aerial application to quickly make seed and fertilizer applications
prior to rain events and to knock down pest populations with precision timing. Given the
growing concemn to dangers associated with the use of agricultural chemicals, we have adopted
strict policies for application of materials where no human activity takes place. With the
introduction of human activity and p ial migration of ials, our company will be forced
to restrict the use aerial application near the high-speed rail alignment. Ultimately, this will
restrict the grower's ability to maximize yields and will likely lead to changes in cropping

BO010-1

BO010-2

patterns and/or elimination of marginal crops as growers will not risk the capital investment, if
they ean protect this from pest infestation.

During construction, the Draft EIR/EIS indicates that groups of workers will be working on the
alignment, which stretches several hundred miles through Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kem

County. California Code of Regulations restricts appli when “there is the reasonable

possibility of contamination to clothing of individuals not involved in the application process.”

Considering this, construction of the High Speed Rail will restrict pesticide applications near the
i cess. M logical conditions will d ine the proximity of the restrictions

process. g
and it is important to note that this is not just a restriction specific to acrial application, but to all
application methods. The inability to apply agricultural chemicals will cause significant
economic and social constraints to growers and the assceiated communities located along the
high-speed rail alignment.

During the operation of the high-speed rail service, it is projected that a train will be as frequent
as every 6 minutes in either dircction. Our current operation policy near the BNSF freight trains
is to fly in a holding pattern until the freight train has passed and then 10 resume aerial
applications. With the operation of a high-speed train traversing the alignment every 6 minutes,
our planes cannot and will not be able to fly holding patterns due to the frequency and human
activity. Again, the application of pesticides near human activity is restricted by regulation.
Additionally, as we travel at speeds around 150 mph and the train travels at 220 mph it is
extremely likely that the train could overcome an ag plane during a nearby pass, creating an
additional hazard for our pilots making aerial applications nearby. The other issue associated
with the train is the potential for winds created by the high-speed rail system. Currently, along
roads and the BNSF tracks the carrying winds may be fairly weak as these train travel at 45-65
mph versus the projected 220 mph for the HSR. We note that the HSR Authority has drafted a
white paper “Induced Wind Impacts™ but we do not believe that the analysis is comparable as it
relies on British studies on human impacts not spray droplet movement. The construction and
operation of HSR. will have a significant impact on agricultural practices and therehy the
agricultural economy due to the restrictions it will place on cultural practices and likely removal
of agricultural production from lands along the route.

The Draft EIR/EIS makes a feeble attempt to address the impacts associated with Part 137 Mlight
patterns/restrictions and fails to fully identify and address restrictions it will place on the
production of agricultural products, ultimately the economy of the Central Valley. We call for

the Draft ETR/EIS to completely and accurately evaluate the true restrictions and implications that
the construction and operation of HSR will have on agricultural production in the Central Valley.
“This is vital not only for the health of the local economy that leans heavily on Agriculture but for

the entire California economy which is supported by California Agriculture.

Roger Hewett
President
Blair Air, Ground and Helicopter Services
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO010 (Roger Hewett, Blair Air Services, Inc., October 18, 2012)

B0O010-1

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural
issues. The working group is composed of university, government agencies, and
agribusiness representatives. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use
impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports the
following:

At the present time there are numerous railways that traverse the San Joaquin Valley.
Additionally, the Valley has established interstate and state freeways, highways, and
local roadways, which include their respective rights-of-way, and all are considered
"transportation corridors." Transportation corridors are recognized as part of the overall
environment of the Valley. Regulations already exist relating to pesticide use in or near
transportation corridors.

A new railway represents either a new impediment (where none previously existed) to
customary agricultural practices or is an augmentation to an already existing
transportation corridor footprint. Parcels where the new railway is proposed to be
constructed, adjacent and parallel to an established transportation corridor, create a
wider footprint to an existing corridor that is already subject to the protections prescribed
in current pesticide use regulations. Growers adjacent to a widened transportation
corridor will be managing their pesticide applications with the same use restrictions that
were previously implemented due to their proximity to an existing corridor.

Growers in the path of the railway where the route leaves an established transportation
corridor and creates a new corridor across their farmland will be subject to the
implementation of existing regulatory restrictions, depending on the conditions and
circumstances of the type of pesticide being used. All that would be new to the grower
would be the enforcement of existing regulations for conditions that did not exist prior to
the construction of the route through their property.

Choices of crops or livestock to produce would be influenced more by forces outside of
a high-speed train than the train itself. Similarly, the choice of what pesticide to use for
any particular need should not be influenced by a high-speed train any more than
already exists for any other transportation corridor in the locality. The expectation of
pesticide regulators would be that any pesticide application would be made in

BO010-1

compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and conditions.

As to the issue of buffers adjacent to the HST alignment, their utilization will only be
required where such a safety protocol is called for when making an application adjacent
to a transportation corridor. There are no buffer zones specifically addressing passenger
trains; therefore, a passenger train traveling at a high rate of speed does not create a
need for a buffer zone different from those already established.

There are several options available to farmers, so they may not have new spraying
restrictions placed on them by their Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer
could change the pesticides they are proposing to use to ones that have fewer
restrictions; they could also plant a different variety of crops adjacent to the HST, ones
that do not require the application of pesticides with spraying restrictions.

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice from the
HST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining property. Those possible
impacts would be taken into account by the

appraiser at the time of right-of-way acquisition, and any diminution in value to a
property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be estimated by the appraiser through the
appraisal process. This involves appraising the remainder as it contributes to the whole
property value before acquisition, then appraising the remainder in the after condition as
a separate parcel as though the project was constructed, and including any estimated
damages to remainder, such as the cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing
wells, providing setbacks for aerial spraying, etc. The difference between these “before”
and “after” values is termed as severance damages and will reflect any loss in value of
the remainder. However, this will not cause a loss of agricultural land due to the
construction in the manner proposed.

BOO010-2

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is 114 miles long, and construction would not occur
along its entire length at the same time. Construction would occur throughout the year
while aerial spraying is typically concentrated during the growing season. Therefore,
there will be many locations where spraying will take place where there are no project
construction crews on the ground. Where construction and an adjacent landowner's
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B0O010-2

plans for aerial spraying overlap, it is expected that the landowner and construction
contractor can typically coordinate their schedules so both activities can be
accommodated.

As indicated in the response to FB2-668-1661, the HST would be treated as a
transportation corridor for purposes of pesticide application. Such corridors are common
throughout the Valley, and aerial spraying takes place adjacent to those corridors on a
regular basis.

There is a graph of induced airflow as a function of distance from the train in the
referenced white paper (i.e., "Induced Wind Impacts"), which is available on the
Authority's website. As noted on that graph, at 10 feet from the site of the train, wind
speed is estimated to be 11.2 miles per hour, which is within 5 to 10% of the predicted
wind speed in the British study referenced in this comment. These speeds are
comparable to daily average wind speeds from both the Merced to Fresno airport
reporting stations. In other words, the wind speed generated by passage of a HST
train is not greater than existing average wind speeds. The HST right-of-way when at-
grade is nominally 100 to 120 feet wide, with the two tracks centered and 16.5 feet
apart. The distance of 10 feet falls well within the HST right-of-way. Therefore, the HST
should not significantly influence spray droplet dispersion.
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California Trucking Association (CTA)
California High Speed Rail Authority (Authority)
Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/EIS Comments

Oérober 17, 2012 e Roadway Crossings
Fresno to Bakersficld %
Rlct\-sij.«]n_‘-)dunr;{ L‘-FFFR!L';LI pplemental Dralt EIS Comment BO011-4 e The Cah’fornia Trucking Association (CTA) is supportive of the prqposed. TUI'FI roadway
770 L Street, Suite 800 crossing construction outlined for all of the alternatives under consideration in Fresno,
Sacramento, CA 95814 Kings, Tulare, and Kern Counties (Appendix 2-A). These enhanced over/under crossings
will enhance goods movement particularly in the agricultural sector which depends
To Whom It May Concern: heavily on rural roads in order to access points of harvesting.
On l'u.:h;ll[ of the members of the California Tn.lckmg a\«mci:tti.‘uj (CTA) thank you for :ll.i.n\\'mg us to BOO011-5 o The crossings will also be an upgrade from a safety standpoint when one considers the
subemit:borinal cotmmnencs th fespanas b thi Revisec Draft BIR/BIS furhe Freson to Baberatield sgrent fact that most existing rail crossings in the valley are “at-grade™. CTA encourages that
_alifornia High Speed Rail Project. CTA is a non-profit trade org tion representing over 2,500 h ings b E’ istent with Cal N - dards th =
individual trucking companies and suppliers. Members of our association range from single truck owner- these crossings be made consistent with Caltrans’ construction standards thatare
operators to large Fortune 500 companies, and we are the largest state trucking organization in the capable of accommodating typical truck size and weight dimensions as well as permitted
country extra legal loads.
Within the boundaries of the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, a substantial amount of our membership is
BOO11-1 either headquarted in the local area or has terminal operations for regional freight activirty. Our Valley Roadway Crossing Construction Schedule
based members will stand to benefit from a number of the roadway improvements thar are included in
the alternatives outlined in the draft EIR/EIS, Of particular note are the crossings that will be developed BOO11-6 *  Although CTA is supportive of the construction of upgraded roadway crossings, we urge
in the rural sections of the segment where trucks are used to access agricultural activities. the Authority to develop a comprehensive plan to phase-in their construction as to not
- ) 5 ) R ) impede goods movement. If the Authority and its planners were to construct the large
BO011-2 However, as we note in our formal comments, our membership has concerns regarding the construction . p : : . .
schedule that will be needed to complete the roadways crossings in these respecti s, Nevertheless, OVEICIOSSINGS outhr‘md n the Draft EIR/,EIS allar th.s same Flme motor carriers, their
if the High Speed Rail Authority actively works with their agency partners to communicate with private cusromers, and California consumers will suﬂer. Thisisa vital need that cannot be
industry about mitigating the impacts of the needed construction, CTA is confident that this endeavor overemphasized, particularly for motor carriers that haul agriculrural products.
could be successful.
BOO011-7 s CTA urges the Authority to wark with both private and public sector partners to
On a statewide basis, our members haul close to 85 percent of all freight tonnage traveling in California. develop a responsible mitigation plan. In advance of any construction, a coniprehensive
In order to move this freight tonnage, our members depend on a safe, reliable, and efficient roadway communication and outreach straregy would be needed to communicate temporary
system. Clearly, our membership has a substantial interest in projects that reduce roadway congestion closure plans to motor carriers.
from single passenger vehicles. Looking ahead toward the 2035 planning timeframe, the need for
::‘::;L:ni;‘::li:‘l];‘:‘t?:i?;]:?:F;I: E::;: ourroadaye e magnilied even more when candiderlogche BOO011-8 o The Authority should build off of Caltrans’ construction notification template by
) notifying motor carriers in advance of any construction utilizing all mediums of
BO011-3 Although the Fresno to Bakersfield segment has much to be commended on, CTA still has significant communication including email, social media, and media advisories.
concerns on the funding plans outlined ro date by the California High Speed Rail Autherity. In
particular, we are concerned about the use of revenues generated by weight fees collected from BO011-9 e Inaddition, the Authority working with both public and private sector partners, should
commercial motor vehicles to pay for the debt servicing of Proposition 1A bonds. As such, CTA looks consider future outreach meetings and town halls in order to notify the motor carrier
forward to working with other transportation stakeholders to find ways to sustainably fund our existing industry of its plans. CTA stands ready to assist the authority in these outreach
roadway system. strategies.
However, for the purposes of the Draft EIR/EIS in question, it is our hope that you find the following
comments helpful in your planning efforts. Please do not hesitare to contact us with any questions
regarding the Llrm mercial lpn.n_'km;\?lm]u stry's input on this project. i Impact TR #7 Severely Flawed
Sincerely, BO011-10 o In the Draft EIR/EIS review of construction period impacts the Authority cites a

ey, 7
.y (
=

/Highway Polic

Cervantes

g Manager
California Trucking Association

statistic that “Traffic volumes on local roads are generally less than 500 vehicles per day”
(Transportation 3.2-69). This statistic is greatly flawed when one considers that rural
road use can vary greatly depending on the agricultural schedule of the various crops
grown in the Valley.
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BOO011-11 ¢ On some rural roads during peak harvesting season, trucks alone can make thousands of
trips to reach points close to preduction. Property Acquisition
BOO011-19 ® CTA member companies in the Fresno area are amongst the businesses whose properties
BOO11-12 e The Authority should consider alternative means to study and review rural road usage to will need to be acquired for righr of way purposes for this segment of the project. CTA

come up with a more comprehensive figure thar takes into consideration these strongly urges the Authoriry to continue outreach programs for these businesses,
agriculturally hased realities. At a minimum, the Final EIR should acknowledge that not particularly for businesses located on or near S. Railroad Avenue in Fresno.
all rural roads are consistent with the 500 vehicle per day statistic.

Impact TR #10 Recuires Trucking Perspective

BO011-13 e Inits review of “Impacts on Regional Transportation System” (Transportation 3.2-70 to

3.2-72), the Authority has failed to study or mention the impacts of this High Speed Rail
segment on the freight transportation activity conducted by commercial trucking
industry. Other modes of freight transportation have been reviewed and studied for the
purposes of this exercise.

BOO11-14 e CTA recommends that the Authority study the impacts of the Fresno to Bakersfield
segment of the High Speed Rail Project on the commercial trucking industry and add a
summary of the identified impacts in the Final EIR/EIS.

BOO011-15 s CTA highly recommends that in advance of the Final EIR/EIS, the Authority further
study the impacts on truck access in the area bounded on the west by State Rotes 99 and
41, to the north by E. Ventura Avenue, to the east by S. Cedar Avenue, and to the south
by E. Central Avenue. This quadrant represents one of Fresno's main areas for trucking,
warehousing, and distribution activity. Specifically, the Authority should identify
alternatives for access into this quadrant for trucks traveling north and south on
Highway 99.

ZTruck Routes

BO011-16 o CTArecommends that the Authority also identify impacts of the project on existing
STAA Truck Routes that cross the rail lines in all of the alternatives. These truck toutes
are essential to the Valley economy, serving as established routes for interstate trucks
that are moving goods in and out of the area.

BO011-17 ¢ Anyimpacts on these specific routes should be identified as soon as possible and
highlighted in future outreach programs (CTA recommendarion listed above) that the
Authority conducts with the commercial trucking industry.

BOO011-18 e CTA recommends that the Authority, in collaboration with local transportation
deparrments, should also identify exisring local Truck Access Agreements thar are in
effect between cities and counties with businesses in the local community. If identified
Truck Access Agreements are found to be disrupted due to the construction of the
segment, the Authority should work with local transportation departments and law
enforcement entities to indentify alternatives for these businesses to receive their
deliveries so that commerce can continue to move.
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BO011-1

The proposed project would construct numerous road improvements, including grade
separations with the existing BNSF Railroad tracks, that would improve traffic
circulation.

BOO011-2

The Authority will work with the other appropriate agencies to effectively communicate
with affected parties to ensure that access to their premises is maintained throughout
the construction period.

BO011-3

Legislation enacted in 2011 (AB 105 or Fuel Tax Swap Fix) redirects the Truck Weight
Fee revenue from the State Highway Account to the General Fund for payment on
current general obligation bond debt service for specified voter-approved transportation
bonds (Transportation Funding in California Report, Caltrans: Economic Analysis
Branch, 2011). While, the high-speed rail project is not directly funded by the state’s
general fund (i.e., it is not a line item in the budget), the State's general fund will be
tapped to pay back the bonded indebtedness incurred.

In 2008, the California Legislative Analyst’s Office estimated the cost of Proposition 1A
to be approximately $19.4 billion. This assumed that the bonds would be sold at an
average interest rate of 5 percent, and assuming a repayment period of 30 years. This
would include the cost of both principal ($9.95 billion) and interest ($9.5 billion). The
actual cost of repaying these bonds depends upon the interest rate offered at the time of
sale and on the bond's length of maturity.

Legislation enacted in 2011 (Assembly Bill [AB] 105 or Fuel Tax Swap Fix) redirects the
Truck Weight Fee revenue from the State Highway Account to the General Fund for
payment on current general obligation bond debt service for specified voter-approved
transportation bonds (Caltrans 2011). Although the high-speed ralil project is not directly
funded by the state’s General Fund (i.e., it is not a line item in the budget), the State's
General Fund will be tapped to pay back the bonded indebtedness incurred.

In 2008, the California Legislative Analyst’s Office estimated the cost of Proposition 1A
to be approximately $19.4 billion. This cost assumed that the bonds would be sold at an
average interest rate of 5% and assumed a repayment period of 30 years. This cost
would include the cost of both principal ($9.95 billion) and interest ($9.5 billion). The

BO011-3

actual cost of repaying these bonds depends on the interest rate offered at the time of
sale and on the bond's length of maturity.

BOO011-4

Your support for the proposed overcrossings and undercrossings is noted.

BOO011-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08.

Roadways are designed to standards outlined by the 2012 Caltrans Highway Design
Manual (Caltrans 2012a) or the local design standard, whichever is more stringent,
including those designated Extralegal Load; ongoing coordination with local agencies
will continue through the design and procurement process, as necessary, to address
these concerns.

BOO011-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01.

A construction management plan would be prepared during final design that outlines
transportation detours, plans to accommodate emergency service routes, and outreach
activities to manage expectations and traffic constraints, among other items. This type of
plan is a standard practice that would incorporate review and comments by affected
local agencies.

BO011-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01.

The Authority appreciates the comment and plans a comprehensive public outreach
program for informing affected communities, residences, and businesses about
construction activities and mitigation as the project progresses.

BO011-8

The Authority appreciates the suggestion and will consider it as the project progresses.

U.S. Departmen
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BOO011-9

The Authority recognizes this additional public outreach opportunity and will consider it
for future public engagement.

BO011-10
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02.

The reference to "local roads" refers to roads that serve generally rural areas that are
not heavily traveled on a regular basis. All roads that cross the alignment were
evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of traffic or are
otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings, whether they were in a
"rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for
closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that
would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be
an inconvenience but would not restrict continued access.

BO011-11
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02.

The reference to "local roads" refers to roads that serve generally rural areas that are
not heavily traveled on a regular basis. All roads that cross the alignment were
evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of traffic or are
otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings, whether they were in a
"rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for
closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that
would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be
an inconvenience but would not restrict continued access.

BO011-12
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02.

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on Surface Transportation Assistance
Act
(STAA) truck routes in the analysis described for Impact TR #8 - Regional

BO011-12

Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 — Impacts on
Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11 - Changes in Vehicle Movements
and Flow on Highways and Roadways.

The reference to "local roads" refers to roads that serve generally rural areas that are
not heavily traveled on a regular basis. All roads that cross the alignment were
evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of traffic or are
otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings whether they were in a
"rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for
closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that
would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be
an inconvenience but would not restrict continued access.

BOO011-13

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses applicable impacts on truck traffic
through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 — Regional Transportation Impacts from
Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 — Impacts on Regional Transportation
System, and Impact TR #11 — Changes in Vehicle Movements and Flow on Highways
and Roadways.

BO011-14

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses applicable impacts on truck traffic
through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 — Regional Transportation Impacts from
Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 — Impacts on Regional Transportation
System, and Impact TR #11- Changes in Vehicle Movements and Flow on Highways
and Roadways.

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on truck traffic through the analysis
found in Impact TR #8 — Regional Transportation Impacts from Construction Material
Hauling, Impact TR #10 — Impacts on Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR
#11 — Changes in Vehicle Movements and Flow on Highways and Roadways.

U.S. Departmen
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BO011-15

The following roads are proposed to be closed within the area described in the
comment, between Ventura Avenue and E. Central Avenue: The Golden Gate
Boulevard off-ramps and a portion of E. Central Avenue, which currently does not
provide access across the BNSF right-of-way. Access to this area described in the
comment will be maintained for vehicles and trucks. Based on existing field traffic counts
of similar roadways and information from local agencies, the traffic volumes on these
local roads are less than 500 vehicles per day. Therefore, limited traffic level of service
impacts are expected as a result of the closures and diversion of traffic.

BO011-16
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02.

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts to Surface Transportation Assistance
Act

(STAA) truck routes in the analysis described for Impact TR #8 — Regional
Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 — Impacts on
Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11 — Changes in Vehicle Movements
and Flow on Highways and Roadways.

Vehicles that use other crossings on alternative detour routes would add 1 mile or less
in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be an inconvenience but
would not restrict continued access. The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on
STAA truck routes through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 — Regional
Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 — Impacts on
Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11—- Changes in Vehicle Movements
and Flow on Highways and Roadways.

BO011-17

The Authority recognizes this additional public outreach opportunity and will consider it
for future public engagement.

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on Surface Transportation Assistance
Act (STAA) truck routes through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 - Regional
Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 — Impacts on

BO011-17

Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11 - Changes in Vehicle Movements
and Flow on Highways and Roadways.

BO011-18
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

The HST project will not preclude or restrict any Truck Access Agreements between
cities and counties with local businesses. Vehicle access across the route will remain
available on other crossings.

BO011-19
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

The Authority recognizes this additional public outreach opportunity and will consider it
for future public engagement.

Outreach activities will continue throughout the property acquisition and relocation
phase.

U.S. Departmen
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BO012-1

BO012-2

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft EIR/
Supplemental EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield High Speed Rail project.

*Bakersfield subsidence issues not properly mitigated or acknowledged*

The foundation of design for the high speed rail project is a series of
Technical Memos written by the Authority's Program Manager. TM

2.9.10 Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines, relevant pages attached
and entire document incorporatedby reference as it available on the
Authority's own website, makes certain statements about engineering
requirements given certain geotechnical conditions. In one case, it states:

"For track segments located in relatively large-scale geographic areas

where deep-seated regional subsidence is an ongoing problem with expected
duration to continue over some or all of the

design life, typical ground improvement measures may not be economically
feasible."

The EIR states that Bakersfield has experienced just such subsidence
recently. It then states that* “conventional engineering design; for
example, periodic reballasting of the tracks, will be implemented to
mitigate for areas susceptible to or experiencing ground subsidence.”*
Reballasting of the tracks is only available where tracks are ballasted.

The entire Bakersfield alignment is a long aerial. The Authority has stated
repeatedly that ballasted tracks will not be used on such structures. Given
the challenges mentioned in the technical memo and recent serious issues in
Taiwan related to subsidence, the EIR should discuss in more detail
mitigation strategies or consequences of subsidence on rail infrastructure.
In Taiwan, extensive limits on groundwater extraction and other measures
have been required. In Bakersfield, water extraction has caused subsidence,
along with oil and gas extraction. Any potential limits on these activities
should be discussed.

*Populations of concern not adequately addressed*

This project disproportionately affects populations of concern. We would
highlight the population along the project in east Bakersfield.

The EIR states:

"District boundaries were determined based on current definitions used by
city staff (Fresno) ,interviews with local planners (Bakersfield), and

BO012-2

BO012-3

examination of census boundaries (tract, block

group, and block) to approximate the identified district boundaries as

closely as possible. The district boundaries are not drawn exactly to meet

the 0.5-mile study area radius, but rather to

identify the relevant area based on demographics and cohesion that needs to
be examined in the context of a community.

The Northeast Bakersfield District is not completely contained within the
project study area. This neighborhood, which lies south of East Truxtun
Avenue between Union Avenue and Oswell

Street, is only partially within the defined project study area for the

Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but is examined as a whole community in this
document. This is done because the Bakersfield to

Palmdale Section of the HST project would continue from the Bakersfield
station and bisect this neighborhood. Therefore, it is important to examine
potential impacts on this community as a

cohesive whole rather than have the analysis split the neighborhood between
the two environmental documents."

What this section fails to mention, but is captured by a map from the EIR
that we have included, is that the district that was chosen to represent
the affected parties in a 1/2 mile radius is literally 20 miles long and
perhaps 10 miles wide. This ends up dramatically understating the high
levels of poverty and other socio-economic indicators of those that will be
in the path of the train. The EIR should look at the socio-economic status
of those in the 1/2 mile project radius discussed, or as close as
practicable.

*Amtrak*

The document states "it is likely that Amtrak San Joaquin rail service

would improve as the San Joaquin line would connect and/or provide direct
service to existing markets between HST

stations and/or markets not served by HST. "

This is in complete contradiction to statements made publicly by California
High Speed Rail Authority that San Joaquin service will no longer operate
between Merced and Bakersfield. Attached is a memo from the Authority's
contractor in February 2012 explaining that, "Increasing collaboration with
Amtrak has subsequently led to the assumption that their service would
terminate at Merced, with easy transfers to HSR."
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BO012-3

Even the possibility of elimination of Amtrak service should be discussed
and mitigations offered as stations such as Corcoran and Wasco would be
left without any interregional transportation options. Greyhound does not
serve these markets as they are not on a major highway.

In addition, station locations would be moved in Fresno and Hanford. In
Fresno, the current Amtrak station is located next to the County Medical
Center. The Hanford station is currently located in the downtown, offering
easy access to homes and busineses. Neither of the proposed sites for a
Hanford high speed rail station would do so.

Regards,
Elizabeth

Elizabeth Goldstein Alexis

Co-founder Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD)
cell (650) 996-8018

www.calhsr.com
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BO012-1

Subsidence from groundwater or petroleum withdrawal is addressed in the Final
EIR/EIS (see Section 3.9.4.4, Geologic Hazards). Substantial subsidence has occurred
in the San Joaquin Valley, primarily due to groundwater extraction; however, the areas
with greatest land subsidence (over 20 feet was recorded between 1926 and 1970) are
in the western portion of the San Joaquin Valley (primarily western Fresno County)
(Sneed 2013). In the area of the HST alignment, subsidence has been far less, with
subsidence measured at between 1 and 4 feet between 1926 and 1970 (less than 1 inch
per year) (Faunt 2009; Galloway and Riley 1999; USBR 2011), with the major area of
subsidence north of Wasco outside the project alignment. Over the last several
decades, the use of pipelines and aqueducts for surface water deliveries has reduced
dependence on groundwater for agricultural use, and land subsidence has slowed or
reversed in some areas of the San Joaquin Valley, though there was some additional
localized subsidence during the droughts of 1976/1977 and 1987 to 1991 due to
temporary increases in groundwater pumping (Galloway and Riley 1999).

The project does not include features such as major new sources of groundwater
extraction that would contribute to the existing subsidence problem. Design standards
take into account the expected rate of subsidence. The Technical Memorandum titled
Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines (Authority 2011g) limits differential
settlement to less than 3/8 inch in over 62 feet (1:2000) for non-ballasted track and to
less than % inch over 62 feet (1:1000) for ballasted track. For aerial tracks, the
maximum displacement is L/1500 (L= smallest span). This displacement is similar to
allowable values in other countries (for example, in Taiwan). To ensure that trains can
run at their maximum speed of 220 miles per hour (mph) (350 kilometers per hour
[km/hour]), differential settlement between neighboring piers should not exceed 1:1000
for simply supported spans and 1:1500 for continuous spans (Moh 2004). The above
standards are much less restrictive than the 5 millimeters (mm) in 100 years subsidence
suggested by the commenter. (Note: absolute settlement is not as important as
differential settlement because if the entire alignment settles the same amount, the track
would still be level.) Also, an effect known as “negative skin friction” can occur in areas
subject to subsidence. This effect is in essence an additional downward force on a pier
in addition to the weight of the tracks and trains. Design criteria have been developed to
account for this effect; these criteria require the use of improved pier design.

BO012-1

For this reason, the project will be designed so that geotechnical constraints (e.g.,
subsidence from groundwater withdrawal, soil settlement from new earth load) do not
result in premature degradation of the alignment so that speeds are reduced

or operation and maintenance costs are unacceptably high. Also, new techniques are
being developed (see Gi et al. 2009; Kim et al. 2010) that use satellite data to monitor
ground deformation around long linear infrastructure (e.g., high-speed rail) to identify
potential problems of subsidence before they become a safety issue. Prerequisite
geotechnical and geologic evaluations, design features, and management measures to
reduce or eliminate risk from poor or unexpected geologic conditions or from long-term
effects of the project on geology are described in the EIR/EIS.

BO012-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07.

East Bakersfield is identified as an EJ community in Table 3.12-6. As described in
Section 3.12.5.1, an extensive EJ public and agency outreach program was conducted
throughout the EIR/EIS process in accordance with Executive Order 12898 that
encouraged participation from EJ communities of concern affected by the Project.

BO012-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12, FB-Response-GENERAL-13.
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT REVISED DEIR/SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS  3.12 SOCIOECONOMICS,
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION COMMUNITIES, AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

California High-Speed Train Project

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines

Prepared by:  Signed document on file 22 May 11
James Gingery, PE, GE Date
Geotechnical Engineer

Prepared by:  Signed document on file 22 May 11
Brian O’Neill, PE, GE Date

Program Geotechnical Engineer

Checked by:  Signed document on file 02Jun11
Bruce Hilton, PG, CEG Date
f Program Engineering Geologist
Approved by:  Signed document on file 28 Jun 11
Ken Jong, PE Date

Engineering Manager

Released by:  Signed document on file 18 Jul 11
Hans Van Winkle Date
Program Director

70 R - P ALILHRENT B NCT CETERMINED, o L

Revision | Date Description
30 Jun 10 Initial Release
— Raads 1 22 May 11 Addresses TAP Comments

V3 Haltmibe butes from agnmant

— et SignmEnGS

Note: Signatures apply for the latest technical memorandum revision as noted above.

Figure 3.12-3
Districts within the city of Bakersfield
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California High-Speed Train Project Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines, R1 California High-Speed Train Project Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines, R1

program shall be developed by the geotechnical engineer and then implemented during and after
the construction phase to monitor settlement at the acceptance check timeframe after laying
track, and then long term residual settlement as part of the track maintenance program.

Figure 3-7: Different Settlement Parts by Time
Reference: Figure no. 22 of UIC-719R (2008)

Per UIC 719R Section 2.10.2.2, elastic vertical displacement of earthworks under load is usually
not a design criterion, as resistance of continuous supporting structure generally implies very low
vertical displacement (typically 0.1 to 0.2 mm on top of supporting structure). However design
criteria may exist to limit elastic deformation to a percentage of deformation of track components
to manage the global track stiffness.

3.6.8 Embankment Foundation Settlement Mitigation and Foundation Modification Using

Ground Improvement Methods

For track embankment segments or at-grade trackway features that do not meet settlement
criteria or indicate stability problems, advanced mitigation measures such as pre-loading, over-
excavation and replacement, or other ground improvement methods shall be considered for
geotechnical design.

Ground improvement measures may also be necessary for advance mitigation of potential
seismic hazards (such as liquefaction or seismic stability) or other geologic hazards such as
collapsible soils, potential hydro-consolidation, regional subsidence, etc. The selection of
mitigation methods or candidate ground improvement options for preliminary design shall follow
the process described in detail in the FHWA Ground Improvement Reference Manuals, Volumes |
and, FHWA-NHI-06-019/020 dated 2006.

A settlement monitoring program shall be developed and implemented by the geotechnical
engineer during the construction phase for any mitigation method selected. Interferometric
Synthetic Aperture Radar (INSAR) techniques shall be considered as possible methods for large
scale regional monitoring in addition to traditional surveying and the use of geotechnical
instrumentation during and after construction.

For track segments located in relatively large-scale geographic areas where deep-seated regional
subsidence is an ongoing problem with expected duration to continue over some or all of the
design life, typical ground improvement measures may not be economically feasible. The

geotechnical engineer shall identify the approximate regional boundary limits for these segments
and shall provide information to the track and civil designers regarding expected range in total
magnitude and estimated rate (inches per year) of future regional subsidence movements. .

Evaluation of Earthwork-Related Factors for Shrink/Swell (Shrinkage and Bulking)
Estimation

The geotechnical engineers shall provide shrinkage/swell factors for the anticipated cut and
embankment fill soils for purposes of earthwork quantity computations. Available reference
sources in common use for approximate factors (earthwork shrink/swell) are listed as follows:

e Shrink/Swell Factors for Common Materials - Exhibit 4.6-F, FHWA Geotechnical
Technical Guidance Manual (draft) 2007

e Geotechnical Design Manual M46-03 - State of Washington Department of
Transportation, Chapter 10 Soil Cut Design, Table 10-1 Approximate Shrink/Swell
Factors, WADOT Manual dated September 2005

Earthwork quantity estimation shall also consider embankment overbuild (higher elevation than
design profile) that may be necessary on a segment-by-segment basis to allow for short-term and
long-term settlement movement of the embankment and/or underlying foundation soils supporting
trackway embankments.

3.6.10 Erosion Control for Embankment Features

Geotechnical studies for design shall provide recommendations to the engineering designers for
erosion control needs. Evaluations shall be based on characterization of embankment materials,
potential water sources, railway geometrics and slope design. Design recommendations shall be
provided to control surface drainage when integral to the design or performance of the earth
structures, such as surface drainage ditches on slopes, interceptor ditches, and drainage
channels. Geotechnical evaluation to support selection and preliminary design for erosion control
shall follow the processes described in the reference document titled Design and Implementation
of Erosion and Sediment Control — Reference Manual, FHWA NHI-05-013, 2006.

The design details or requirements shall be incorporated in the geotechnical report and
construction plans. Geotechnical discipline shall coordinate with the hydrology and hydraulics
and civil design disciplines for erosion control since they provide project-wide drainage design for
the control of surface drainage. If long-term erosion control measures will include establishing
vegetation on slopes, then consideration shall be given to the use of erosion mats or other
stabilization methods for slope inclinations steeper than 3H:1V.

Geotechnical design recommendations shall also include evaluation of temporary construction
erosion control requirements on cut-and-fill slopes when integral to geotechnical design or
performance. For example, the requirement to provide bench drainage during construction of
slopes may be required to ensure construction-phase stability.

3.7 RETAINING WALLS, FILL WALLS, AND REINFORCED SOIL SYSTEMS
371

Definitions and Wall Types Including Acceptable and Unacceptable Walls

Engineered earth retention systems may retain soil permanently or (in the case of construction)
temporarily. Similar to the function of retaining walls, the function of reinforced soil slopes (RSS)
is to strengthen the mass of earth material such that a steep (generally up to about 1H:2V) slope
can be formed. Steep RSSs generally do not require a structural facing, whereas retaining walls
typically use structural facing. RSSs often use a permanent erosion control matting with low
vegetation as a slope cover to prevent erosion.

Walls shall be classified as either a “fill wall” or a “cut wall.” Examples of fill walls include
standard cantilever walls, mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) walls, and modular gravity walls
(gabions, bin walls, and crib walls). Cut walls include U-walls, soil nail walls, cantilever soldier-
pile walls, and ground-anchored walls (other than nail walls).

Walls shall be further classified as gravity, semi-gravity, non-gravity cantilever, anchored, or in-
situ reinforced. For geotechnical design, the various wall classifications, definitions, and
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PARSONS California High-Speed Rail Program Management Tee PARSONS California High-Speed Rail Program Management Tee
BRINCKERHOFF BRINCKERHOFF
Memorandum Memorandum
2/06/2012 e continue to operate four trains per hour to Merced in the later stages, with load factors
at half the normal level; or
To: Ridership Peer Review Panel e operate only two trains per hour in the 10S South configuration, which would result in

From: Thierry Prate, Parsons Brinckerhoff insufficient capacity.

Re: 10S South frequency to Merced and impacts on San Joaquin Valley traffic The table below presents the load factors derived for the 10S South and the Bay to Basin
scenarios for a 2030 Base Year (i.e. each scenario was operating in 2030 after full ramp up).
This memorandum provides a clarification of the service frequency to Merced used in the 10S For the 10S South, the peak traffic is between Kings/Tulare and Fresno. The peak traffic for Bay
South scenario and its impact on the San Joaquin Valley traffic. The Peer Review Panel (PRP) has to Basin is between Fresno and the Wye where the trains to San Jose and Merced part ways. The
noted counter-intuitive results when comparing the 10S-South runs with Bay to Basin or Phase 1, 4 trains per hour assumption is met by using a combination of single and double trainsets. While
as a greater volume of riders was observed in the San Joaquin Valley with the I0S South it is theoretically possible to consider 3 trains per hour using double trainsets in the 10S South
segment than with Bay to Basin or Phase 1. scenario, an analysis of the cash flow has indicated that such a scenario would lower the
revenue with very little savings in operating cost. The approach retained was to maximize the
Two main factors contribute to these seemingly contradictory results: bottom line as a private operator would do in such circumstances.
e Evolving hypotheses regarding Amtrak’s San Joaquin service, and
e The routing of Bay Area passengers through Merced in the 10S South scenario Base Year (2030) Remarks

10S South Peak Hour, One Way

In the earliest runs used for the Business Plan (Phase 1 high and low), Amtrak was assumed to Riders Trains | Trainsets | Seats Load Factor
continue south of Merced to Bakersfield. Increasing collaboration with Amtrak has subsequently Merced - Fresno 1900 2 5 2250 84%
led to the assumption that their service would terminate at Merced, with easy transfers to HSR. S

an Jose - Fresno n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

This assumption was used in more recent scenarios, including 10S South. We are currently Bay to Basin Peak Hour, One Way

working on the revision of the Phase 1 scenario specification, and will rerun Phase 1 (Runs 36

. . . Riders Trains Trainsets Seats Load Factor
and 39) with the revised hypothesis. -
Merced - Fresno 900 2 3 1350 67% | with 2 sets load factor = 100%
San Jose - Fresno 2500 4 7 3150 79% | with 6 sets load factor = 93%

The second element is related to the level of service from Merced in the 10S South runs

compared with the later stages of Bay to Basin and Phase 1. Note: 450 seats per trainset was assumed for this analysis

The current 10S South proposed scenario has more frequent trains between Merced and Fresno
compared to the Phase 1 or Bay to Basin scenarios, resulting in slightly more local service within
San Joaquin Valley for 10S South than for the later segments. This is due to Merced’s position as
the sole northern terminal in the 10S configuration, which requires that all traffic to and from
the Bay Area travel through Merced, rather than just the traffic to Sacramento and the north
San Joaquin Valley, as in the case of the Bay to Basin and Phase 1. More explicitly, in the 10S
South scenario, HST passengers from the Bay Area would either drive to/from the Merced
station or take one of the dedicated feeder services routed through Merced; in the Phase 1 or
Bay to Basin scenarios, these same passengers would be routed directly to Fresno, bypassing
Merced.

The graphic on the left side of the next page shows the proposed service in one direction in one
peak hour for the 10S South configuration, consisting of four trains to Merced and a variety of
feeder services. After the opening of the Bay to Basin segment to San Jose, ridership forecast
results indicate that there will only be enough riders to fill two trains per hour at the peak in
Merced. The graphic on the right side of the next page shows this situation for the Bay to Basin
configuration, in which four trains per hour operate to San Jose, and two per hour to Merced,
with reduced feeder service.

This phasing sequence is better than the alternatives, which would either :
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Construction of new high speed rail stations to
begin

2012/07/25 19:58:44

Taipei, July 25 (CNA) Construction of new high speed rail stationsin Miaoli,
Changhua and Yunlin counties will start by the end of July, as all three
projects have passed environmental impact assessments, transport
officials said Wednesday.

According to the officials, the approval by the Environmental
ProtectionAdministration (EPA) means that previous concerns over
whether constructionwork will worsen the railway's subsidence problems
in central Taiwan havebeen brought under control

"The main construction is likely to start by the end of this year as soon as
building permits are issued," said Wang Shi-dian, a deputy section chief of
the Bureau of High Speed Rail.

Wang said the three stations, to be buit at a cost of NT$7.5 billion (US$249
millon), are expected to start operating in mid 2015, making the service
available to residents in 12 urban areas on Taiwan's western corridor.

The construction was given a green light after a six-month evaluation
processshowed that the Taiwan High Speed Rail Co. had managed to fix
problems of waterand soil conservation, according to the EPA.

For instance, it has built rainwater catchment pools near where the
Changhuastation will be located, as well as facilities to help monitor the
ecology near the Maoli station.

Bureau data also shows that subsidence in three out of the four major
sites along the planned high speed rail route has been eased.

However, the data also shows that the site that has suffered theworst
subsidence, where the elevated railway crosses ProvincialExpressway No.
78, remains in worrisome condition after sinking 55 cmover the past seven
years.

Opposition voices have expressed doubt as to whether the problemcan
ever be fixed and have expressed concern that the structural integrity of
the railway remains under threat

Interior Minister Lee Hong-yuan warned the public last year that the high
speed rail might not last more than a decade because overuse of
groundwater has caused the land on which the railway is built to sink.

However, Yeh Chun-hung, who oversaw the environmental impact
assessment, admitted that subsidence continues, but said experts have
agreed that building new stations is not likely to worsen the situation
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4 OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEI

2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE SACE ENTOL, CA 95833-3293

Sent via E-Mail

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

+ PTHONE (916) 561-5665 « Fax (916) 561-5691

Fresno_Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov

October 19, 2012

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re:  Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

The California Farm Bureau Federation is a non-governmental, non-profit,
voluntary membership California corporation whose purpose is to protect and promote
agricultural interests throughout the state of California and to find solutions to the
problems of the farm, the farm home and the rural community. Farm Bureau is
California's largest farm organization, comprised of 53 county Farm Bureaus currently
representing more than 74,000 agricultural, associate and collegiate members in 56
counties. Farm Bureau strives to protect and improve the ability of farmers and ranchers
engaged in production agriculture to provide a reliable supply of food and fiber through
responsible stewardship of California's resources.

Farm Bureau thanks the California High-Speed Rail Authority for the opportunity
to comment on the Revised EIR/EIS for the proposed Fresno-Bakersfield segment of the
California High-Speed Rail Project. Farm Bureau’s prior October 13, 2011 comments on
the original Draft EIR/EIS for this segment are incorporated herein in their entirety.

Adequacy of the Revised EIR/EIS’s Alternatives Analyses

Major shortcomings relating to the range of alternatives considered in the Revised
Bakersfield-Fresno EIR/EIS are essentially threefold:

First, the Revised EIR/EIS does not consider a reasonable range of alternatives.
Significantly differing, yet feasible alternatives to a mid-Valley BNSF alignment were
cursorily considered in a series of informal preliminary alternatives reports, but then
dropped from further consideration prior to the original and revised Draft EIR/EISs,
without proper analysis, public review, or comment. Major differences among these
three possible routes—in terms of impacts to agricultural resources, biological resources,

MNANCY N. MCDONOUGH, G
ASSOCIATE COUNS

N NORENE MILLS - C
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Letter to Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
October 19, 2012
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potential growth inducing impacts, feasible alignment options (including alignments
located entirely along existing rights of way), possible cost savings, among other
differences—could have afforded both project proponents and policy makers a broader
range of choices, and would have provided the public with a much greater understanding
of trade-offs among these differing alternatives. Instead, by failing to fully consider
potential 1-5, BNSF, and 1-99 alternatives in the Draft EIR/EISs, project proponents
failed to meet CEQA’s mandate to consider a reasonable range of alternatives.

Second, the Revised EIR/EIS’s alternatives analysis is flawed to the extent that it
attempts to substitute consideration of a number of variations on a single alternative for
proper consideration of an actual range of alternatives. Instead of winnowing potential
variations on a BNSF alignment in the alternatives screening process and then selecting a
single BNSF alternative for detailed analysis in the Draft EIR/EISs alongside a single
alternative for the 1-5 and 1-99 alignments, project proponents opted to ignore the other,
non-BNSF alternatives for 1-5 and 1-99 alignments, and to instead make the EIR/EISs an
extended study of what is not really a range of alternatives, but rather only a series of
slight variations on a single alternative.

Thirdly and lastly, beyond the EIR/EIS’s major failure to consider distinct I-5 and
1-99 and BSNF alternatives, project proponents failed to identify and carry into the
EIR/EIS a range of alternatives that could more effectively meet one of the most basic of
the project’s core objectives. Specifically, the EIR/EIS fails to consider a range of
alternatives that could meet Proposition 1A’s mandate that the project follow existing
transportation corridors and rights of way and that it avoid impacts to important farmland
and sensitive habitats to the greatest extent possible. Thus, other than the core BSNF
alternative, none of the various bypass variations on the single BSNF alternative
considered in the EIR/EIS in fact meet this very basic project objective. Furthermore—
and quite importantly—by failing to consider distinct I-5, BNSF, and 1-99 alternatives in
the EIR/EIS, proponents circumvent an obvious means to better satisfy Proposition 1A’s
separate direction on project cost, without creating an inherent conflict with the
competing mandate on existing rights of way and maximum avoidance of impacts to
important farmland and sensitive habitats.

By creating a false choice between BSNF alignments that bypass existing
communities on one hand (generally less costly, but having more impacts on farmland
and sensitive habitats), and a single BSNF alignment that transverses these communities
along the existing right of way on the other (generally more costly, but with fewer
impacts on farmland), the EIR/EIS contrives a situation wherein cost becomes the
dominant driver over impacts to farmland and sensitive habitats, and wherein an
alternative including multiple bypasses thus becomes a near foregone conclusion.
Similarly, by failing to fully analyze and compare distinct 1-5, BNSF, and 1-99
alternatives, the EIR/EIS prevents any true differentiation of alternatives that could more
effectively address the conflicting directives on avoided costs on one hand, and important
farmland and habitat on the other.

FISHER - JaCK L. RICE
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Taken together these flaws in the EIR/EIS’s alternatives analyses constitute major
defects going to the “heart” of the document.

A Project In Constant Flux

Over these last many years, the picture of the California High Speed Rail project
is that of a project in a state of constant flux. Alternatives and analyses that began as the
foundation of the project have since dropped out, even as a rapid succession of updates,
revisions, supplements, and related reports have produced a series of major overhauls in
project vision, alternatives, objectives, and assumptions. As part of this history, the
West-of-Hanford alignment and the other significant changes in the Revised EIR/EIS are
only the latest example. Other examples on a statewide or programmatic scale have
included major, late-breaking changes in the Merced-Fresno segment, major uncertainties
in deferred features of a westward connection from the Central Valley to the Bay Area,
major changes in the Bay-Area segment of the project, major changes in the project’s
assumptions on “independent utility,” financing, phasing, and regional blending with
conventional transportation at the north and south urban extremes, among other changes.

The result is an unstable project description, a series of piecemealed analyses, a
blatant lack of any overarching analysis of environmental impacts, and in the end a
complete frustration of CEQA’s paramount functions in the area of public information,
impact disclosure, avoidance and minimization.

Impacts

Unfortunately, the Revised EIR/EIS does not remedy numerous deficiencies in
the earlier Draft EIR/EIS’s analysis of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
to agricultural lands and resources, including indirect and cumulative impacts of the
project as consequence of potential, long-term growth inducement.

Mitigation

Beyond the EIR/EIS’s failure to adequately assess and analyze the full extent of
the project’s potential agricultural and growth inducing impacts, the document likewise
omits a variety of feasible mitigation measures to avoid and minimize potential direct,
indirect, and potential cumulative impacts of the project. Moreover, the EIR/EIS fails to
demonstrate the efficacy of many proposed measures (assuming that the document
acknowledges those impacts at all), and omits proper performance measures to gauge the
future success of mitigation measures as they are implemented.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The Revised EIR/EIS concludes that the project’s conversion of agricultural lands
is “significant” both before and after mitigation. The EIR/EIS reaches this conclusion
even where the document omits or underestimates numerous likely direct, indirect, and
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cumulative impacts on the agricultural resources, including direct and indirect impacts on
existing agricultural operations and potential additional, indirect and cumulative farmland
impacts from long-term growth inducement without proper mitigation.

Conclusion

Farm Bureau thanks the Authority for the opportunity to comment on the Revised
Draft EIR/EIS for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment of the proposed California High Speed
Rail. As the Authority finalizes its EIR/EIS for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment, Farm
Bureau urges the Authority to heed the voters’ intent with the passage of Proposition 1A
that, in working to construct a high-speed rail project and achieve the other objectives of
the project, the State of California employ any and all feasible means to avoid and
minimize the project’s potential adverse impacts on California’s irreplaceable agricultural
resources.

Very truly yours,

Justin E. Fredrickson
Environmental Policy Analyst

JEF/pkh
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO013 (Justin E. Fredrickson, California Farm Bureau Federation, (Atty.
For), Nancy N. McDonough, General Counsel, October 19, 2012)

BO013-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The Authority prepared a series of Alternatives Analysis reports to help refine the
alternative alignments for the HST System. These were not "informal” reports; they were
carefully researched and publicly available and were presented directly to the Authority
Board for information and direction (Authority and FRA 2010a, 2010b, 2011d, 2011e,
2011g).

The mid-Valley BNSF Railway (BNSF) alignment results from prior actions of the
Authority and FRA to review and reject a broad range of preliminary alternative routes.
This process is described in Section 2.3.2, Range of Potential Alternatives Considered
and Findings, of the Final EIR/EIS.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the
2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA
2005). The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5),
State Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide
Program EIR/EIS rejected those routes and selected the BNSF corridor as the Preferred
Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (FRA 2005b). Further engineering and
environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor have resulted in practicable
alternatives that meet most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible, and would
result in certain environmental impact reductions relative to each other. Accordingly, the
project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments
along the general BNSF corridor. The I-5 corridor was again considered during the
environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (see Section 2.3.2, Range of
Potential Alternatives Considered and Findings), but was eliminated from further
consideration, as described in Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

BO013-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the
2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. The Statewide
Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on I-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF

BO013-2

corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS rejected those
routes and selected the BNSF corridor as the preferred alignment for the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section. Further engineering and environmental studies within the broad
BNSF corridor have resulted in feasible alternatives that meet most or all project
objectives, are potentially feasible, and would result in certain environmental impact
reductions in comparison to one another. Accordingly, the Project EIR/EIS for the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments along the general BNSF
Railway corridor. The I-5 corridor was again considered during the environmental review
of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (see Section 2.3.2) and was eliminated from further
consideration, as described in FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR
99/UPRR and the I-5 corridor and determined that these alternatives were not
practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither CEQA nor NEPA
require the environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not feasible to
implement.

BOO013-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide
Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. The Statewide Program EIR/EIS
considered alternatives on I-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF corridor. The Record
of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the
preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The I-5 and SR 99 corridors
were again considered during the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section and were eliminated for further consideration, as described in FB-Response-
GENERAL-02.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates
alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor.
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For), Nancy N. McDonough, General Counsel, October 19, 2012) - Continued

BO013-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide
Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. The Statewide Program EIR/EIS
considered alternatives on I-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF corridor. The Record
of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the
preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The I-5 and SR 99 corridors
were again reviewed in the EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section and were
eliminated for further consideration, as described in FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Proposition 1A was passed in 2008 with the tacit understanding from the 2005 Program
EIR/EIS that the I-5 alternative need not be analyzed further. Streets and Highways
Code Section 2704.04(a), enacted by Proposition

1A, provides that:

"(a) It is the intent of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of the people of
California by approving the bond measure pursuant to this chapter to initiate the
construction of a high-speed train system that connects the San

Francisco Transbay Terminal to Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim, and links the
state’s major population centers, including Sacramento, the San Francisco Bay Area,
the Central Valley, Los Angeles, the Inland Empire, Orange County, and San Diego
consistent with the Authority’s certified environmental impact reports of November 2005
and July 9, 2008." (emphasis added)

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates
alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor.

Proposition 1A mandates that the project follow existing transportation corridors to the
extent possible. That does not mandate reconsideration of I-5 and SR 99. All
alternatives through the San Joaquin Valley would impact agricultural land and sensitive
habitats, even alternative alignments along I-5 and SR 99. For example, in the screening
analysis conducted for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, alternatives along SR 99 had
comparable impacts to Important Farmland as alternatives along the BNSF corridor (see
Table 3-1, pages 3-4 and 3-5, Checkpoint B Summary Report on the Authority's

BO013-4

website). Alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor were selected to minimize
farmland and sensitive habitat impacts and to take into account all other environmental
impacts of the alternatives.

BO013-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

BOO013-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) were followed during the environmental
review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. As discussed in Section
2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the
Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of
reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of
Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Section 1502.15(a). The range of alternatives selected for review is identified in Section
2.4, Alignment, Station, and Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives Evaluated in this
Project EIR/EIS, of the Final EIR/EIS. These alternatives are analyzed at an equal level
of detail in the impact sections in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures, and Chapter 4, Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation.

BO013-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-20.

The Authority has properly tiered, not piecemealed, its environmental review. Based on
two first-tier program EIR/EISs, the Authority selected track technology, general track
alignments, and preferred station locations. Subsequently, the Authority divided the HST
System into geographically smaller pieces, called HST sections, for second-tier
E!R/EISs. Moving from a first-tier project to a more limited geographic scope second-tier
project is precisely what tiering is for (Pub. Res. Code §21093; Guidelines §15152.) At a
practical level, the HST System is simply too big to be addressed in a single second-tier

U.S. Departmen
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B0O013-7

EIR/EIS, or even just two or three. It was within the Authority's discretion to define the
second-tier projects, and the only question is whether the Authority's division of the
second-tier projects is supported by substantial evidence. The record shows it is. The
Authority originally defined a single project and EIR/EIS for Merced to Bakersfield, but
later revised it into two second-tier projects—the Merced to Fresno (65 miles) and
Fresno to Bakersfield 114 miles) sections. Each project has logical termini at cities
elected to have HST stations at the first tier, has sufficient length to allow for an analysis
of environmental impacts on a broad scope, and has independent utility separate and
apart from any other section (see Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of
the City of San Diego (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 733 [upholding EIR that treated as the
"project" at issue one freeway segment within a long-term, multi-segment regional
plan]).

The only change in alternatives considered for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section
EIR/EIS was the addition of the Hanford West Bypass 1 and Bypass 2 Alternatives and
the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative. Alternatives were not removed from analysis, instead
new alternatives were added to the analysis. As explained in the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, these alternatives were included in the environmental
analysis because of substantive comments from the public and government agencies.

BO013-8
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

The Authority does not agree that the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is deficient in
any way.

BO013-9

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,
FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-07.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes an extensive analysis of potential
impacts on agricultural lands and resources. It concludes that the project will have a
significant impact relative to the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses.
See Section 3.19.4.2, High-Speed Train Alternatives Contributions, of the Revised

BO013-9

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS for a discussion of cumulative impacts, including those to
agricultural lands.

The analysis undertaken by the Authority and FRA show that the HST System has the
potential to induce some growth and intensify growth near stations. Both population and
employment in Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties are projected to grow at a
higher average annual rate than California as a whole, as described in detail in Section
3.18, Regional Growth, of the EIR/EIS. The growth inducement analysis in Section 3.18
shows that in counties analyzed in the study area (Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern), the
HST alternatives are projected to induce somewhat more population growth (about 3%
more total population) and create additional future employment opportunities (about 4%
more total jobs) than would occur under the No Project Alternative (refer to Table 3.18-
18 in the EIR/EIS). The HST project would help provide employment opportunities in the
San Joaquin Valley counties, which traditionally have higher rates of unemployment
than the statewide average, and would encourage more compact growth around the
proposed stations at greater intensities than currently exist. The project would also
redirect development growth to central cities, in conjunction with the Senate Bill (SB)
375 (state legislation requiring regional targets for reduction of greenhouse gas [GHG]
emissions) regional efforts, and future plans of the cities of Fresno and Bakersfield, and
would reduce the pressure for the future conversion of farmlands by encouraging new
investments around the stations in Fresno and Bakersfield, rather than in peripheral
areas.

BO013-10
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

None of the comments provided in this letter puts forth mitigation measures that are not
provided in the EIR/EIS.

BO013-11

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-
Response-GENERAL-03.

The Authority disagrees with the commenter's claim that the EIR/EIS omits or
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BO013-11

underestimates impacts on agricultural resources. The EIR/EIS represents a good faith
effort at disclosure and conforms to the requirements of both CEQA and NEPA. It
provides sufficient information to allow decision makers to make a reasoned and
informed decision on the project.

BO013-12

The Authority appreciates the comments provided by the California Farm Bureau
Federation. The Authority has attempted to identity practicable alternatives to minimize
impacts on agricultural resources and will continue this effort with other sections of the
California HST System.
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Submission BO014 (Daniel Krause, Californians For High Speed Rail, October 19, 2012)

BO014-1

BO014-2

BO014-3

BO014-4

BO014-5

BO014-6

For

Californians
I SRR,

==

October 19, 2012

Jeff Morales, CEO

California High-Speed Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Fresno-Bakersfield Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS Comments
Dear Mr. Morales:

Californians For High Speed Rail (CA4HSR) is a grassroots, statewide coalition of high-speed rail (HSR)
supporters advocating for the HSR project approved by California voters in November 2008. Founded in 2005,
we educate and organize Californians about ways they can help make HSR a reality in this state.

We are pleased to provide our comments below for the Fresno-Bakersfield Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

CA4HSR Preferred Alignments

Hanford West Bypass Alternative (no preference whether 1 or 2) — Support
The Hanford West Bypass is a shorter alignment that consumes less acres of agriculture. We are taking no
position on variations 1 and 2 to the alternative.

Corcoran Bypass — Support
The Corcoran Bypass avoids long elevated structures through town, reducing impacts to the residents of
Corcoran. The cost is also significantly lower.

Allensworth Bypass — Support
The Allensworth Bypass consumes less agricultural land and the cost is lower. It also avoids impacts to the
Colonel Allensworth Station Historic Park.

BNSF Alternative through Wasco-Shafter v. Wasco/Shafter Bypass — No Position
There are many benefits and impacts to both, so we are currently not taking a position at this time. While the
cost is significantly higher for the BNSF alignment, it does address many agriculture concerns in the area.

Alternatives through Bakersfield
Due to the ongoing planning in this complex context, we are not supporting or objecting to any of the
alternatives at this time.

Station Alternatives

Fresno Station-Mariposa Alternative — Support
This station location provides the most efficient access to various downtown destinations (including Fulton
Mall).

182 Howard Street, #322, San Francisco, CA 94105
415.658.5322 - www.cadhsr.org

BO014-7

BO014-8

BO014-9

Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative — Support

While we actually think the east alternative would provide better access to Tulare County and Visalia, we are
supporting the west alternative due to our support of the Hanford West Bypass Alternative. We are taking no
position on the variations to the station design (at-grade or trenched station).

Bakersfield Station (all three alternatives) — Keep station location Centrally Located (Near Amtrak Station)
While CA4HSR is not currently taking a position on the alignments through Bakersfield, we are strongly
encouraging the Authority to locate station platforms and other station facilities as close as possible to the
existing Amtrak station.

In regards to the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative, we feel the station location is located too far east to

ish an i ] ti it-oriented devel that ties with the existing Amtrak, Mill Creek and
associated developments, and center of downtown. We recommend that the Authority make design
adjustments to this alternative to ensure all station facilities are located farther west.

Thank you for your consideration.

-// S
Daniel Krause, President & Executive Director
Californians For High Speed Rail

Cc:

Joseph C. Szabo, Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration

Karen Hedlund, Deputy Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration
California High Speed Rail Authority Board

182 Howard Street, #322, San Francisco, CA 94105
415.658.5322 - www.cadhsr.org
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Response to Submission BO014 (Daniel Krause, Californians For High Speed Rail, October 19, 2012)

BO014-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

Your support for the Hanford West Bypass Alternative is noted.

B0O014-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

Your support for the Corcoran Bypass Alternative is noted.

B0O014-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

Your support for the Allensworth Bypass Alternative is noted.

BO014-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

Your "no position” on the BNSF Alternative through Wasco-Shafter versus
Wasco/Shafter Bypass is noted.

BO014-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

Your "no position" on the alternatives through Bakersfield is noted.

BO014-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

Your support for the Fresno Station—Mariposa Alternative is noted.

BO014-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

BO014-7

Your support for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative is noted.

BO014-8

All three Bakersfield station design options maintain the station within reasonable
walking distance to the existing Amtrak station. Each station option has a pedestrian
overcrossing to provide access from the station building to a walkway connecting to the
Amtrak station.

BO014-9

The station has been located as far west as practicable within high-speed train
alignment geometrical constraints. The station 4-track section needs to be located on
tangent track to accommodate the turnouts from 2-tracks to 4-tracks, and to provide
ADA-compliant stepping distances between the train and the platform.

The Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative utilizes the minimum radius necessary to achieve
115-mile-per-hour operation within the design criteria. Shifting the station further west
would push the station tangent further west, increasing the impact on the residencies at
M Street and 14th Street, and Bakersfield High School. Avoiding these impacts was a
key criterion of the concept of the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative.
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Submission BO015 (Laura Baker, Center for Race,

ROSAS, October 18, 2012)

Poverty & The Enviroment on behalf of CBS, APA,

BO015-1

CENTER ON RACE, POVERTY & THE ENVIRONMENT

1012 JEFFERSON STREET, DELANO, CA 93215 TEL661-720-9140 FAX661-720-9483 WWW.CRPE-EJ.ORG
October 18, 2011

Chairperson and Members

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814-3359
Fresno_Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov

RE:  Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Fresno to Bakersfield Comments
Dear Chairperson Umberg and Board Members:

The Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment (CRPE) submits these comments on behalf of
the Committee for a Better Shafter (CBS) of Shafter, the Allensworth Progressive Association
(APA) of Allensworth, and the Comité Residentes Organizados al Servicio del Ambiente Sano
(ROSAS) of Wasco, California. Each of these resident-comprised organizations is located in low
income communities of color which will be fundamentally impacted by the High Speed Rail
(HSR). The following comments address alternative route and heavy maintenance facility
location preferences for these environmental justice communities.

Introduction

The geography of race and poverty in California’s Central Valley has been fundamentally
informed by over a century of inequitable transportation and land use development. For much of
this time, racial and income discrimination was an undeniable aspect of planning and
development. At the same time that resources were directed toward cities, poor people and
minorities were excluded from those cities. As a result, a geography of unincorporated poverty
developed. Today, equitable and efficient planning and development require consideration of
this geography and its historical roots.

High Speed Rail Alternative Routes

Wasco and Shafter:

Both ROSAS and CBS are supportive of the Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative as described in
section 2.4.3.6 of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The Wasco-Shafter Bypass
Alternative would diverge from the BNSF Alternative between Taussig Avenue and Zachary
Avenue, crossing over to the eastern side of the BNSF Railway tracks and bypassing Wasco and

PROVIDING LEGAL & TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO THE GRASSROOTS MOVEMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL, JUSTICE

'RALPH SANTIAGO ABASGAL (1984-1997) DIREGTOR 19901997 LUKE W. COLE (1962:2009) EXEQUTIVE DIREGTOR [997-2009

BO015-1

BO015-2

BO015-3

BO015-4

BO015-5

BO015-6

BO015-7

BO015-8

BO015-9

BO015-10

Shafter to the east. This alternative is preferable over the BNSF route for several reasons.

First, the Wasco-Shafter Bypass would allow both the communities of Wasco and Shafter to
maintain community continuity, as opposed to the BNSF line which would effectively bisect
these already rural and dispersed locales. While train tracks currently run through both cities,
adding the burden of HSR trains passing through 20 times per hour at full build-out (four in each
direction with stops, six in each direction run-through) would completely desecrate the
communities’ ability to function cohesively, even with limited road overcrossings and
realignments. See Section 8.

Additionally, the increased noise and vibration produced by the HSR, even when mitigated, will
be an added burden on the respective communities, which each host many noise- and vibration-
sensitive ivers; including residential dwellings, schools, churches, hospitals, parks, and
historic properties. See Section 3.4.4.3.

Because residents of the San Joaquin Air Basin already suffer from the Nation’s dirtiest air, the
localized and regional air pollution impacts of the construction and operational stages are a
significant concern. The EIR/EIS suggests that with standard design practices and mitigation
measures for air quality the HSR will not “impede the region’s ability to attain air quality
standards,” with purchased offsets. Section 3.19.4.2. The purchase of offsets however does not
actually reduce the emissions produced onsite, near these specific communities. Because fewer
people live, work and breathe near the Wasco-Shafter Bypass, as opposed to the BNSF line, the
‘Wasco-Shafter Bypass a far superior alternative to minimize air pollution impacts.

Lastly, neither of these communities will host a HSR station and so neither will see any
economic benefit resulting from the HSR line. Yet both will bear the burden of the HSR line and
suffer ity disruption, displ t, increased air, noise, and vibration pollution. It is

inequitable to force this significant burden on Wasco and Shafter when there is a viable
alternative available; the Wasco-Shafter Bypass.

Allensworth:
The All rth Progressive A iation strongly supports the Allensworth Bypass Alternative.
The Bypass would preserve the ity’s access to y ired in the

nearest cities of Delano and Earlimart; whereas the BNSF line would make tm;'eling to these
eastern cities for emergency and other basic needs even less possible.

Additionally, selecting the Allensworth Bypass Alterative successfully avoids disruption of the
Allensworth Ecological Reserve, Pixley National Wildlife Refuge, and the Allensworth State
Historic Park, all valued resources in the area.

Agricultural workers residing in Allensworth are concerned that traveling to the west of
Allensworth for work will become a challenge with the Allensworth Bypass Alternative,
however if Avenue 24 were to become an overpass/underpass this concern could easily be
alleviated.

Alternatively, should the BNSF line be selected, Palmer Avenue should have an underpass to
maintain public access to the Allensworth State Historic Park from the Allensworth Amtrak
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ROSAS, October 18, 2012) - Continued

BO015-10
station, as is currently the case.

BO015-11 Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives

CBS, APA and ROSAS oppose the Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF) proposed locations of
Wasco, Shafter-East and Shafter-West. While some local jobs may be created, the increased
noise, vibration, traffic, and pollution burdens generated by an HMF are undesirable. Given the
socioeconomics and environmental justice status of each of these locations, siting yet another
burden here is unjust and in this case unnecessary.

Conclusion

BO015-12
In conclusion, Valley residents in Shafter, Allensworth and Wasco strongly oppose the BNSF

route, the Wasco HMF, and the Shafter-East and Shafter-West HMFs. The Allensworth Bypass
Alternative and the Wasco-Shafter Bypass are supported.

Sincerely,

/s/

Laura Baker

Staff Attorney

Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment
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Response to Submission BO015 (Laura Baker, Center for Race, Poverty & The Enviroment on behalf

of CBS, APA, ROSAS, October 18, 2012)

BO015-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included
consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in
Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as the objectives and criteria
in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts.

BO015-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-SO-04, FB-
Response-GENERAL-10.

EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.12 Impact SO #6 describes the disruption to communities
by alternative. Mitigation Measure SO-1 has been developed to reduce impacts
associated with the division of existing rural residential communities.

BO015-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-04, FB-Response-N&V-05.

Noise and vibration from construction activities would temporarily exceed noise and
vibration standards and would affect sensitive receptors. These effects would be
substantial and significant, but would be decreased to a less-than-significant level by
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures (N&V-MM#1-Construction Noise
Mitigation Measures and N&V-MM#2-Construction Vibration Mitigation Measures).

Noise and vibration from the operation of the HST would increase ambient noise levels
above noise standards and have vibration effects that would affect sensitive receivers.
These effects would be substantial and significant, but the implementation of several
mitigation measures, including Mitigation Measures N&V-MM#3- Implement California
High-Speed Train Project Noise Mitigation Guidelines, N&V-MM#4-Vehicle Noise
Specification, N&V-MM#5-Special Trackwork at Crossovers and Turnouts, and N&V-
MM#6-Additional Noise Analysis Following Final Design, would reduce many of the
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Some areas would still experience operational
noise impacts even with the proposed mitigation.

BO015-3

In the EIR/EIS, Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19 show where the criteria were met for the
construction of sound barriers for all HST alternatives. The sound barriers along the
BNSF Alternative would mitigate 55% of the severe noise impacts in the Wasco-Shafter
area. The noise receivers severely affected in Wasco and Shafter that would not be
mitigated by a sound barrier would receive other forms of mitigation, such as building
insulation or payment of property noise easements. The Wasco-Shafter Bypass
Alternative would use mitigation in the form of building insulation or payment of property
noise easements to reduce severe impacts along this alternative. The Wasco-Shafter
Bypass would have substantially fewer severe noise impacts than the BNSF Alternative
because it avoids urban areas.

BO015-4

Air quality impacts do not differentiate alternative alignments in the Wasco-Shafter area.
Project construction emissions would not result in ground-level concentrations of criteria
pollutants that would cause an exceedence of ambient air quality standards adjacent to
the construction site. Therefore, the short-term emissions from construction through
Wasco and Shafter would not result in a significant impact to local residents nor would it
impact residents living near the Wasco-Shafter Bypass. Construction-related emissions
would make a significant contribution to the precursors of regional photochemical
oxidants (commonly called smog). This impact would be essentially the same whether
the project was constructed on the BNSF Alternative or the Wasco-Shafter Bypass
Alternative. Because there would be no HST station in Wasco or Shafter, the project
would not alter vehicle traffic in the area relative to the No Project Alternative. Therefore,
HST operations would have no impact on air quality along the BNSF Alternative or the
Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative.

BOO015-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

BO015-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

U.S. Departmen
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO015 (Laura Baker, Center for Race, Poverty & The Enviroment on behalf
of CBS, APA, ROSAS, October 18, 2012) - Continued

BOO015-7

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-TR-02, FB-
Response-S&S-01.

Regional transportation between Allensworth and Delano and Earlimart would be
maintained as road overpasses and/or modifications will be made to accommodate the
HST project, while maintaining access to roads and highways for residents.

B0O015-8

Comment noted. The analysis Chapter 4 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is
consistent with this comment.

BO015-9

Avenue 24 is proposed to be closed by the Allensworth Bypass Alternative, and east-
west connections would be available on County Road J22 and Garces Highway.

BO015-10

Palmer Avenue is proposed to be closed by the BNSF Alternative near Allensworth.
East-west connections would be available on County Road J22 and Avenue 24.

BO015-11

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-15.

BO015-12

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-15.

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIR/EIS.
The decision included consideration of the project purpose and need and the project
objectives presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as
the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for
environmental impacts.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO016 (Jow-Lih Su, Certis USA, September 14, 2012)

130 BE-T30

September 13, 2012

Dan Richard, Chairperson
California High-Speed Rail Authorily
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Jeff Morales, CEO

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 85814

Re: Fresno - Bakersfield Route Options

Dear Mr. Richard and Mr. Morzles:

BO016-1 On August 14, 2012 representalives of our company allended the H3R sponsored workshop

held in Wasco, California. At the suggestion of HSR staff participating in that workshop, we
wish to formally comment upon the draft Environmental Impact Report issued by the HSR
Autharity and applicable lo the Fresno to Bakersfield phase of the proposed project, and
specifically the allemalive route proposed through Wasco. Please cause this
correspondence to become part of the formal record in connection with this matter. For the
reasons set forth herein, we objec! lo the proposed route through Wasco and believe that the
Autherity's decision adopting thal route will resull in irremediable harm lo our company, its
many local employees, and the Wasco community in general
BO016-2 . s = ; e
Cerlis USA owns and oparates a manufacluring facility located adjacent to the existing Iracks
in Wasco, which would be directly and negalively impacted by the proposed High Speed Rail
route option going through Wasco. We would like lo make you aware of the polential impacls
and difficulties this route will cause to our business operalions, and nolify you that choosing
the proposed route through Wasco may resull in closure and relocation of our facilities.

Our Wasco facility is a high tech fermentalion production facility consisting of expensive and
sophisticaled equipmenl and instrumentalion. We have been in aperation al this site for
more than 50 years. The facility currently employs 50 professional employees and engages
20 local contract service companies lo support the operalion. Our environmentally friendly
biological pesticide products have been used by many Central Valley farmers for decades as
Ihose farmers strive lo protect high value specialty fruil, nut and grape crops The location of

BO016-2

BO016-3

Califgrnia High-Speed Rail Authority -2 - September 13, 2012

our Wasco facility allows us to conveniently service Cenlral Valley's farmers in a way that an
alternalive site likely will not.

Under the Wasco route option, the railread and right-of-way is proposed 1o run direclly
through our storage, staging and warehousing facilities. These facilities are critical to the
supporl of our main manufacturing operations. The loss of this infrastruclure that would
necessarily follow were the Wasco roule adopled would endanger the future of our entire
Wasco Plant.

More specifically, Cerlis stands lo lose approximately 2 acres in two parcels located on the
east side of G Streel, between 4" Street and 6" Streel (“North and South Parcels”). These
parcels contain approximately 20,000 square feet of warehouse space that is used for
storage of raw material, partially processed product, packaging and other materials, as well
as open areas in which we store drums, pallets and totes for our finished goods, commercial
trash bins, compactors and other items used in our operations across G Street lo the west.
These functions are criical to support fermentation operations as well as formulation and
packaging operations. If, as a resull of the High Speed Rail project, this infrastructure cannol
be relocated onsite or to closely adjacent property (both of which are highly uniikely in the
current environment absent intervention as is discussed below), the Plant risks becoming
inoperable.

There are potential adjacent properties that present oplions for relocaling these functions if
Ihe Wasco route is in fact adopted. These properties are owned by third parties and if
acquisition would be suitable for our needs, Certis would expect financial compensation and
permitting assistance from HSR and/or olher authorilies in order lo acquire and prepare the
properties for seamless plant operations, Use of any of the adjacenl properties would involve
considerable expenses and lead time preparation for acquisition, demolition and building of
suitable replacement storage or warehouse facilities. However, these options are far from
ideal, since inefficiencies and other negative impacls on our operations are inevilable.

In addition to current operations and functions, the North and Soulh Parcels provide us with
current and future income and growth opportunities, all of which would be lost were the
Wasco route implemented. Cerlis would require and expect compensalion for those losses.
For example, we had been in negotiations for lease of a portion of the property fora
communications tower, and have plans to add a fuel cell and potentizlly an effluent trealment
facility on the properly for our future needs. The Wasco route would terminale those
opporlunilies and deprive Cerlis of the associated profits

If suitable replacement properties to accommodate all of these functions cannot be found, we
will look to be compensated for loss of the contiguous Plant facility, the cosls of relocating the
entire facility and losses sustained in the course of associated disruption of commercial
production, In short, we need you to understand hat implementalion of the Wasca route as
currently proposed will have wide-spread negalive impacl on our commercial operations, the
nature of which cannot be remedied by simply compensating Cerlis for just the parcels
directly impacted by the HSR.

(9 CAUFORNIA @iz
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Submission BO016 (Jow-Lih Su, Certis USA, September 14, 2012) - Continued

BO016-4

California High-Speed Rail Authorily -3- September 13, 2012

The potential impacts to our Plant if the HSR runs through the City of Wasco are significant
and complex. We appreciate this opportunity 1o communicate our concerns with respect to
the impact of HSR to our operations, and the impact and potential losses we would suffer if
Ihe Wasco route oplion is adopted. Clearly, however, adopting a different route so as to
avoid Wasco will benefit nol only Cerlis but also each of our 50 employees, their families, and
the communily at large.

Very truly yours,

= f¢
Jow-Lih Su, President & CEO
Certis US.A. LLC.

cc.  Dan Allen, City Manager, Cily of Wasco

@
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO016 (Jow-Lih Su, Certis USA, September 14, 2012)

BO016-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

B0O016-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

B0O016-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

BO016-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

The Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative would avoid running the project through Shafter.
The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the commenting
agencies and public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included
consideration of the project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1,
Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS; the objectives and criteria
in the alternatives analysis; and the comparative potential for environmental impacts.
The Preferred Alternative balances the least overall impact on the environment and local
communities with the cost and constructability constraints of the project alternatives that
have been evaluated. The Preferred Alternative is reflected in the Final EIR/EIS.
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO017 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, August 2,
2012)

BO017-1

Submission for August 2, 2012 CAHSRB Meeting, Sacramento

From: Alan Scott, Founding Member, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability

To: Dan Richard, Chair, California High Speed Rail Board

Date: August 2, 2012

Re: Extension of Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/Draft EIS

Background: The authority & the board have inued to ise poor judg pecially
with respect to the Business Plan and EIR's/EIS’s regardless of the format issued.
You continuously provide massive error ridden d making it ly

difficult for the average California citizen to provide a proper and a
comprehensive review within a restrictive sixty-day period. You further
exacerbated the process by issuing corrections; h , making no adj
to the review period & again this is totally unacceptable.

Onee again, CAHSRA & B have created another screwed up flawed document that being the
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS dated July 2012, And with a week of issuance you have
already issued a corrective action d without any to the restrictive review
period. Onee again, showing total disregard to the California citizen.

Therefore, this letter is submitied requesting immediate action as follows: adjustment of the
review period beginning July 26, 2012 through November 26, 2012 with allowances for the
Thanksgiving Holiday period, thus the November 26™ date. Failure to provide this reasonable
and justifiable accommodation will only result in appropriate groups taking legal action, which
we believe will prevail due to the volumes and volume of d including all the technical
documents, not yet provided. 1am sure the courts would look favorability on this reasonable and
simple request. If any corrective action items are submitted during this period, then the review
period must be extended accordingly.

As further justification for this request, | once again highlight the abject failures of the authority
& the board’s in these areas: transparency (a total lack of), inadequate & with no timely
responses to any and all questions by citizens, by governmental & California legisl,
over a period of many years. Your outrageous disregard for all of these entities totally
unacceptable and unprofessional. Your attitude has fostered a major disrespect form these
groups and more importantly the authority staff & the directors as well. Further, Mr. Richard
upon your appointment you stated, words to the effect, “I am the new guy on the block and we
will right the ship”. Well, you did not and during your June meeting in Hanford that became
very apparent and clearly demonstrated between you and Mr. At bie where we wit d
a complete total lack of control between the board and the authority.

Page 1 of 2

BO017-1

BO017-2

However, with respeet to my (our) request for an extension of the review time, [ refer back the
September 2011 at Hanford, CA Civil Authorium CAHSRA comment session. This is the
session is where the authorities newest PR Director fell asleep during the live comment period,
but I digress.

Mirs. Heather Oliveira provided a detailed and factual presentation on one’s ability to read a
product with over 30,000 pages. Her comprehensive report clearly demonstrated that it could not
be done and | believe one person reading the initial document would have taken well over 120-
days. That with that in mind and the fact there maybe potential litigation, this information will
be submitted for the court to review.

But even more important, as happens in many cases where poor judgment on the part of the
elected officials, who are charged with the develop of these and in this case the
CEQA 30-60 day review period they (I am surc) did not envision HSR or similar type massive
projects. If one goes back to the time of this enactment one would find that most projects did not
have the complexities or vol ofd thus this was an acceptable review period. Now
fast forward and the courts are always adjusting selected uni ional ights and this is
exactly one of those oversights that | am quite sure the courts will enjoin the state 1o make the
appropriate adjustment(s).

1 further challenge you with this, you have 100’s of over paid consultants who are known to
produce error ridden products and you factor in the massive man hours they expended, [ am sure
even they could not perform this task individually in the currently allotted time frame? So this

Proves my case even more.

Mr. Richard, it is extremely clear your group is not happy with the Kings County citizens and
you and your predecessor’s along with authority staff and contracted consultants fully own this
issue because you all created it. The pathetic treatment given to us and so many others in other
counties, cities and individuals is disgraceful to say the least. 1 know this does not bother you
but | am making it part of the record, just in case because the numbers we can gather against you
far out weight the number on your side, Mr. Richard. 1am anticipating a favorable response
within 7-business days.

Sincerelys -
."“‘--liw
Algn Scott

1318 Whitmore Street
Hanford, CA 93230-2848

Page 2 of 2
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO017 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rall
Accountability, August 2, 2012)

BO017-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-08,
FB-Response-GENERAL-16, FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

Technical Reports were made available on the Authority's website.

BOO017-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-08,
FB-Response-GENERAL-26.

The length of the EIR, including appendices and technical reports, is approximately
4,800 pages. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is over 100 miles long, includes a range
of alternatives, and has a full spectrum of environmental impacts. It is neither realistic
nor reasonable that it can both comply with the disclosure and mitigation requirements
of CEQA and NEPA and be a short document.

All public comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS are responded to in Volume IV of this
Final EIR/EIS, and all comments received on the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are
responded to in Volume V of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Submission BO018 (Michael Lamb, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountabillity, August

14, 2012)

BO018-1

BO018-2

BO018-3

WSy

9
August 11,2012

Michael Lamb

Member of Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability
1104 Freddie Circle

Hanford. CA. 93230

Mr. Dan Richard

High Speed Rail Authority
770 L. Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA. 95814

Chairman Richard:

I submit this correspondence to express my opposition to the High Speed Rail Project.
This venture is wrought with engineering and fiscal flaws, An article in the Los Angeles
Times dated June 11, 2012 stated “The San Joaquin kit fox is among the (11) endangered
or threatened species that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service says would be affected...”
This same article goes on to say “Massive emissions from diesel-powered heavy
equipment could foul the already filthy air. Dozens of rivers, canals and wetland fed
from the rugged peaks of the Sierra Nevada would be crossed, creating other knotty
issues.” These statements aren’t made by purveyors of fancy, but those in the scientific
community. In the words of Governor Brown, “Scoffers stand aside”. [ submit that these
quotes are not made by scoffers, but people of science.

As a History teacher, I have many opportunities to enlighten students. Where you in my
class, [ would say that Throughout History there are many examples that confirm that
governments are terrible investors. The recent example of Solyndra Corporation is a fine
example. This government guaranteed loan left the tax payer on the hook for $335
million dollars! In 1971 the Clinch River Breeder Reactor was authorized for an
estimated $400 million dollars. In 1983 and $8Billion Dollars later it was abandoned!
Fifty vears earlier the Wilson administration thought it could build armored plated battle
ships cheaper than the steel companies. The government plant spent millions, ran over
budget, charged the government twice what private enterprisc cost and was sold its one
and only product for scrap!

Politicians (Jerry Brown) are consumed by self interest. One can only wonder what our
Governors™ interest in this project is. The Environmental Impact Study and the
Environmental Impact Report consume 30,000 plus pages. Has any one read it? Is this
another case of “You must pass it to read 1t? We all remember how popular that
administrative mess was. I contend that a 60-day review period is inadequate. I request
that the comment period be extended to October 20, 2012.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter,
) /

A A
Michael Lamb

0
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO018 (Michael Lamb, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountabillity, August 14, 2012)

BO018-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02.

The potential effects of the proposed project on special-status wildlife species and
jurisdictional waters are presented in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands,
of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Section 3.7.7 presents the mitigation
measures that would be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts on these
resources. The Authority has been working with regulatory agencies, including the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, to develop mitigation
measures and ensure that they sufficiently address potential impacts. Additionally, the
Authority will work with these agencies to obtain the necessary permits for the project.

BO018-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

BOO018-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

The EIR/EIS is not 30,000 pages long. The EIR/EIS and its appendices are less than
5,000 pages long. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is over 100 miles long,
includes a range of alternatives, and has a full spectrum of environmental

impacts. It is neither realistic nor reasonable that it can both comply with

the disclosure and mitigation requirements of CEQA and NEPA and be a short
document.
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO019 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability,
September 11, 2012)

CITIZENS FOR CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL ACCOUNTABILITY CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS THAT ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW
Post Office Box £81
Hanford, California 83232 Prptember L 2012
559-869-6585 (Call/Text) Page-2 of 2
13 £ com [Most Direct)
.com (General Group Contact)
 (Website) BO019-1 i
] fCAANSRY [Face Book) The problem with all of this is quite simple. If the Authority is required to have the public involved in this process
Twitter) and if the Authority knowingly is withholding 14,000-pages from the public of what the Authority refers to as
important attachments to their report and if the public wants to review those documents within this process, the
pate:  September 11, 2012 Authority needs to make those supporting documents readily available to the public, unless the Authority really
e does not want the public to be meaningfully involved. The public should have a full 90-days to review the
Tor California "'83’_"5Pe9d Rail Authority Board RDEIR/S with all relevant documents available to cross-refi e critical data contained in all relevant documents
770 L Street, Suite 800 that explain why the report says what it says.
Sacramenta, California 95814
516-324-1541 boardmembers@hsr.ca.gov Recall the RDEIR/S.
N N . ecall the .
Dan Richard, Chair Lynn Schenk, Vice-Chair Thomas Richards, Vice-Chair
Thomas Umbe Robert Balgenorth lim Hartnett
bt R i B AR Ensure that you have done things right.
subiect: CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS THAT ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW Re-roll out the Comment Period with at least a 90-day review period.
BO019-1 BOO019-2 ) ) : . :
We respectfully demand that the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) rescind its Revised Draft . Ensu'_-g it tfm haid eoplesof the RDEW,S S o e e R N O T e
Environmental Impact Report/Stat (RDEIR/S) C Period for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the Working publle can access !he doauments in commonty spokien langusees.
High-Speed Train (HST) project.
BOO019-3| |\we understand that our request will complicate the Authority's project timetable a little bit but our request is
The Authority has not performed its required due diligence in the matter when it decided to not release more reasonable a‘nd appears to be supported by the Authority’s own NEPA Environmental Justice policy. The public
than 14,000-pages of Technical Reports that are part of the RDEIR/S and supposedly justify the report’s many| o touie nvojvee.
assumptions. Withholding this information from public display prevents the common person in the ¢ ity . " .
without a high-speed internet service from meaningfully participating in the EIR/S process as required by state If yau have anv‘quesuons oF 5, [ can be reached St the-comact polnts noted on the cover poge.
and federal law. “/
Respectf}y y Submitted,
Meaningful public participation in the process is clearly noted as a compliance requirement of the Authority's 7_ ! : 4
recently adopted NEPA/Envi ital Justice pelicy. The Authority claims it has been complying in spirit with its v , et
new policy all along despite not having a palicy in place for more than the 16-years of its existence. Over the last Frank ?h“
two years, it appears that the Authority has not complied with the spirit of its policy on numerous already - Chir
discussed occasions before this Board.
Attachengnts: None
The Authority prepared to involve the public to participate in this current process by releasing approximately s File
4,800-pages of the RDEIR/S to the public for the public’s review. The released documents are identified as
Volumes-1, Il & lll. The Authority released the documents via the Authority’s website, via CD-Rom's provided by
the Autherity and by positioning Volumes-, Il & IIl, in public locations, such as libraries and community centers,
for those members of the public wishing to review hard copies of the report.
lofz
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO019 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability, September 11, 2012)

BO019-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

B0O019-2

The locations of the public repositories were selected to maximize stakeholder and
community involvement. The documents were provided to 47 community centers, public
agencies, and libraries, which were chosen with a diverse range of hours to solicit public
participation. The hours of the repositories were considered on selection of the
locations; thus, the diversity in the types of repositories that had evening or weekend
hours.

B0O019-3

The locations of the public repositories were selected to maximize stakeholder and
community involvement. The documents were provided to 47 community centers, public
agencies, and libraries, which were chosen with a diverse range of hours to solicit public
review. The hours of the repositories were considered on selection of the locations; thus,
the diversity in the types of repositories that had evening or weekend hours.
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO020 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability,
October 9, 2012)

BO020-1

BO020-2

CCHSRA

CITIZERS FOR CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAJL ACCOUNTABILITY

bers@hsr.cagov]

October 3, 2012 [Sent by Email: Fresno Bakersfield@hsr.cagov /

Dan Richard, Chair

Board of Directors

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Request That The Authority Provide Missing Information And An Extension of The
Comment Period on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Supplemental
Draft E | Impact (EIS) For The Fresno To Bakersfield Section of
Proposed High-Speed Rail (HSR) Project, Beyond Current October 19, 2012 Comment
Deadline Date

Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority:

Citizens For California High Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA) is a group of residents, farmers,
business people, and landowners who are concerned that the proposed high-speed train project

will have significant negative impacts throughout the state, and particularly on natural resources and
agricultural operations in the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield section of the project, and on local
communities located within that area. CCHSRA wishes to play a constructive and positive role as the
Authority reviews the possible environmental impacts of this proposed project, and has asked a
number of experts to review the currently circulating Draft on its behalf, to make sure that all impacts
are properly disclosed and analyzed. CCHSRA has also been working with other groups and individuals
who are trying to play a positive and constructive role in the environmental impact review process.
Many of these persons are not sophisticated, and are low-income and/or persons from economically
disadvantaged communities. They do not have access to high-speed internet connections.

Unfortunately, we have found that we (and others) cannot fully and properly participate in

the current process, as both CEQA and NEPA envision, because the Authority has not made the
required documents effectively available for public review and comment. Specifically, we have found
that various technical reports referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS document are not effectively available
to members of the public, since they were not furnished when CD or DVD disks were provided to
those who requested them, and were not made available in a paper format at libraries and other
places where documents are supposed to be accessible. It is impossible to understand the Draft
document {and then to make appropriate comments and responses) unless the referenced reports
can be consulted.

Citizens For California Migh Speed Rall Accountabiity (CCHSRA] s & grassroots, non-profit corporation based in Kings County, Califormia. CCHSRA was
formed 1o ensure that the propased Calfornia High Speed Radl Project does nat adversely affect the economy, emvircament, or the qualty of life of

BO020-3

BO020-4

2

Attached are copies of communications indicating some of the individual efforts that have been
made, to date, to have the Authority provide the missing technical reports. To date, these missing
technical reports have not been made available as requested, and as both CEQA and NEPA require.
Time has essentially run out for us (and others). Because we do not have access to the referenced
technical reports we cannot now comment fully and properly within the current comment deadline.

We hereby request that the Authority take the following actions, so that we (and others) can properly
participate in the environmental review process, as both CEQA and NEPA contemplate:

1. Send a CD or DVD disk with the missing technical reports to all those persons who have
requested and received the Draft EIR/EIS on CD or DVD, but who were not properly provided
with the technical reports referenced in the materials contained on the CD or DVD sent to
them. That includes the CCHSRA and many of our members.

2. Provide hard copies of all of the missing technical reports to the libraries or ather public
places where the public has been told they may inspect the Draft EIR/EIS. This includes many
locations that CCHSRA members have visited, to view the (incomplete) documents.

3, Extend the comment period of the current Draft EIR/EIS for at least ninety (90) days beyond
the date that you make the missing technical reports available, as indicated above.

As CEQA provides, at Public Resources Code Section 21005 (a):

The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that noncompliance
with the information disclosure provisions of this division which precludes relevant
infi from being pr i to the public agency, or noncompliance with
substantive requirements of this division, may constitute a prejudicial abuse of
discretion within the meaning of Sections 21168 and 21168.5, regardless of whether a
different outcome would have resulted if the public agency had complied with those
provisions.

Access to the information contained in the technical reports (referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS but not
made available to the public) is absolutely essential for CCHSRA to be able to make appropriate
comments, and such comments are absclutely the kind of “relevant inf " that CEQA d! J
not be precluded by agency actions, We do not believe that we can fully and properly participate in
the CEQA/NEPA review process without having access to these technical reports, and we urge the
Authority to take seriously its responsibility to make sure that such relevant information about the
impacts of the proposed project is made available to the public, by taking the actions we outline
above.

Thank you for your attention to our request, and for your positive action in response.

Very truly yours,

L%

Californla’s existing communities, with 3 focus an Kings County. For mare phease visit: fttovow cchara, o0ef. You miry CC-HSA by l L
mad at 7450 Mountain View Street, Hanford, California 93230, -
Aaron Fukuda, Co-Chair CCHSRA rank Oli\iuir;},—Cu-Clwir CCHSRA
S ofa— PR &
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO020 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability,
October 9, 2012) - Continued

Aaron Fukuda
7450 Mountain View Street, Hanford, CA 93230

August 12, 2012

Chairman Dan Richard

California High Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, California 95814

Subject: Revised Drafl EIR/EIS: Fresno to Bak

Dear Chairman Richard and Authority Board Members,

Id - Public Review Extension

As a resident in California and a landowner who will be impacted by the High-Speed Alignment through
Kings County | am requesting your agency allow the public an additional 90-days of review, which would
make the total review time of 180-days. In my review process | am currently finding that [ am only
approximately 1/3 of the way through the document. The current task faced by myself and many others
in the public is the ability to manage 15,000 pages of technical documentation, including reading, fact
checking and note taking. Under the current time restrainis a person would be required 1o read
approximately 170 pages per day. The average person can read approximately 200 words per minute and
the average number of words per page in the DEIR/ELS is approximately 600 words (sample pages were
sampled and word counts done on each page). This means that it takes 3 minutes to read each page and
having to read 170 pages per day would mean a person would need 510 minutes (8.5 hours) per day to
review the DEIR/EIS. This only accounts for reading, the ability to take notes and comment increases the
time requirements significantly.

The reasons for allowing a 180-day review period are as listed:

= Ability to read, comprehend and comment on 15,000+ pages of documents in 90-days is
unrealistic and limits the transparent process the "New” Authority has committed 1o achieving.

*  The timing of the review is problematic given its release during the late summer and conflicts
with family summer vacations and the beginning of school. The review period for this document
also coincides with the main harvest and peak farming activities in the Central Valley, Many
farmers who have shown initiative to review this document have not been allowed the appropriate
time to coordinate the DEIR/EIS review with their daily work schedules.

*  Limited access of documents makes access for many difficult. Many of the people | have been
talking to have pted to access the d at public locations, however given limited hours
of the locations, access is limited to the daytime. As many people work during the daytime it is
difficult to read the document at public locations.

*  The public generally works between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM. In my instance my workday begins
at 7:00 AM and | am able to get home around 6:30 PM. My only availability to direct my review
is from approximately 7:00 PM and into the late evening. As the analysis provided earlier |
would need 8.5 hours each day 1o accomplish a full reading, minus any meaningful review.

* It should be noted that review of the DEIR/EIS is not the only review required. As information is
provided, [ have found that given the lack of details and information provided one must search
other sources, mainly the internet to verify the infi ion and findings provided in the
DEIR/EIS.

* The Authority has previously granted the public a 180-day review period for the Programmatic
EIR, which was produced in 2005. The level of detail and analysis provided in the Programmatic
EIR is significantly smaller, yet the public was allowed three-times the review period. The
Authority has precedence to provide the public with an adequate review period.

[ of2.

s The time period between the first release of the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised EIR/EIS was
never advertized nor described by the Authority as a review period. The public generally had no
idea of why a Revised Draft EIR/EIS was being prepared nor when it was going to be released.
Given my review of the previous document and the Revised Draft EIR/EIS, it is not realistic 1o
believe that just reading the highlighted areas yields a full understanding of the impacts.

* The r\ul]\orlly has provided significant changes in the Draft EIR/EIS. Although changes are
ghlighted in the main d changes made to Technical Documents and Appendices have
not been highlighted. Therefore, | along with the public are having to review all of these

documents again to determine if conflicts have been addressed and where changes have been
made.

Under California law (the California Environmental Quality Act), public panticipation is an essential part
of the review process to ensure that there is a meaningful and effective comment and review period.
Inl'umuuon garm-red [hmugh this process will guide lead agency identification of impacts and

1 of By limiting the effective review period of the DEIR/EIS. the
Authority will ensure the public review process will be limited and ineffective, The high-speed rail
project is a multi-decade project. The extension of 90 days fur review will not ﬂgnll’lcanl]) impact the
overall schedule. Also the greater amount of public participation and provided by the people
who know the impacts the greatest will provide cost savings by knowing impacts ahead of the
construction phase.

For the reasons above, 1 request that the Authority grant myself and the public a 180-day Revised Draft
EIR/EIS review period. This extension alleviates many of the issues listed above and accommodates a
reasonable review time for the public. As the Authority moves forward with this project it is incumbent
upon you to act responsibly and in protection of the public imerest, this includes and should emphasize
those who will be asked 1o sacrifice the most for this project. A failure to acknowledge this request will
only signify that the old regime of the Authority is simply 100 entrenched to be replaced by a "New"
Authority paradigm as has been touted by the Authority in recent months.

Sincerely,

Aaron Fukuda

ol
Kings County Board of Supervisors
Governor Jerry Brown

Hok2

CALIFORNIA

U.S. Department

' of Transportation
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Page 40-95



California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS ) o
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO020 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability,
October 9, 2012) - Continued

CITIZENS FOR CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL ACCOUNTABILITY CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS THAT ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW

Post Office Box 851 CC R H September 11, 2012
Hanford, California 83232
555-46-6585 (Cell Text) I | Page-2 of 2

frank.olveira.gm@gmall.opm (Most Direct)

LIRS TR CASTFDRNLL BIGH LPERT FAY ACTIONEIBILITY
pohsrageg@gmail.com (General Group Contact)
s iwww. cehara,orgl (Wabsite) - : N e : I i :
fo o TN |;..—_:.Jh_:-,-g-j -I- 0s/CARHSR (Face Book) The problem with all of this is quite simple. If the Authority is required to have the public invelved in this process
woww twitter.com/CCHSRA [Twitter) and if the Authority knowingly is withholding 14,000-pages from the public of what the Authority refers to as
important attachments to their report and if the public wants to review those documents within this process, the
oae:  September 11, 2012 Authority needs to make those supporting documents readily available to the public, unless the Authority really
does not want the public to be meaningfully involved. The public should have a full 90-days to review the
Mo (Calltomia H"ﬁ's”“d Rall Atthority faard RDEIR/S with all relevant documents available to cross-reference critical data contained in all relevant documents
70 LStreet, Suite 600 that explain why the report says what it says.
Sacramento, California 95814
916-324-1541 boardmembers@hsr.ca.gov
: ’ g Recall the RDEIR/S.
Dan Richard, Chair Lynn Schenk, Vice-Chair Thomas Richards, Vice-Chair
Thomas Umberg Robert Balgenorth Jim Hartnett " <
Michael Rossi Ensure that you have done things right.
subject: CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS THAT ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW Resroll autzie Comment Barlod With ot 'eastia 30-cay review perioc.
We respectfully demand that the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) rescind its Revised Draft Ensure that the hard copies of the RDEIR/S are complete and available in public locations during hours when the
3 ? " " |
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (RDEIR/S) Comment Period for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the working public can access the doc L y spoken
High-Speed Train (HST) project.
‘We understand that our request will complicate the Authority’s project timetable a little bit but our request is
The Authority has not performed its required due diligence in the matter when it decided to not release more reasonable and appears to be supported by the Authority's own NEPA Environmental Justice policy. The public
than 14,000-pages of Technical Reports that are part of the RDEIR/S and supposedly justify the report’s many wants to be involved.
assumptions. Withholding this information from public display prevents the common person in the community
without a high-speed internet service from meaningfully participating in the EIR/S process as required by state iFyou have a""'_q"‘es“““s of us, | can be reached at the contact points noted on the cover page.

and federal law.

y Submitted,
Meaningful public participation in the process is clearly noted as a compliance requirement of the Authority's Y/
recently adopted NEPA/Environmental Justice policy. The Authority claims it has been complying in spirit with its

new policy all along despite not having a policy in place for more than the 16-years of its existence. Over the last ( )
two years, it appears that the Authority has not complied with the spirit of its policy on numerous already -
discussed occasions before this Board.
Attachments: None
The Autherity prepared to involve the public to participate in this current process by releasing approximately i File

4,800-pages of the RDEIR/S to the public for the public's review. The released documents are identified as
Volumes-|, Il & lll. The Authority released the documents via the Authority’s website, via CD-Rom’s provided by
the Authority and by positioning Volumes-I, Il & IIl, in public locations, such as libraries and community centers,
for those members of the public wishing to review hard copies of the report.

fof2 -
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO020 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability, October 9, 2012)

B0020-1

As described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the proposed project would impact biological resources.
However, these impacts will be mitigated, minimized, and/or avoided through the
implementation of mitigation measures, as described in Section 3.7.7

Impacts on agricultural lands and operations are analyzed in Section 3.14, Agricultural
Lands, and impacts on communities and economic effects of the project, including those
effects on agriculture, are analyzed in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and
Environmental Justice.

B0020-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16,
FB-Response-SO-07.

B0O020-3

Refer to Master Response FB-Response-07

B0020-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

@ CALIFORNIA (\ ofTransporiaton
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
i

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

?gbggiszu))n BOO021 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October

Alan Scott
1318 Whitmore St
Hanford, California 9

Chairman Dan Richard October 15,2012
Extension letter request Page 2

review periods established by the authority where you allowed 1-year for a much shorter
EIR/EIS review in the bay area in late 2009 for this project.

October 15, 2012 B0O021-3 Therefore, | am asking you provide no less than a 1-year review period for the reasons stated in

Mr. Dan Richard my letter but for all the reasons stated in all the other submission requesting an extension even if

Chairman they did not request a 1-year period for review. Again, it would be interesting how the courts

California High Speed Rail Authority would react with the limited amount of access and time we, the citizen, had to review such

770 L Street, Suite 800 detailed technical documents.

Sacramento, California 95814

: ; e " . o . I also believe it is very important to restate what Mrs. Heather Oliveira stated at the Hanford

Subject: Revised Draft EIR/EIS: Fresno to Bakersfield - Public Review Extension request Public Comment session September 2011, that it was physically impossible for anyone to read

fida Cilaiiaan Bk the massive Draft EIR / Draft EIS issued in 2011 for Fresno to Bakersfield alignment in the time
frame allowed even with the extension. 1 believe, she stated, it would take about 104 days of

As a resident of Kings County since 1974 and a resident of Hanford since 1978, 1 strongly abject continuous uninterrupted reading just to get through all 30,000 plus pages in less time, amazing.

the authority & board attempts to rush a project where there are known deficienci ; .

identified through recent & past comment letters, a number of existing legal actions and the ‘("otfrlcurrcrft comf‘m:m period does not even allow for any of the items I have addressed. In

many more legal actions that will surely be forth coming because of the lack of professional due addition, this Revised and the previously released and then pulled draft EIR/EIS were riddled

diliggce: with massive errors & omissions produced by your highly over compensated CAHSRA
contractors (this issue must be addressed in another forum because the checks and balances are

As a Founding Member of Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, our primary sorely lacking).

goal from the onset was only one issue, the assurance that this project would be achieved with . . . . }

total compliance to Proposition 1A passed by the voters November 2008, not the one that has I ﬂls?lrcmmd }'0‘1'“\31 _ﬂl least 14,000 pages are missing making proper response impossible by

been created by the authority & board today. all citizens of Califoria.

BO021-1 To that end. the authority and board have failed in their responsibility by limiting the review time BoozL-4 But 1..|1<: real issue is “_“: absolute disenfranchisement and failure to even address a number of

for approximately 30,000 pages of extremely technical documents. The average California ethnic groups — Spanish, Hmong, & Southeast Asia populations.

Citizen(s) the majority who work whether full or part time employment, some with access to Merced to Bakersfield Counties the actual numbers of disenfranchised citizens is unknown to us

electronic access, many without access, a significant number operate generational businesses that and to you as well and this is a major violation of NEPA (you know the specific section). None

this review process seriously limits their ability to be suceessful cspc;‘ially when a!tempting o of communities were provided with a 100% EIR / EIS"s printed in their language(s). Well you

BO021-2 understand this massive wordy extremely technical documentation, further the limited access BO021-5 are aware that there are numerous California departments or agencies who publish multiple

through public locations due their hours of operation, limited access to electronic tools or hard
copy publications, limited or non-existence documents in Spanish, Hmong. Southeast Asia
languages to name just a few.

Even with the extension, it does not, still, allow for a reasonable proper review. The authority
has 100°s of individuals on the payroll or contracted to produce these volumes of extremely
technical EIR's & EIS's. while the public with zero experience is subject to a ridiculous limited
review process. [ believe the courts would call this an “unreasonable expectation” and would
favorable look to increasing the review period. Furthermore, there is precedence for longer

language documents and once again, | am sure the courts would not look favorably on this
massive Environmental Justice oversight.

Therefore, to that end and to ensure the authority and board are eliminated from any potential
litigation, | am now adamantly requesting a review period of one (1)-year from the time all
properly annotated documents have been redistributed where public access is not limited but
aggressively allowing for proper citizen review. You are aware that this request is not just pulled
out of the sky, it is based on a previous review period of this time frame for documents not even
as extensive as these last two for Fresno to Bakersfield; therefore, precedence’s has been

Page 40-98
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
i

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO021 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, Octob
18, 2012) - Continued gn =p y, Uctober

BO021-6

Chairman Dan Richard October 15,2012
Extension letter request Page 3

established by the authority & board. Again, when presented to the courts this could become a
litigation issue for the authority & board.

Tim Sheehan’s article in the Sunday Fresno Bee of October 7, 2012 edition re *Delays could
compromise rail funding’, your CEQ Jeff Morales noted that he moved from accepting bids from
contracting teams on the request of the bidders for more time request. So the previous “hurry up
policy” o get the project going is bogus and if a bidder needs more time, they get it? However,
if a taxpayer(s) wants more time, they get shut down and I base this of Mr. Morales’ statement
back in (I believe the August 2012 board mig) stating we already have had almost a year, or
words to that affect. That is nuts, why would we continue to review a pulled document? His
comment generated rebuttal from at least two directors and this changed the tone for a moment.
Check the tape. Further, the pulled EIR/EIS document in October 2011, if the truth be known,
flawed work product & serious failures on non-compliance with CEQA & NEPA. And nothing
changes as the Revised draft EIR/EIS also is riddled with the similar or same omissions and the
revised would be released in the spring of 2012 but in fact it was released in July 20127 Why?

Could it be you needed more time to prepare your publication? But you have 100°s of
individuals whether stafT or contractors to accomplish this task and they still did not get it right.

In closing. Mr. Richard. it is clear that there are serious behind the scenes political issues are at
play but your only responsibility is to the citizens of California who charge you with making the
most difficult decisions once you realize the project is a failure based on empirical evidence and
it must be made prior to the first shovel hitting the ground. Failure to be fiscally responsible
with taxpayer monies, this becomes a major issue especially when known evidence demonstrates
clearly the path you are on is going to end up wasting billions of dollars. Therefore, if you will
not give the 1-year extension, then your only requirement is to now disband the existing
authority, the board and end all vendors & contractors contracts immediately ensuring all due
monies are disbursed in accordance with existing laws and regulations.

1318 Whitmore Street
Hanford, CA 93230-2848

[
CCHSRA Archives Files
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO021 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rall

Accountability, October 18, 2012)

BO021-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

B0O021-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority has offered
translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and several public
educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft EIR/EIS were sent in
English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting attendees, businesses,
organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies.

B0O021-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

B0O021-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority has offered
translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and several public
educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft EIR/EIS were sent in
English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting attendees, businesses,
organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies.

B0021-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07.

Materials translated into Spanish included the Executive Summary, Notice of
Preparation, a summary of the highlights of the Draft EIR/Draft EIS, a Draft EIR/Draft
EIS overview brochure, and comment cards at the public workshops and hearings. In
addition, a multilingual, toll-free hotline was made available for public comments and
requests.

B0O021-6

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides a complete analysis of the
environmental impacts associated with all phases of the project alternatives. Preparation
of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS took longer than originally forecast. Therefore,
it was released in July 2012 instead of spring 2012.

U.S. Departmen
@ CALIFORNIA (‘ gfgran?gggflioi
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
i

Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO022 (Maureen Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability,

October 18, 2012)

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

Comment Card
Tarjeta de Commentarios

Fresno to Bokersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/

Suppl tal Draft Envi tal Impact Statement
[Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Droft EIS)

Please submit your completed comment card at the
end of the meeting, or mail to:

La Secion de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velocidad
Proyecio Revisodo de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/
Declaracion de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Supl

(Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Per faver enfregue su tarjeta completada al final de la
reunién, o enviela por cerreo o la siguiente direccion:

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Suppl | Draft EIS C 770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramenta, (A 95814
The « grended comment period for Fresno fhe" 20, Elf  gxtendido el periodo de COf‘feﬂ“’"" A 20
to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised ically, or del pliblico del Proyecto Rl!\-'lffada nen que ser
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS: 22012, reci EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EI5 sl o antes
del Julio 20 - Octubre 19

July 20 - October 19

MNome/Nombre: _' .

Organization/Organizacien: 00 WS RA

Address/Domicilio: _SG5 Lowre. Lane

Phone Number/Nimero de Teléfono: 5.5 =240 -873 |

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estade, Cédigo Postal: H’f..'rt‘.&.'\"d 4 (,A -
E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico: W\aive e«.-xé‘_k.mc{.u @ Wotwa | cone

[Uze additional poges if needed/Usor paginas adicionales si es necesario)
B0022:1| 1. Will ¥heve lboe Gn. OUGpass HDe Gl wuyor E—>W. roads?

T V\c\'f whet  dedgemines whieby voed el ?

reead Tukudos

Q3280

-,l ‘H_'c_lJ Li—r'ld& will "{’i\c O = c:-@(: = ,-'4,,.\13; L)(? {---‘:.“L ‘*‘"’t\eu
be wide .S-nov-—fféh_ 4o secowodate . dhe Tkt 2
Ve epiipmenkt . N

3. WM all pvevpasses howve NS, gecess )

4. Docs Yne eativede 08 [ind necdad o be cequdned thaludo
e Uind veeked 4o Constvuet overpasses X

BO022-2
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO022 (Maureen Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability, October 18, 2012)

B0022-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03.

Grade-separation locations are determined through coordination with the local roadway
agency. Typically, roadways having average daily travel (ADT) greater than 2,000 are
provided 8-foot shoulders, consistent with the existing roadway condition. Overcrossings
will be sized to accommodate expected traffic, including farm machinery. Grade
separations will comply with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
stopping sight distance standards. Access to the overcrossings will vary depending on
the specific orientation of the HST alignment, the road being crossed, and the road
standards; not all overcrossings will have north and south access.

B0022-2

Alignment plans and maps of parcels directly affected by the project (including tracks,
stations, and overpasses) where the whole parcel or a portion thereof would be acquired
by the project have been analyzed together to assess the total impact and are provided
in Volume Il of the EIR/EIS.
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Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

?gbr;aiszu))n BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October

BO023-1

October 10, 2012

e

@

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment % @ﬁ']f
770 L Street, Suite 800 > @
Sacramento, CA 95814 % )
Dan RicHard, Chair

Board of Directors
California High-Speed Rail Authority

RE: Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment — Fresno to Bakersfield Section
Dear California High-Speed Rail Authaority:

This letter submits my comments on the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the proposed California high-speed train system (Draft EIR/EIS).
This Draft EIR/EIS first became available for public review and comment on July 20, 2012. The
comment period closes on October 19, 2012, Unfortunately, the Draft EIR/EIS is fundame ntally
inadequate, and fails to comply with the mandatory requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Prop
1A. Major changes must be made. After those changes are made, the Draft EIR/EIS must then
be recirculated for further review and comment. We urge the Authority to make the changes
necessary to comply with the law. We will elabarate on those legal requirements, and point out
why they are so important, as a kind of “introduction” to our specific comments on the
document.

If the EIR/EIS for this project truly presented the actual impacts, and truly explored and
analyzed alternatives and mitigation measures that could eliminate or reduce them, the
Authority might make a different decision than a decision simply to proceed with the project as
currently proposed.

Please don't shortchange the law — or us. Our environment, our local community, our local
economy, and our personal livelihoods depend on your positive response to these comments,
and to your compliance with CEQA and NEPA. We urge you to make the changes in the Draft
EIR/EIS that are required by law, and then to recirculate that document for additional public
review and comment.

Thank you for taking our concerns seriously.

Very truly yours,

CHARLENE HOOK

CHARLENE HOOK

ootz @ Udeiomn

BO023-2

October 10, 2012

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dan Richard, Chair
Board of Directors
California High-Speed Rail Authority

RE: Revised Draft EIR/Suppl | Draft EIS C t — Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority:

This letter submits my comments on the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for the
Eresno to Bakersfield Section of the proposed California high-speed train system (Draft EIR/EIS).
This Draft EIR/EIS first became available for public review and comment an July 20, 2012. The
comment period closes on October 19, 2012. Unfortunately, the Draft EIR/EIS is fundamentally
inadequate, and fails to comply with the mandatory requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA) and Prop
1A. Major changes must be made. After thase changes are made, the Draft EIR/EIS must then
be recirculated for further review and comment. We urge the Authority to make the changes
necessary to comply with the law. We will elaborate on those legal requirements, and point out
why they are so important, as a kind of "introduction” to our specific comments on the
document.

If the EIR/EIS for this project truly presented the actual impacts, and truly explored and
analyzed alternatives and mitigation measures that could eliminate or reduce them, the
Autherity might make a different decision than a decision simply to proceed with the project as
currently proposed.

Please don't shortchange the law = or us. Our it, our local o ity, our local
ecanomy, and our personal livelihoods depend on your positive response to these comments,
and to your compliance with CEQA and NEPA. We urge you to make the changes in the Draft
EIR/EIS that are required by law, and then to recirculate that document for additional public
review and comment.

This project has been run inappropriately from the ginning™ or “our
back seat to HSR™

does not lake a
Thank you for taking our concerns seriously.
Very truly yours,

RICHARD HOOK

RICHARD HOOK

B f Qs Are
wrv by of 455

@

CALIFORNIA ' of Tranapostaion
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
18, 2012) - Continued

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

CALIFORNIA

Comment Card

CALIFORNIA

Comment Card

High-Speed Rail Authority Tarjeta de Commentarios High-Speed Rail Authority Tarjeta de Commentarios
Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section  La Seccion de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velocidad Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section  La Seccion de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Veloddad
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Repoﬂ.f Proyecto Revisado de Informe de lmpodo Amb-arm:lf Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/  Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacto Nnblen!uh’
Suppl | Draft Envi tal Impact Stat Declaracion de Impacto Suppl | Draft Envi tal Impact § Decloracion de Impacto Ambiental :
(Revised Draft EIR/Suppl | Draft EIS]  (Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecio &denmmrunu EiS) [Revised Draft EIR/Supp | Draft EIS)  [Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecio Sup io EIS)

Please submit your completed comment card at the  Por favor entregue su tarjeta completada al final de la
end of the meeting, or mail fe:  reunién, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direccién:

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Droft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment, 770 L Street, Svite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

The comment period is from July 20 fo September 20, El periodo de comentario es del 20 de lulio ol 20
2012, Comments must be received electronically, or  de Septiembre del 2012. Los comentarios fienen que ser
ked, on or before 5 20,2012, recibidos elecirénicamente, o matasellodos, el o anfes
del 20 de Septiembre del 2012,

Mame/Mombra: ('lwﬂr{_: ne Hecie
e P & T ~ Lfa ] " ( []
Orgonization/Orgenizacion: Ssl P ! Clusia IIF‘J: cas 08 Call € +Kin 2 Cenn ‘h_.’
Address/Domicilio: Blla STh Aqre.
Phone Number/Namero de Teléf 550-6Gd- 54€e
! =
City, Stole, Zip Code/Ciudad, Eslado, Cédigo Postak (eccaran , CA G3342

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico: (.har k13573 € petscage, . et
[Use additional poges if needed/Usar poginas adicionules si es necesorio)
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BO023-3

BO023-4

Please submit your completed comment card of the  Por faver entregue su farjeta completada al final de la
end of the meefing, or mail fo:  reunién, o enviela por correo a lo siguiente direccion:

tal Draft EIS 770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

Fresno fo Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supp
The comment periad is from July 20 to September 20,  El periodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio ol 20
2012, Comments must be received elecronically, or  de Sepfiembre del 2012, Los comentarios fienen que ser

postmarked, on or before September 20, 2012,  redbides electrénicomente, o matasellados, el o anfes
del 20 de Septiembre del 2012,

&
Mome,/Mombre: L—-L"qfkkruv ;»lcd'i‘.‘

Orgonization/Organizacién: Qs

ea, (Cdizons of Galif® ~ Wina, Courky
Address/Domicilio: 3l 57 ,:f]

559 GG2- 5480

Phone Number/MNimero de Teléfono:
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Cédigo Postal: _C-cﬂf'r_»_e_rm_ A /—“'4”-3-

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico: CNoclel® 53 @ peds lﬂ:?-‘a_ e, et =
[Use odditional poges if needed/Usar poginos adicionales si 85 Necesafio)
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfi

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
18, 2012) - Continued

BO023-5

BO023-6

BO023-7

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

Comment Card
Tarjeta de Commentarios

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/

| Draft Envi tal Impact Stot
{Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS)

Suppl

Please submit your completed comment card ot the
end of the meeting, or mail fo:

Fresno fo Bakersfield Revised Droft EIR/Suppl

| Draft EIS C

La Seccion de Fresno o Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Veloddad
Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/
Declorocion de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Supl

{Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementorio EIS)

Por favor entregue su tarjeia completada ol finol de lo
reunion, o enviela por correo a lo siguiente direccién:

The comment period is from July 20 to Septerber 20,
2012, Comments must be received electronically, or

P ked, on or before 3 20,2012,

Nam}NumbreﬂF\r lene L—]t‘ for. 4

770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

El periodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio ol 20

de Sepfiembre del 2012, Los comentarios fienen que ser
recibidos elecirénicamente, o matasellados, el o antes
del 20 de Sepfiembre del 2012,

Organization/Organizacién: \pif’ (erseA Lnlzajq of Call 4 K.nao ((;anﬁﬁ\

A

Address/Domicilio: 21 (= _57_
Phone Number/Niimero de Teléfono: »35 7 9-

G630 5948¢

City, Stote, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Cédigo Postal:( 'aplevan , CA F315

E-mail Address/Correo Eledrénicc:ﬂhc?é.cu’.ix_ﬁ_j & ned<cape.. no~d
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BO023-8

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

Comment Card
Tarjeta de Commentarios

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/

Suppl tal Droft Envi | Impact Stat
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS)

Please submit your completed comment card at the
end of the meeting, or mail to:

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft
The comment period is from July 20 fo September 20,

2012. Comments must be received elecironically, or
postmarkad, on or before September 20, 2012,

Mame/Mombre: C/)/M’f ) j—/ i

La Seccion de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Veloddad
Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impocm Amb-enlut-’

Declorocién de Impacio
[Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Supl

rio EIS)

Por favor entregue su farjeta completada al final de la
reunién, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direccion:

lemental Draft E1S Comment, 770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

El periodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio al 20

de Septiembre del 2012. Los comentarios fienen que ser
recibidos elacirénicamenta, o matasellades, el o antes
del 20 de Sepfiembre del 2012.

Organization/O Sel E. (ovsea
Address/Domicilio: ke 573 Ay
Phone Mumber/Mimero de Teléfone: 555~

Litizens Qi’{h-l X 3g"an§ e

GG 548k

)
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Cédigo Postal: . -8 T o 00

CAG3nS

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico: (had r135m €2 ho tscape . pert.

[Use additional poges if needed/Usar pogines odicicnales si es necesario)
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfi

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
18, 2012) - Continued

BO023-9

Comment Card
Tarjeta de Commentarios

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

Fresno to Bakersfield Train Section  La Seccion de Fresno o Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velodidad
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/  Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacto Amhnemul.i’
Suppl | Draft Envi | Impact § Declaracisn de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto S
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS)  (Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Please submit your completed comment card at the
end of the meeting, or mail to:

Par favor entregue su farjeta completada al final de la
reunién, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direccion:

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/ Suppl | Draft EIS Cc 770 L Stroet, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814
The comment period is from July 20 fo Septermber 20,  El periodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio ol 20
2012. Comments must be received electronically, or  de Septi del 2012, Los ios fienen que ser

A

ber 20, 2012. recibidos elecirénicamente, o matasellodes, el o antes

del 20 de Septiembre del 2012,

, on or before 5

Mome/Mombre: C h‘\a.—{_; ng. ]-lk‘('if._
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Orgunimllanforgoniwmén
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E-mail Address/Correo Elecirénico: Char 1% 53 @2 netscape. . ned
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BO023-10

BO023-11

CALIFORNIA
High-Speed Rail Authority

Comment Card
Tarieta de Commentarios

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/

tal Droft Envi | Impact §
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS)

&l

Please submit your completed comment cord at the
end of the meeting, er mail fo:

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft

The comment period is from July 20 to September 20,
2012. Comments must be received electronically, or
rked, on or before September 20, 2012,

Mame/Mombre: bact a-ie; n

Crganization/Organizacién?

Address/Domicilio:n 3/ ‘f 2 ‘/ :

S

Draft EIS Comment, 770 L Street, Suite 800,

La Seccién de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velacidad
Proyecio Revisado de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/
Decloracién de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Supl
(Proyecto Revisade EIR/Proyecto S io EIS)

Por fover entregue su tarjeta completada ol final de la

reunién, o enviela por correo a lo siguiente direccién:
Sacromento, CA 95814

El periodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio al 20

de Sepfiembre del 2012. Los comentarios fienen que ser
recibidos elecirdnicamente, o matasellados, el o antes
del 20 de Sepfiembre del 2012.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
i

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High S ' ili
Ty comes gh Speed Rail Accountability, October

B0023-12 JSA.gov: The U.S. Government's Othicial Weo roru i

October 9, 2012

California High Speed Rail Authority

Charlene Hook

316 5™ Avenuc
Corcoran, CA 93212
550/992-5480

BO023-13

| am making you aware of all the violations regarding you HSR project. You are violating the NEPA, CEQA,
Prop 1A, Environmental Justice Law, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; Presidential Executive Order
12897, and the California State Law Government Code 654040.12 also the National Environmental Policy Act.
There is probably many more that | am not aware of at this time.

ng the Central Valley cities are
and race divide. The Central

Attached is a newspaper article from the Hanford Sentinel on 9-21-12 statir
among the poorest in the United States and the census figures show a big

Valley has the highest farm revenues in the country but rank the poorest in the state and nation. The valley’s
poverty rate is high with 1 of 4 people living under the poverty line. Supposedly your goal is to provide the

st public good and the least private injury or inconvenience, do you really believe this considering what
you are trying to do? How can you justify this by displacing many low income families? You need to read the
article 1 have attached to get the full impact.

BO023-14 :
You will not be ereating long lasting jobs, but will be causing citizens to loose their livelihood who cannot
afford to go anywhere else. Do you have an answer for this? Put yourselves in these peoples place loosing
everything you have worked for, how would you feel?

| have contacted the Federal Government with a complaint to investigate what you are doing and they will also
get a copy of this comment.

ICE OF CITIZ|
WASHINGTON, DC. USA

{FIGU = & TION ID=1&C... 10/9/20
hup'-"'lnswcrw.us.‘:\-.'m.n)'-;‘.»'r-\'sclf’scr\'i;'(‘.':un‘.n)’.kr‘.’COki- IGURATION=1000&PARTITION 1D=1&C J
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO023 (Charlene H iti ' ia Hi -
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
18, 2012) - Continued
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October

18, 2012) - Continued
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012)

B0023-1

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS complies with NEPA and CEQA requirements.
None of the comments provided in this submittal warrant recirculation of the document.

B0023-2

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS complies with NEPA and CEQA requirements.
None of the comments provided in this submittal warrant recirculation of the document.

B0O023-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

B0O023-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-12,
FB-Response-SO-05, FB-Response-SO-07.

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts to the regional economy
see EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.12 Impact SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) for more
detailed information on short-term and long-term job creation. For information on the
HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects see Volume | Section 3.12
Impact SO#3, Impact SO#4, and Impact SO #12.

B0023-5

Valley fog would have no impact on HST operations. As described in Chapter 2 of the
EIR/EIS, the HST would operate on a fully grade-separated, fenced right-of-way.

B0023-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-17,
FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-01.

Water availability was not a determining factor in rejecting the I-5 alternative.

B0O023-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

B0O023-8

This is not true. In 2006, Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB) was retained by the Authority to
serve as its Program Manager for the high-speed rail program. As part of its consulting
team, PB had included SYSTRA for operations planning. SNCF is a significant
shareholder in SYSTRA and is a French, state-owned rail company.

In June 2009, SYSTRA notified PB that SNCF wanted to have the flexibility to lead a
design/build team to bid on building one or more of the high-speed train sections. To
continue the existing contractual relationship with PB would have potentially served as a
conflict of interest for SNCF. As a result, PB agreed to end its agreement with SNCF
and terminate its relationship with SYSTRA.

With regard to the evaluation of Interstate 5 (I-5), a potential I-5 alignment was
considered and eliminated from further study in the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS.
The Authority and FRA determined that the Highway I-5 is not a reasonable alternative
for detailed consideration in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST system. This
was reflected in the 2005 Record of Decision.

While the I-5 corridor could possibly provide better end-to-end travel times compared to
alignment alternatives that follow the SR 99 corridor, it would not meet project objectives
and would not satisfy the project's purpose and need. First, because it is not where the
bulk of the Central Valley population resides, the I-5 corridor would result in lower
ridership and would not meet the current and future intercity travel demand generated by
the Central Valley communities as well as the SR 99 corridor. Second, the 1-5 corridor
would not provide transit and airport connections in this area, and thus would not meet
the purpose and need and basic objectives of maximizing intermodal transportation
opportunities and improving the intercity travel experience in the Central Valley area as
well as the SR 99 corridor. Also, use of the I-5 corridor would encourage sprawl
development - the opposite of what the HST System is intended to achieve, and was
opposed by numerous agencies, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA).

With respect to the first issue, the I-5 corridor has very little existing or projected
population between the San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angeles. In contrast, well over
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0023-8

3 million residents are projected to live between Fresno and Bakersfield along the SR 99
corridor by 2015, which directly serves all the major Central Valley cities. Residents
along the SR 99 corridor lack a competitive transportation alternative to the automobile,
and the detailed ridership analysis showed that they would be ideal candidates to use an
HST system. In addition, the I-5 corridor would not be compatible with current land use
planning in the Central Valley, which focuses and accommodates growth in the
communities along the SR 99 corridor. The concept of linking the I-5 corridor to Fresno
and Bakersfield with spur lines was considered at the program level, but dismissed
because it would add considerably to the I-5 corridor capital costs, and still have the
same lower ridership figures compared to the SR-99 corridor.

For these reasons, the I-5 corridor was dismissed from further consideration in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS. There is no new information to indicate that this analysis
should be revisited, nor that a different conclusion would be reached. The I-5 corridor
does not meet many of the objectives described in the RDEIR/SEIS (refer to Section
1.2.3). Because it is isolated from existing cities and population centers, as well as
airports, it does not meet the purpose and need of the project of using high-speed
intercity travel capacity to supplement critically over-used interstate highways and
commercial airports.

The source of this story may be an article in the Los Angeles Times of July 9, 2012
describing SCNF's unsolicited, informal proposal to the Authority that SCNF be hired to
plan, design, build, and operate the HST system. According to the story, SCNF
recommended an I-5 route that would serve San Francisco and Los Angeles with no
direct connections in the Central Valley. Stations along the I-5 corridor would be linked
to Fresno, Bakersfield and Palmdale by branch lines. The proposal was rejected by
Authority staff. SCNF was at no time under contract to make any such recommendations
and was not fired by the Authority

There were a number of problems with the SCNF concept. It did not recognize the 2005
Record of Decision which rejected an I-5 alignment and selected the BNSF as the
preferred corridor. It ignored the purpose and need statements adopted by the Authority
that have consistently supported service to the Central Valley's urban centers at
intermodal facilities with good connections to local transit. It may conflict with Proposition

B0O023-8

1A (see Public Resources Code Section 2704.04(a)), which requires that the HST
system serve the Central Valley, as well as the Bay Area and Los Angeles Basin. It
apparently did not include consideration of where branch lines would be located, their
environmental consequences, and method of financing. Further, SCNF has no familiarity
or experience with the complex state and federal environmental review and permitting
laws and regulations that apply to approving a new HST line in California. These

include NEPA, CEQA, the federal Clean Water Act, and state and federal Endangered
Species Acts, among others. Given these shortcomings, SNCF was not in a position to
offer an informed opinion regarding a practicable I-5 alternative.

B0O023-9

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06, FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-
Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10,
FB-Response-SO-04, FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and
community members, and want to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. In
addition, project-level information has been shared at public meetings, made available at
the Kings County project office, and provided through mailings, e-mail communication,
outreach materials, and on the internet.

For information on the impacts on the community of Corcoran see EIR/EIS Volume 1
Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#6, Impact SO#9, and Impact SO#18; and Mitigation Measure
SO-1. For information on the impacts on communities where no station will exist, and for
specific information on the potential for physical deterioration, see Volume 1 Chapter
3.12 Impact SO #16. Also see Volume 1 Chapter 3.12 Mitigation Measure SO-5. See
Volume 1 Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#15, and Volume 2 Technical Appendix 3.14-B for
impacts on confined animal agriculture. Please consult the Merced to Fresno Final
EIR/EIS for more information on effects in that study area.

Neither the Authority nor FRA had selected a "proposed project" under CEQA or a
"preferred alternative" under NEPA at the time the Draft EIR/EIS or the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was circulated. As required by NEPA, all alternatives carried
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0023-9

through the DEIR/DEIS and Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS were described in
sufficient detail to evaluate the potential impacts of each alternative.

The I-5 alternative was not carried forward into the Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS. The
Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS can be found on the Authority's website.

B0O023-10
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02.

California’s electricity grid would power the proposed HST System. The HST System is
expected to require less than 1% of the state’s future electricity consumption. Please
refer to Chapter 2, Alternatives, page 2-12 (subsection 2.2.6) for further details.

B0023-11
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13.

The HST would be electrically powered, so there will be no diesel operational emissions
from the train. The air quality analysis in Section 3.3.6.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has
identified emissions impacts from the project during the construction phase. The
regional significant construction emissions impacts will be completely offset to below a
level of significance through the Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement between the
Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.

B0O023-12
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

For information on the economic effects on agriculture see EIR/EIS Volume | Section
3.12 Impact SO #15. The environmental justice analysis adheres to the definition given
by Executive Order 12898 and U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5610.2, which
defines an environmental justice effect as a "disproportionately high and adverse effect
on minority and low-income populations.” This is an adverse effect that is predominately
borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or that would be
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude for the minority and/or low-income

B0023-12

population than the adverse effect that would be suffered by the nonminority and/or non-
low-income population in some areas along the project.

Section 4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA
2012h) identifies the environmental justice populations that lie along the project area.
The methodologies for identifying these populations are detailed in Appendix A of the
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. Section 5.3 in the Community Impact
Assessment Technical Report provides detailed information on the potential for
substantial environmental justice effects across resources along the project. Volume

1 Section 3.12 Impacts SO#17 and SO#18 summarize these findings.

B0023-13
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-SO-01.

See EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.12 Impact SO #9 for residential displacements.

B0023-14
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-SO-03.

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts to the regional economy
see Volume | Section 3.12 Impact SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the Community
Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) for more detailed
information on short-term and long-term job creation.

B0023-15
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

The Authority will negotiate with property owners whose land would be affected by the
HST System. The Authority has the power of eminent domain, allowing it to condemn
the property of unwilling sellers, with payment of just compensation (i.e., fair market
value) to the property owner. Eminent domain is viewed as a last resort in developing a
statewide HST system. Information on the eminent domain process is available on the
Authority's website.
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B0O023-16

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10,
FB-Response-SO-04, FB-Response-SO-03, FB-Response-SO-07.

For information on the impact on the community of Corcoran see EIR/EIS Volume

| Section 3.12 Impact SO#6 and Impact SO#9 and Mitigation Measure SO-1. For
information on the impacts to communities where no station will exist, and for specific
information on the potential for physical deterioration see Volume | Section 3.12 Impact
SO #16. Also see Volume | Section 3.12 Mitigation Measure SO-5.

B0023-17

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10,
FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

The Interstate 5 (I-5) alternative was analyzed and rejected in 2005 with adoption of the
Record of Decision, which was based on the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and
FRA 2005). The Record of Decision selected the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor as the
preferred route between Fresno and Bakersfield, anticipating that additional analysis
would be conducted before selecting a specific alignment within that corridor. Neither
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) nor the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) requires that an EIR/EIS contain a detailed analysis of or comparison with
alternatives that have been dismissed.

The Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section meets all requirements of CEQA
and NEPA. The purpose and need for the HST project are described in Chapter 1,
Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS. The alternatives are
examined at an equal level of detail in the impact sections. Project alternatives in the
vicinity of Corcoran are described and depicted in Section 2.4, Alignment, Station, and
Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives Evaluated in this Project EIR/EIS.

B0O023-18
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The Authority conducted an analysis of an alternative alignment that follows State Route

B0023-18

(SR) 99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) that could accommodate a station closer to
Visalia and determined that this alternative was not practicable. The Record of Decision
for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) selected the BNSF
Railway (BNSF) corridor as the preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section. The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information
from the Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. Further engineering
and environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor proceeded on the basis of
that decision. This additional analysis has resulted in practicable alternatives that meet
most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible, and would result in certain
environmental impact reductions in comparison with one another. Accordingly, the
project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments
along the general BNSF corridor.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR
99/UPRR and the I-5 corridor and determined that these alternatives were not
practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not practicable to
implement.

As discussed in Section 2.6, Operations and Service Plan, of the Final EIR/EIS, three
basic service types are envisioned: express trains, limited-stop trains, and all-stop trains.
Please refer to this section for more detail.

B0O023-19

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-
Response-SO-07, FB-Response-S0O-03, FB-Response-AG-06.
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CCHSRA

CITIZENS FOR CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL ACCOUNTABILITY

October 17, 2012 [Sent by Email: Fresno Bakersfield @hsr.ca.gov f boardmembers@hsr.ca gov]

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dan Richard, Chair
Board of Directors
California High-Speed Rail Authority

RE: Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment = Fresno to Bakersfield Section
Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority:

BO024-1 This letter submits comments on the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for the Fresno
to Bakersfield Section of the proposed California high-speed train project (Draft EIR/EIS).

This Draft EIR/EIS first became available for public review and comment on July 20, 2012.

The comment period closes on October 19, 2012. Unfortunately, the Draft EIR/EIS is
fundamentally inadequate, and fails to comply with the mandatory requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act
[NEPA). Major changes must be made. After those changes are made, the Draft EIR/EIS

must then be recirculated for further review and comment. We urge the Authority to make
the changes necessary to comply with the law. We will elaborate on those legal requirements,
and point out why they are so important, as a kind of “background statement” for the specific
comments on the document that CCHSRA, its members, and others have submitted or will
submit.

CCHSRA is a “grassroots” group. As you will note, this letter has been signed not only by the
CCHSRA Co-Chairs, but by hundreds of our members. These individual members have been
personally involved in the process, and they want to dramatize how serious this matter is to
them by letting the Authority see how many local families and businesses will be profoundly
and adversely affected by the proposed project, if the project goes forward as currently
planned.

CCHSRA is based in Kings County, California. Many members of the CCHSRA are working
farmers. CCHSRA and its members been motivated to participate actively in the process
because the high-speed train project, as currently propesed, is a direct threat to the
continuation of commercially successful agriculture in Kings County. The impacts would not

be minor, or merely inconvenient. The project, as currently proposed, would have a devastating
impact on our natural environment, on hundreds of working farms, and on the local economy.

Rall Accountability [COHSRA) Is » grassrcots, non-profit corpora
e propased Caldornia High Speed Rail Project does not adversel
quality of lfe of g communities, with a focus on Kings County. For mone information, p
Yivu may antact CC-HSR by mail at 7450 Mountain View Stroat, Hanford, California 93230
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In seeking to respond to the proposed project, CCHSRA has worked closely with the Kings County
Board of Supervisors and with the county’s legal, planning, and other staff. We fully participated in
the County’s efforts to coordinate county planning and policies with the planning undertaken by
the Autharity and its consultants. It would be hard to overstate the number of Authority meetings
and workshops that CCHSRA members have attended. We have not only “attended” these
meetings and workshops, we have participated. We have attempted, in good faith, to have the
Authority respond to our legitimate questions and concerns, but so far, the Authority has been
almost totally unresponsive to the concerns raised by Kings County, CCHSRA, and the CCHSRA
membership.

Naturally, we are distressed at what has been the consistent unwillingness of the Authority and its
consultants to respond to our legitimate gquestions and concerns; however, we understand at least
one reason that this has been true. Early in the process, the Authority decided to tie the fate of the
proposed high-speed train project to federal “stimulus” funding. That funding was designed to
assist projects that can be accomplished quickly, and that will result in an almost “immediate”
economic stimulus. That kind of “stimulus” effort is worthy. However, attempting to meet the
deadlines associated with the federal stimulus funding has led the Authority to shortchange the
kind of thorough and detailed planning that this project needs. The proposed high-speed train
project is the largest infrastructure project in the state’s history. Rushing to meet the short
“stimulus” funding deadlines is leading to a high-speed train project that will actually not produce
the positive outcomes that are hoped for, and that will produce massively negative impacts on the
environment and our local economy.

We believe that the comments you have received from CCHSRA, and others, clearly demonstrate
that the high-speed train project, as currently proposed, will have many more “negative” than
“positive” impacts, and will end up being “bad,” and not “good,” for the natural environment,
for local communities, and for the local economy. Additionally, and critically important when
assessing whether or not the Draft EIR/EIS meets the standards set out in CEQA and NEPA, the
comments you have received demonstrate that the Draft EIR/EIS fails adequately to identify the
actual impacts of the project as proposed, and that it identifies many impacts that cannot be
properly mitigated or eliminated without further study and analysis.

In short, the Draft EIR/EIS fails to comply with the law. CEQA and NEPA are intended to guarantee
that before governmental agencies take action, they fully understand what the impacts of their
actions will be, so they can eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts to the greatest degree feasible.
This “informational” role of CEQA and NEPA is fundamental, and in this case, it is clear that the
Draft EIR/EIS fails to provide the required information and analysis. That is a major reason why the
Authority must make significant changes to the EIR/EIS and then recirculate it for public comment.

Doing what CEQA and NEPA require may delay the proposed high-speed train project beyond
the current federal deadlines for “stimulus” funding. If so, that is truly unfortunate. The fault,
however, comes from the initial decision to treat this project as a “stimulus” project, which it is
not, rather than as the kind of long-term infrastructure project it actually is. CEQA and NEPA do
not permit governmental agencies to disregard the requirements of the law just because

@ CALFORNIA @iz
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disregarding the law might help them to meet grant funding deadlines, and the fact that there are
short federal deadlines for federal stimulus funding does not excuse the Authority from praperly
following CEQA and NEPA,

In this letter, CCHSRA is providing a brief outline of the legal requirements established by both
CEQA and NEPA, to help make clear that the process that the Authority has been following fails
to comply with these laws. Because the Authority and its consultants have not been following
the law, the Draft EIR/EIS is fundamentally inadequate, and you must correct the errors, and
then recirculate the document for further public review and comment.

What CEQA And NEPA Require

The requirements of CEQA and NEPA are quite similar. We generally cite CEQA below, but both of
these important environmental laws establish the same basic principles, which include but are not
limited to the following:

1. CEQA is clear that an EIR is an "informational document,” and that the EIR must provide
adequate information about a proposed project to both the public and decision makers.
If an EIR does not adequately describe the proposed project, and if it fails to describe and
analyze all the impacts of the proposed project, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter
of law.

2. Asnoted above, CEQA requires that an EIR must adequately describe and analyze the
project being proposed — and the impacts of that proposed project. That means that
when there will be specific impacts associated with a project, the EIR for that project
must analyze the specific impacts of the project at the level of detail at which those
impacts will be experienced. If an EIR fails adequately to describe and analyze the
project being proposed at a level of detail that allows the actual impacts of the
project to be understood, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law.

3. CEQA is also clear that an EIR must describe and analyze the “whole” project being
proposed. If an EIR attempts to “piecemeal” a project, dividing up a larger project into
smaller parts, and then analyzes only a “part,” not the “whole,” of a proposed project,
then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law.

4. While CEQA allows an EIR at a “project level” to “tier” from an earlier "program level” EIR,
the fact that a “program level” EIR exists does not change the basic rules about the analysis
of project alternatives and impacts. If, when the “program level” EIR is taken into account,
a “project level” EIR does not adequately analyze alternatives to and the impacts of the
project proposed, then that “project level” EIR is inadequate as a matter of law.

5. Inaddition, an EIR that “tiers” from earlier “program level” EIRs must provide an adequate
“roadmap” to these first-tier documents, including to any technical appendices upon which
they rely. If an EIR fails adequately to provide such a "roadmap,” then it violates CEQA’s
informational requirements, and that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law.

BO024-1

6. CEQA requires an EIR fully to disclose the impacts of a proposed project. That means that
the EIR must survey existing conditions ly, to blish the “"baseline” from which
project impacts will be measured. If an EIR that fails adequately to establish the existing
“baseline” conditions which will be affected by the proposed project, then that EIR is
inadequate as a matter of law.

7. CEQA requires an EIR to describe and analyze the “cumulative” impacts associated with a
proposed project, as well as the direct impacts of the project. If an EIR fails adequately to
describe and analyze the “cumulative” impacts associated with a proposed project, then
that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law.

8. CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental impacts
of the projects that it approves or carries out, whenever it is feasible for the agency to do
that. The EIR for a project must adequately describe and analyze the mitigation measures
that will be utilized to comply with this “substantive mandate” of CEQA. If an EIR fails
to establish performance standards for proposed mitigation measures, or fails adequately
to describe and analyze all the likely impacts of proposed mitigation measures, including
secondary impacts, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law.

9. CEQA does not allow public agencies to “defer” its development of proposed mitigation
measures. Again, if an EIR seeks to defer the description and analysis of required mitigation
measures, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law.

10. CEQA requires an agency proposing a project to discuss and analyze a reasonable range of
alternatives. If an EIR fails to describe and analyze truly different alternatives, or fails to
make an adequate comparison between different alternatives, so that the agency can
comply with CEQA's “substantive mandate” to eli or mitigate envir impacts
to the greatest degree feasible, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law.

The Draft EIR/EIS does not meet any of the legal standards just listed. As indicated earlier in this
letter, the Authority is legally required to revise the currently inadequate Draft EIR/EIS, and then
must recirculate the document for further public review and comment.

Conclusion

We know that the Authority is committed to the propesed California high-speed train project.
‘We also know that the project has been tied to federal stimulus funding that has upcoming
deadlines, and that redoing the EIR/EIS might put that federal stimulus funding in jeopardy.

We understand and appreciate that President Obama and his ad ation are cc itted

to high-speed rail in general, and to this project in particular. We know that Governor Brown is
similarly committed to this project, and that funding for this project has been approved by both
houses of the California State Legislature.

None of this suppert for the project eliminates the Authority’s legal obligation to comply
with both CEQA and NEPA. The whole purpose of these laws is to make sure that governmental
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B0024-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-08,
FB-Response-GENERAL-16, FB-Response-GENERAL-20.

B0O024-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14.
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CCH

(CITIZENS FOR CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL ACCOUNTABILITY

October 18, 2012

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments

Attention: California High Speed Rail Authority Board Members
770 L Street. Suite 800

Sacramento, California 95814

Subject: CEQA/NE s Concerning the DEIR/EILS for the Proposed Fresno to
Bakersfield Section of the California High Speed Rail Project

Dear Chairman Richard and Authority Board Members:

The Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA) have long told both the
Califonia High Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the public that the most important
component of this project is not the high-speed train, or the unsubstantiated benefits or the
inflated job creation figures that go along with it. The most important component is the impacts
that the proposed praject will have on affected landowners. and on the agricultural businesses
that are directly dependent on the land. The Authority, its staff and the cadre of consultants
involved in the environmental review process have yet to contact landowners within the
alignment from Fresno to Bakersfield (or any other segment) to discuss impacts and the
magnitude of this project. That means that they have failed to identify the real impacts that this
proposed project would have. In this singular glaring error the Authority has failed to establish
the key element that would establish a legitimate and well rounded Environmental Impact Report
(EIR} or Envi I Impact $ (EI8) per the California Environmental Quality Aet
(CEQA) or the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) respectively.

In our review of the Draft EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the California High
Speed Rail Project (HSR Project) we have discovered that the lack of outreach provided to
landowners highlights the deficient nature of the Draft EIR/EIS. Provided in this letter is a
summary of key analysis that were conducted by CCHSRA members and are being provided as
examples of impacts in the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the HSR Project. The DEIR/EIS
should take note that these case examples are only representative and that much more complex
situations exists up and down the alig The lack of h, combined with producing the
Draft EIR/EIS at only a | 5% design level causes CCHSRA 1o request that the Draft EIR/EIS to
note the included cases. ensure that other impacts are addressed and re-released for a legal and
time appropriate public review.

DEIRELS Fresno-Bakersfield Page 1of 9
CCHSRA Landowner Analvsis
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Mel's Farm

Mel's Farms is a 3rd generation farm owned by the Oliveira Family. The property that is
impacted by the HSR Project is located approximately ' mile north of Dover Avenue and to the
west of 8" avenue. Please see the attached map entitled Mel's Farm Impacts for a location map
and a description of the impacts. The property consists of organically grown cherries and a
black of traditionally grown walnuts. The organic cherries are leased to a third-party grower that
is also a long-time Kings County grower.

Organic Concerns

The property that is being grown in organic cherries has been a long-term investment with a
significant amount of capital and work required to establish the cherries as a cetified organic
operation. The certification of these cherries as organic took approximately 3 years and is
currently producing organically certified cherries to the fresh fruit market. The value of this crop
could yield upwards of $15,000 per acre (depending on market conditions). The Draft EIR/EIS
fails to address in any section of the document the interaction of the HSR Project or the
construction of the HSR Project on organically operated farms.

The California Department of Food and Agriculture Organic Program is responsible for
enforcement of the federal Organic Foods Production Act of 1990, and the California Organic
Products Act of 2003, These statutes protect consumers, producers, handlers, processors and
retailers by establishment of standards under which fresh agricultural products/foods may be
labeled and/or sold as “organic”. The California Department of Public Health enforces laws
pertaining to processed products marketed as “organic”. As the HSR Project alignment passes
through the heart of this operation the Draft EIR/ELS should provide an analysis of any impact 1o
the organic nature of the field with an assurance that the regulations set forth by the California
Department of Feed and Agriculture and the California Department of Public Health are
observed.

T'he Draft EIR/EIS fails to provide an analysis of the potential impacts to organic farming
operations both during construction and the long-term operation of the HSR Project. With the
introduction of heavy mass carthmoving operations and potential chemical
applications to control weeds and pests within the construction zone, the potential exists for
impacts o adjacent organic operations. As construction operations take place, the introduction
of foreign chemicals and dust can significantly impact the organic operations. The potential
exists that chemicals utilized in the area may not be listed as safe for organic operations. Also
the increased dust from construction can introduce pests and cause leaf damage to trees. In an
organically grown orchard the landowner may not have the readily available and certified means
to address these concerns,

The long term operations of the HSR Project were also not factored into an analysis when
looking at agricultural impacts on organic operations. The Draft EIR/EIS includes recognition
that operations and maintenance practices will include the application of herbicides and
pesticides within the HSR Project right-of-way. The Draft EIR/EIS however does not include a
recognition. nor analysis of the potential impact of these operations adjacent to an organically
operated farming operations. Also not addressed are the impacts from the air turbulence and
DEIR/EIS Fresno-Bakersfield Page 2 0l9
CCHSRA Landowner Amalysis
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wind created from the high-speed train traveling at 220 mph. Winds traveling at this speed will
have a tendency to 1) agitate dust within the corridor and 2) carry particles and debris from
parcels adjacent to the property. As dust is placed within a farming operation it can have
significant impacts to farming along the source. Insects and leaf damage can occur due to an
increase in dust. As the high-speed train passes adjacent property it has the potential to capture
chemical applications on adjacent ficld and deposit it on other areas, a phenomenon called “drift”
and well litigated in court cases. Offen trains passing a field that is being sprayed for pesticides
carry that chemical to another adjacent field where the chemical can cause damage.

Lease Arrangemenis

The third-party operation (Leasee) that is currently farming the organic cherries has entered into
a long-term lease agreement with the owners of Mel's Farms (Owner). This lease agreement will
be first impacted by the removal of several acres of land necessary to accommodate the passage
of the HSR Project through the property. This impact will reduce the leased acreage, however it
will also reduce the profitability of the operation. During the right-of-way acquisition, the
Owner will receive a payment for the land, however it is not clear if the owner will receive
payment for the loss of the long-term lease payments. Given the introduction of the HSR Project
the Leasee and the Owner cannot guarantee they are able to maintain the organic nature of the
operation, therefore the lease agreement becomes subject to a significant breach if the Leasee
cannot maintain his organic operation. The Leasee will also have significant increa:
farming costs required to navigate around the HSR Project. which will also cause the lease
agreement between the Leasee and the Owner to be in jeopardy.

The DEIR/EIS fails to address the fragile relationships between owners and tenants that rely
upon a lease agreement to farm, This arrangement is no different than those used for business
relationships.

Farming Operation Impacts

The HSR. Alignment that passes through the operation travels along the castern 1/3 of the ranch
in a southwest direction (please see the attached Mel's Farm Impact map). Farming operations
on the east side of the alignment will no longer be connected to the farming located on the west
side of the alignment. Given that the alignment will be at-grade and passage will only be
allowed at T and und the aligs essentially isolates Mel's Farms into two

isolated operations.

The current farming practices locate the wells, equipment storage and cherry processing on the
side of the alignment at the center of the farm, It is anticipated that farming practices will
reased by approximately 3 miles per farming trip to access ground on either side of the
alignment. From the included map. one can see that farming equipment must travel to the
nearest overpass structure located on Dover to navigate around the alignment. OF more
significance is the fact that although Dover Avenue is a public access road. the roads located to
the west of the farm are private dirt roads which will require an easement and right-of-way
acquisitions to access Mel's Farm. These agreements must be in perpetuity and ensure that
future access covers the requiring operations necessary to operate Mel's farms.

DEIR/EIS Fresno-Bakersfield Page 3of ¢
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The increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) ereated by the HSR Project is not factored into any of
the analysis provided in the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS analysis of VMT is biased
towards counting any reduction in VMT, however fails to factor in the increased mileage created
by the project. For Mel's operation the increase is approximately 3 miles per trip. however a full
analysis of increase in VMT for Mel's farm was not conducted.

Mel's Farms Conclusion

Mel's Farms ref only one aperation imy d along the alig of the HSR. Project.
The Draft EIR/EIS is mandated to look at the individual impacts to ensure that the environmental
and social impacts of the project have been addressed. Unfortunately, this Draft EIR/EIS looks
more attune to a Programmatic EIR/EIS given the vague attempt to fully identify and address
impacts to farming operations. The Draft EIR/EIS should take into account the impacts
associated with Mel's Farms and ensure that a full analysis of ather farming operations is
conducted to guarantee that all impacts surrounding farming, the environment and the economic
viability is addressed.

Gaspar Dairy

Gaspar Dairy is a small family owned dairy operation located on 7 ¥ Avenue approximately ¥
mile north of Fargo Avenue. The Gaspar Diary is operated by Steve Gaspar and his father, and
employs several employees to operate the dairy. The family enjoys the luxury of living on the
ranch including three generations of the family. The ability to live and work together on the
family ranch is important and unique to the Gaspar Family. The HSR Alignment travels along 7
¥ Avenue through the dairy eliminating the dairy drainage pits. dairy corrals. the home of the
erandparents, approximately 7 acres of ground, and removes access to the dairy. This analysis is
provided to the Authority for an example of impacts associated with dairy operations. and should
be further analyzed by the Draft EIR/EIS given there are dozens of dairies impacted within the
alignment from Fresno to Bakersfield. Once the Draft EIR/EIS has analyzed the impacts to this
facility it is critical that those impacts be investigated on other operations to ensure that all
potential impacts have been identified and addressed.

Removal of Dairy Pits

California is the nation’s number one dairy state. The state produces approximately 3.2 billion
gallons of milk per year which is approximately 18% of the national supply. This production
equates to approximately $3.6 billion dollars in sales. However. the cows that generate milk also
generate approximately 30 million tons of manure each year, therefore proper management of
dairy waste is one of California’s most pressing environmental issues'. Concerns over the
potential pollution to groundwater and surface water supplies have involved the Clean Water Act
and the Safe Drinking Water Act when concerning dairy wastewater pits. Observance and
permitting through these laws is often tedious and can be very costly.

Dairy wastewater pits are an integral comp of the dairy of The pits receive
wastewater from the dairy that is used to wash corrals and cows during the milking process. The

| California Animal Waste Management. hitp:/‘'www.epa.gov/region?/animal wists/california. himl
DEIR/EIS Fresno-Bakersfield Page 4 of 9
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wastewater carries with it fecal matter and other debris from the diary and milking operation.
Under great scrutiny these facilities often require a full environmental review during construction
and significant amounts of time and money to construct, including the movement of wastewater
pits. The Draft EIR/EIS makes no mention or analysis of the impacts associated with eliminating
and/or replacing dairy wastewater pits. Without addressing the issuc of dairy pits in the
DEIR/EIS the public and the landowner are unclear as to the short-term and long-term impacts 1o
dairies such as the Gaspar Dairy. The DEIR/EIS should provide a discussion of the process that
diaries must follow to remove and construct new diary pits that are impacted. Included in this
discussion should be a details description of the expected timelines for replacement.

Loss of Land is a Loss of Cows

Through the California Diary permitting process the Gaspar Dairy is allowed to have a
predetermined number of cows for each acre of ground available to spread dairy manure waste.
For the Gaspar Dairy the loss of approximately 7 acres of farm ground will mean the reduction in
milking cows of approximately 105 cows (21 cows per acre). From the analysis provided in the
attached Gaspar Family Dairy and Farm Ground Map. it was determined that 105 cows have an
average milk production per year of 21,000 pounds of milk. At the average milk price of
$15/100 pounds. this equates to $3.150.00 of lost revenue per cow per year. For the Gaspar
Dairy this is a loss of approximately $330,750.00 per year in milk revenue. The economic
multiplier used for agricultural income to the surrounding commun is 3.5, therefore the
cconomic impact to the surrounding agricultural community is estimated to be $1.157.625.00.

The Draft EIR/EIS fails to recognize the loss of income to individual dairy operations due to the
Joss of land and loss of cows. What the Draft EIR/EIS fails to do on a larger scale is to recognize
each farming operation as a business venture, As cach farm is a business venture the loss of
productive farm ground equates to the permanent loss of income. which in tum is a multi faceted
impact to the social and economic fabric of a community. As losses are experienced on a farm,
there will be less revenue to industries that rely upon farming such as equipment suppliers,
mechanics and event the restaurant businesses surround farming communities. In the Drafi
EIR/EIS the document fails to address the net loss of economic vitality to the area. The Gaspar
Dairy alone removes approximately $1.150,000.00 from the local community The Draft
EIR/EIS should provide an analysis that takes a closer look at the true economic loss to the local
economies.

Through the analysis that CCHSRA has done, it has also been discovered that the alignments
chosen for the HSR Project target two general classifications of ground 1) low income blighted
areas and 2) agricultural/rural territories. The Draft EIR/EIS has provided statements that
acknowledge this phenomenon and the greater impact 1o ec ically depressed areas, h

the Draft EIR/EIS fails to provide any legitimate justification or mitigation for these prejudiced
decisions.

Dairy Permitiing Issues

The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges the impacts to dairies and the ensuing permitting and
regulation process that will be required of farmers when the HSR Project enters their property.
Although the HSR Project is a statewide project the agencies and regulations governing the
environmental and construction concerns of dairies are administered by agencies outside of the

DEIREIS Fresno-Bakersfield Page 5of 9
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Authority and will simply see the modifications due to adjustments required by the HSR Project
as typical diary improvements or modifications. Therefore, the tedious and expensive process of
permitting and constructing diary modification will be encountered. In the case of the Gaspar
Dairy. they expeet that the permitting process along will take approximately 18-24 months and
cost approximately $115,000. The Draft EIR/EIS does not contemplate the timing required to
adjust dairy operations within the construction timeling for the HSR Projeet. Even if the Gaspar
Dairy began working on their permits today. they could expect approval for modifications
around October 2014 with construction to last upwards of 12 months beyond that, Therefore the
Gaspar Dairy would be ready for the Authority to begin construction through their property
around October 2015,

Another concepts overlooked by the Draft EIR/EIS is the changes in regulations due to
adjustment in permits. The Gaspar Dairy has been operating under a permit issued several
decades ago when regulations required much less oversight. If the Gaspar Dairy were to
improve or repermit the facility, they would be exposed to bringing their dairy up to current laws
and regulations. This represents a significant increase in cost both in capital improvements and
long-term operations of the Dairy.

Miscell Farming Imy

The Gaspar Dairy also will incur various farming impacts that will greatly depreciate the value

of the farming operation and potentially cause significant environmental concerns. As the
alignment travel southward through the farm, the land located to the west of the alignment is
owned by the Gaspar Family. This land supplies feed to the dairy and also provides dairy
wastewater discharge. When feed is harvested from the ground on the west side of 7 Avenue
it is traditionally hauled across the road to the Dairy. This is a very short and efficient process.
With the introduction of the HSR Project the Gaspar family will be required 1o travel south 1o the
overpass structure programmed at Fargo Avenue and to navigate around the structure and back 1o
the north. This will increase the travel di for each truck up Is of 2 miles to get feed 10
the dairy operation via the New Access road shown on the attached map, Inereased VMT will
add costs to the Gaspar Dairy and also add the already diminished air quality in the Central
Valley.

The alignment that passes through the Gaspar Dairy also eliminates the current access point for
the truck that comes daily to transfer milk to the processing plant. In order to reconfigure the
dairy operation and allow access for milk transfer the Gaspar Dairy will be required to relocate
their milking barn. The Gaspar dairy estimates that the economic cost for reconfiguring the diary
would be $7.300,000.00, The reconfiguration of the facility will also necessitate another
individual environmental and permitting review. which could include significant costs and
several years to accomplish. The Gaspar Dairy estimates their permitting process to take
upwards of 24 months and cost approximately $115.000. The newest dairy in Kings County.
Lakeside Dairy took 2 1/2 years to permit and upwards of $175,000.00 in permitting costs”,
which supports the estimates for the Gaspar Dairy impacts.

? Personal conversation with Mike Monteiro owner of Lakeside Dairy on October 14, 2012,
DEIR/EIS Fresno-Bakersfield Page 6ol 9
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Circle T Ranches

Circle T Ranches is a family owned and operating farming operation located along Highway 43
approximately | mile north of Nevada Avenue. Circle T Ranches operates its farming operation
from an equipment and farming office located on the attached Circle T Ranches Site Plan and
Travel Path Map. The family owns and operates the land located in the green outlined area near
the equipment storage area, however also farms ground located on Lansing Avenue west of
Highway 43 (red outlined ground on the map). CCHSRA met this the owners of Circle T Ranch
to discuss the impacts to their operation. The owners of the ranch indicated that one of the
largest impacts to their operation was the increased distance they would be traveling to conduct
their farming operations. Attached is an analysis of the increased VMT created by the HSR
praject due to the need to travel around the alignment.

By conducting a detailed analysis of the increased VM, it was determined that the due to the
HSR Project alignment. Circle T Ranches will increase its VMT by 10,734 miles per year to
farm the Double L Ranch. The analysis was done by investigating the farming operations that
take place in one calendar year. Each farming practice was analyzed for the type of vehicle
utilized. including the need to use transport equipment to move farming equipment to the field
and the number of trips required to be made to that field. The increased length of travel was
determined and a calculation was made 1o determine the difference between current practices and
the increased VMT required to navigate around the HSR Project. The Draft EIR/EIS does not
reflect an analysis such as this, which indicates that there is a concrete evidence that the HSR
Project will increase YMT on an annual basis. which could be counterproductive the ability 1o
meet current air quality standards.

The analysis of Circle T Ranches also highlighted a secondary impact that was not addressed in
the Draft EIR/EIS. By placing the HSR Project alignment in arcas not adjacent to a
transportation corridor, traffic is now forced to used roads and highways more frequently. Also,
the farming industry will not be forced to utilized roads more ofien than previously done.
therefore increase the wear and tear on roadways, Equipment will also be foreed to utilized road
not currently required to be utilized, and in the case of Circle T Ranches they will be forced to
use Highway 43 1o move equipment and other farming commodities. OF concern to Circle T
Ranches is the movement of manure to fields. Currently trucks are able to use rural roads to
move manure for farming operations. however his trucks will now have to utilize a highway and
fall under new guidelines which is trucks may not comply with.

Forcing farming equipment on to more roadways, including highways also raises a safety
concern that the Draft EIR/ELS did not contemplate. Farm equipment often travels at much
slower speeds that normal traffic and tends to be oversized. Cars traveling at 55 miles per hour
must now navigate large equipment traveling at 25 miles per hour, The Draft EIR/EIS should
analyze the potential for farm equipment/traveling public safety to determine the nare if the
impact and provide mitigation measure as required,

The Draft EIR/EIS discusses VMT. however only in the context of VMT reductions associated
with ridership on the HSR Project. What the Draft EIR/EIS fails to do is analyze the increased

DEIR/EIS Fresno-Bakersfield Page 7of 9
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VMT caused by the requirement to navigate around the HSR Project alignment given it is a fully
grade separated transportation corridor.

Lakeside Cemetery and Dairy Impacts

The analysis conducted by CCHSRA on the Lakeside Dairy and Cemetery are provided in the
attached Lakeside Dairy and Cemetery Impacts. The analysis provided at this site is an example
of what the lack of direct contact with landowners has yielded. Upon our early investigates we
discovered that the aerial photography being utilized in the Draft EIR/EIS was outdated and did
not include structures and farming facilities after approximately 2003. Upon notifying the
Authority of the issue it took approximately 12 months for the Authority to upgrade the aerial
photography to include the Lakeside Dairy.

The Lakeside Cemetery is another example of the lack of detail the Draft EIR/EIS had without
landowner participation. The Authority had sent out U.S. Army Corp of neer (USACE)
reviewers to visually scope the alignment for conflicts. While they were driving along the road
the owner of Lakeside Dairy stopped them to ask them what they were doing. The USACE
representatives indicated what they were doing and the owner told them that they just passed a
cemetery. The representatives had no idea there was a cemetery and they would make sure they
addressed it in the upcoming Draft EIR/EIS. When the Draft EIR/EIS was released there wasa
“hlockout” which saved the Lakeside Cemetery from being buried under an overpass. However
what is not addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS is how the families of those who are buriced in the
cemetery access the cemetery. Given it is behind an overpass the Draft EIR/EIS makes no
provision for access to the cemetery.

As with the other impacts associated with farming operations the Lakeside Dairy will increase
the VMT to take farming equipment from the Lakeside Dairy Operation Facility to the Lakeside
Dairy. The owners utilize the Operation Facility to store equipment and do repairs. When
equipment is needed on the dairy it travels down Kent Avenue approximately 1/8 mile down the
road. With the introduction of the HSR. Project equipment will have to travel east toward
Highway 43 and them back to the west via the overpass structure. This essentially doubles the
travel distance required.

Landowner Impact Forms

CCHSRA and its members have recognized the shortcomings of the Authority in its path to
processing the HSR Project. Without talking with landowners the ability to acknowledge
impacts and concerns is a missing component of the CEQA and NEPA process. Attached with
this letter are Landowner Impact forms that are representative of the impacts associated with land
that is located within the HSR alignment. The Draft EIR/EIS is an incomplete document that
cannot establish the baseline condition given that the individual properties and land impacted has
not been properly assessed. Without this information environmental concerns have been

ignored, impacts lic dormant and the budget identified in the Draft EIR/EIS is significantly
suspect and potentially deficient. Without having the funding to complete the necessary project
DEIR/EIS Fresno-Bakersfield Page 8ol 9
CCHSRA Landowser Analysis
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B0025-30
and now knowing that the Draft EIR/EIS is unable to identify the entire realm of impacts, the
Authority under its Lead Agency status is required to take into account the information included.
revise the document including the budget and re-release the Drafi EIR/Els for another public
review.

BO025-31 Conclusion

CCHSRA has spent the last several months understanding the HSR Project and the alignments
that impact the residents of Kings County. Part of the process has been to meet with individual
landowners to understand the impacts that will be |m.urml due to the HSR Project. What has
been presented in this letter and the attached analysis is information that has not been addressed
in the Draft EIR/EIS. Because this information is missing, CCHSRA believes that the Draft
EIR/EIS is significantly deficient and does not meet the standards of CEQA and NEPA. We
request that the information provided be utilized as an example of the impacts associated w ith
the HSR Project, and that the Authority, its staff and cadre of consultants ensure that cach
individual impact is property applied to each parcel impacted. The Autherity has promoted and
described the Draft EIR/EIS has a project level EIR/EIS. however given the lack of detail
provided this current Draft EIR/EIS falls significantly short of meeting the standard threshold of
a project-level EIR/EIS.

CCHSRA and its membership urges the Authority to address each of the issues presented and
adjust the Draft EIR/EIS accordingly. In answering these comments above. the Authority should
ensure that the magnitude and applicability of each impact to each landowner is assessed to
properly address the significance of each impact. Failure to conduct a full analysis would render
any determination of significance by the public or decision maker unlawful under CEQA and

NEPA
Sincerely. -—— fr
e
Aaron Fukuda, Co-Chair CCHSRA Frank Oliveira. Co-Chair CCHSRA
DEIR/EIS Fresno-Bakersfield Page9 of 9

CCHSRA Landeawner Analysis
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DAIRY IMPACTS

APPROX. LOSS OF GROUND 5ACRES

ALLOWABLE COWSIACRE 21COWS

TOTAL REDUCED COWS 105 COWS P
MILK PRODUCTIONICOW 21,000 POUNDSIYEAR

APPROX. REVENUE
REVENUE LOSS PER COW

$15.00/100 POUNDS
$3,150/ YEARIC_OW

bR atdta it Ll ol RS e ELIMINATES DAIRY Wi 120 ACRES OF FARM | [ \
TOTAL LOSS PER YEAR $330,750.00 B A et GROUND) | U
AG ECON, MULTIPLIER 35 | —
ANNUAL IMPACT § QR B
TO COMMUNITY §1,157,625.00 = Ciles ELIMINATES DARY | _
ESTIMATED COST TO SRS SORTALD Nf | — NEW ACCESS
RECONFIGURE DIARY AND VL =
HOME §3,500,000 ELIMINATES ELIMINATES MILKING PARLOR AND &< <
FAMILY HON FAMILY HOME—.,_ | D/—smams TANKS |
THE ONLY ACCESS TO THE MILKING ﬁsmmwu:%g" D e
PARLOR FOR MILK TRANSPORTATION
ECONOMIC IMPACT TO GASPAR FAMILY s e Syl i ’W""m N
$3,500,000.00 PARLOR WILL NEED T0 BE MOVED T NEED TO BE MOVED TO
THE EAST SIDE OF THE PROPERTY — £ OF THE PROPERTY
ANNUAL ECONOMIC IMPACT TO GASPAR FAMILY T PRIESIRCTOHZ 22
$330,750.00 A s g
£ (4
— =¥
ANNUAL ECONOMIC LOSS TO COMMUNITY el e ag
$1,157,625.00 < i g E
i
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o«
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LEGEND

DOUBLE LL RANCH - CUSTOM FARMED BY

CIRCLE T FARMS, THEREFORE EQUIPMENT IS
MOBILIZED FROM THE CIRCLE T FARMS —_—
EQUIPMENT YARD

CIRCLE T FARMS - PROPERTY OWNED AND
OPERATED BY THE HOLT FAMILY

EXISTING TRAVEL PATH FOR VEHICLES AND

EQUIPMENT FROM CIRCLE T FARMS TO FIELDS
NEW TRAVEL PATH REQUIRED TO TRAVEL
ARQUND HIGH SPEED RAIL ALIGNMENT TO
ROAD OVERPASSES WHICH INCREASES THE

TRAVEL PATH
HiGH SPEED RAIL ALIGNMENT

COHSRA

PO, Box 281

Hanford, Callomia 23237

For more informaion please contact
Aern Fulaoda at 15559 TOT-598 of via

CIRCLE T RANCHES
SITE PLAN & TRAVEL

PATH MAP

CCHSRA
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Table 1, Holt Farms - L & L Ranch Trip Generation Analysis

[y T Gereate ot Trip Generation Count’ Total Trip
Mo T P Februar o - 5 iy o = March April May June July August  September  October  November December Generation
v uary i1 iy y Lgust
e == — e 120 120 120 120 240 240 120 120 1,440
& Day lerigation 120 120 120 120 120 120 240 240 120 120 120 120 240 240 120 120 1,440
6 Nightirigation 120 120 120 120 120 120 240 240 h ' i : ;
11 Maure Application 180 1 L 380
3 Border Knock Down 2 2 2 3 2
(3 Mobilization 28 36 ;: :: :: ;: :12’2
2 Service Equipment 28 36 -
2 Discing Ground 2 = < 4
1 Border Field 2 i £ L]
2 Spring Tooth and Chisel 2 2 E 4
4 Furrow Field 2 2 2
3 Border Field 2 2 2 4
1 Piant Field 2 £ 2 4
4 Fertilizer 2 2 2 4
5 Pesticide/Fungicide Spray 2 2 2 4
] Field Inspection 4 4 4 4 3 5 3 6 4 4 & 6 [ [3 3 8
3,578

4 Miles - Existing trip mileage to center of ranch
7 Miles - New trip distance to access center of ranch with HSR project in place
3 Miles - Extra distance required

10,734 Miles - Total Annual Extra Mileage Traveled

! Numbers indicate singular trip. Ex, 2 is @ movement to the ranch and a return trip to the equipment yard.
“ Trip Count is based on 4 trips per day and a 15 day irrigation cycle
* Trip Count is based on 4 trips per day and a 15 day irrigation cycle

g trip mileage to center of ranch
p distance to access center of ranch with HSR project in place
Istance required

al Annual Extra Mileage Traveled
ranch and a return trip to the equipment yard.

ncycle
o cycle
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i THERE IS A NEW DAIRY OPERATION ON THIS

I PARCEL (LAKESIDE DAIRY). THE OPERATOR

i HAS HIS EQUIPMENT OPERATIONS SHOP ON

| THE EAST SIDE OF THE RAIL. THE OPERATOR
| OF THIS DAIRY HAS INVESTED IN THE NEWEST
| TECHNOLOGY TO ACHIEVE A SUSTAINABLE

| DAIRY, INCLUDING A MULTI-MILLION DOLLAR

| INVESTMENT IN A SOLAR ARRAY TO POWER

THE FACILITY.
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..... A G LT E SB35 554 | £s
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=N *THE CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY AND TS CONSULTANTS PROCEEDED WITH THIS PROJECT WITH HIS PROJECT WITHOUT g
S CONTACTING ANY LANDOWNER ALONG THE PROPOSED ALIGNMENT TO DISCUSS IMPACTS. THE AUTHORITY US THE AUTHORITY USED g
NORTH “DRIVE-BY" ASSESSMENTS. DURING A DRIVE BY ASSESSMENT BY 2 ENGINEERS, A FEW LOCAL LANDOWNERS (L LANDOWNERS Z
] INDICATED TO THEM THAT THERE WAS A CEMETERY ALONG THE ALIGNMENT. THIS INFORMATION CAUGHT THE TION CAUGHT THE TWO g
=g ENGINEERS BY SURPRISE AND THE MAPS BEGAN SHOWING FROM THAT TIME FORWARD A SIMPLE BLOCKOUT O MPLE BLOCKOUT OF THE St 5
P FACILITIES (AS SHOWN HERE N THIS AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH) U E
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B0O025-32

Landowner Impact Form

Landowner Infnrn‘ratmn
_| pnegreteshs@hotmail.com
BO5-474-5810

Question 1: Property Description (Please explain where property is located and sizes).

Property
%mhﬂmydhﬂ%mmrmw.mmlﬁis"sﬂﬂ =
[ Property APN's: [ 002-190-016 [ 1
- | l = —

This property is composed of two undivided 40 acre parcels with @ well and pump in the middle and pipeline
irrigation. It is located on the east side of 8" avenue just south of Dover avenue in Hanford, California. Itis prime
agricultural farm land protected by the Williamson Act.

Question 2: Dy of farming i . type of crops, etc.):

The entire 80 acres are planted in Aimend trees. The trees were planted 6 years ago and are currently in full
P ion (lifetime production of 25+ years),

Question 3: Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your propertyfoperationilife (Altach more
sheets if necessary).

The proposed East Hanford Route cuts diagonally through the middle of the 80 acres destroying the well,
irrigation system and culs out a wide swath of almond trees. Because the EIR/EIS is so vague, it is difficult to know
just how much of the property would be taken for the HSR—it is possible that none of the remaining property would
be farmable.

Upon claiming the property for the HSR, with the destruction of the irigation system, there would be a total loss
of the Almond orchard, including the loss of potential income in the remaining 14+ years in the lease ($550000.00).

If there would be acreage left for farming, it would be divided by the HSR into 2 small parcels—one accessed by
8" avenue and me other inaccessible because it would be land-locked between other adjacent farms on 3 sides and
the HSR on the 4™ side. Two new wells, pumps, and irrigation systems would need to be installed which could cost
in the millions of dollars. The value of the two small parcels would be greatly reduced in comparison to the value of
one 80 acre parcel.

It is impossible know what the environmental impacts will be and what l'esmcimns to the falmmg ope(amn there
will be as a result of 6 high speed trains/hour passing by (air quality, noise effect on
on chemicals being sprayed, efc.)

This property was purchased by Patricia's grandfather and William's and Thomas' greatgrandfather in the early
1800°s. Our family has been good stewards of the land, farming, and making improvements over the years until it's
current pristine condition. This is considered prime agricultural land because of the sandy loam soil and availability
of water for irrigation, and it is p under the Willi Act,

B0O025-32

Question 8 Will the high speed rail impact your ability to move equipment and/or vehicles: YES  NO

If you answered YES, Please explain the impact to the movement of equipment (List how many extra miles it will add
to your daily t of equip and/ar vehi

Because of the vagueness of the EIR/EIS it is difficult to know, but it might be necessary to drive 4 miles in order to
access the property in the back, if given the right-of-way by a neighboring farmer.

Question 9 If you have any ices that might be L around the high speed rail alignment (ex. herbicide and
pesticide spraying) please list those aclivities along with the chemical and/or practice that is used:

Herbicides and Pesticides are often used—there is no direct | ik garding what the i will be.

Question 10: If you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you milk, the amount of ground needed
to support your dairy and any other significant impact to your operation the high speed rail alignment may have:

Please list any other impact that the high speed rail alignment may have on your business/home that has not been
listed above:

Pilease fill out the above form and return it o cchsracra@gmail.com or mail the form to P.O. Box 881, Hanford,
California 93232
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Question 4: Will the high speed rail alignment cause any access problems: YES
CCH qu Landowner Impact Form

If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem:

AR

Landowner Information
It and the HSR without any street access.
.The back parcel would be locked in by 3 adjacent farms y e g Eina Ackwai |
Landowner Address: Phone Number:
Cell Number:

Property Description
Figazs st any of fha APN'S you may have, howaver this is nof neguied

}F’rm:ml'mI APN's: I | I — |
|

Question 1: Property Description (Please explain where property is located and sizes): -
| )
o A Bdmosan M N ey

LM”\ OIOALIAI A Foeernd Coomn

-

Question 5: Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on the property: NO
If you answered YES, Please explain the age, cost and utilities impacted (please include costs of the home):

Question 2: Description of farming i ge. type of crops, etc.):

70 AL~os #f W"" od watra -

Question 6. Will the high speed rail

ig i any or i ion welis: YES

If you answered YES, Please explain the well istics (depth, horsep casing size and costs): Question 3: Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your property/operationfiife (Attach more

sheets if necessary):

A
R T
,M\Mnmg, hoeuse Mtjﬁj ol WZ
Cwm}t}m T N O M47/Qq ’f
Question 7: Will the high speed rail alignment impact any of your imigation system: YES NO L&J-‘\_/G ,(J C&ZI: /f 22 ’\.ﬁ*”‘-*‘?ﬂ") /}/r\ﬁ* bl /’i

If you answered YES, Please explain the irigation sytem ics (style, pipe sizes, special equip. and cost)

e : Hart Xuﬁwrf‘ (11 fﬁlng&fél AanRY
(9495

Replacement of 2 wells pumps and pipeline irigation could cost up to $500000.00

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranepertation
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Question 4: Wil the high speed rail alignment cause any access problems: YES @ B0O025-32

Question 8 Will the high speed rail impact your ability to move equipment and/or vehicles: YES @
If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem;

If you answered YES, Please e:plaun the impact to the movement of equipment (List how many extra miles it will add
1o your daily of ndior

Question §: If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed rail alignment (ex. herbicide and
pesticide spraying) please list those activities along with the chemical ar\da‘o‘ practice Ihsl is used:
Question 5: Wil the high speed rail alignment efiminate a residence on the property: @3 NO

If you answered YES, Please explam the age, cost and utilities |r?fa::ed (please)ndude costs of the home): ‘\M ::ﬁj ,’\fq,‘\ﬂe,ii/ LLMII? L{W E ALL. iﬁJ-._._

KTl ct~X .
LL‘\:QQ B[ ﬂyof-zo.-{{a A?f’\ (}U-@%W‘M ‘[_}L (PPN
’\—{?

Na nw’\a'—wf- M \'LF\'

s wlne— 200, 0070

d&ﬁ& Y lM,‘l—é » . 00 0 Question 10: |f you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you milk, the amount of greund needed
j |4 \..‘:J._/ LA L@S to support your dairy and any other significant impact to your operation the high speed rail alignment may have:
L g
Question 6: Will the high speed rail alig imi any ic or 1 wells: (YES/ NO
If you answered YES, Please explain the well (depth, b , casing size and costs).

[Mjé —1ué_i*§"fm¢:7 50.00 ‘"cfl,.g\‘_\
val:/’t"‘ ‘3}0(@"‘!(9 W?’V‘)%

&S_Z"f [#] O(Jm—‘— Please list any other impact that the high speed rail alignment may have on your business/home that has not been
listed above:

Question 7: Willthe high speed rail alignment impact any of your irfigation system{ YES) NO

If you answered YES, Please explain the irrigation sylem characteristics (style, pipe sizes, special equip. and cost):

DNTQ_ 'T_ﬁ-_@.g{’l\}d,@»-uﬁl .

Please fill out the above form and refurn it to echsraorg@gmail.com or mail the form ta P.O, Box 881, Hanfard,
Califomia 93232
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Landowner Impact Form

Landowner Information
rogd n ¥ 10 Se HANSE Email Address: SeC

iy Ay . Phone Numiber: | #5,5%] - 5§,
A (A 93230 [ ceimumber | -

Prop
Flnso st any of b APN'S you may hives, hovever this is 05 roge

if Property APN's:

Question 1: Property D (Please explain where properly is located and szes).

‘ [.4 Acr parc With newily  Oonsshucefe o

e . JUC dré e LAl pueadic oF Qb vg .
Licvg e paredd Lan t has almomd r wWalnuf
NS, bl inging T v Fremely. |

Qx_;es'.m 2: Description of farming operation (acreage, type of crops, ete.):
[ (v Q@ Cre _fht((o’s‘ Ot Mo ey ¥ ¢
por b lhg o W"g“%mn af.

WO kPO T e é"*’f WX hi - al gl (fm’)g_g

Question 3. Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your propertyfoperationfife (Attach more
sheets if necessary).

Vo AL ~Fa bt Our home. T was 1§t bomplescs
3 peets age. Nohas ke as aver D g |
e bucidd | You Wik Yt & liige atmguntoe
u.«kl_ SU«H"WK.Q“ “Ihj u—j\"'“(_k f.S Fis"
husbawds [IVIlihood ! S Qraadtfatrer
Ster ol Lils 1t ) Lads agy fov iy
-ﬁML?‘J\.‘* now (il 1€ ea froralez<d Ton
SheNAry  LNULECSSary |\ Ard

—+ e i’t-f} D‘\-Z/ Som'S fchore frén JLL.JH,),"[
r——

BO025-32

Question 4: Wil the high speed rail alignment cause any access problems

If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem;
| Wil ﬁ" ;‘:j/;{ Pk, Vtee WMecld Le ar 43
| Prepeity & iy huShanls

Wa writ oS¢ aceess +
: Ce Seie &
Tiactrs WL Raoe Mjﬁbﬁg ﬁi{c’g_é”&

(f..{'«S‘sz.it(‘.e’..S y L( éfﬁ ﬁ*c-‘e;f- a e ey Vg ./
LM@MMEM s T

Question 5! W the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on the property:

parei f5.

Es O

If you answered YES, Please explain the age, cost and ulififies impacted (claase include costs of the home):
Brawd nio home bl Gt Q04

ity fﬂ_‘j W il ower B15,600

SChael vy B9 |
Pt ConsStacctom - @ 03,409 '

8 willhest be able #o 6&(.:.!0’ andbhes f‘?xm M (A&Jp@,&

Question 6. Wil the high speed rail alignment efiminate any demestic or imigation wells: (YES NG

It you answered YES, Please explain the well characteristics (depth, horsepower, casing size and costs)

1

WLl adt  dur Dence Lot bes \(,&/‘)tth::z_néd |

LSO uSed! A %wmﬁf df’/m,,cf eZey {,r{c)'

Question 7: Wi the high speed rail alignment impact any of your imigation system: YES NO

If you enswered YES, Please explain the irrigation sytem characteristics (style, pipe szes, special equip. and cost)

e
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Question & Wil the high speed rall impact your abilty to move equipment andior vems@ NO

If you answered YES, Please explain the impact to the movement of equipment (List how many extra mites It will add
fo your daily movement of equipment andfor vehicles)

(8¢S 1Mt Yhre Muadle or pr Erenfticns
Wil RKawe p pwve dramal e Closd b ewds!

Quc_sh:on @: If you have any practices that might be restricted arcund the high speed rail alignment {ex. harbicide and
pesticide spraying) please list those activities along with the ehemical andfor practice that is used

pray g B Amenel @ Ladnut Crps !

Question 10: If you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you mik, the amount of ground neaded
1o support your dairy and any other sigrificant impaet fo your cperation the high speed rail abgnment may have:

|

L

Pﬁf t!i;:,:ny ofher impact that the high speed rail alignment may have on your business/home that has not been
& al

Tract pult also gp right at bact I M
Chedds sl 71,8 drehed (sl cott
be Ao rsiias 7T AU Cledddre s o o Cae
S0 h sl ")Ibéi(jf nsk of Claddee o lembes
/’JL,&L.C,L_S (V3 éLLn_!;; Aot br Letbed !

Figase fil out the above form and refum it o cehsraora@amail.com or mai the form fo P.0. Box 881, Hanford,
California 93232

Yo get Lhat Lkt Clutral vailey
Lads Mdleod!

L

BO025-32

CCHSRA

CITEHTAS FS6 CALTOERIA B8 1HTER EAN MEDONTARAITY

Landowner Impact Form

Landowner Information

| \ddress: | PV Z 2

| I -

) LoTon 2

Property Description
Ploasa lisl any of the APN's you may have, howsver Ihis 5 ol requied._____ == P

| Property APN's: j«_‘} PALEOOZ. I30 O3 -cr>_ AGNO |

[ AN Ezo-coe-i13gewo Home |

Question 1: Property Descriplion (Please explain where property is located and sizes):

30 AcCRES

‘ TH4rs p‘q"PEW?S/ 1S LocRTEy oM CHIRe Aus BeT

|
u.;é?,—.’ﬂ/
FAAND 9 pus pN THE NORTH 515 of Romo, TH!S19ROPERTS
15 4V THE Wilkigmson Fel ConmTRAcr. SRS

Question 2: Description of farming operation (acreage, type of crops, etc.) 3 -
4. 30 AcRES .
E A7 ﬁcﬁfj-ﬂ{l@ﬁﬂﬁo 78 Row clofs o P

oR sidagis oR ORy ecoRn.
30 AHoARsE AgRicedToRE PO ra . e
Y AR colTURE 8uiFdd 15 3627 OLER [:2/\'.-0- ST )

Question 3 Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your property/operationfiife (Attach more
sheets if necassary):

[ THe ovmgpass Ano HWSR TRACKs widd 7Bk oo
‘ a PIPAIME ~ |

| b AgRicus Tuge porP ANO wEL
le. Hovss ‘

b. OomEsTre witd ANG FompP

= SYP sno THAss SToRH G5 Zy/LO NS ‘
R Floled w1387 NEpo To b5 ResRAOEO -
3 sixes HRS TR AcHs go 7‘/5!40(,3(5 o DAL 19,-\_/3;(6"
| i7 widd L5avE @ smail Pepcsl.
‘ Copro. swas7) J

@
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Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October

18, 2012) - Continued

BO025-32

Question 8: Will the high speed rail impact your ability to move equipment andfor ueh.:!es. NO
If you answered YES, Piease explain the impact 1o the movement of equipment (List how many extra miles it will add
to your daily of equipment andfor vehicles):

. ZF THEY mAKs Ar AecEsS RoAO 77 will |

A Eé{ 0.&/5 Yo ¥ B |
- ‘_{Z AT 8&" 19424’: B

2. i oMe Access Redd ) we

| Aecciss PRaPERTY.

Question 9: If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed rail a_lngr‘.mem (&x. herbicide and
pesticide spraying) please list those activities along with the chemical andlor practice that is used

D. T fave BEEn Tools THET CompncRichAL
SPRAYERS Wikh NOT comp wiTh M Yy mike ‘

| oF THE TRACM 3, So THis MEANS THE clRop cAN

| NoT b& SPRAYED. Yoo chns CHIL THE Lemsex ,
AEoM9do SovzA (ss?/92¢- 1335 2 PyyNy )Pu‘.r’ AT
J0FVE DovsER Aus He sPAYS ‘

| HONFORO,CA. 93230 . :

stion 10: I you are & RATION p t the number of cows you milk, the ameunt of ground neaded
EJ:E;;}:F..EGUF; é’giﬁya;r.‘.;.snll\\flEt:cepsin:ﬁcant :rﬁ:::“lelolj-m:r operation the high speed rail alignment may have:

Please list any other impact that the high speed rail afignment may have cn your business/home that has not been
listedabove: -

881, Hanford,

v form and retum i to gochsraorg@amail.com or mai the form to P.O. Box

BO025-32

R UESTIoN ‘&o?
5 Pomp Amps 099 Zo gsco gpllon s
PiER PN
C. FipE AINE 1S on' SouvTH EAIE i FRoPERTY
T, OME ReRE FoR THE Abouse
& OomEs7ic WELL 15 +FO0F% OFFF
9. IR FTXIRFT  Stlop
100 THREE STofpss Bu LUiMNIs He /Z#x -é?,é/
AMD ens & F7THIRFTT

BuesTow 3

¥ Wil HAE a6 HCCESS 7 LArD
BErgysE oF THE ousRpPASS
S RAESTA,c7ons oF 3PREY 17 7ERMS
C- Comm iR icAL SARAYERS widd so7
Comiz WiTHI T MLE oF TROCHS
7 AIRICLLTURE WELL PNO [prE At
will fees To s rmovEo.
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Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
18, 2012) - Continued

BO025-32
Landowner ]mpact Form Question 4: WIll the high speed rail alignment cause any access problems: yes( no(O
BO025-32 . If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem:
Landowner Information
\enp béq ) ,-*u'i‘lf S ré e +,
| Property APN's: |
S - o g 7 )
Question 1: Praperty Description (Please explain where property lsjgcaied andAtea); Question 5. Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on the property: YES O NOfB
iI'J[._, ne r—.!-;,' .'g(' o7 - on— /2 C_:n(‘, = ;"-’)’: AR - - If you answered YES, Pleasa explain the age, cost and utilities impacted (please include cosis of the home):
g i, THR A¥E At oresend with owvr [afLF rabmatio~, po |
o v~ Vo AL N 2 howfeS pius ! 2 -
Grrd g ra g€ ( . T TN ¢ ' S R oy
Question 2: Description of farming operation (acreage, type of crops, etc.) ‘
: . ! 0 S T T,
(L 5 va acvel &Ly Lirnse e o4 +he yard otarde N0 LS -.-Q..“* .
Crope  §RAWA = Corn, wheads wia e ‘:'-',,’2’4',}1'@,’
Question 6: Will the high speed rail ahgnment eliminate any domestic o imgation wells: YES 7™ NO [
If you answered YES, Please e)g‘plgin the well characteristics {aeplh.(narsepower. casing size and costs).
A 10 HP L+ ;”‘Luv"‘ﬂ — o
Question 3: Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your propertyfoperationfiife (Attach more
sheets if necessary):
Question 7: Wil the high speed rail alignment impact any of your irrigation system: YES & no [
If you answered YES, Please explain the imgation sytem characteristics (style, pipe sizes, special equip. and cost).
T;I'Le_ | P P %) Wi at ‘{']'-CL Dok F it oy 1 :’L ;/
~ = i o
Puamap £ W2~ T2 e
+o access
0, pe 1 ne
gl |
(v Won LY
73 ¢ gy ied,
10 w o 4 v
U.S. Department
CALIFORNIA ' of Transportation
Federal Railroad Page 40-155
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS ) o
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
18, 2012) - Continued

B0025-32
Question 8 Will the high speed rail impact your ability to move equipment andlor vehicles: YES (] NO [

Landowner Impact Form

If you answered YES, Please explain the impact to the maovement of equipment (List how many extra miles it will add
to your daily of andior vehicles): B0O025-32

Landowner Information

N ot Covre s Landowner Name: | RSA INVESTMENTS, LLC Email Address prostho2th@yahoo.com
' Landowner Address. | 3515 W. DAKOTA AVE. Phone Number. | (559) 435-4006
| FRESNO, CA 93722 _ | Cell Number: (55_9_) 2875345 |

Property D
have,_hawever this iz not requinsd

NIA I

| |
— SR - 1

Question 8 If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed rail alignment {ex. herbicide and Question 1: Property Description (Please explain where property is located and sizes)
pesticide smaymg} please list mose activities along with the chemmal andior practice that is used:
-

7 ] T k i _‘{ J ey PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT 3515 W. DAKOTA AVE. FRESNO, CA. APPX. 9.6 ACRES OF
foss i "y Sy ’ﬁ 0¥ hawhicrdas ¢ f HEY, z C-6 COMMERCIAL PROPERTY IMPROVED WITH METAL BUILDINGS, OFFICE

AND RESIDENCE FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONDUCTING DAKOTA PARK BOAT AND |
RV / MEGA STORAGE. PROPERTY IS LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE S/B HWY. 99 AND
DAKOTA AVE. EXIT ON THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF DAKOTA AND PARKWAY AVE..

Question 2: Description of farming cperation (acreage, type ofcrops e1c}

APPX. 9.6 ACRES OF BOAT/RV AND MEGA STORAGE WITH CARETAKER RESIDENCE
AND OFFICE.

Question 10: If you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you milk, the amount of ground needed
to support your dairy and any other significant impact to your operation the high speed rail alignment may have:

N A

Question 3: Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your property/operationdife (Attach maore
sheets if necassary):

[ THE FRONT 3/4 OF MY PROPERTY WILL BE TAKEN FOR THE DAKOTA AVE. REALIGN-
MENT. AN ENTIRE STORAGE BUILDING, AND OFFICE AND RESIDENCE WILL BE DES-
TROYED, CONTROL, GATES, AND SIGNIFICANT PORTIONS OF 6 OTHER BUILDINGS WILL

Pleasa list any other impact that the high speed rail alignment may have on your busmewhome that has not been |
listed above:

1‘u"\ 0 +.. ] T (\_‘ ézv\ = .,_{_ JP ] |I| = - FE ,f{/ T ] £ O A BE ELIMINATED. THE CLOSURE OF HWY 99 EXIT AT DAKOTA AVE. AND PARKWAY AVE-
I > -1—\ \ g3 ] I NUES WILL EFFECTIVELY ELIMINATE 95% OF MY CUSTOMER ACCESS.
(,i\'j / Ja 1 -:( - ‘—; ' e —]‘ {A; | 3-"‘/\-:_\ 2 ;'.z:j;“-.n?//\ F= _9"-' ne_
Vo b € : replace /'J" - Ale, +rL ras 7 we “'L/Ck y
Gt o na g Bvepune S Wik EHETT  fan
i N | - . ' s s 5 )“"
L,u'e\.,‘f‘ /{/ 4 ,-me.,\*',:anﬂh? S+ e o rSel. APl o og
]“‘—"\ ]‘; wTe

Flegase fill out the above form and return il to afukudaZ7@gmail.com or mail the form fa 7450 Mountain View Street,
Hanford, California 93230
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
18, 2012) - Continued

B0O025-32 N
Question 4: Wil the high speed rail alignment cause any access problems: X[ YES/ NO BO025-32 ——y
Question 8 Will the high speed rail impact your ability to move equipment andfor uehi:les@y NO
If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem:
r If you answered YES, Please explain the impact to the movement of equipment (List how many extra miles it will add
HWY 99 AT THE DAKOTA AVE. EXIT WILL BE ELIMINATED AS WELL AS PARKWAY AVE. to your daily movement of equipment and/for vehicies):
WHICH THE AGCESS ROUTE FOR 95% OF MY CUSTOMER BASE. YES; CUSTOMER VEHICLES WILL NEED TO TRAVEL APPX. 1.5 MILES
| FURTHER EACH DIRECTION FOR ACCESS. APPX. 110 TRIPS / DAY.
[ e
L - Question 9. If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed rail alignment {ex. herbicide and
=N peslicide spraying) please list those activities along with the chemical and/or practice that is used:
Question 5: Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on the property: QES NO S— i
If you answered YES, Please explain the age, cost and ulilities impacted (please include costs of the home) NIA
~ CUSTOM RESIDENCE / OFFICE ARE 5 YEARS OLD WITH AN ORIGINAL COST OF §$ 350,000
EXCLUSIVE OF LAND AND LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS. UTILITY COSTS ARE UNKNOW
AT THIS TIME BUT ORIGINAL COSTS WERE $ 85,000 FROM P,G &E.
Question 10: If you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you milk, the amount of ground needed
o to support your dairy and any other significant impact to your operation the high speed rail alignment may have:
Question 6: Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate any domestic or irmigation wetls: YES@ N/A
If you answared YES, Pleasa explain the well (depth, h F casing size and cosis):
Please list any other impact that the high speed rail aignment may have on your businessihome that has not been
listed above: S
| AM TRYING TO PREPARE FOR THE EVENTUAL LOSS OF 95% OF MY
Question 7: Wil the high speed rail alignment impact any of your irrigation syste:r(iE@ NO BUSINESS / INCOME.
If you answered YES, Please explain the imigation sytem ics (style, pipe size cial equip. and cost). / e
YES; LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION AND LOCAL IRRIGATION SYSTEMS AND VEHICLE "CAR - ; . /
WASH" AREA. FIRE HYDRANTS WILL BE DESTROYED WITHA 10" MAIN AND 8" ACCES- d )5:) / / 4 //‘k"""h—
SORY HYDRANT. G T
RICH & AARONIAN
Piease fill out the above form and relurn it fo gchsracrg@gmail.com or mail the form to P.O. Box 881, Hanford,
California 93232
U.S. Department
CALIFORNIA ' of Transporiaton
5 o . Federal Railroad -
High-Speed Rail Authority Administration Page 40-157



California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS ) o
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
18, 2012) - Continued

; i B0025-32 -
uf-ll T“/"‘{"&_' . Landowner Impact Forrn Question 4. Will the high speed rail alignment cause any access problems: QE_S) NO

BO025-32 CUTSTHN A0 DS NGl IR LA AT AR 1Y

If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem:
Tf T Caivo Oveapassan pib ) we will weed o go
avswnd Y miles Jraje-’»?L Fo the otwer side of L%f
?l) R ﬁ}M/ﬂ a-m-;l’ﬂﬂ ‘W)ﬂa fém arlh _10)9-,0%’1{; b
Whidh means also ot e hoo mrﬂ"w-r-FMH’VS L
Laron amd live onthesame 40 A wi I need b a° a4 wailes
Question 1: Property Di ion (Please explain where property is located and sizes).

w
. = =3 5 T PR s vk Yo each others howse. fceess nmbkm Mah«lq s the,
Eulef. o3 betact Bon F*a‘%ﬁxﬁm vcw:; rL;gtreiwﬁ{tm S WOVt oE Frees THT [o85€ on fhe South 204 For The neﬁg@?}"

on
Email Address: lka 2 7
Phoie Nomber. | 557 /- ) Gas
CellNumber:  [(559) 38/-6352 Karee

| Landowner Name: _
| Landowner Address:

lopa-120 £
loez- 1206- 029 |

| Property APN's:
pog lzo-0&

effeclt my Sewth 2o, herlth 2O acwess 4 q Question 5 Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on the property NO )
Y Nh ﬁee-“s kT o 2.5 A Famlsd—&l-l'?.é“fw“”&‘ five. i . | . ot
DR ¢ oo M{: k! it ’, 2rsed dagonally abwmest 5ofsd 1,3 Eaglerm If you answered YES, Please explain the age, cost and utiiies impacted (please include costs of the home): 4
my 6 panc are traversed Hlagona ‘1 # y ; : = - i : _
Binford BlignmenTs Two of 4 howses Yiken byadignmest W{m svawena v CusaXion #2, Wakn mn:; Reueliwn 36 3
Ykt e fv Th ok ’
Question 2; D ip of farming ion ( , type of crops, etc.): RV 4 Eﬁa_,obub&]. %I' Mwﬂzj;’{'“‘- ﬁ"’;f%ri\:":":f; {ZD- 3:;
Busically Two 20, ¥ e HOR all wndr SR DASEA) prodecrion. Cott 1 Coan lact et Bocestl 0 Rt Pasen Sl
5 ) A 21Tk Jr‘-"fr' X Fomee of 3051:?3‘ PAUST oy panan VW 2609 i m T3242 K ok
T 207 pa e (g7 bl s il 1 o g e Whs T R ghvkati
b i . - ! (L x B ;
Yo ust pladed Ais year with s«p“".‘]5< Cupee produchio in Syks, K 2194 g foe s = TaalT
Ny trep m 9‘_!'\"‘ ‘\'zvc. 5. Question 6. Will the high speed rall alignment i any ic or irrig; wells: {Ej&’ NG
If you answered YES, Please explain the well istics (depth, povier, r..:‘sing size and costs).
ghu::g‘i?na' Des:;.'t;g):e the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your propertyloperation/fiife (Attach more DW!' QL\'W\MIIC- J‘J"‘ St f'{‘] q t'l H’M :.W

13 L. - -3 ‘\l ) et
The tos [ovses iRew by aligumend are we S0 yh gl moThers of Tohn Fe 10 .rr-»‘gnﬂ‘f‘"ﬂ weld ow b & 9“;:;’_%. Preb bLJ %M( %
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will u"‘!ﬁ\” f)g"ﬁ.ﬁa(‘}rm qi{ghw1vmi'f3’¢» dwt benk (07 ﬁiﬁi\— *';L)‘: Mbgg_ Tis ‘s dwr P\(‘i,:):‘)’r_;‘\'; o -F:“M:..ﬂ&ﬁ rqén ‘ ¥l
y ’ ) n L
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ISTAneg sel =0 5 20 St‘.(’ﬁt }3_4 Secavih ':_I',UV{ ﬁ‘(_ Question 7: Will the high speed rail alignment impact any of your irrigation syslem'@ NO

! 5 y cee o, 29 sechim
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l;:}s’lé ::“22":}14 ;'f-ﬁ rant he b i.'fs} Sa fe b Zoes ,ﬁfk:'l g J'_ {!»d se ral ‘A?r’“ ;' suses If you answered YES, Piease explain the irigation sytem characteristics (style, pipe sizes, special equip. and cost).
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OO Question 8: Will the high speed rail impact your ability to move equinmemandrorverﬁcles"@g NO BO025-32 . /
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Question 10; If you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you milk, the amount of ground needed dﬂ‘lrmll .ﬂ“}f""‘! o Qh a].A . )Lf J'M X((?‘-m“j
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Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
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B0O025-32
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B0O025-32
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012)

BO025-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall
environmental impact. This requirement for sufficient information applies to any EIR/EIS,
whether characterized as a “program” document, or a “project” document. For example,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the
EIR/EIS and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis
in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the
nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project to agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes
all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and
provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA
Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact to every farm crossed by project
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to
characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

B0O025-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16.

B0O025-3

The Authority has not identified an impact on organic farm operations adjacent to the
HST. During construction, land would be cleared mechanically using all available dust
control measures recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District,
as described in Section 3.3.8 of the EIR/EIS. The technology proposed for the HST
System does not require large amounts of lubricants or hazardous materials for
operation. The electric trains would use a regenerative braking technology, resulting in
reduced physical braking and the associated wear. For these reasons, runoff from the
tracks would have minimal pollutants. Stormwater runoff would be collected at the toe of
embankments and directed to detention basins or existing drainage systems. No runoff
would be directed to private property, as described in Section 3.8.5.3 of the EIR/EIS.

Weed and pest control would be required within the HST right-of-way. That can be
accomplished mechanically adjacent to organic farms to prevent the possibility of
contamination of organically grown crops. This restriction on the use of pesticides and
herbicides can be addressed with the Authority's right-of-way staff during the acquisition
process.

B0O025-4

The Authority has not identified an impact on organic farm operations adjacent to the
HST. During construction, land would be cleared mechanically using all available dust
control measures recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District,
as described in Section 3.3.8 of the EIR/EIS. The technology proposed for the HST
System does not require large amounts of lubricants or hazardous materials for
operation. The electric trains would use a regenerative braking technology, resulting in
reduced physical braking and associated wear. For these reasons, runoff from the tracks
would have minimal pollutants. Stormwater runoff would be collected at the toe of
embankments and directed to detention basins or existing drainage systems. No runoff
would be directed to private property, as described in Section 3.8.5.3 of the EIR/EIS.

Weed and pest control would be required within the HST right-of-way. That can be
accomplished mechanically adjacent to organic farms to prevent the possibility of
contamination of organically grown crops. Restrictions on the use of herbicides and
pesticides can be addressed by the Authority's right-of-way agent during the property
acquisition process.

U.S. Departmen
@ CALIFORNIA (‘ gfgran?gggflioi
High'sPEEd RC“ AUI‘I‘IDrirY ederal Railroa

Administration

Page 40-162



California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0025-5

Project construction is not expected to impact organic farming operations. Construction
will not involve the use of foreign chemicals. Typical chemicals involved in construction
would consist of lubricants, fuel, and water used to control dust. None of these
chemicals would be different from those found in many types of farm equipment used for
organic farming.

As discussed in Section 3.3.8 of the EIR/EIS, all of the fugitive dust control measures
recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District would be used
during project construction. Therefore, dust emissions would be far below those
experienced on properties adjacent to agricultural operations using normal cultivation
practices since typical cultivation uses no dust control measures.

In the event that herbicides are required during construction to control weeds, they
would be applied in accordance with label instructions under the supervision of a
certified pesticide applicator. Only pesticides contained on the Caltrans Approved
Chemical List in Chapter C2-A of the Caltrans Maintenance Manual
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/maint/manual/maintman.htm [Caltrans 2010a]) would be used.
Use of these chemicals in accordance with the manufacturers instructions and applied
under the supervision of a certified pesticide applicator would prevent contamination of
adjacent properties.

B0025-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05.

Herbicides applied within the right-of-way for weed control would be applied by
maintenance crews using hand spraying methods. Herbicides would be applied
according to manufacturer’s instructions and according to all applicable regulations for
handling and use of these chemicals. Impacts outside the right-of-way are not
expected.

B0O025-7

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05.

BO025-8

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-
Response-AG-02.

B0O025-9
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

B0025-10

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02.

B0O025-11
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03.

B0O025-12
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,
as long as sulfficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall
environmental impact. This applies to any EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a
“program” document, or a “project” document. For example, CEQA Guidelines Section
15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information that enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an
EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among
the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness,
and a good-faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the
EIR/EIS and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0025-12

3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The
analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding
of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project to agriculture. The EIR/EIS
analyzes all phases of the project, as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA
Guidelines and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2
of the CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact to every farm crossed by
project alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental
document longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information
necessary to characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

B0O025-13
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document, or a “project” document. For
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the
EIR/EIS and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. Further
information on impacts to confined-animal facilities is provided in Appendix 3.14-B. The
analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding
of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS

B0025-13

analyzes all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines
and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the
CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact to every farm crossed by project
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to
characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

B0O025-14
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their
operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including the relocation of
existing dairy wastewater ponds and the regulatory costs of permitting relocated
wastewater storage ponds. Specific details regarding the regulatory requirements and
the timeline associated with the relocation of dairy wastewater ponds are not addressed
in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS because this level of detail is not required to
identify potential environmental impacts of the HST and mitigation measures.

B0O025-15

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-06, FB-
Response-SO-01.

A detailed analysis of the economic impacts to croplands and animal operations is
presented in Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report
(Authority and FRA 2012h). The analysis is conducted by examining the impacts by
alternative and by county, and does not perform individual analyses for each affected
farm.

Section C.1.1.1 describes the methodology for determining the value for dairy
production per acre of land. Section C.1.2 estimates the value of dairy and livestock
operations, and Section C.1.3 analyzes the crop and livestock production acreage
displaced by the project. See Appendix 3.14-B for a listing of all affected animal
operations. The project would affect facilities on some animal operations and reduce the
productive area of the affected farms and surrounding croplands specifically required for

U.S. Departmen
@ CALIFORNIA (‘ gfgran?gggflioi
High'sPEEd RC“ AUI‘I‘IDrirY ederal Railroa

Administration

Page 40-164



California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0025-15

nutrient distribution. To be conservative and not underestimate any potential effect
resulting from this loss of land, it was assumed that animal operations would need to
reduce their production in the short term until they found replacement lands for all acres
acquired by the project. As a result, this short-term effect on the Kings County dairy
sector is estimated at $7.2 million, which represents approximately 1.5% of the total
county revenue generated annually in the dairy sector. The Bureau of Economic
Analysis estimates that the additional multiplier indirect and induced effect to related
sectors would be about equal to the direct loss in revenue in agriculture, thus resulting in
a total direct plus indirect and induced multiplier effect of approximately $55 million
annually across the four-county region (Bureau of Economic Analysis 2010). Overall,
the intensity of the effect of the BNSF Alternative on agricultural business operations
would be moderate in the short term during the initial period when operations and
manure management lands are adjusting, and would be negligible in intensity over the
long term under NEPA.

The intention of the Authority is to relocate displaced facilities (e.g., animal housing,
wastewater treatment lagoons) on animal operations before removing existing facilities.
The Authority has committed to maintain a “permit bureau” to help animal operations
overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the project. Due to difficulties in
relocating displaced production for livestock, the analysis conservatively assumed 100%
of these displaced acres would not be relocated immediately. In these cases, the
Authority’s right-of-way agents will work with each affected operation to address issues
of concern. Agents will attempt to resolve conflicts, for example, by reconfiguring
facilities so that there is no net loss of operational capacity. The agents may not be able
to resolve all issues, and will offer compensation to landowners who demonstrate a
hardship from loss of facilities.

B0O025-16
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01.

The analysis performed in Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical
Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) is conservative and does not underestimate any
potential effect resulting from loss of land on animal operations. It was assumed that
animal operations would need to reduce their production in the short term until they

B0025-16

found replacement lands for all acres acquired by the project. As a result, this short-term
effect on the Kings County dairy sector is estimated at $7.2 million, which represents
approximately 1.5% of the total county revenue generated annually in the dairy sector.
The Bureau of Economic Analysis estimates that the additional multiplier indirect and
induced effect to related sectors would be about equal to the direct loss in revenue in
agriculture, thus resulting in a total direct plus indirect and induced multiplier effect of
approximately $55 million annually across the four-county region (Bureau of Economic
Analysis 2010). Overall, the intensity of the effect of the BNSF Alternative on
agricultural business operations would be moderate in the short term during the initial
period when operations and manure management lands are adjusting, and would be
negligible in intensity over the long term under NEPA.

The short term effect will be mitigated because the Authority will relocate displaced
facilities (e.g., animal housing, wastewater treatment lagoons) on animal operations
before removing existing facilities. The Authority has committed to maintain a “permit
bureau” to help animal operations overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the
project. Due to difficulties in relocating displaced production for livestock, the analysis
conservatively assumed 100% of these displaced acres would not be relocated
immediately. In these cases, the Authority’s right-of-way agents will work with each
affected operation to address issues of concern. Agents will attempt to resolve conflicts,
for example, by reconfiguring facilities so that there is not net loss of operational
capacity. The agents may not be able to resolve all issues, and will offer compensation
to landowners who demonstrate a hardship from loss of facilities.

B0O025-17

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-02,
FB-Response-SO-07.

B0O025-18
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S0-01, FB-Response-AG-06.

The Authority has committed to compensating landowners at a fair market value for any
permanent takings of their land as well as any temporary or permanent losses of income
they may experience. During the land acquisition phase, each landowner will have the
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0025-18

ability to discuss the impacts from the HST with the Authority’s right-of-way agent so that
fair compensation for impacts to their property can be made. The Authority is proposing
to work with businesses that are losing their wastewater land to help them get new land
permitted to account for the land that they lost from the HST alignment.

B0O025-19

Refer to Master Response #73.

As stated in Section 3.14.6 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority will assign a representative to
act as a single point of contact to assist each confined animal facility owner during the
process of obtaining new or amended permits or other regulatory compliance necessary
to the continued operation or relocation of the facility. The Authority will consider and
may provide compensation when acquisition of a confined animal site would either
require relocation of the facility or amendment of its existing regulatory permits.

B0025-20

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-
AG-02.

The project will result in increased travel time for the Gaspar Dairy, but access will be
maintained. During the right-of-way process, a private overcrossing or undercrossing will
be provided, as described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.12.11,
Mitigation Measure SO-4: Provide access modifications to affected farmlands.

For the economic impacts on the dairy, please see Section 3.12.8, Impact SO #15 —
Economic Effect on Agriculture. This section discusses the impacts that road closures
may have on agricultural operations, the increased costs to operations, and increased
difficulties in moving workers and equipment to the fields.

B0025-21
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

Throughout the establishment and offer of just compensation for affected properties, the

B0025-21

Authority is required to consider all the relevant valuation information and suggested
modifications provided by property owners. This is stated in the Uniform Act §24.102(f):
During the negotiation to establish the offer of just compensation, including the payment
of incidental expenses, the owner shall be given reasonable opportunity to consider the
offer and present material which the owner believes is relevant to determining the value
of the property and to suggest maodification in the proposed term and conditions of the
purchase.

B0025-22
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03.

B0025-23

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-S&S-01, FB-
Response-AG-02.

As the comment states, Circle T Ranch vehicles may have to use SR-43 to move
farming implements. During the growing and harvesting seasons, the movement of large
agricultural implements (i.e. tractors, combines, mechanical picking equipment etc.) is
already occurring on SR-43 and the facility has been designed to accommodate such
equipment. This would add new periodic trips involving slow moving vehicles, but the
farm vehicle trips would be occasional as well as seasonal, and is not considered a
substantial change in traffic from existing conditions. Per California Vehicle Code (CVC)
Sections 36000 - 36800, farm equipment (or "implements of husbandry") have certain
exemptions that would allow use on state facilities. Depending on the vehicle and trip, a
permit may be required.

B0O025-24

All roadways will be constructed in accordance with the appropriate jurisdiction (City,
County, Caltrans, etc.) design and safety requirements.

As indicated in Chapter 2 (Alternatives), road overcrossings in rural portions of the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section would be designed in accordance with county standards
that take into account the movement of large farm equipment. Overcrossings would
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0025-24

have two 12-foot wide lanes. Depending on average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, the
shoulders would be 4 to 8 feet wide. Therefore, the paved surface for vehicles would be
32 to 40 feet wide. Most farm equipment would be able to travel within one lane,
possibly overlapping onto the adjacent shoulder. Particularly large equipment may be so
wide that it would cross over the centerline even when using the shoulder of the
roadway. Oversized loads require Caltrans permits, and are subject to operating
restrictions and lighting/signage requirements. Because of the width of the
overcrossings and motor vehicle requirements for oversized loads, the effects on motor
vehicle safety from the movement of farm equipment on overcrossings would have
negligible intensity under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under
CEQA.

B0O025-25
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03.

B0O025-26
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the

B0025-26

EIR/EIS, and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. Additional
information on impacts to confined animal operations are provided in Appendix 3.14-B.
The analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an
understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project to agriculture.
The EIR/EIS analyzes all phases of the project, as required by Section 15126 of the
CEQA Guidelines, and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section
15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm
crossed by project alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the
environmental document longer, more complex, and less readable without adding
information necessary to characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

B0O025-27

Kent Avenue is proposed to cross under the HST alignment, but access to Lakeside
Cemetery would remain along the existing Kent Avenue right-of-way spur, ending at the
cemetery.

B0O025-28
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03.

B0025-29
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA, and it has been
included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public
to review.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,
as long as sulfficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail

Accountability, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0025-29

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the
EIR/EIS, and impacts ON agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis
in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the
nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes
all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and
provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA
Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm crossed by project
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to
characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

B0025-30
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA and it has been
included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public
to review.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

B0025-30

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the
EIR/EIS, and impacts on agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis
in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the
nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes
all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and
provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA
Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm crossed by project
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to
characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

B0O025-31
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA and it has been
included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public
to review.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

U.S. Departmen
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B0025-31

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the
EIR/EIS, and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis
in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the
nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes
all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and
provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA
Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm crossed by project
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to
characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

B0O025-32

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA and it has been
included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public
to review.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

B0025-32

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the
EIR/EIS, and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. Additional
information on project impacts on confined-animal facilities is provided in Appendix 3.14-
B. The analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an
understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture.
The EIR/EIS analyzes all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the
CEQA Guidelines and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section
15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm
crossed by project alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the
environmental document longer, more complex, and less readable without adding
information necessary to characterize the extent and severity of the impact.
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BO026-1

From: Erank Oliveira
To: Erank Oliveira

ce: Valenstein. David (FRA); Hurd, Kathryn (ERA); Perez-Arrieta. Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Eukuda CCHSRA
Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET

Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 3:52:31 PM

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

‘We have not heard back from you about our demand to meet with you and your staff about our various National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) complaints pertaining to the California High-Speed Train (HST) Project.

This letter is not about our concerns regarding the project design; those will be taken up in the comments we will be
submitting in the course of the public comment period. Rather, the purpose of this letter is to express our objection to a
situation that is preventing us and other members of the public from adequately reviewing those design issues and

i in the i Impact (EIS) review process.

We have also notified your agent, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority), about the same issues. The
Authority has also not satisfied our NEPA complaints or adequately explained them away. The Authority has actually made
the decision to not allow the public to fully participate in the EIS review process.

The “Technical Reports” are clearly incorporated into the Fresno to Bakersfield HST EIS. As you know, the Technical
Reports explain how the EIS assumptions were This is key to the EIS.

The Authority has not released the Technical Reports to the public for review in public places or in the languages spoken in
this region. The Technical Reports are and have been available on the Authority’s web site; however, access to the
Authority's web site requires access to a computer, reliable high-speed internet and the skill to use both. Members of the
public are not mandated by NEPA to possess these resources or skills to participate in the EIS process.

We base our Technical Report access complaint on the following provision of US Code.

Title 40: Protection of Environment
CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1502.21 - Incorporation by reference. Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by
reference when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action. The
incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content briefly described. No material may be incorporated by
reference unless it is available for by pr i interested persons within the time allowed for
comment. Material based on proprietary data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated
by reference.

1502.21 appears to be clear. Make the Technical Reports available for by
persons within the time allowed for comment.

The Technical Reports are incorporated into the EIS and we (the public) have advised you and the Authority that we want to
review them so that we can make meaningful comments about the EIS during this review period. We are demanding that
the Technical Reports be released for public review, in public places, during reasonable hours, in the languages spoken in
this EIS section. We also demand adequate time to review all of the and to make i

Our position is consistent with the public participation component of the Authority's recently adopted NEPA Environmental
Justice (EJ) policy. We assume that the Authority's policy was a by-product of a requirement by the FRA, that the Authority
adopt such a policy in order to comply with US Code. Before the Authority's adoption of their new NEPA EJ policy, the

@
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B0O026-2

BO026-3

BO026-4

Authority was notorious for advising local governments and the public that they were not required to comply with NEPA.
Both you and | know that they were wrong and the Authority is here doing it again.

Unfortunately, the Authority has corresponded back to us reflecting that they are not going to release to the public the
Technical Reports. Their explanation for not releasing the documents for public review, in public places, is based on the
documents being available on their website. They cite the following US Code which does not waive their responsibilities to
comply with 40 CFR 1502.21, in this circumstance.

Title 40: Protection of Environment

CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
1502.24 - Methodology and scientific accuracy.

Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in
environmental impact statements. They shall identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote
to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement. An agency may place discussion of
methodology in an appendix.

We are not going to turn loose of this matter because we are going to receive our federal due process. If your agent wil
not comply with US Code, we expect that you will intervene as the designated Lead NEPA Official in this project.

We have being trying to address this matter with you and your agent for almost two months. We have advised you and
your agent about this matter verbally and in writing. We believe that no one is going to believe that you or your agent was
not aware of this problem.

If you will not comply with US Code, we suspect that you, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez will be explaining your failure to protect
our federal due process in a formal court setting in the future. This matter may be inconvenient but it is non-complex and is
easily correctable, now.

1- Release the Technical Reports to the public as described and extend the EIS review period to allow an adequate review
and comment of the documents used to formulate the EIS. This is a reasonable demand. This project will have huge
impacts to our community and to our private property. We are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

2- Re-release the EIS for public review, in public places, that are actually open to the public and in the languages spoken in
this area. Again, this is a reasonable demand because this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our
private property. Again, we are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

3- Schedule a face to face meeting with us now because your agent is continuing to violate our federal due process rights
on your behalf. That directs us to address this matter with you or your superiors. This is also a reasonable demand. Once
again, this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our private property. Once again, we are still US
Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

Who is your supervisor? We have already asked you to elevate this matter above your level if this is beyond your level of
authority. We have not heard back from you, make decision, take action.

Sincerely,

BO026-5

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

559-469-6685

On Sep 23, 2012, at 06:07 PM, "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.com> wrote:

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Your email response is inadequate.

We reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, very specific National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Environmental Justice (EJ) due process complaints and your email response does not even acknowledged
our complaints are being evaluated or moves us closer to meeting face to face to discuss the matter.

In keeping with professional niceties, thank you for replying to our last communication. We are relieved
you have reported to us the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) has “confirmed” the Technical Reports that
we inquired about have been available on the California High-Speed Rail Authority's (Authority's) website
since July 16, 2012, at http://wyv

We do not understand what relevance the FRA's confirmation brings to the resolution of our complaint. If
you remember, we already publicly and personally noticed you that the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) Technicai Reports were on the Authority’s website. We did that on August 29, 2012, when we all
were together in Fresno, CA, almost a month ago. This video Link may help refresh your memory

http:/A routub 'watch ?v=0VUxdzOHCCQ: gdata_player (skip to the 8-minute
mark on the video).

Thank you for letting us know we were not confused or wrong when we told Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you,
that the Technical Reports are posted on the Authority’s website. The problem is that, that was not our
complaint and we still do not know what you and the FRA is doing about our reported complaints.

We thank you for remaining willing to speak with us about your responsibilities within the EIS process as
the Lead NEPA Official for the FRA in the California High-Speed Train (HST) project. Your email response
does not reflect or address anything about the following very important NEPA Environmental Justice (EJ)
complaints we also reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, on August 29, 2012 (please refer to the
same video link to refresh your memory).

Our reported NEPA-EJ Complaints:

1- 14,000-pages of the EIS Technical Reports still have not been released by the FRA, for the public to
review on CD-ROMs or at public review sites in the communities. The Technical Reports are not with the
public review site and CD-ROM copies of the 4,800-page EIS but the Technical Reports are clearly a part
of the EIS because the EIS repeatedly references to the Technical Reports throughout the EIS document
that was released to the public. It has almost been a month since we advised Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and
you sbout the problem and nothing hes changed. the Technical Reports are stil missing from public
review sites and CD-ROM's

We are sure that Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, know that reviewing the Technical Reports that are
identified by the EIS explain how the 4,800-page EIS assumptions were developed and is the only way
that a common person in the public can really understand the EIS. This is especially true when the EIS
assumptions differ from the public’s perception of the real world situation on the ground

Assuming the failure to release Technical Reports on the CD-ROMs and to the public review sites was an
honest oversight on the part of the FRA, the documents should have been released to the public once the
problem was discovered. The public should be given adequate time to review and evaluate the Technical
Report data in relation to what was already released in the EIS to formulate relevant EIS comments
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BO026-6

during this review period. This appears to be a simple matter of due process.

By failing to take action and ignoring this good faith complamt to allow the FRA an opportunity to fix the
problem, it seems to appear that you-Mr. you and the FRA are trying
to prevent the public from participating meaningfully in the E1S process and you and the FRA are
knowingly denying us our due process. You can fix this.

As things stand today, the FRA has left the public to investigate the EIS in cyber-space on their own
accord without direction to do so or any accommodations. The FRA appears to be requiring the public at
large to have ready access to computers with high-speed internet connections and an investigative where
with all, to actually participate in the EIS process. The fact is that we all do not own computers with high-
speed internet because as you know, we live in a very rural location and when did being a member of the
public require computer access.

This situation is starting to appear to not be an accidental oversight and it actually is your intent Mr.
Valenstein and the intent of the FRA to prevent US Citizens in the Central Valley from receiving our due
process to participate meaningfully in this process. This process will shortly force more than a thousand
US Citizens to surrender their personal private property to you under the color of the authority of the US
Government. That is a very serious matter, you should do it correctly.

If our assessment is wrong, please clarify things for us. We have been trying to clarify things for you.
Let's meet.

2- 2- The EIS released on-line, on CD-ROM and the documents released to the public review sites, along with
the on-line Technical Reports are available only in the English language. We notified you also in good
faith about that problem on August 28, 2012, in Hanford, CA, and on the following day in Fresno (please
refer to the same video link to refresh your memory).

By releasing the EIS review documents only in the English language, you are clearly disenfranchising the
people in our local community that speak primarily Spanish, Portuguese, Hmong and Dutch, fro
participating in the EIS process. We have good size populations in our area that speak those languages.

Your failure to ot release EIS documentation in the predominate languages spoken in our region after
being noticed about the problem also smacks of your knowingly planning to deny US Citizens in our region
their due process. We believe the FRA has access to 2010 US Census data.

Mr. Valenstein, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez, comply with the Environmental Justice requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act or just tell us that the public safeguards reflected in NEPA do not apply
to US Citizens living between Fresno and Bakersfield, in California. If you cannot do one or the other, it is
time for all of you to resign.

Withdraw the EIS immediately; re-release it with all of the documents in formats that can be easily used
by the public at large and give the public an adequate amount of time to review and comment on the
matter. | think that, that would be the common person’s solution to the problem and would reflect due
diligence on your part and on the part of the FRA.

We did not create this problem, the FRA created the problem by not providing enaugh supervision of your
agent, the Authority. The Authority has not protected the FRA's or the local public’s interest. Fix ti
problem, they have not.

B0O026-7

When are we going to meet? It will take us four to six hours to drive to Sacramento; we figure it would
take you about the same amount of time to get there. Please stop the EIS review period immediately
until this is resolved.

If you are no longer the responsible Lead NEPA Official for the HST project and are still employed by the
FRA, please immediately direct us to the correct person within the FRA and elevate the matter.

sincerely,

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability
559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com

On Sep 21, 2012, at 06:58 AM, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote:

Dear Mr. Oliveira:

Thank you for your email. FRA has confirmed that the Technical Reports you
inquired about have been available on the California High Speed Rail Authority's
website since July 16, 2012. They can be found under the heading “Technical
Reports” at the following location: http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/revised-
draft-eir. aspx.

We remain willing to speak with you should you wish to arrange a time for a
conversation.

Sincerely,

David Valenstein

From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com]

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 5:23 PM

To: Valenstein, David (FRA)

Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); afukuda77@gmail.com;
dgomez@hsr.ca.gov

Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Thank you for your response and invitation to communicate by telephone.
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We understand what you are communicating to us about the EIS process being
designed to receive written and verbal comments from the public. Thank you
for your encouragement to us to continue in that process.

Unfortunately, that process is not what we are actually discussing here and
perhaps | must have been unclear in my previous communications to you. |
must apologize.

What we have advised you is that the CHSRA has withheld 14,000-pages of

Technical Reports (support documents) that should have been released with
the EIS. We more or less personally provided you with an inventory of those
reports on August 29, 2012, in Fresno, California.

Those documents are referred to as the supporting information to refer too
inside the EIS documents that the CHSRA did release to the public for review
and comment during this EIS comment period. Please visualize giving the
public two pieces of bread without anything between the slices but a store
coupon for a mystery store determined filler product and calling it a sandwich.

Those documents explain how and why the CHSRA developed the EIS
assumptions that we are commenting about and are critical for people to read
to understand the EIS.

Since the CHSRA has withheld those documents, it is impossible to expect a
common person to actually understand and comment meaningfully about any
content in those documents during the EIS process. People cannot comment
on something that they are being prevented from understanding.

What we have also advised you that withholding data from the public appears
to be counter to the elements of early meaningful public participation
guaranteed by NEPA and by CHSRA's own NEPA Environmental Justice
compliance policy.

We are not speaking about impacts reflected in the EIS caused by something
denoted in CHSRA's high-speed train program design plan.

We are speaking about a violation of our due process to participate
meaningfully in the process pursuant to NEPA. CHSRA has failed to do their
due diligence either intentionally or unintentional. Either way, the problem
exists and needs to be corrected.

CHSRA is aware of the problem and has done nothing to correct the problem of
withholding the documents from public review. They have not released the
documents in a format for public consumption. They have wasted two months
of public review time.

We are not talking about a specific project impact which would be addressed
through the avenue that you suggested we use to address this matter.

We are discussing the due process violation of thousands upon thousands of
real breathing US citizens at the hands of your state agent on behalf of the
Federal Rail Authority (FRA).

NEPA is a federal matter and the FRA is the lead federal agency involved and
you clearly are the Responsible NEPA Official according to the EIS documents.
We need you and the FRA to step up and fulfill your oversight responsibilities.

The state as your agent has failed the FRA and the public on this matter.

In the past, the CHSRA has advised us that the local government and the
public involvementvsafeguards reflected in NEPA did not apply to them. Well,
as you know, they do. We may be annoying but we have tried to clean these
loose ends up with the CHSRA as things have progressed and they in the end
still put out a poor quality product, not us. The local governments and public
input in this project has for the most part been ignored by the CHSRA and our
due process is being violated.

We did not create this process or problem, CHSRA did. Remember that in our
dealings. We have no control over the project work product decisions and
timetable decisions.

We have operated in good faith on this matter with all parties and identified the
problem, advised the FRA, advised the CHSRA and you personally about the
problem. Mr. Jeff Morales/CEO, at the CHSRA, is also aware about the
problem.

The problem is easily resolved and within the power of CHSRA and/or the FRA
to resolve. We understand that it will be inconvienant to correct this problem
but it is the right thing to do.

Knowing what you know now, are you and your agency going to do your due
diligence or are you also going to take the position that NEPA compliance and
reasonable business practice is not required in this federally funded and
federally overseen project.

Federal Railroad
Administration

CALIFORNIA (‘ ofTransporiaton

High-Speed Rail Authority
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When can we meet to discuss how the FRA is going to release the missing The public participation process under the National Environmental Policy Act is
14,000-pages of information for public review with an adequate/reasonable based on formal written submissions and oral testimony at public hearings. As
amount of extended review time for the public to participate? Another option such, we encourage you to continue to submit comments for the record on the
would be to just rescind the EIS completely until your state agent gets it right. EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section in writing, via e-email or letter,

through the close of the comment period on October 19, 2012. If you would
like to elaborate on your comments in a conversation, | would be happy to
speak with you in a telephone conference along with the California High Speed
We should meet in person to discuss these things. It is important and Rail Authority, the joint-lead agency for the HST Project.
reasonable given the circumstances.

Sincerely,
We are okay with the CHSRA and anyone else you wish to be at the meeting
being involved in the meeting. We will have several of our people also at the
meeting. David Valenstein

We are pretty sure that the CHSRA also failed to do their same due diligence in From: . ; .
the EIS section north of us. rom: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 10:54 PM
To: Valenstein, David (FRA)
Ce: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA
Subject: Fwd: REQUEST TO MEET

We are looking forward to hearing back from you and working with you and

your staff.
Dear Mr. Valenstein,
Attached is our request to simply participate in the planning and
design of the California High-Speed Train project as guaranteed by
Sincerely, NEPA. Please read the attachments.

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

We are eager to hear back from you and to start working with you
Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability and your staff.
559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com Thank you for your consideration.

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair
On Sep 17, 2012, at 11:36, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote:

Dear Mr. Oliveira:

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability
Begin forwarded message:

From: "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.com>
Thank you for your message. As you may be aware, the public comment period Date: September 05, 2012 12:22:01 PM
for the Revised Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Environmental To: | . vathrvn b nani A
vid.valenstein .gov ryn.hur .gov nie.perez .com,Aaron
\cm‘;‘)fact §taéer:esnt (E;RT/E\S; f:;hiﬁesng to Bak‘ersﬂ:\d Se;tgm obfm; . Foludis CoHSRA afibotans Gomail com>
alifornia High Speed Train (HST) Project is ongoing through October 19, : Subject: REQUEST TO MEET
Your comment will be included as part of the record for the EIR/EIS. A response
to your comment will be forthcoming with the Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Dear Mr. Valenstein,
Bakersfield Section. . " -
We sort of met last week during the California High-
Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) Fresno to Bakersfield
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIS)
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hearings in Bakersfield, Hanford and Fresno, California,
last week.

I was the fellow in Fresno, at the end of the evening,
that advised you that the CHSRA has not released more
than 14,000-pages of Technical Reports to the public for
review during the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS comment
period. The RDEIS refers to the missing reports
throughout its more than 4,800-pages and the reports
explain how or why the CHSRA derived their RDEIS
assumptions. Reviewing these reports is necessary for a
person to meaningfully participate in the Fresno to
Bakersfield RDEIS comment period.

I believe that we should meet outside a hearing format
to discuss the CHSRA's Merced to Fresno

Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the
Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS.

While reviewing the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS, we are
easily finding issues that are in conflict with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Justice
(EJ) policy that the CHSRA just adopted but should have
had in place all along to have been in compliance with
Federal law. Since adopting their NEPA EJ policy, CHSRA
has publicly stated that they have been complying with
their NEPA EJ responsibilities/obiligations in their past
practices but | believe you know that, that is not the
case.

Since the RDEIS that we are reviewing is a Tiered type
report, we looked into the Merced to Fresno FEIS and
the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and
discovered similiar NEPA EJ conflicts that the whole
project is now being built upon. We believe that the fact
that these known problems exist and are not being dealt
with in compliance with the spirit of the law, the whole
project will fall apart down the road if these things
continue to be ignored.

It is no accident that we are contacting you about this
matter. The CHSRA RDEIS records you as the
“Responsible NEPA Official" for the CHSRA's High-Speed
Train project. We are also aware that you were involved
in the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and
the withdrawn 2011 Draft EIS for the Fresno to
Bakersfield section of the project.

Last week, we, in good faith, noticed you and your
Federal Rail Administration associates about some of the
NEPA conflicts within the project. The NEPA conflicts are
easy to discover. The problems that have already

happened in the project will not go away on their own by
CHSRA pretending they did not happen and on-going
problems will not go away unless you take action before
more official determinations are made. Due diligence is
needed. If the project is to survive, it must comply with
existing law.

How do we go about meeting?

Respectfully,

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail
Accountability

559-469-6685 Cell/Text
frank.oliveira@me.com

Federal Railroad
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO026 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High-Speed Rail

Acccountability, October 10, 2013)

B0O026-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

B0O026-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27,
FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority and FRA have undertaken substantial outreach to Environmental Justice
communities. The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority
has offered translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and
several public educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft
EIR/EIS were sent in English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting
attendees, businesses, organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies.
Materials were not translated into Hmong, but the opportunity to provide translation
services was made available and noticed on all public outreach/notification materials,
and a multilingual, toll-free hotline is available for community members to obtain
information and submit requests/comments.

B0O026-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

B0O026-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27,
FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority and FRA remain willing to speak with the commenter should the
commenter wish to arrange a time for a conversation.

B0026-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27,
FB-Response-SO-07.

B0026-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

B0O026-7

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27,
FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority and FRA have undertaken substantial outreach to Environmental Justice
communities. The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority
has offered translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and
several public educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft
EIR/EIS were sent in English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting
attendees, businesses, organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies.
Materials were not translated into Hmong, but the opportunity to provide translation
services was made available and noticed on all public outreach/notification materials,
and a multilingual, toll-free hotline is available for community members to obtain
information and submit requests/comments.

The Authority and FRA remain willing to speak with the commenter should the
commenter wish to arrange a time for a conversation.

U.S. Departmen
@ CALIFORNIA (‘ gfgran?gggflioi
High'sPEEd RC“ AUI‘I‘IDrirY ederal Railroa

Administration

Page 40-176



California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
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Attachment to Submission BO026 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High-Speed Rail
Acccountability, October 10, 2013) - Oliveira 101012.pdf

From: Erank Oliveira
To: Erank Oliveira

ce: Valenstein, David (ERA): Hurd, Kathryn (ERA); Perez-Arrieta. Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA
Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET

Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 3:52:31 PM

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

We have not heard back from you about our demand to meet with you and your staff about our various National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) complaints pertaining to the California High-Speed Train (HST) Project.

This letter is not about our concerns regarding the project design; those will be taken up in the comments we will be
submitting in the course of the public comment period. Rather, the purpose of this letter is to express our objection to a
situation that is preventing us and other members of the public from adequately reviewing those design issues and
participating in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) review process.

We have also notified your agent, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority), about the same issues. The
Authority has also not satisfied our NEPA complaints or adequately explained them away. The Authority has actually made
the decision to not allow the public to fully participate in the EIS review process.

The “Technical Reports” are clearly incorporated into the Fresno to Bakersfield HST EIS. As you know, the Technical
Reports explain how the EIS assumptions were developed. This is key to understanding the EIS.

The Authority has not released the Technical Reports to the public for review in public places or in the languages spoken in
this region. The Technical Reports are and have been available on the Authority’s web site; however, access to the
Authority's web site requires access to a computer, reliable high-speed internet and the skill to use both. Members of the
public are not mandated by NEPA to possess these resources or skills to participate in the EIS process.

We base our Technical Report access complaint on the following provision of US Code.

Title 40: Protection of Environment
CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1502.21 - Incorporation by reference. Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by
reference when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action. The
incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content briefly described. No material may be incorporated by
reference unless it is reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for
comment. Material based on proprietary data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated
by reference.

1502.21 appears to be clear. Make the Technical Reports reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested
persons within the time allowed for comment.

The Technical Reports are incorporated into the EIS and we (the public) have advised you and the Authority that we want to
review them so that we can make meaningful comments about the EIS during this review period. We are demanding that
the Technical Reports be released for public review, in public places, during reasonable hours, in the languages spoken in
this EIS section. We also demand adequate time to review all of the documents and to make appropriate comments.

Our position is consistent with the public participation component of the Authority’s recently adopted NEPA Environmental
Justice (EJ) policy. We assume that the Authority’s policy was a by-product of a requirement by the FRA, that the Authority
adopt such a policy in order to comply with US Code. Before the Authority’s adoption of their new NEPA EJ policy, the

Authority was notorious for advising local governments and the public that they were not required to comply with NEPA.
Both you and | know that they were wrong and the Authority is here doing it again.

Unfortunately, the Authority has corr back to us that they are not going to release to the public the
Technical Reports. Their explanation for not releasing the documents for public review, in public places, is based on the
documents being available on their website. They cite the following US Code which does not waive their responsibilities to
comply with 40 CFR 1502.21, in this circumstance.

Title 40: Protection of Environment

CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
1502.24 - Methodology and scientific accuracy.

Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in
environmental impact statements. They shall identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote
to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement. An agency may place discussion of
methodology in an appendix.

We are not going to turn loose of this matter because we are going to receive our federal due process. If your agent will
not comply with US Code, we expect that you will intervene as the designated Lead NEPA Official in this project.

We have being trying to address this matter with you and your agent for almost two months. We have advised you and
your agent about this matter verbally and in writing. We believe that no one is going to believe that you or your agent was
not aware of this problem.

If you will not comply with US Code, we suspect that you, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez will be explaining your failure to protect
our federal due process in a formal court setting in the future. This matter may be inconvenient but it is non-complex and is
easily correctable, now.

1- Release the Technical Reports to the public as described and extend the EIS review period to allow an adequate review
and comment of the documents used to formulate the EIS. This is a reasonable demand. This project will have huge
impacts to our community and to our private property. We are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

2- Re-release the EIS for public review, in public places, that are actually open to the public and in the languages spoken in
this area. Again, this is a reasonable demand because this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our
private property. Again, we are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

3- Schedule a face to face meeting with us now because your agent is continuing to violate our federal due process rights
on your behalf. That directs us to address this matter with you or your superiors. This is also a reasonable demand. Once
again, this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our private property. Once again, we are still US
Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

Who is your supervisor? We have already asked you to elevate this matter above your level if this is beyond your level of
authority. We have not heard back from you, make decision, take action.

Sincerely,

@ CALIFORNIA Q of Tranaporaton
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Acccountability, October 10, 2013) - Oliveira 101012.pdf - Continued

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair
Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

559-469-6685

On Sep 23, 2012, at 06:07 PM, "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.com> wrote:

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Your email response is inadequate.

We reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, very specific National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Environmental Justice (EJ) due process complaints and your email response does not even acknowledged
our complaints are being evaluated or moves us closer to meeting face to face to discuss the matter.

In keeping with professional niceties, thank you for replying to our last communication. We are relieved
you have reported to us the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) has “confirmed” the Technical Reports that
we inquired about have been available on the California High-Speed Rail Authority’s (Authority’s) website
since July 16, 2012, at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/revised-draft-eir-f-b-.aspx .

We do not understand what relevance the FRA's confirmation brings to the resolution of our complaint. If
you remember, we already publicly and personally noticed you that the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) Technical Reports were on the Authority’s website. We did that on August 29, 2012, when we all
were together in Fresno, CA, almost a month ago. This video Link may help refresh your memory
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0VUxdzOHCCQ&feature=youtube_gdata_player (skip to the 8-minute

mark on the video).

Thank you for letting us know we were not confused or wrong when we told Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you,
that the Technical Reports are posted on the Authority’s website. The problem is that, that was not our
complaint and we still do not know what you and the FRA is doing about our reported complaints.

We thank you for remaining willing to speak with us about your responsibilities within the EIS process as
the Lead NEPA Official for the FRA in the California High-Speed Train (HST) project. Your email response
does not reflect or address anything about the following very important NEPA Environmental Justice (EJ)
complaints we also reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, on August 29, 2012 (please refer to the
same video link to refresh your memory).

Our reported NEPA-EJ Complaints:

1- 1- 14,000-pages of the EIS Technical Reports still have not been released by the FRA, for the public to
review on CD-ROMs or at public review sites in the communities. The Technical Reports are not with the
public review site and CD-ROM copies of the 4,800-page EIS but the Technical Reports are clearly a part
of the EIS because the EIS repeatedly references to the Technical Reports throughout the EIS document
that was released to the public. It has almost been a month since we advised Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and
you about the problem and nothmg has changed, the Technical Reports are still missing from public
review sites and CD-ROM's.

We are sure that Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, know that reviewing the Technical Reports that are
identified by the EIS explain how the 4,800-page EIS assumptions were developed and is the only way
that a common person in the public can really understand the EIS. This is especially true when the EIS
assumptions differ from the public’s perception of the real world situation on the ground.

Assuming the failure to release Technical Reports on the CD-ROMs and to the public review sites was an
honest oversight on the part of the FRA, the documents should have been released to the public once the
problem was discovered. The public should be given adequate time to review and evaluate the Technical
Report data in relation to what was already released in the EIS to formulate relevant EIS comments

during this review period. This appears to be a simple matter of due process.

By failing to take action and ignoring this good faith complaint to allow the FRA an opportunity to fix the
problem, it seems to appear that you-Mr. Valenstein, your associates and the FRA are intentionally trying
to prevent the public from participating meaningfully in the EIS process and you and the FRA are
knowingly denying us our due process. You can fix this.

As things stand today, the FRA has left the public to investigate the EIS in cyber-space on their own
accord without direction to do so or any accommodations. The FRA appears to be requiring the public at
large to have ready access to computers with high-speed internet connections and an investigative where
with all, to actually participate in the EIS process. The fact is that we all do not own computers with high-
speed internet because as you know, we live in a very rural location and when did being a member of the
public require computer access.

This situation is starting to appear to not be an accidental oversight and it actually is your intent Mr.
Valenstein and the intent of the FRA to prevent US Citizens in the Central Valley from receiving our due
process to participate meaningfully in this process. This process will shortly force more than a thousand
US Citizens to surrender their personal private property to you under the color of the authority of the US
Government. That is a very serious matter, you should do it correctly.

If our assessment is wrong, please clarify things for us. We have been trying to clarify things for you.
Let's meet.

2- The EIS released on-line, on CD-ROM and the documents released to the public review sites, along with
the on-line Technical Reports are available only in the English language. We notified you also in good
faith about that problem on August 28, 2012, in Hanford, CA, and on the following day in Fresno (please
refer to the same video link to refresh your memory).

By releasing the EIS review documents only in the English language, you are clearly disenfranchising the
people in our local community that speak primarily Spanish, Portuguese, Hmong and Dutch, from
participating in the EIS process. We have good size populations in our area that speak lhose languages.

Your failure to not release EIS documentation in the predominate languages spoken in our region after
being noticed about the problem also smacks of your knowingly planning to deny US Citizens in our region
their due process. We believe the FRA has access to 2010 US Census data.

Mr. Valenstein, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez, comply with the Environmental Justice requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act or just tell us that the public safeguards reflected in NEPA do not apply
to US Citizens living between Fresno and Bakersfield, in California. If you cannot do one or the other, it is
time for all of you to resign.

Withdraw the EIS immediately; re-release it with all of the documents in formats that can be easily used
by the public at large and give the public an adequate amount of time to review and comment on the
matter. | think that, that would be the common person’s solution to the problem and would reflect due
diligence on your part and on the part of the FRA.

We did not create this problem, the FRA created the problem by not providing enough supervision of your
agent, the Authority. The Authority has not protected the FRA's or the local public’s interest. Fix the
problem, they have not.

@ CALIFORNIA Q of Tranaporaton
High-Speed Rail Authority porsrintime i

Page 40-178



California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Attachment to Submission BO026 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High-Speed Rail
Acccountability, October 10, 2013) - Oliveira 101012.pdf - Continued

When are we going to meet? It will take us four to six hours to drive to Sacramento; we figure it would
take you about the same amount of time to get there. Please stop the EIS review period immediately
until this is resolved.

If you are no longer the responsible Lead NEPA Official for the HST project and are still employed by the
FRA, please immediately direct us to the correct person within the FRA and elevate the matter.

Sincerely,

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability
559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com

On Sep 21, 2012, at 06:58 AM, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote:

Dear Mr. Oliveira:

Thank you for your email. FRA has confirmed that the Technical Reports you
inquired about have been available on the California High Speed Rail Authority’s
website since July 16, 2012. They can be found under the heading “Technical
Reports” at the following location: http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/revised-
draft-eir-f-b.aspx.

We remain willing to speak with you should you wish to arrange a time for a
conversation.

Sincerely,

David Valenstein

From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com]

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 5:23 PM

To: Valenstein, David (FRA)

Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); afukuda77@gmail.com;
dgomez@hsr.ca.gov

Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Thank you for your response and invitation to communicate by telephone.

We understand what you are communicating to us about the EIS process being
designed to receive written and verbal comments from the public. Thank you
for your encouragement to us to continue in that process.

Unfortunately, that process is not what we are actually discussing here and
perhaps | must have been unclear in my previous communications to you. |
must apologize.

What we have advised you is that the CHSRA has withheld 14,000-pages of

Technical Reports (support documents) that should have been released with
the EIS. We more or less personally provided you with an inventory of those
reports on August 29, 2012, in Fresno, California.

Those documents are referred to as the supporting information to refer too
inside the EIS documents that the CHSRA did release to the public for review
and comment during this EIS comment period. Please visualize giving the
public two pieces of bread without anything between the slices but a store
coupon for a mystery store determined filler product and calling it a sandwich.

Those documents explain how and why the CHSRA developed the EIS
assumptions that we are commenting about and are critical for people to read
to understand the EIS.

Since the CHSRA has withheld those documents, it is impossible to expect a
common person to actually understand and comment meaningfully about any
content in those documents during the EIS process. People cannot comment
on something that they are being prevented from understanding.

What we have also advised you that withholding data from the public appears
to be counter to the elements of early meaningful public participation
guaranteed by NEPA and by CHSRA's own NEPA Environmental Justice
compliance policy.

We are not speaking about impacts reflected in the EIS caused by something
denoted in CHSRA's high-speed train program design plan.

We are speaking about a violation of our due process to participate
meaningfully in the process pursuant to NEPA. CHSRA has failed to do their
due diligence either intentionally or unintentional. Either way, the problem
exists and needs to be corrected.

CHSRA is aware of the problem and has done nothing to correct the problem of
withholding the documents from public review. They have not released the
documents in a format for public consumption. They have wasted two months
of public review time.

CALIFORNIA (‘ ofTransporiaton
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We are not talking about a specific project impact which would be addressed
through the avenue that you suggested we use to address this matter.

We are discussing the due process violation of thousands upon thousands of
real breathing US citizens at the hands of your state agent on behalf of the
Federal Rail Authority (FRA).

NEPA is a federal matter and the FRA is the lead federal agency involved and
you clearly are the Responsible NEPA Official according to the EIS documents.
We need you and the FRA to step up and fulfill your oversight responsibilities.

The state as your agent has failed the FRA and the public on this matter.

In the past, the CHSRA has advised us that the local government and the
public involvementvsafeguards reflected in NEPA did not apply to them. Well,
as you know, they do. We may be annoying but we have tried to clean these
loose ends up with the CHSRA as things have progressed and they in the end
still put out a poor quality product, not us. The local governments and public
input in this project has for the most part been ignored by the CHSRA and our
due process is being violated.

We did not create this process or problem, CHSRA did. Remember that in our
dealings. We have no control over the project work product decisions and
timetable decisions.

We have operated in good faith on this matter with all parties and identified the
problem, advised the FRA, advised the CHSRA and you personally about the
problem. Mr. Jeff Morales/CEO, at the CHSRA, is also aware about the
problem.

The problem is easily resolved and within the power of CHSRA and/or the FRA
to resolve. We understand that it will be inconvienant to correct this problem
but it is the right thing to do.

Knowing what you know now, are you and your agency going to do your due
diligence or are you also going to take the position that NEPA compliance and
reasonable business practice is not required in this federally funded and
federally overseen project.

When can we meet to discuss how the FRA is going to release the missing
14,000-pages of information for public review with an adequate/reasonable
amount of extended review time for the public to participate? Another option
would be to just rescind the EIS completely until your state agent gets it right.

We should meet in person to discuss these things. It is important and
reasonable given the circumstances.

We are okay with the CHSRA and anyone else you wish to be at the meeting
being involved in the meeting. We will have several of our people also at the
meeting.

We are pretty sure that the CHSRA also failed to do their same due diligence in
the EIS section north of us.

We are looking forward to hearing back from you and working with you and
your staff.

Sincerely,

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair
Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability
559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com

On Sep 17, 2012, at 11:36, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote:

Dear Mr. Oliveira:

Thank you for your message. As you may be aware, the public comment period
for the Revised Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the
California High Speed Train (HST) Project is ongoing through October 19, 2012.
Your comment will be included as part of the record for the EIR/EIS. A response
to your comment will be forthcoming with the Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section.
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The public participation process under the National Environmental Policy Act is
based on formal written submissions and oral testimony at public hearings. As
such, we encourage you to continue to submit comments for the record on the
EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section in writing, via e-email or letter,
through the close of the comment period on October 19, 2012. If you would
like to elaborate on your comments in a conversation, | would be happy to
speak with you in a telephone conference along with the California High Speed
Rail Authority, the joint-lead agency for the HST Project.

Sincerely,

David Valenstein

From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com;

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 10:54 PM

To: Valenstein, David (FRA)

Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA
Subject: Fwd: REQUEST TO MEET

Dear Mr. Valenstein,
Attached is our request to simply participate in the planning and

design of the California High-Speed Train project as guaranteed by
NEPA. Please read the attachments.

We are eager to hear back from you and to start working with you
and your staff.

Thank you for your consideration.

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair
Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability
Begin forwarded message:

From: "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.com>
Date: September 05, 2012 12:22:01 PM
T

d dalen a n
Fukuda CCHSRA <af 77@gm
Subject: REQUEST TO MEET

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

We sort of met last week during the California High-
Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) Fresno to Bakersfield
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIS)

hearings in Bakersfield, Hanford and Fresno, California,
last week.

| was the fellow in Fresno, at the end of the evening,
that advised you that the CHSRA has not released more
than 14,000-pages of Technical Reports to the public for
review during the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS comment
period. The RDEIS refers to the missing reports
throughout its more than 4,800-pages and the reports
explain how or why the CHSRA derived their RDEIS
assumptions. Reviewing these reports is necessary for a
person to meaningfully participate in the Fresno to
Bakersfield RDEIS comment period.

| believe that we should meet outside a hearing format
to discuss the CHSRA's Merced to Fresno

Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the
Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS.

While reviewing the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS, we are
easily finding issues that are in conflict with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Justice
(EJ) policy that the CHSRA just adopted but should have
had in place all along to have been in compliance with
Federal law. Since adopting their NEPA EJ policy, CHSRA
has publicly stated that they have been complying with
their NEPA EJ responsibilities/obiligations in their past
practices but | believe you know that, that is not the
case.

Since the RDEIS that we are reviewing is a Tiered type
report, we looked into the Merced to Fresno FEIS and
the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and
discovered similiar NEPA EJ conflicts that the whole
project is now being built upon. We believe that the fact
that these known problems exist and are not being dealt
with in compliance with the spirit of the law, the whole
project will fall apart down the road if these things
continue to be ignored.

It is no accident that we are contacting you about this
matter. The CHSRA RDEIS records you as the
“Responsible NEPA Official" for the CHSRA's High-Speed
Train project. We are also aware that you were involved
in the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and
the withdrawn 2011 Draft EIS for the Fresno to
Bakersfield section of the project.

Last week, we, in good faith, noticed you and your
Federal Rail Administration associates about some of the
NEPA conflicts within the project. The NEPA conflicts are
easy to discover. The problems that have already
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happened in the project will not go away on their own by
CHSRA pretending they did not happen and on-going
problems will not go away unless you take action before
more official determinations are made. Due diligence is
needed. If the project is to survive, it must comply with
existing law.

How do we go about meeting?

Respectfully,

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail
Accountability

559-469-6685 Cell/Text
f iveira@
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CONSULTING GROUP

Qctober 16, 2012

Fresno to Bokersfield Revised Droft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dan Richard, Chair
Board of Directors
Califarnia High-Speed Rail Authority

RE: Camment on Fresno to Bokersfield Revised Droft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS

Comments submitted to the
California High Speed Rail Authority
on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact

Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Fresno-Bakersfield Segment of the
California High Speed Train project

Dear Colifornia High-Speed Rail Autharity:

This letter submits our comments on the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EiS for the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section of the propesed Californio High-Speed Train system (DEIR/DEIS). We prepared these comments under
contract to Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, which represents Cifizens for California for High Speed Roil Accountability.

Our contract with Wittwer & Parkin specifies that BSCG will provide an impartial and unbiased anclysis of
the DEIR /DEIS's greenhouse gas and alr quality benefit projections. We conclude that the DEIR/DEIS should be
revised and recirculated, for the recsons outlined in the attached comments.

Thank you for taking our comments inte account, cnd for complying with both the California Envirenmental
Quality Act [CEQA) and the MNational Envirenmental Policy Act (NEPA) before proceeding with the proposed
high-speed train project. Wittwer & Parkin, LLP

prepared for

Yours truly,

prepared by
N Joel Schwartz
Blue Sky Consulting Group

Joel Schwartz
Senior Consultant

Blue Sky Consulting Group October 16, 2012

jschwartz@emaoilbluesky.com

Enclosure
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BO027-1

This document presents Blue Sky C. lting Group's on the Colifornia High Speed Reil Authority's
Revised Droft EIR /Supplemental Draft EIS [DEIR /DEIS) for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment of the propeosed
Californic High Speed Train system. We prepared these comments under contract to Wittwer & Parkin, LLP,
which rep Citizens for California for High Speed Rail Accountability. Our comments are focused mainly
on the global climate change and air quality benefit projections in the DEIR/DEIS, the 2012 Business Plan, and
their associated technical reports and documentation.

For the soke of brevity and clority, we use the following iati in our
*  ‘'We abbreviate the Revised Draft EIR /Supplemental Draft EIS for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment as
“DEIR/DEIS".

*  We refer to the Califernia High Speed Rail Authority as “CAHSRA"

*  The technical documents that support CAHSRA's environmental documents and Business Plans were
produced by the consulting firms Parsans Brinkerhoff and Cambridge Systematics. When we use phroses
such as “CAHSRA's analysis of..." it should be understood to mean analysis performed by CAHSRA
and for its consultants. Citations clarify the specific document(s] to which we refer.

The DEIR/DEIS includes projections of vehicle miles troveled [VMT] and CO: reductions due to drivers switching
to HSR. Below we d ate that, by ing little or ne impr in fuel economy of the automobile
fleet between now and 2035, the DEIR/DEIS overstates the CO; reduction of HSR by o lorge margin. The
2012 Business Plan alse overstates the CO: reduction benefits of HSR, but not to the some extent as the
DEIR/DEIS. We evaluate both estimates below.

The analysis in this section takes CAHSRA's HSR ridership estimates as given and focuses only on the fuel
econamy of the automobile travel displaced by HSR. In a later section we also present evidence that CAHSRA

overstates likely HSR ridership, which results in an I i of CO; reduction benefits from
HSR.
2012 Busi Plan bile fuel ¥ pi To project the per-mile fuel cost for driving in

2035, the 2012 Business Plan assumes the fuel economy of the vehicle fleet will be somewhere between 27.9
mpg and 36.7 mpg.’ The lower number is the U.S. Energy Information Administration’s “Reference” projection,
while the higher number is an average of the assumption of 3% and 6% annual growth in the fuel economy of
new automobiles. CAHSRA's “Medium” forecast is the average of these two values, or 32.3 mpg.

DEIR/DEIS bile fuel ¥ The DEIR/DEIS uses EMFAC 2007, the California Air
Resources Board's vehicle emissions model, for its projections of future fuel economy of the vehicle fleet.?
However, as the DEIR/DEIS itself acknowledges, "According to the current versien of EMFAC2007, future fuel
economy factors are forecast to improve only slightly between the years 2008 and 2035. However, this

| Cambridge Systematics, Califarnia High-Speed Roil 2012 Business Plan, Ridership and Revenue Forecasting, p. 2-8.
? DEIR/DEIS, p. 3.3-14, 3.3-15.

forecast reflects the currant version of EMFAC2007, which does not consider recent regulatary actions for
improvements in vehicle fuel economy.™

The DEIR/DEIS does nat appear to state explicitly what it assumed for fuel economy of the vehicle fleet in
2035. However, this can be inferred from other information in the document. Table 3.3-15 on poge 3.3-60 of
the DEIR,/DEIS provides projections of Project vs. No Project changes In total an-raad vehicle miles traveled
[VMT) and CO; emissions in 2035 with end without the HSR system. Table 1 shows the statewide changes in
VMT and CO3 emissions from Toble 3.3-15. The table shows the DEIR/DEIS's prejection of statewide daily
VMT in 2035 without the HSR system and with the HSR system, along with the reduction In CO; emissions due
to the HSR system. |n summarizing the COz emissions reduction, the DEIR/DEIS overages the high and low
values and converts to a daily CO; reduction to conclude “The HST [High Speed Train] clternatives would
reduce statewide daily readway YMT by more than 30 million miles becouse of travelers using the HST rather
than driving. This equates to approximately 15,800 tens of CO: per doy..."™

Table 1. CAHSRA's Projection of VMT in 2035 with and without the HSR System and
CO; Reductions Due to H5R

[ ne Project Total Project Total Deily VMT [ Change in CO2
| Daily YMT | Emissions (MMT/Year]
1,254,608,000 | 1,223,333,000 to 1,233,758,000 631053

Source: Toble 3.3-15, p. 3.3-60 of the DEIR/DEIS
VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled
MMT = Million Metric Tons

Table 2 provides the reduction in VMT and the reducti in COz emissi Iting from the reduction in VMT.
‘We con use these numbers to determine whet CAHSRA assumed cbeut the overage fuel economy of the cars
saken off the road by HSR. The left-hond column of Table 2 converts the chonge in daily VMT to @ change in
annual VMT. The next column repects the annual change in CO; from Table 1. The third calumn, CO; emissions
per vehicle mile, is the ratio of Celumn 2 over Column 1 along with @ conversion factar of 2,205 Ibs./metric
ton, We can convert Ibs. of COz per mile to miles per gallen (mpg), knowing that burning geseline emits 19.7
i35, of COz per gallon.® This conversion is performed in the right-hand column of Table 2, which shows that the
DEIR /DEIS’s estimates of VMT and CO: reductions imply o fleet ge fuel y ranging from 12.8
mpg to 16.2 mpg.

In other words, given CAHSRA's DEIR/DEIS projections for VMT reductions and CO; reductions due to HSR, the
right-hand column of Table 2 shows what CAHSRA implicitly i for the average fuel of the
cars of taken off the road due to people switching to HSR. These mpg values ore well below the fuel economy
of even the eurrent cutomohbile fleet, which has on average on-road fuel aconemy of about 21.5 mpg,® much
less that of the 2035 cutomobile fleet, which will be far more fuel efficient.

1 DEIR/DEIS, p. 3.3-15.
4 DEIR/DEIS, p. 3.3-60.
5 1,5, Environmantal Pratection Agency, “Calevlations and References,”
, accessed on Seprember 18, 2012, Caloulated by convarting 8.92x10°? metlc tons of COz per gallan of
gaseling to Iba. of CO: per gallen.
*Caltrans, California Metor Vehide Stock, Trovel, and Fuel Foarecost {MVSTAFF), December 2011,

@
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Table 2. Inferred Fleet-Average Autemobile Fuel E ¥ A d in the DEIR/DEIS
Change In Annual ] Change in Annual COy Emissions per | Fleet -_;-fuel
VMT [millions of CO3 emissions [MMT) Vehicle Mile (lbs.) economy
miles) |
741010 -11,415 -5310-63 1.54 to 1.22 12810 162
Realisti imate of automaobile fuel in 2035. The amount of COz reductions due to HSR

displacing autemebile travel in 2035 depends on the average fuel economy of the YMT displaced by HSR in
2035, There are three reasons why actual fuel economy will be significantly higher than cssumed in CASHRA's
2012 Business Plan and far higher than assumed in the DEIR /DEIS.

[1} Until recently, federal and Califernia law required thot the fuel economy of new light-duty vehicles [cars,
SUVs, pickup trucks, and minivans) average ot least 35 mpg from the 2016 madel year onward.” In
Movember 2011, the federal g proposed cdditional Corporate A ge Fuel Ei |CAFE)
standards that would increase the fleet-average mpg of new automobiles to 54.5 mpg by 2025.° These
regulations were finalized on August 28, 2012.%

Based on the CAFE standards and the predicted mix of vehicles actually purchased, the U.5. Energy
Information Administration (EIA) predicts that the CAFE fleet-average fuel economy will be 34.1 mpg for the
2016 model year, rising to 49.6 mpg for the 2025 model yeor.'? These mpg stondards represent the

“lab y" CAFE requi Fuel in actucl use will be lower, because the CAFE laboratery test
does not necessarily represent the way most motorists octually drive their cars.

To derive o valid prediction of fleet-average fuel economy in the year 2035, we use an estimate of real-
world fuel econemy fer & given CAFE standard.'' We combined this with on estimate of the “travel froction”
of the vehicle fleet by model year. The travel fraction reprasents the fraction of total VMT accounted for by
sach model year. We use counts of how many vehicles from each madel year were driving in Los Angeles in
2010 s the predicted travel fraction for 2035. The on-road vehicle fleet was relatively old in 201 0—nearly
2 years older, on average, than the fleet on the road in 2008—p bly due to sub ial reductions in
new-cor purchases and delays in serapping older cors during the recent recession.'2 Using this travel fraction
to predict fleet-average fuel econemy in 2035 1 results in o relatively conservative prediction, since it
includes fewer new, higher-mpg cars and more older, lower-mpg than might actually be the case in the future.
Combining the fuel economy and travel fractien values gives o fleet-overage fuel economy of 38 mpg in
2035, Details of this ion ere provided in Appendix A

¥ DEIR,/DEIS, p. 3.3-6.

¥ Enviranmental Protection Agency and Matlonal Highway Traffic Safety Administration, =3017 ond Loter Model Year Light-
Duty Vehicle Greanhouss Gas Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards,” Natice of Proposed Rulemaking,
Federal Register, December 1, 2011,

@ Matlenal Highway Traffic Safety Administration, “Oboma Admi ton Finalizes Histarlc 54.5 mpg Fuel Efficlency
Standerds,” August 28, 2012,

10 5. Energy Information Administration, Annual Energy Oullack 2012,

o An estimate of in-use fuel economy of future autemohiles is provided in 1. Millar, “Can the New CAFE Standards Deliver
{Promised Benefits}i” The Energy Coliective, August 20, 2012, , accesed on
September 25, 2012,

12 Gary A. Bishop, Brent Schuchmann, and Den Stedman, Multi-species On-Rood Remate Sensing of Vehicle Emissions in Van
Nuys, Colifarnia—August 2010, prepared for the Natienal le Enargy L ¥o U ity of Denver, August 2010,

[2) The fleet-average fuel economy values represent o weighted average thot assumes 55% of total VMT is
urben driving and 45% is highway driving.'? However, the VMT that HSR displaces will be nearly all highwey
driving, which Is more fuel-efficient than urban driving. Thus, the VMT disploced by HSR will have o fuel
economy greater than the38 mpg estimated cbove.

[3) In 2035, 11 model years (2025 through 2035) will have been built 1o the most stringent CAFE stondard.
Baosed on the travel fraction observed in Les Angeles in 2010, 69% of VMT is driven by the newest 11 model
yeors. The next nine model yearsimodel years 2014-2024 in 2035) account for ancther 27% of total VMT.
These model years represent the ramp-up from the 34 mpg CAFE average of 2014 to the 50 mpg average
of 2025. This means that in 2035 relatively high-mpg outomobiles will account for the vost majority of tatal
VT,

But this VMT distribution by vehicle age describes the averall on-road vehicle fleat. The VMT displaced by
HSR is more likely to be driven in newer-th L) bl hat is, biles built from 2025
onward and meefing the most stringent CAFE requirements. This is because people whe can offerd to take
business or pleasure trips tend to have higher incomes and wealth then the average person and to own and
drive newer cutomobiles.

Long-distance travel increases with income. For exomple, households with incomes between $50,000 and
$100,000 toke obout twice a3 many long-dist trips as | halds with Incemes below $25,000, while
households with incomes above $100,000 per year take 2.2 times as many leng-distance trips.'*

In addition, business travelers have higher average incomes than the general populafion. Households with
incomes under $25,000 per year cccount for 21% of households, but enly $% of business trips. In contrast,
hauseholds with incomes above $100,000 per year account for anly 12% of househelds, but for 27% of all
business trips.'?

Likewise, Ithi own newer In 2001, with incomes greater than
$100,000 owned cars with an average age of about 5 years, while households with incomes below 525,000
owned cars with an average age of abeut 10 years. The average automobile age for all households was 7.6
years.'®

Even for the autemobile fleet os o whole, we have seen that most VMT is driven by newer vehicles. However,
the VMT displaced by HSR will be even more heavily skewed toward the newest, most fuel-efficient
autemabiles.

Using realistic bile fuel in 2035 d ieally reduces H5R's projected CO; reduction
benefits. We showed above that using o relatively conservative prediction of future fuel e my and a
relatively conservative travel fraction weighted toward older cors, the average fuel econamy of the en-road
vehicle fleet in 2035 is likaly to be ot least 38 mpg. However, the fuel economy of the VMT displaced by HS5R
will be even higher than this, because HSR will displace (1) mainly highwoy driving, which is more fuel efficient
than urben driving, and [2) mainly driving of newer cars meeting the most stringent CAFE stondards.

11 .5, Environmental Protection Agency, Gasoline Vehicles, Learn More About the Mew Lobel,
. oceessed September 22, 2012,
14 1.5, Bureau of Transportation Statisties, Leng-Distance Travel by Incame, Gender, and Age, Transportatian Seathitics Annual
Repart, 2004,
15 LS. Bureau of Transportation Statistics, LS. usiness Trovel, October 2003.
1% 1.5, Bureau of Transportation Statisties, Highlights of fhe 2001 National Househald Travel Survey, 2003.
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Mevertheless, to be conservative, we assume 38 mpg for the fuel economy of the VMT displaced by HSR in
2035,

Mow that we have a more realistic value for the fuel economy of the vehicle fleet in 2035, we con re-estimate
€O; reductions due to HSR in 2035 by taking the DEIR/DEIS's VMT reduetion in 2035 os given end applying
it to the mere realistic 2035 fuel econemy we calculoted above, Rather than 5.3 million to 6.3 million metric
tans, a more realistic range for the reduction in CO3 In 2035 due to drivers switching to HSR is 1.8 million to
2.7 million metric tons, or 57% to 66% less than the DEIR/DEIS claims.'” In other words, CAHSRA's CO2
benefit estimate is too high by o foctor of somewhere between 2.3 and 2.9.

We note also thot using the 2035 fleet fuel econemy projection presented in CAHSRA’s own 2012 Business
Plan would also diminish the CO3 reduction benefits claimed in the DEIR/DEIS. Using the Business Plan's
“Medium" assumption of 32.3 mpg fleet-average fuel econemy in 2035, the COz benefit from HSR displacing
sutemobile travel declines to 2.1 million to 3.2 million metric tons per year, or 50% to 60% less than the
DEIR/DEIS claims. We showed above that fleet-average fuel economy in 2033 will likely be at least 38 mpg.
Furthermere, the 2012 Business Plan's fuel economy essumption fails to take into account the fact that most
VMT displaced by HSR will be highway VMT driven in relatively new cars. 5till, it shows that even with
CAHSRA's own projection of future fuel ecanomy, the CO3 reduction benefits of HSR are no more thon half the
omount claimed in the DEIR /DEIS.

For completenass, we should alse polnt out that CAHSRA's HSR benefit-cost analysis assumes little change in
fleet-average fuel economy between new end 2035, The benefit-cost analysis ossumes fleet-average COz
emissions of 379.1 grams/mile in 2035 (this is an average of values given for 2030 and 2040).'® Using
conversion foctors of 448 grams/lb. and 19.7 Ibs. COz/gallon, this can be converted to o fuel economy of
23.2 mpg for the vehicle fleat in 2035—or not much higher then the current flaet. This means that in the
benefit-cast analysis, even if the ridership assumptions are correct (that is, even if HSR disploces as much
autemobile VMT os CAHSRA projects), the CO3 reductions from HSR displ travel are too high
by a foctor of 1.6.'7

In summary, using a realistic fleet average fuel econemy for the VMT displaced by HSR in 2035, the CO2
reduction due to HSR displacing bile travel is t b 1.8 million te 2.7 million metric tons
per year, rather then the 5.3 million to 6.3 million claimed in the DEIR/DEIS. Mote that this analysis is bosed
anly on using @ more realistic value for the fuel economy of the VMT disploced by H5R in 2035, In additien,
this analysis is conservative, because we used @ travel fraction thot is relatively skewed toward alder

17 This was cakulated by multiplying the DEIR /DEIS's projected CO: reduction by the ratio of its fuel econamy aswumption te
aur more realistic fuel economy cswmption. For example, 5.3%(12.8/38)=1.8,

18 Parsans Brinckerhoff, California High-Speed Rail Benefit-Cast Analysis (BCA), prepared for the Califeria High Speed Rail
Autharity, April 2012, Table 13, p. 19, We used fthe COz emission values in this table, because that is what CAHSRA used 1o
estimate the CO2 emission reductions due 1o HSR. However, wa note that the CO; emission values in Table 13 ore inconsistent
with the fuel econamy values In Table 9, p. 13 of the same report (the fuel ecenomy values were used o estimate
expenditures for gassling with and without HSR). The COu emissien rates in Teble 13 tronslate inte fleet-average fuel
weonamies of 23.1 mpg and 23.3 mpg In 2030 and 2040, respectively. Howevar, Table ¥ assumes fleat-average fuel
sconomies of 26,8 mpg and 29.5 mpg in 2030 and 2040, respectively. This means that the report's CO: reductions and
gusoling costs are not self-consistent, Furthermare, because the fuel econamy In Table @ s urealistically low, it maans that the
report averstates savings on gasoline costs due 1o HSR, Thus, even if the HSR ridership estimates are carrect, the benefit-cost
analysis dramaricelly overstates the benefits of HSR [both in terms of SO reductions and savings on gosaline costs) by using
an unrealistically low fleet-average fuel econcmy for future years.

1% 38 mpg/23.2 mpg = 1.4, In other words, using @ mare realistic fleet-average fuel econamy for 2035 would eliminate
about 38% of the CO: reduction benefits claimed due to HSR displacing automobile travel.

BO027-2

automobiles and we hove not even accounted for the fact that the VMT displaced by HSR would be mainly
freeway driving in th age biles, both af which would increase fuel economy above the
38 mpg fleet average that we used for our calulotions. Furthermore, we have taken CAHSRA's projections of
HSR ridership os given. Below we will present data and analysis that suggest the ridership projections are
also inflated, which will diminish the projected CO; reduction benefits of HSR even further.

The greenhouse gos reduction benefits in the DEIR /DEIS, 2012 Business Plon, the Caolifernia High-Speed Rail
Benefit-Cast Analysis, and other CAHSRA documents should be revised using & more realistic projection of
future fleat fuel economy.

HSR

hieving the hip levels d in the DEIR/DEIS and 2012 Business Plan depends on attracting lorge
numbers of automobile travelers to HSR. According to CAHSRA's ridership modeling, 7 4% of HSR riders will
be former automobile travelers and 26% will be former airplane travelers: “For the 2012 Business Plon, the
2030 TDM [Transportation Demand Maodel] output shews that 7 million riders will be diverted from air to HSR
and 20 million from highways to HSR. That is equivalent te 26% and 74% for air and highways,
respectively... Although rail, inter-city bus, and other modes also contribute possengers to the HSR system, they
are not included in this analysis because their relative share Is very small."* In other words, almost three-
fourths of HSR ridership depends en ettracting riders who would have traveled by car in the absence of HSR,
while about one-fourth depends on aftracting riders whe weuld hove traveled by airplane,

The likelihood of switching from bile to HSR depends in part on the relative costs of outomebile and
HSR travel. Here we present evidence that CAHSRA and its consultants overstate the likely cost of driving in
2035. As o result, driving oppeors less attractive, relative to HSR, than it actually will be, resulting in an
averestimate of the number of drivers switching te H5R.

The marginal cost of driving is lower than CAHSRA assumes. The 2012 Business Plan assumes thot the
marginal cost of driving in 2030 will range from 20¢/mile to 2B¢/mile (in 2011 dallars) in the “low range"
and “high range” scenarios, respectively.?’ This includes 10.3¢/mile for maintencnce and tire weor and the

r inder for line. The p ile cost of gascline results from a ination of pti garding the
cost of gasoline and the average fuel economy of the vehicle fleet in 2030. CAHSRA cssumed fleet-average
fuel economy in 2030 would be 27 mpg and 33.6 mpg in the “low range” and “high range” scenarios,
respectively, while the cost of gosaline was ossumed to be $2.60 and 36.11, respectively.’® The 2012

10 CAHSRA, Comparison of Providing the Equivalent Capadty to High-Speed Rall through Other Modes, prepared by Parsans-
Brinkerhoff, April 2012, p. 7. We note that the benefit-cost onalysis oppears to assume an even greater automablle share of
H5R riders, relotive 1o air see tables 4 and 5 in Parsons Brinkerhoff, Califernia High-Speed Rail Bonefit-Cost Analysis (BCA),

April 2012),

i Cambridge Systematics, Callfornia High-Speed Rail 2012 Business Plan

Ridership and Revenue F ing, prepared for Parions Brinkerhaff for the California High-5peed Rail Authority, April 12,
2012, p. 29,

2 lbid, p. 2-8 and 2.6, The 2012 Business Plan eost-of-driving forecast is for 2030, while the DEIR/DEIS forecasts are for
2035, However, the 2012 Business Plon includes a forecast of flaet-average fuel economy for 2035 in addition fo 2030,
Using this fuel econcmy Farecast, the cost of driving in 2035 would be 19.6¢/mile and 26.7¢/mile in the Jow" and “high”

@
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Business Plan includes a "medium” forecast of 24¢/mile, using mid-range assumptions for the cost of gasoline
($4.23/gallon] and fleet-average fuel economy (30,3 mpg), and the some constant value of 10.3¢/mile for
non-gasoling operating costs.

The DEIR /DEIS appears to assume that the marginal cost of driving is 22¢/mile, based on the Ridership and
Revenue Modeling technical support document.” However, this value is in 2005 dollars, and would be roughly
24¢/mile when infloted to 2011 dollars.

A marginel cost of 24¢ /mile is substantially mere than the actual perceived marginal cost of driving s likely
to he in 2035. We detail each of the reasons for this in turn:

First, 10.3¢/mile for maintenance and tire wear costs appears to be tos high. In discussing vehicle
malatenance ond tire wear costs, CAHSRA's own consultant cites a study by researchers ot the University of
Minnesoto thet found these costs to be obout 5¢/mile in 2011 dollars, or about half CAHSRA's assumption.?

Second, regardless of the actual per-mile marginal cost of wear and tear, Combridge Systematics, the

lting fiem that perf i the Calif. HSR ridership and revenue madeling os o contractor to Parsons
Brinkerhoff and CAHSRA, has concluced thot motorists tend not to account for maintenance and tire wear costs
when deciding whether to drive or fravel by another mode:

“Usually, auto travelers will consider their cost of travel 1o be only their out-of-pocket gas costs.
Thus, in mast intercity travel models, aute costs are generally in the range of $0.10 to 50.15
per mile. While higher per mile costs are more censistent with the frue costs of driving (including
operating, maintenance, and ownership costs], they are g lly not consid: i by I

for specific travel decisions.”™*
Thus, CAHSRA's own ridership modeling © has luded that metorists generally only consider the
cost of gasoline when deciding whether to drive or to use ancther mode of travel. If se, then for the purposes
of ridershi deling, the ginal cost of and tire wear would be zero, rather than the

10.3¢/mile that Combridge Systematics used in its Califernia HSR ridership and revenue modeling.

Thirel, for the purposes of ridership modeling, whot matters Is the fuel econemy of the future outomebile fleet.
As demenstrated in detail in the previous section, the VMT displaced by HSR will have o fuel economy on the
order of at least 38 mpg and probably higher in 2035, Assuming $4.23/gallon of gasoline [the “Medium”
forecast in the 2012 Business Plan) and 38 mpg for the average fuel economy of the VMT replaced by HSR,
the marginal cost of gaseline in 2035 will be on the order of 11.1¢/mile. This is the total perceived marginal
cast of driving if Combridge Systematics is correct. This figure is 219G less than the 14¢/mile mid-range cost
of gaseline and 54% less than 24¢ /mile mid-range total cost of driving used in CAHSRA's ridership and
revenue modeling.

scenarios, respectively. The costs are slightly lawer because fl ge fuel Is predicted to continue 1o improve
between 2030 and 2035,
13 Parsons Brinckerhaff, Ridership and Revenus Model: D pment, Application, and Project-level EIR/EIS Forecasts,
prepared for CAHSRA, June 2011, p. 90,
24 Gary Bornes and Peter Langworthy, The Per-mile Costs of Operaling A biles and Trusks, prop: for the

lon (University of phrey Institute for Public Affairs, 2003), cited by Parsons
Brinkerhotf, California High-Speed Rail Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA), prepared for the Califomia High Speed Rail Authariry,
April 2012,

5 Combridge Systematics, Desert Xpress Ridership Forecast Review, prepared for Circle Point, February 29, 2008, p. 17.

BO027-3

In summary, CAHSRA’s own consultant cites @ marginal cost for outemobile maintenance and tire wear that is
half the value CAHSRA actually uses for its ridership modeling. In addition, CAHSRA's awn consultant further
notes that meterists generally consider only gosoline costs and not or tire wear costs when
deciding whether to travel by cer. Finally, CASHRA boses the marginal cost of gasoline on current fleet fuel
economy and nat on fleet fuel econamy in 2035, The lotter is the relevant value for estimating the cost of
driving and HSR ridership in 2035,

Taking account of these facts, the perceived marginal cost of driving in 2035 will be about 11¢/mile or
16¢/mile if motorists take occount of maintenance and fire wear costs. Both of these volues are much lowar
than the 24¢/mile mid-range value CAHSRA uses far its ridership and revenue modeling. Using this lower, but
more realistic prejections for the perceived marginal cost of driving weuld reduce the attractiveness of HSR to
motorists, thereby reducing predicted HSR ridership and citendant CO2 and air pollutant emission reduction
benefits.

The projected greenhouse gos and air pellutant benefits ond HSR reverue estimates in the DEIR/DEIS, 2012
Business Plan, the Califernia High-Speed Rail Benefit-Cost Analysis and, other CAHSRA decuments should be
revised to take account of the effect of using a more realistic, lower marginal cost of driving on projected HSR

ridership.

CAHSRA May Have Diffi ty

Dri HSR

CAHSRA assumes that most HSR riders will be attracted awoy from cutomeblle travel. As noted cbove,

ling to CAHSRA's ridershi ling, 74% of HSR riders will be former cutomabile travelers cnd 26%
will be former airpl lers. HSR thus d ds for its success mainly en attracting drivers to HSR. As we
show below, experience suggests that HSR mainly substitetes for air travel rother than autemebile travel. The
DEIR /DEIS and 2012 Business Plan therefore may be overstating likely HSR ridership and revenue and

{ant CO; and air polluti Juetion benefits due to displacement of automabile travel.

Few French HSR riders are formar drivers, Data from the French TGV HSR system suggests that it competes
mainly with air travel, rather than with car travel, Chapulut and Taroux (2010) studied the experience when
new lines were opened on the French TGV high-speed rail system.? For these lines, 78% of TGV riders come
from the existing conventienal rail system. The remaining 22% of TGV riders came from cars, air, or were
tatally new “induced” trips that weren't taken at oll befare the new TGV lines opened. This means first of all
that more than three-fourths of TGV riders switched from conventional rail to TGV. California HSR will not
have this source of existing rail ridership end will have to rely on attracting drivers and flyers for nearly all of
its riders.

For the 22% of TGV riders who were not already traveling by rail, Table 3 summarizes the percentage of

| itehing from air or bile plus new trips induced by the new TGV lines. MNote that anly about
one-fourth of new rail riders came frem automobiles. Even if we focus only en the auvtomobile and air portion
of TGV ridership, only 40% to 45% were i to HSR from biles, while the ining 55% to
60% were attracted from airplanes.

% lean-Moel Chapulut and Jean-Piarre Taroux, “Trent Ans de LGV, Comparaisen des Prevision et des Realisations,” ["Twenty
Years of High-Speed Rail Lines, C of Predictions and ") , no. 462 [ullle-Asut [July-August)
2010): 229-239.
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Thus, for the French TGV, when o new TGV line became availoble, enly 6% of total TGV riders came from
automobiles.” Of new rail riders, only 26% came from automobiles. And of the portion of TGV riders who
come from just autemebiles and airplones, only 40% to 45% come from automobiles and 55% to 60% come
from airplanes. Each of these represents @ much smaller autemebile share than the 75% share that CAHSRA
predicts for HSR ridership in Californio.

Table 3. Share of New Roil Riders Attracted to TGV from Other Modes

Route Previous Mode of Travel Share
‘Atlonfique [ Ar 30%
[Paris-Le Mans Automobile 25%
and New “induced” trovel 45%

Paris-Tours/Bordeaux)

Air 40%
Autemobile 27%
MNew “induced” travel 35%

Mediteranee
[Paris-Marseille)

Note: 78% of TGV riders on these lines were aftracted from conventional rail systems. This table facuses on the
previous mede of trovel only for the remaining 22% of riders who were traveling these routes by other modes [air
or auto) or not traveling these routes ot all before the TGV line became avallable.

French TGV data suggest HSR competes poorly with driving en cost. Air ond HSR can provide similar door-
to-door travel imes and trovel costs aver distances of obout 500 miles or less. In addition, after arriving at
one's destination, the decisien aver whether to rent a car impeses the some odditional cast whether you
arrived by rail or by gir.

In contrast, pesple whe currently travel by car already have air trovel os o faster opfien, yet choose not 1o
take odvantage of it. Colifornio HSR would face the same hurdles as air travel when trying to attract people
out of their cars. A likely reason for this is cost. The p ived cost of driving inly the cost of gasoline—Is
much lower than the cost of oir travel. Even at $4/gallen and a car that averages 25 mpg highway, driving
costs about 16¢/mile, or $61 for @ 380-mile trip. This is lower than CAHSRA's prejected overage cost of 581
for @ single Son Francisco-to-Los Angeles HSR fare and only & fraction of the cost of two, three, or four HSR
fares that would hove to be peid in cases where two or more people would have traveled in a single car had
they not traveled by HSR.?®

Adding to the relotive cost of H5R is the need to rent @ car upen arrival ot one's destinotion, since auta-to-
HSR switchers would otherwise hove to give up the convenience of the car they would have had vpen arriving
at their destination, had they net switched to HSR.*?

27 Racall that former drivers represent about 26% of the 229 TGV riders who were not already riding conventisnal rall
before the new TGV lines epened. 0.26 * 0.22 = 0.057, or about 6%.

8 Projected H3R fares are listed In Table 5-7, p. 5-12 of CAHSRA's 2012 Business Plon.

2% Wa were not able to determing what CAHSRA ossumed regarding car rental for HSR riders attracted away from
automaobiles. I would be helpful IF CAHSRA dlerified various auumptions obout former drivers aftracted to H5R, Including:
what fraction of farmer drivars are business vs. pleasure travelers, average vehicls accupancy for fermer business ond
pleawure travelers, fraction of former business ond pleasure travelers csumed to arrive ot their departure statlon by taxi [and
the cost of the taxi] or by personal vehicle va. by public transportation, and the fraction of former business and pleasure
travalers owumed to rent @ car upon arriving at their destination and the cost of these cor rentals.

In addition, many cuto-ta-HSR switchers will travel to their local HSR statien by car and have to poy the
additional cost of station parking for the duration of their trip, or will incur the additional cost of traveling to
and from their departure station by taxi.

Taken together, these substantial additional costs of HSR, relative to personcl automobile travel, suggest o
key reasen for the observation that more HSR riders are likely to be former air travelers than farmer aute
travelers.

The lower cost of driving in the U.5. suggests HSR will be less cost titive with the bile in the
U.5., when pared with France. Colif, HSR travel will likely be less cost competitive with car travel
when compared with Frence, because the marginel cost of automobile travel in France is much higher than in
the U.5. There are at least two reasons for this: French drivers pay substantial read tells, while Califernia

drivers do net, and gascline costs much more in France than in the U.5.

For example, cecording fo Michelin, the cost of automobile travel from Paris to Marsailles (482 miles] Is €141
($182), of which $72 is tolls and $110 is gascline.” [Fer reference, a trip of the same distonce in the U.S. in
an average U.5. automabile [assuming 25 mpg highway end 54/gellon gosoline] would cost cbout 577, 0r
58% less thon the cost in France.)

Comparing this to the cost of the TGV, the least expensive Paris-Marseille TGV ticket [buy-chead, 2™ class,
restricted) costs €25 [$32) for an adult and half-price for children up to age 1 1.7 Tickets purchosed near to
or on the day of travel are more expensive, ranging from cbout €70 to €108 [$90-5139) for adult weekday
travel.

Thus, in France, the least-cost HSR trip costs B2% less than the cost of driving for o single driver, and 47% less
than the cost of driving for o family of four, Tickets bought necr the day of travel cost 24% to 51% less than
the cost of driving for @ single driver, and 48% te 128% more thon the cost of driving for a family of four.

For comparison with the U.S. we use the 380-mile trip from Sen Francisce to Los Angeles. The cost to travel this
route in on average U.5. automobile would be $61 for gasoline (ossuming 25 mpg highway and $4/gallen
gaseline), compared with o plonned HSR fare of $52 to 5123 |depending on factors such os peak/off-peak,
express or multl-stop train, and advance or lost-minute purchase, with an ge fare of §81.77 Assuming
fhe lowest fare of $52, the cost of HSR would be 15% less than the cost of driving for a single driver and
1555 mere than the cost of driving for o fomily of four.?? Using the average fore of 581, HSR would cost
30% more than driving for a single driver and 298% more than driving for a family of four.

These results indicate that relative to driving, California’s HSR system will cest far more than the French GV
system. Table 4 summarizes the comparison. The right-most column shows the ratio of HSR cost to driving cost.
Lower values are more faverable ta HSR. Mote haw much lower this ratio is for the French TGV when

d with projections for California HSR.

30 Aytomebile et it from Michelin, “Getfing from Paris to Marseille,” %, occessed
on September 18, 2012, The fuel cost b5 asumed fo be €1.60,/liter ($7.84/gallon]. Given o travel distance of 482 miles, this
fuel cost works out o an asumed vehicle fuel economy of 35 mpg. This is higher than the current average LS. outomabile, but
typical for Europe, where the cars are smaller and more likely to be diessl-fusled.

3 TGV frain ticket cost is from SMNCF, . accessed on September 24, 2012,

32 Automobile casts assume $4/gallon gasoline and an average highway fuel econamy of 25 mpg for the current Califomia
fleat. CA-HSR ticket cost is from Table 5-7, p. 5-12 of the CAHSRA 2012 Business Plon.

31 We have assumed hare that a child's ficket would cost holf thet of on odulr's ticket.
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These results are bosed on current cutomobiles, However, as shawn above, driving in the U.5. will be even less
expensive in the future, due to more stringent CAFE {ards, As o result, California HSR is likely to be even
less cost competitive with the autemaobile than the analysis in this section suggests.

To summarize, CAHSRA predicts that 74% of Californio HSR riders will come from outomabiles and 26% from
airplanes. In contrast, real-world data from France indicate thet enly abeut 6% of TGV riders were former
drivers, while the vast majority of TGV riders were former conventional rail riders, a source of riders that
does not exist in California. Even when paring only biles and cirplones, enly 40% to 45% of TGV
riders were former drivers and the rest were former air travelers. This suggests that CAHSRA moy be
overstating the number of drivers who will switch to HSR. When considering the fact that California H5R will
be more expensive relative to auto travel than is the cose in France, CAHSRA's assumption of 74% of H5R
ridership coming from former drivers seems even less plousible.

CAHSRA should re-svaluate HSR's ability to attrect drivers to H5R in California in light of the French TGV
data, along with the fact that HSR in Califernia will be mere expensive relative to driving when compored
with the TGV in France. In performing this re-evaluation, CAHSRA should use o realistic value for likely fleet-
average fuel economy in the 2030s, rather than the current fleet-average fuel economy. The projected
greenhouse gos and air pollutant reduction benefits and HSR revenve estimates in the DEIR/DEIS, 2012
Business Plan, the California High-Speed Roil Benefit-Cost Analysis, and ether CAHSRA documents should be
revised to take occount of the results of this re-evaluation.

Table 4. Cost of HSR Relative to Cost of Driving: French TGV vs. California HSR

Type of Fare Trip | Fare Cost of Cost of HSRf
ing Cost of Driving |
Lowest GV | $32 adult 1 0.2 (1 adul)
Parii-Marseille $16 child | | 0.5 Fomily of 4)
| Lowest advance purchase 1
2+ class fore |
| Canfornia HSR ["s52 aautr 561 0.8 (1 aduh)
San Froncisco-Los Angeles | §24 child 2.4 (Family of 4) |
Lowest projected fare |
| Mid-Range | TGV [500-5137 adut | 5182 | 05081 odultl |
Pariz-Marseille 545-549 child | 1.5-2.3 (Fomily of 4)
| Purchase within a few days |
| of travel 27 cless fore | |
| | Califernia HSR 581 adult 561 | 1.3(1 odu) |
San Fronchico-los Angeles | $.40 child | 4D (Fomily of 4) |

Average projected fare

Mote: In the right-most calumn, lower values are more favorable to HSR.

The DEIR/DEIS and 201 2 Business Plan overstete HSR CO; reduction benefits from alr travelers switching to
HSR in two ways. First, fhey overstate the CO; benefit per passenger-mile of air travel disploced by HSR.
Second, they likely overstate the number of air travelers who will switch to HSR. We discuss each issue in turn
below.

, DEIR/DEIS and 2012 Business Plan Overstate the CO
displaced by HSR

CAHSRA ossumes that aircraft fuel economy will improve frem 62.3 sect-miles per gallon in 2011 to 68.%
seat-miles/gallon in 2035, which tronsiates to o 9.5% reduction in fuel burned, and concomitant CO2

per seat-mile.’ However, Soutt , one of the major airlines providing flights within Califernia,
hed already achieved 68.6 sect-miles per gallon by 2010.%* United was enly ot 62.8 seat-miles/gollon in
2010, but imp to about 66 t-miles/gallon in 2011.% In other words, some of the mojor airlines that

fly in California are already approaching the fuel efficiency CAHSRA assumed for 2035, even though they
are flying o mixture of recent and older technology planes.

New jet models available new or soen to come on line will be even more fuel-efficient, According to Airbus, its
A320ne0 [for “new engine eptien”), launched in 2010, is 15% more fuel-efficient than its predecessors,
According to Boeing, its 737MAX, expected to be available in 2017, will be 4% more fuel efficient than the
A320ne0.” Southwest has already ordered 150 737MAX alreraft. At least ane more generation of new et
engines will likely come on line well before the HSR system is completed. Thus, we can expect continued
incremental improvements in airplanes’ fuel economy.

Another way 1o improve airplones’ fuel economy is to reduce the amount of time jet engines are running while
on the ground. Especiclly fer short-haul trips, such os San Francisco-Los Angeles, taxiing on the ground
accounts for o significant portion—as much as 20%—of total fuel usage.’® Some airlines are currently testing
elactric power systems that would allow gircraft engines to be shut down while taxiing, saving fuel and
reducing costs and greenhouse gos emissions. Easylet is abaut to begin testing one such system that is
expected to reduce total fuel consumption per aircraft by 4%,

In summary, current girline fuel-economy already appears to be near the level CASHRA essumed for 2035,
The current generation of new jets is at least 15% mare fuel-afficient than its & liate pred s and

-
12 Parson Brinckerhaff, Califarnia High-Spesd Roil Benefil-Cast Analysis (BCAJ, prepared for the California High Speed Rail
Autherity, April 2002, p. 13,

3 Bureau of Transportation Stat
March 2012

3 Ibid. and Lolseou, “Why Gas-Guzzling Airlines will Crash and Bumn, The Motley Fool," July 12, 2012,

3 Mirbus, A320neo, , accessed on September 26, 2012,

3 Boeing, “Boeing Leunches 737 New Engine Family with Commitmants far 494 Alrplanes from Five Alrlines,” August 30,

201 , seeassed on September 26, 2012,

¥ y complexity?” GE Aviation Blog, February

istics, A Decode of Changs in Fuel Prices and LS, Domastic Passenger Aviation Operations,

3 Jimmy Yeh, “Electric aireraft toxiing: great fuel savings ity or
8,2012,

, accessed on September 23, 2012,
 AERO)-Matwork, “Electric Graen Taxiing System Set For Trials,” February 10, 2012,
, occessed on September 23,

2012,
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even more efficient relative to airlines' avercge fleets. A least one more generation of jet engines will come
online well before 2035, improving fuel efficiency still further. Some airlines are now experimenting with
electric power systems that reduce fuel usage during taxiing. Taken together, these observations suggest that
cirline fuel efficiency, and hence CO; emissions per seat-mile, in 2035 could easily be 20% or more below
CAHSRA's assumption,

The projected greenhouse gas reduction benefits in the DEIR/DEIS, 2012 Business Plan, the California High-
Speed Rail Benefit-Cost Analysis, and other CAHSRA documents should be revised to take account of the foct

that the California jet fleet in 2035 will be more fuel efficient than CAHSRA assumed. BO027-7

The DEIR/DEIS and 2012 Business Plan assume future ai
it seems unlikely that airlines will stap seeking ways to cut costs and improve service, especially if HSR
becomes a genuine threat to their market share.

res will be the same as current cirfares.! However,

We showed in the previous section that airlines have been reducing and will continue to reduce fuel usage per
passenger-mile in an effort to reduce fuel costs, Airlines competing against each other for market share have
an incentive to pass these savings on to customers in the farm of lower fares in order to oftract business,

BO027-8

Comparing European and U.S. airlines, Milke (2010) showed that per-mile Europecn cirfares in mid-2010

were less than one-half of U.S. p ile fares, C the Los Angeles-ta-San Francisco market in

particular, per-mile fares between Europeon cities were, on average, 35% lower, even though the frip BOOZ7-9|
distances were similar.*? A key difference is that the LS. generelly does not allow foreign airlines to compete

for business in domestic alr travel markets, while Europe has an “open skies” policy, which fosters more
vigorous competition. This suggests there might be significant room for cirlines to reduce fares if they have an

incentive—such as competition from HSR—to do so.

Owerall, it seems reasenable to conclude that CAHSRA overstates HSR ridership, and therefore COzand air
pollutant reductions, by assuming that airlines will not respond to competition from HSR by cutting fores and
taking other steps to protect thelr market shore ogainst competition from HSR.

The projected h gas and air reduction benefits and HSR revenue estimates in the
DEJR,.I'DEIS 20\ 2 Business Plan, the Californio High-Speed Rail Benefit-Cast Analysis, and other CAHSRA
documents should be revised to take account of the fact that airlines will toke steps to protect their market
share when faced with competition from HSR,

a1 = all the Business Plan scenarios assume that airfares stay constant at 2009 levels [but are adjusted for inflation.),”
Canbndge Syan emol»(i, Colifarnia High-Speed Rail 2012 Business Plan, Riderihip and Revenwe Farecasting, Final Technical
prepared for Parsons Bri f, April 12, 2012, p. 2-3.
13 Mark Mllke “Open Skies: What North America Can Leam from Eurape,” Regulation Outfack, Mo, 3, May 2010, Also see
Mark Milke, “Why Europe Has Chaap Airfares,” Canada.com, July 11, 2012,

The DEIR/DEIS notes that CARE's OFFROAD model was used to estimate oir pollutant emissions during

of the Fr Bakersfield However, the DEIR/DEIS does not explicitly state what
CAHSRA assumed regarding the age and emission-control technelagy classes of the construction vehicles, It
would be helpful if CAHSRA provided more detail mation on what inputs were vsed for the OFFROAD
model when g construction for cll H5R-related activities. For example, did
CASHRA use the model default assumptions for the age and technology classes [e.g., Tier 4, Tier 3, efc.) of the
construction equipment, or did CAHSRA use different assumptions? If the latter, what assumptions were used?

Owr analysis that the g gas and air pell reduction benefits of HSR are likely to be
lower than the DEIR/DEIS predicts, However, both our analysis and the DEIR/DEIS implicitly assume the
existence of o statewide HSR system that connects the San Francisce Bay Area, Sacramento, Los Angeles, and
San Diege. To the extent the actual HSR system is less or s not © i on schedule, the

greenh gas and alir pell d benefits d { above will not be achieved in the fimeframe
assumed in the DEIR/DEIS. Thus, it makes sense for CAHSRA to include in the DEIR/DEIS a discussion of the
axtent to which the assumptions used to generate the numbers in the DEIR /DEIS are consistent with the
construction schedule and financing plan in the 2012 Business Plan. To rhc extent necessary, the DEIR/DEIS
should be revised to reflect the most up-to-date Business Plan constr hedule and fi ing par

@
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Table A-1. Data used to predict fleet-average fuel econamy in 2035

[ Aeroal Model | Number of | Travel Fraction | Shifted Madel | CAFE Standard | Predicted On-Road
Year Yehicles Year [mpa) Fuel Econamy (mpg)

F) [ o02% —i9e7 262 B |
Fleet-average fual sconamy is an average of the fuel economy of each model yeor, weighted by the 3 ﬂ%%_ == }%:: ;: : ;:i
percentage of total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) accounted for by each madel year, also known as the travel 3 u:orx: T 1090 — = T 213
fraction. To predict fleet-average fuel economy for 2035, we used the federcl CAFE standards as the basis 1 0.01% 1591 254 i 21.5 |
for predicting the fuel economy of past and future model years. However, because on-road fuel economy in A 001% 1992 | 251 | 2.7 ]
practice tends 1o be lower than the nominal CAFE stondard, we adjusted the CAFE values downward to reflect 2 0.02% 1993 252 i A
this. 4 1 0.01% 1994 247 ) 1)

2 0.02% 1995 249 223 |
A reclistic travel fraction can be derived from counts of actual vehicles from each model year seen driving in 3 2;2: :x ' ;:: ;;T
a given area, because vehicles of o given model yeer are more likely fo drive by e given location if there & 0.05% 1998 | 247 220
are more vehicles from that model year on the rood and if they are driven more than vehicles from other 2 0.09% | 1999 | 24.5 0
model years. For counts of on-road vehicles, we downloaded remote sensing data collected in Los Angeles in 5 0.04% | 2000 248 | 21.9
2010 (the most recent yeer of data available).* The remote sensor measures tailpipe emissions of passing S | 0.01% I 2001 245 | ic -
cars and alse phetegrophs the license plate number for each car. This inf ion is hed with regl il - - 2002 248 - 2.3

s 0.05% | 2003 250 9.9 |
dota for each vehicle In order to gather moke and medel year information. 5 20.5 1
Remote sensing data inherently measure the travel fraction for each model year, becouse cars from a given '12‘,' = B :E’j' == |
model year are more likely to drive by the sensor to the extent that there are more cars from that model year 1
anel they are driven more frequently. Because these data were collected in 2010, they represent o fleet with T

26

a relotively low fraction of ene- to three-year-old automobiles, due to reduced new-car purchases during the
recession. In other wards, these dota represent a relatively old fleet. Using this travel fraction is therefore
relatively conservative, in the sense that it is unlikely to overestimate the fraction of newer, high-mpg
automabiles that will be en the road in 2035,

e
&=

Table A-1 displays the travel fraction and fuel economy date, The left-mest celumn is the octual model yeor.
The next column is the number of vehicles in each model year that drove by the remote sensor. The third
column is the travel fraetion. It is caleulated by converfing the model year counts in column 2 to percentages.
The sum of all the values in the Travel Fraction column is 100%. The fourth column is the “Shifted Meodel Yeor.”
For the purposes of predicting fleet-average en-rood fuel economy in 2035, we essentiolly auume the travel
fraction in 2035 is the same the travel fraction measured in 2010, The second-to last column is the nominal
CAFE stondard for each Shifted Model Year, The values in this column are based on actual and predicted
sales fractions of larger and smaller vehicles in each model yeor. Finally, the right-most column is the
estimated average on-road fuel ecenemy of each vehicle maodel year.

Te late fl ge fuel y, multiply the values in the Travel Froction column by the values in the —
Predicted On-Road Fuel Economy column and add up all of the resulting values. This gives 38 mpg as the -1
predicted fleet ge fuel e y in 2035,

43 An estimate of In-use fusl acanomy of future automebiles Is provided in J. Miller, “Can the New CAFE Standards Dellver
(Promised Benefits)?” The Energy Collective, August 20, 2012, . accessed on

September 25, 2012,

4 Gary Bishop and Don Stedman, “Fuel Efficiancy Automabile Test,” i 1 e
The data set s located a? . Accossed on Seprember 20,

2012,
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Joel Schwartz is @ Senior Consultant with Blue Sky Consulting Group and hos more then 20 yeors of
experience in public policy anclysis and environmental science.

Prior to joining BSCG, Mr. Schwartz was @ visiting scholor of fhe American Enterprise Institute, where he
focused on air quality, transpartation, risk assessment, and climate policy. He also previously served os the

executive officer for the State of California’s Inspection and Mo Review C i a government
agency charged with evaluating Colifernia’s vehicle emissions inspection program and making
rec i to the Legi and G on progrem imp . His other experience includes

diractor of the Air Quality Project at the Reasan Foundetien, as o censultant for the RAMD Corporation and
the South Coost Air Guality Management District, and os staff sclenfist for the Coalition feor Clean Alr. Mr.
Schwartz olso served as o Senior Policy Analyst at the Legislative Analyst's Office.

M. Schwartz hos authered dozens of studies on o wide range environmental pelicy issues and has coauthered
luding Science, Journal of Geophysical

articles published in @ number of prestigious peer-revi f journals, i
Research, Journal of Urban Economics, NYU Environmental Law Journal, B
Progress. He has alse taught environmental selence as an adjunct professor at Californic State University

learus, and Envir

Sacramento.

Mr. Schwartz halds @ bachelor's degree in chemistry from Comell University ond o master’s degree in
planetary science from the California Institute of Technelogy.
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B0O027-1

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was revised to include information about the
future CAFE (corporate average fuel economy) standards, adopted on May 7, 2010,
which would require substantial improvements in fuel economy for all vehicles.
Information about the updated federal fuel economy standards can be found in Section
3.3.4.2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

In January 2012, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved a vehicle
emissions control program for model years 2017 through 2025. This is called the
Advanced Clean Cars Program. On August 28, 2012, EPA and the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration issued a joint final rule to establish 2017 through 2025
GHG emissions and CAFE standards. To further California's support of the national
program to regulate emissions, CARB submitted a proposal that would allow automobile
manufacturer compliance with EPA's requirements to demonstrate compliance with
California's requirements for the same model years. The final regulation became
effective on December 31, 2012.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) produces vehicle emission estimates which
incorporates California and Federal Regulations applicable to motor vehicles as well as
the typical types of vehicles (e.g cars, trucks, buses), the age (or model year) of the
motor vehicles and several other factors that impact vehicle emissions. EMFAC is the
model used by CARB to provide emission estimates for vehicles in California. The most
recent version of EMFAC from CARB is EMFAC2011 which incorporates some of the
updates to fuel economy standards. However, CARB has not currently released a
revised EMFAC that incorporates vehicle regulations that occurred in 2012. Thus, there
is no appropriate CARB approved emission factors that fully incorporate the most recent
emission standards. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used the EMFAC2007
version of CARB'’s model since the US EPA had not fully approved the use of
EMFAC2011 version of CARB’s model at the time of publication. The Final EIR/EIS
revised the analysis to incorporate EMFAC2011 as it has now been approved by the US
EPA and reflects the most current regulatory agency approved emission factors for
vehicle emission estimates in California.

BO027-1

Regardless of the emission factors used in the analysis, the Project will still result in a
net benefit when compared to the No Project Alternative. The Project results in a
decrease in vehicle miles traveled compared to the No Project Alternative. Change in
air emissions are determined by multiplying change in vehicle miles traveled by the
vehicle emission factor. The vehicle emission factor used is the same for a given
analysis year. For instance, vehicle emission factors are obtained from EMFAC for
calendar year 2035. This same calendar year 2035 emission factor is applicable for
both the Project and No Project Alternative. Thus the change (reduction) in emissions
is a result of the change (reduction) in vehicle miles traveled. If revised emission factors
that fully incorporate recent regulations was available, the air analysis would still
calculate a reduction, but the total quantity of the reduction would be slightly lower than
reported before.

The comment also suggests that the EIR/EIS discussion of air quality benefits from the
project conflicts with the discussion of air quality benefits in the Authority's Business
Plan. Although the discussions in the two documents refer to different levels of benefit,
they are not in conflict because the Business Plan (both the 2012 and 2014) are based
on different assumptions about the project phasing strategy over time and also different
quantifications of systemwide ridership. This is the case because the Business Plan is
based on a more conservative set of assumptions to make a business investment
evaluation, whereas the EIR/EIS is focused on disclosing adverse environmental
impacts as well as benefits. The 2012 Business Plan, chapter 5, describes this
difference. The Draft 2014 explaisn the same point in section 4 of that document.

B0O027-2

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) produces vehicle emission estimates which
incorporates California and Federal Regulations applicable to motor vehicles as well as
the typical types of vehicles (e.g cars, trucks, buses), the age (or model year) of the
motor vehicles and several other factors that impact vehicle emissions. EMFAC is the
model used by CARB to provide emission estimates for vehicles in California. The most
recent version of EMFAC from CARB is EMFAC2011 which incorporates some of the
updates to fuel economy standards. However, CARB has not currently released a
revised EMFAC that incorporates vehicle regulations that occurred in 2012. Thus, there
is no appropriate CARB approved emission factors that fully incorporate the most recent
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B0O027-2

emission standards. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used the EMFAC2007
version of CARB’s model since the US EPA had not fully approved the use of
EMFAC2011 version of CARB’s model at the time of publication. The Final EIR/EIS
revised the analysis to incorporate EMFAC2011 as it has now been approved by the US
EPA and reflects the most current regulatory agency approved emission factors for
vehicle emission estimates in California.

Regardless of the emission factors used in the analysis, the Project will still result in a
net benefit when compared to the No Project Alternative. The Project results in a
decrease in vehicle miles traveled compared to the No Project Alternative. Change in
air emissions are determined by multiplying change in vehicle miles traveled by the
vehicle emission factor. The vehicle emission factor used is the same for a given
analysis year. For instance, vehicle emission factors are obtained from EMFAC for
calendar year 2035. This same calendar year 2035 emission factor is applicable for
both the Project and No Project Alternative. Thus the change (reduction) in emissions
is a result of the change (reduction) in vehicle miles traveled. If revised emission factors
that fully incorporate recent regulations were available, the air analysis would still
calculate a reduction, but the total quantity of the reduction would be slightly lower than
reported before.

B0O027-3

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) produces vehicle emission estimates which
incorporates California and Federal Regulations applicable to motor vehicles as well as
the typical types of vehicles (e.g cars, trucks, buses), the age (or model year) of the
motor vehicles and several other factors that impact vehicle emissions. EMFAC is the
model used by CARB to provide emission estimates for vehicles in California. The most
recent version of EMFAC from CARB is EMFAC2011 which incorporates some of the
updates to fuel economy standards. However, CARB has not currently released a
revised EMFAC that incorporates vehicle regulations that occurred in 2012. Thus, there
is no appropriate CARB approved emission factors that fully incorporate the most recent
emission standards. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used the EMFAC2007
version of CARB’s model since the US EPA had not fully approved the use of

B0O027-3

EMFAC2011 version of CARB’s model at the time of publication. The Final EIR/EIS
revised the analysis to incorporate EMFAC2011 as it has now been approved by the US
EPA and reflects the most current regulatory agency approved emission factors for
vehicle emission estimates in California.

Regardless of the emission factors used in the analysis, the Project will still result in a
net benefit when compared to the No Project Alternative. The Project results in a
decrease in vehicle miles traveled compared to the No Project Alternative. Change in
air emissions are determined by multiplying change in vehicle miles traveled by the
vehicle emission factor. The vehicle emission factor used is the same for a given
analysis year. For instance, vehicle emission factors are obtained from EMFAC for
calendar year 2035. This same calendar year 2035 emission factor is applicable for
both the Project and No Project Alternative. Thus the change (reduction) in emissions
is a result of the change (reduction) in vehicle miles traveled. If revised emission factors
that fully incorporate recent regulations were available, the air analysis would still
calculate a reduction, but the total quantity of the reduction would be slightly lower than
reported before.

B0O027-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

The ridership model accounts for the cost of auto travel in California and does not use
costs of auto travel in France as the basis for its projections. Similarly, it does not
integrate the French TGV into its assumptions. The differences cited by the commenter
between the source of HST riders reflect the model's reliance on U.S. data in its
projections. Because most long-distance travel in California is by automobile, it is logical
that the majority of HST riders will be attracted from the driving public. The commenter's
reference to French auto travel and TGV data are not relevant to the HST project's
ridership projections.
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B0O027-5

The analysis has been updated to reflect aircraft emission rates as estimated in FAA's
Emission and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS).

B0O027-6

The ridership and revenue model was developed by a nationally recognized leader in
forecasting, Cambridge Systematics (2007). The ridership model is not deficient, but
“produces results that are reasonable and within expected ranges for the current
environmental planning and Business Plan applications,” according to a ridership and
revenue peer review panel of leading U.S. and international experts in travel forecasting
[Independent Peer Review Panel 2011]. In addition, the air quality and greenhouse gas
analyses in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS that are related to ridership have
been updated to reflect two ridership scenarios—one with fares at 50% of airfare prices
and one at 83% of airfare prices—to provide a range of potential impacts.

The purpose of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST includes providing travel between major
urban centers and connectivity to airports, mass transit systems, and the highway
network in the south San Joaquin Valley. As discussed in Section 1 of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, California’s population is growing rapidly and, unless new
transportation solutions are identified, traffic will only become more congested and
airport delays will continue to increase.

HST would provide congestion relief at airports by freeing up short-haul airline gates to
allow for more lucrative, long-distance flights. There is no evidence that airlines will see
a significant decline in the short-distance air travel demand with the introduction of HST
because of persistent and growth travel demands in California and because there are
enough long-distance service routes in which air transport is irreplaceable.

BO027-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02.

The construction analysis assumed the default age and technology classes as defined in
CARB's Offroad model. Detailed equipment and usage information can be found in the
Air Quality Technical Report, located on the Authority's website.

B0O027-8
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-06.

This comment assumes a rule that a lead agency must define its project based on
available funding. CEQA includes no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or
substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in the statute or guidelines (Pub.
Res. Code §21083.1). Such a rule would force lead agencies to re-define their projects
every time funding changes, a result in direct conflict with the "rule of reason" that
governs EIRs (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,
406-407).

Under various ridership scenarios, the HST will result in a net decrease in both criteria
and greenhouse gas emissions during operation. As discussed in Standard Response
FB-Response-GENERAL-06, this Final EIR/EIS does not evaluate any scenarios in
which the HST is not completed on schedule.

Please see the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume 1, Section 3.3, Air Quality
and Global Climate Change, for a discussion of air quality impacts versus the no-build
impacts. If the Authority only completes the Initial Construction Segment, there will be no
operational air impacts associated with the track unless alternative uses of the track
occurs such as the use of Amtrak trains. The air quality impacts associated with the use
of Amtrak trains on the Initial Construction Segment is discussed in FB Master
Response 13.

The construction emissions associated with the Initial Construction Segment are
handled by AQ-MM#4 and will offset the criteria pollutants in the year that emissions
occur. The mitigation measure AQ-MM#4: Offset Project Construction Emissions
through an SIVAPCD VERA provides that the Authority and SIVAPCD will enter into a
contractual agreement to mitigate by offsetting to net zero the project's actual emissions
by providing funds for the district's Emission Reduction Incentive Program. These funds
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BO027-8

will be provided at the beginning of the construction phase. Therefore, mitigation/offsets
shall occur in the year of impact or as otherwise permitted by 40 CFR Part 93 Section
93.163. There will be no long-term delay in achieving the net zero emission reductions
through the construction offset agreement.

The greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the Initial Construction Segment
construction will not be offset by the reduction in operation if the project does not
become fully operational. However, the mitigation measure AQ-MM#4, will partially
reduce GHG emissions along with some of the criteria emissions. Therefore, some of
the GHG emissions will be offset even if the full project does not become fully
operational.

B0O027-9

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-06, FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

The California High-Speed Rail (HSR) Program will depend on a mix of public and
private investment, the latter becoming available after the fundamental economics of the
program are demonstrated. Refer to the Revised 2012 Business Plan.

A phased approach to system development is the prudent course to build a foundation
that allows for greater efficiency in the use of private investment once the initial
segments of the system are in place.

This approach also recognizes current budgetary and funding realities. Among other
things, the phased approach will help ensure the system’s success by introducing
Californians to HSR service and building ridership over time. At the same time,
improvements can be made to regional systems that connect with HSR, resulting in the
conventional and high-speed systems complementing each other.

The goals of Proposition 1A were used to develop the phasing strategy for the statewide
HSR system and were guided by the following key principles:

B0O027-9

« Divide the statewide high-speed rail program into a series of smaller, discrete projects
that can stand alone, will provide viable revenue service, can be matched to available
funding, and can be delivered through appropriate business models.

« Advance sections as soon as feasible to realize early benefits, especially employment,
and to minimize inflation impact.

* Leverage existing rail systems and infrastructure, including connecting rail and bus
services.

« Forge a long-term partnership with the federal government for program delivery.

 Develop partnerships with other transportation operators to identify efficiencies through
leveraging state, regional, local, and capital program investments and maximizing
connectivity between systems.

« Seek earliest feasible and best value private-sector participation and financing with
appropriate risk transfer and cost containment.

 Mitigate against the risk of funding delays by providing decision points for state policy
makers to determine how and when the next steps should proceed while leaving a fully
operational system and generating economic benefits at each step.

The Authority applied these principles, taking into account key factors such as cost,
funding scenarios, and ridership and revenue projections, to develop an implementation
strategy with the following key steps:

Step 1—Early Investments, Statewide Benefits. The first construction of dedicated
high-speed infrastructure for the initial operating section (I0S) begins in the Central
Valley. As with all of the steps, this initial section is being developed to deliver early
benefits by leveraging other systems—enabling them to operate on the new high-speed
tracks, which can be done without impacts on design or the integrity of the new
infrastructure. Improved passenger rail service would begin upon completion of the first
10S segment by connecting the San Joaquins, ACE, Sacramento Regional Transit, and
the Capitol Corridor (and potentially Caltrain). Through a new, strategic approach, there
is also the opportunity for new or improved travel between Bakersfield and Sacramento,
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Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco. This expanded Northern California Unified
Service could begin operation as early as 2018, with the potential to provide
transportation and economic benefits well before fully operational high-speed rail service
is initiated.

As part of this first step, complementary investments and improvements will be made to
both accelerate benefits and distribute them more widely across the state. These
investments will be made using the $950 million in Proposition 1A connectivity funding,
available Proposition 1A high-speed rail funds, future federal funds, and other sources,
and will include the following:

« Investment in the bookends: In Northern California, the long-awaited electrification of
the Caltrain corridor will begin under a collaborative program between Bay Area
agencies and the Authority. In addition, consistent with the Southern California
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), investments will be made in key rail corridors
in the southern part of the state, such as upgrading the Metrolink corridor from Los
Angeles to Palmdale.

* The Northern California Unified Service described above will be initiated.

« As the next step in the 10S, work to close the rail gap between Bakersfield and
Palmdale through the Tehachapi Mountains will begin. Environmental clearance is
possible in early 2014, and plans are being developed to move quickly to implement
the improvements to close this critical gap and create the first statewide rail link
between the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin.

Step 2—Initial High-Speed Rail Operations. Introduction of the state’s (and the
nation’s) first fully operational high-speed rail service will begin. This service can be
operated by a private entity without subsidy, will have the potential to attract private
investment to expand the system from Bay to Basin, and can be completed within a
decade. The service will be blended with regional/local systems. The IOS is achieved
through expansion of the first construction segment into an electrified operating high-
speed rail line from Merced to Palmdale and the San Fernando Valley, accessing the
populous Los Angeles Basin. Following on the work discussed above, the next priority in
implementing the 10S will be closing the rail gap between Northern and Southern
California by crossing the Tehachapi Mountains with new, dedicated high-speed rail
infrastructure. Prior to completion of the 10S to the San Fernando Valley, this link will tie

B0O027-9

the north to the south at Palmdale, where Metrolink commuter rail service can then
provide service and connections throughout Southern California.

Currently, the I0S is defined as extending from Merced to the San Fernando Valley, and
high-speed revenue service would only start once the full 10S is built and operable.
Should ridership and revenue forecasts and financial projections demonstrate that
revenue service compliant with Proposition 1A could begin earlier, with a shorter 10S,
appropriate reviews would occur to consider and implement earlier service, if
appropriate.

Step 3—The Bay to Basin System. The dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure of the
10S will be expanded north and west to San Jose, providing HSR service between the
state’s major population centers in the north and south and providing the platform for the
transition to statewide blended operations. At this stage, passengers will be able to take
a one-seat ride between greater Los Angeles (San Fernando Station) and the San
Francisco Transbay Transit Center, using blended infrastructure in the north between
San Francisco and San Jose (assuming electrification of the Caltrain corridor by 2020 as
proposed by Caltrain), using dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure between San Jose
and the San Fernando Station, and, in the south, connecting via Metrolink between the
San Fernando Valley Station and Los Angeles Union Station and on to other points
throughout Southern California.

Step 4—The Phase 1 System. For the blended approach, the dedicated high-speed rail
infrastructure of the Bay-to-Basin system will be extended from the San Fernando Valley
to Los Angeles Union Station, linking to a significantly upgraded passenger rail corridor
developed to maximize service between Los Angeles and Anaheim while also
addressing community concerns about new infrastructure impacts in a congested urban
corridor that includes a number of established communities that abut the existing right-
of-way. Under a Full Build scenario, dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure would be
extended from San Jose to San Francisco’s Transbay Transit Center and from Los
Angeles to Anaheim.

Step 5—The Phase 2 System. Phase 2 will extend the high-speed rail system to
Sacramento and San Diego, representing completion of the 800-mile statewide system.
Travelers will be able to travel among all of the state’s major population centers on high-
speed rail. Phase 2 areas will see improvements in rail service well in advance of the
expansion of the high-speed rail system through the combination of early investments
and blended operations, as described in the Revised 2012 Business Plan.
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WITTWER & PARKIN, LLP

Jonathan Wittwer OF COUNSEL
o . 147 SOUTH RIVER STREET, SUITE 221

Williem P, Parkin SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95060 ey A P

Ryan D. Marsaey TELEPHONE. (851} 4294055

FACSIMILE: (851) 429-4057
E-MAIL: officc@witimerparkincom

August 13,2012

Chairperson and Members

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Request For Extension of Comment Period on Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR)/Suppl 1 Draft Envir 1 Impact S (EIS) For The
Fresno To Bakersfield Section of Proposed High-Speed Rail (HSR) Project

Dear Chairperson Richard and Board Members:

BO028-1 This letter is submitted on behalf of Citizens For California High Speed Rail

Accountability (CCHSRA). CCHSRA is a group of residents, farmers, business people,

and landowners who are concerned that the currently proposed high-speed train project

will have significant negative impacts throughout the state, and particularly on both natural
resources and agricultural operations in the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield section of the project.
CCHSRA wishes to play a constructive and positive role as the Authority reviews the possible
environmental impacts of its proposed construction of high-speed rail facilities in the Fresno

to Bakersfield section. CCHSRA has obtained legal counsel, to assist the group in making

its comments pertinent, and to ensure that comments are properly focused on the issues that

the Authority must study in connection with review of the proposed project under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In
addition, CCHSRA has asked a number of experts to review the currently circulating Draft on
its behalf, to make sure that all impacts are properly disclosed and analyzed.

CCHSRA has found that the 60-day review period currently set by the Authority
(beginning on July 20, 2012 and ending on September 20, 2012), will not allow an adequate time
for CCHSRA and other members of the public properly to analyze and comment on the Draft

envi In order to participate effectively, CCHSRA members (and other
members of the public) must review the current Revised Drafi/Supplemental Drafi EIS, plus the
earlier Draft d plus ¢ ts submitted on the carlier Draft, plus the Program Level

EIR/EIS prepared in 2005, Sixty days is not enough time to permit the kind of public review
and participation that the law demands.

The California Environmental Quality Act does require that the Authority provide
“adequate” time for members of the public to review and comment on the draft EIR it has
prepared (CEQA Guidelines §15203). In addition, fundamental considerations of due process
apply, under both the State and Federal Constitutions. The current 60-day comment period does
not provide the public with an adequate time to comment, and the failure of the Authority to
provide an adequate time to comment undermines the integrity of the current environmental

BO028-1

[

review procedure. This means that the residents, business persons, and landowners most directly
affected by the proposed project are being denied an elemental due process opportunity to “be
heard” before the government takes actions that could, in many cases, put working farms and
dairies out of business along the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield segment.

In view of the inadequacy of the review period currently provided, I am requesting,
on behalf of CCHSRA, that your Board take action at your next meeting to provide for an
ded and adeq period for the ab ted envi I review d

Specifically, | am requesting that the Board extend the current comment deadline from
September 20, 2012 to October 20, 2012, This time extension would provide an overall 90-day
comment period, which is the minimum review and comment period that would be adequate.
The CCHSRA would certainly welcome a longer time extension, but we seriously urge the
Board to provide the additional thirty days | am requesting in this letter, to permit CCHSRA
and other interested persons an adequate time to review and comment.

As CEQA provides, at Public Resources Code Section 21005 (a):

The Legisl finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that
noncompliance with the information disclosure provisions of this division which
precludes relevant information from being presented to the public agency, or
noncompliance with substantive requirements of this division, may constitute a
prejudicial abuse of discretion within the meaning of Sections 21168 and 21168.5,
regardless of whether a different outcome would have resulted if the public
agency had complied with those provisions.

The information in the comments that CCHSRA and its members want to supply through
their comments is absolutely “relevant information.” We urge the Authority to lake seriously its
responsibility to make sure that such relevant information about the impacts of the proposed
project is presented to the Authority, as the public agency responsible for making routing and
related decisions on the proposed high-speed train project in the Central Valley, prior to the
Board’s decision. The current 60-day review period is not fair, and is inconsistent with both
CEQA and the due process requirements of both the Federal and California Constitutions.
Unless the review period is extended, as we request, the Autherity will not receive all the
relevant information it needs, before making a decision on the largest public works project
ever proposed in the State of California.

Thank you for your attention to our request, and for your positive action in response.

Very truly yours,

. Patton, Of Counsel
WER & PARKIN, LLP
eys for CCHSRA
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B0O028-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.
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WITTWER & PARKIN, LLP

Jenathan Witiwer

147 SOUTH RIVER £ SpCOeeL
s 7 SOUTH KIVER STREST, SUTTE Progss
FRyan D. Meraney TELEPHONE: (831} 4294055
Nicele G i Camills FACSIMILE, (851} 429-4057

E-MATL sbfice@ittworpackinwn
October 17, 2012
Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Suppl 1 Draft EIS C
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dan Richard, Chair
Board of Directors
California High-Speed Rail Authority
RE: Revised Draft EIR/Suppl | Draft EIS C. ~ Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority:

Introduction

This firm represents Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA).
CCHSRA is a grassroots, non-profit corporation based in Kings County, California, working to
ensure that the proposed California high-speed train project does not adversely affect the economy,
environment, or the quality of life of California's existing communities, The group and its members
have extensively participated, at all levels, in the administrative process leading up to the preparation
and circulation for comment of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS on the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section of the proposed high-speed train project (RDEIR/SDEIS).

We are submitting the contained in this letter on behalf of CCHSRA. CCHSRA and
its members will also be \unmmmg other comments on the RDEIR/SDEIS. In addition, the following
consultants or consulting groups have prepared comments on behalf of CCHSRA, and these comments
will be submitted individually: Land Protection Partners; Blue Sky Consulting Group; Provost &
Pritchard Consulting Group, and Solutions Strategies, Intemnational, in cooperation with Ybarra
Company Public Affairs. Both CCHSRA and this law firm submitted comments on an earlier Drafi
EIR/EIS, in connection with an earlier comment period (for reference, the earlier comment letter from
this firm was dated October 12, 2011). We expect the Authority to provide substantive and specific
responses to alf of our (to those e made eurrently, and to those made earlier, and
to those submitted by the consultants working with CCHSRA), as both the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require.

The purpose of an EIR, or EIS, is to provide accurate information about potential impacts, so
that the governmental agencies proposing a project, and the public, can fully understand what impacts
a proposed project would have, and so the agency can have this information in mind as the agency
takes action on proposed projects. In addition to this general purpose, CEQA specifically requires
that a governmental agency proposing a project take action to eliminate, or to mitigate to the greatest

(%

degree feasible, any identified negative impacts. Unfortunately, as outlined in our comments, and in
the consultants’ comments, and in the other comments submitted by CCHSRA and its members, the
RDEIR/SDEIS fails to provide the full information and disclosure that CEQA and NEPA demand. The
RDEIR/SDEIS also fails to identify and d that would elimi or mitigate, to the
greatest degree feasible, the various impacts that the proposed project would have. Because of these
deficiencies, the RDEIR/SDEIS fails to comply with CEQA and NEPA, and the Authority

must substantially revise the current RDEIR/SDEIS, and recirculate a revised document for

additional public review and comment.

[ Comments ] |

We have the followi juestions, and observations on the RDEIR/SDEIS:

L]

1. CCHSRA and a number of its members, as well as other individuals, governmental
agencies, and groups, have specifically requested that the Authority extend the current
October 19, 2012 comment deadline. The Authority should do so, for the following reasons:

A. The RDEIR/SDEIS is massive, and the time the Authority provided for public

review and is clearly inadequate to allow the public meaningfully to
participate in the review process, given the size and complexity of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.

B. The RDEIR/SDEIS can only be properly understood when considered in connection
with a “program level” EIR/EIS, which is itself massive. This reinforces the need
for a longer comment period.

C. A full understanding and evaluation of the RDEIR/SDEIS also requires that
the document be reviewed in connection with the “project” level EIR/ELS prepared
and certified for the Merced to Fresno segment of the proposed high-speed train
project, since that segment, and the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, are actually
connected, and represent a single project segment, identified as the “Initial
Operating Segment” (108) of the proposed stalc\wdc pm]cr..t Again, the EIR/EIS
for the Merced to Fresno segl is itselfa and this fact
reinforces the need for a longer comment period.

The proposed high-speed train project is the largest public works project ever
proposed in the State of California, with the potential to have very significant
negative impacts throughout the state, and certainly within the Fresno to Bakersfield
The period established by the Authority is simply not adequate,

in terms of providing a reasonable opportunity for members of the public to
pdmci]lm\. and comment on the RDEIR/SDEIS (p:mrcularlv considering the

sarily related d Thus, the Authority’s failure to provide an extended
comment period, upnn request from responsible individuals, groups, and public

ies, represents a fund ] abuse of di ion, and constitutes a

bﬂblc failure to comply with the public policy requirements established by
CEQA and NEPA.

=

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranaporaton
High-Speed Rail Authority sl

Page 40-201



California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
i

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Submission BO029 (Gary A. Patton, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability (Atty.

For) Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0O029-2

BO029-3

E. Besides what might be called the “general” objections to the lack of an adequate
comment period listed above, there is a more “specifie” reason that the Authority
should extend the comment period. The Authority has failed properly to make
available the various Technical Reports and studies that are necessary to understand
the main RDEIR/SDEIS, and that are referred to in the RDEIR/SDEIS, but that have
not been made available to members of the public. Public concerns about this basic
procedural failure to comply with CEQA and NEPA have been drawn to the
Authority’s attention by CCHSRA members and others, but the Authority has
ignored this procedural failure.

Because of federal funding deadlines, which are demanding that this project be treated as a
short-term “job stimulus™ project, instead of the 100-year plus public infrastructure project
that it actually is, the Authority is being pushed to make far-reaching decisions without
adequate information and analysis. The current RDEIR/SDEIS clearly reveals that this is
so, and this is the opposite of what CEQA end NEPA require. The time demands generated
by the proposed use of federal stimulus funding do not trump the legal requirements of
CEQA and NEPA. To comply with the law, an additional time for comment must

be provided, if the Authority wishes to prepare a legally adequate Final EIR/EIS based

on the current RDEIR/SDEIS, and thereafter to base a project decision on such a Final
EIR/EIS.

2. Both CEQA and NEPA require an EIR 1o begin by identifying the specific “project” that
the EIR or EIS will describe and analyze. If an EIR or EIS does noi adequately identify
the proposed “project,” then that EIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. In this case,
despite all the paper, the RDEIR/SDEIS fails properly to identify the “project” for which
the environmental review is being carried out,

3, The project definition issue is raised in the “Preface” to the RDEIR/SDEIS (Page xxxiii),
but that section actually poses a question (What Is This Document?) rather than providing a
clear project deseription. Mentioned in the Preface is the Authority’s proposal to “construct,
operate, and maintain an electric-powered high-speed train (HST) system in California.”
The Preface also mentions earlier “program level” envi | review d an
references a “Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section™ of the overall HST system. However, the
RDEIR/SDEIS never actually provides a specific project description, in either the Prefuce
or anywhere else, that clearly identifies exactly what “project” the RDEIR/SDEIS is
analyzing. The RDEIR/SDEIS does have a brief section at Page xxxvii called “Project
Deseription,” but the ined there is about what the California High-Speed
Train Project proposes to “do” (“to build and operate an approximately 114-mile portion
of a larger high-speed train (HST) system...”). This is nof an adequate project description,
for the purposes of CEQA or NEPA, because a project description must clearly say what
the specific physical project will be. The RDEIR/SDEIS fails to do this, anywhere, and this
is a fundamental flaw under CEQA and NEPA. To respond to this comment, the Authority
should answer this question: what is the specific “praject” that is being proposed, and that
the RDEIR/SDEIS is seeking to analyze?

BO029-4

B0O029-5

BO029-6

4. The failure of the RDEIR/SDEIS clearly to describe, in specific terms, what physical

construction is being proposed leads to a failure of the RDEIR/SDEIS properly to analyze
the possible envi tal impacts of proposed activities in the Fresno to Bakersfield
segment of the statewide HST system. The following questi all specifically related

to project definition, must be clearly addressed in a revised EIR/EIS:

A. At what level of ing and design pletion is the project being analyzed in

the RDEIR/SDEIS?

B. Ifthe project is being analyzed only 4t the 15% level of design, as appears to
be the case, then what will the project be like when 100% designed?

C. Ifthe Authority is not vet ready to determine basic alignments and the other design
parameters of the 100% project (the project actually to be constructed) then how can
the Authority properly analyze the potential environmental impacts of a project that
is at such an early stage of design?

0. If the Authority is proposing to construct a project based on “design/build”
principles, as appears to be the case, how can the Authority claim to have
provided proper envire tal analysis under CEQA and NEPA for a project
that is, admitiedly, not yet “designed?”

E. Ifthe project is to provide high-speed train service, doesn't that require
electrification?

F. Ifthe project is to provide high-speed train service, and electrification is required,
then where is the specific description of the proposed electrification system, and
where is the specific analysis related to the proposed electrification system?
Sections 2.2.6.1 and 2.2.6.3 are “conceptual,” and do not describe the elements
of the required electrification infrastracture at the level of detail needed for a
“project level” review under CEQA and NEPA.

G. Is the project analyzed in the RDEIR/SDEIS supposed to be the same as the
“project” described in the latest edition of the Authority’s “Business Plan?" If
s, doesn’t that latest edition of the “Business Plan” indicate that the Fresno to
Bakersfield portion of the statewide HST would not be electrified. as initially
construeted?

H. How is the project analyzed in the RDEIR/SDEIS related to the project
requirements spelled out in Proposition 1A, which will provide significant funding
for the construction of the [0S, including that portion of the 105 located between
Fresno and Bakersfield? Doesn't Proposition 1A say that any segment using
Proposition 1A funding must be “suitable and ready™ for high-speed train operation?
Diocsn't that mean that the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, as part of the Initial
Operating Segment (108), must be electrified?
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1. Inview of the fact that there may not be funding for the electrification piece
of the proposed project in the Merced to Bakersfield Initial Operating Segment, or
in the Fresno to Bakersfield segment of the proposed statewide system, is it possible
that the physical project actually constructed will end up being a non-electrified set
of train tracks? Even if funding for the electrification piece is ultimately found, isn’t
it trug that the Fresno to Bakersfield portion of the statewide HST will initially be
non-electrified?

J.  If the answer to the Questions in “I" is “yes,” then what will be the impacts of the
project after its construction as a non-electrified set of train tracks? Despite all the
paper, the RDEIR/SDEIS does not describe or analyze the impacts of a
non-clectrified set of train tracks between Fresno and Bakersfield, which is
apparently what is going to be most immediately constructed. What will those
impacts be? What will be the benefits?

K. Ifthe project most Iy proposed for ion does not include
electrification, and thus will ac!ua]ly bea set. of non-electrified train tracks, is
the Authority planning to do subseq; eny tal review, under CEQA
and NEPA, prior to impl ing the 1 electrification of the tracks, so as to

evaluate the potential impacts of the electrification elements of the ultimate project?

-

. Ifthe answer to Question “K” is “no,” then how can the current RDEIR/SDEIS be
idered ad ion parts of the project have not been fully

since the electri

described or analymd?

M. If the answer to Question “K" is “yes," then how can the current RDEIR/SDEIS
avoid the concern that it is “piecemealing” the project, which is not allowed under
either CEQA or NEPA?

N. In the discussion found in Scction 1.6 (Page 1-30), the RDEIR/SDEIS states that the
latest edition of the Authority’s “Business Plan” “outlines the type of high-speed rail
service the Authority [now] plans to develop,” calling it a “blended approach.” One
major difference between the “blended approach” and the plan analyzed in the
“program level” EIR/EIS completed in 2005 is that the tracks to be used by
high-speed trains are now not going to be dedicated solely to HST use. In view of
this change in the “Business Plan,” is the project now fundamentally different from
the project analyzed in the 2005 “program level” EIR/EIS? If not, why not?

As this comment (and the questions above) make clear, the Authority has not yet
determined, and specifically defined, the actual, physical “project” it intends to construct
in the area between Fresno and Bakersficld. Thus (despite all the paper). it is impossible
for the Authority to carry out its legal obligations under CEQA and NEPA. Because there
is no adequate project definition, which is the starting place for the EIR/ELS process under
both CEQA and NEPA, the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally deficient.

BO029-11

A

. As another ple of the same pk

An EIR or EIS that “tiers” from earlier “program rctcl EIR or EIS must provide an
adequate “roadmap™ to these first-tier d ding to any techmical

upon which they rely. If an EIR or EIS fails adcqualciy 0 p*ov;dc sucha* madmap, then
that EIR or EIS violates the informational requirements of both CEQA and NEPA, and such
EIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. In this case, the RDEIR/SDEIS does not
provide the required “roadmap.” In fact, it appears (see Question N, above) that the project
now proposed is fundamentally different from the project proposed and analyzed at the
“program level” in 2005. Because of this failure properly to “tier” from the “program

level to the “project level,” the RDEIR/SDEIS is inadequate as a matter of law, The
RDEIR/SDEIS cannot rely on decisions supposedly made at the “program level” to

avoid adequate environmental analysis now,

. An examination of the “program level™ EIR/EIS makes clear that the “tiering” process

has broken down, and that the RDEIR/SDEIS does not actually build from a foundation at
the “program” level. For instance, the Final Program Level EIR/EIS says this (in Yolume 1:
Chapter 3 Part 1):

The Authority has focused on avoiding and minimizing petential impacts through
rigorous planning and thoughtful design. The Authority has minimized overall impact
potential by defining alignments to stay within existing public and railroad rights-of-
way to the extent feasible while still accommodating the appropriate features and
design standards for the alternatives (emphasis added).

The alignments specified in the RDEIR/SDEIS are not, in large pan, “within existing public
and railroad rights-of-way,” and the RDEIR/SDEIS does not, therefore, property “tier”

off the program level EIR/EIS. The RDEIR/SDEIS does not indicate how the route(s)

now presented were chosen, nor does the RDEIR/SDEIS demonstrate how the routes
presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS would comply with and carry out the commitment made

in the program level EIR/EIS that the actual routes ultimately used would “stay within
existing public and railroad rights-of-way to the extent feasible.” This failure of proper
tiering, and the failure of the RDEIR/SDEIS to provide an analytic “roadmap” that makes

it clear how the “program level” EIR/EIS is connected to the analysis presented in the
“project level” RDEIR/SDEIS, makes the RDEIR/SDEIS inadequate, as a matter of law.

the “program level” EIR/EIS states the

following (Volume 1: Chapter 3 Part 1):

While the Program level of envir | analysis has provided a means to avoid and
minimize impacts in the selection of corridor options for further consideration, it does
not identify specific impacts or mitigation. Most of the potential impacts associated
with the implementation of the proposed HST system are highly site-specific in nature.
These site-specific issues would be addressed during subsequent project level
environmental review, based on more precise information regarding location and design
of the facilities proposed (¢.g., physical configuration (elevated, at-grade}, specific
location, right of way footprint, catenary design features, fencing lype and station
access configuration, cte.). The level of engineering detail associated with the project
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level environmental analysis would enable the Authority to further investigate ways to
avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts. Only after the alignment is refined and
the facilities are fully defined through project level analysis, and site-specific avoidance
and minimization efforts have been exhausted, would specific impacts and mitigation
measures be addressed.

Because the “project level” RDEIR/SDEIS is apparently only based on a 15% level of
engineering design, and the “project” is not well defined, as earlier noted, and because the
whole concept of the HST system has changed, and b the basic alig which the
Authority is proposing to choose as “the project” is still not certain, those impacts that are
“highly site-specific in nature™ have not been given a genuine “project level” review in the
RDEIR/SDEIS, and that means that the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally inadequate.

8. Effectively, the RDEIR/SDEIS is nothing more than a supplement to the earlier “program
level” EIR/EIS, revealing & set of significant “program level” changes. The envi |
analysis contained in the RDEIR/SDEIS is actually at a “program level,” not a “project
level.” The RDEIR/SDEIS does not conform to the promises made in the “program level”
EIR/EIS that the expected “project level” environmental document would provide an
analysis that is “highly site-specific in nature.” In short, the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally
inadequate as a “project level” document.

9. The failure of the “project level” RDEIR/SDEIS to tier properly from the “program level”
EIR/EIS, completed in 2005, is found throughout the RDEIR/SDEIS. Again, the failure
properly to “tier” from the “program level” EIR/EIS to the RDEIR/SDEIS means that the
RDEIR/SDEIS is legally deficient, and this deficiency in the RDEIR/SDEIS can be seen in
most of the key areas of CEQA and NEPA analysis.

10. CEQA and NEPA are clear that an EIR must describe and analyze the “whole” project
being proposed. If an EIR or EIS attempts to “piecemeal” a project, dividing up a larger
project into smaller parts, and then analyzes only a “part,” rather than the “whole™ of the
proposed project, then that EIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. Our comments
have already noted the lack of specificity and clarity about the “project description” in
the current RDEIR/SDEIS. This failure correctly to define the “project” is tied to the
Authority’s failure 1o study the “whole” of the proposed project in an adequate and
legally sufficient way.

In one sense, of course, the entire high-speed train system outlined in the two

“program level” EIR/EIS documents, with Phase | of this system running from Los
Angeles/Anaheim to San Francisco, is the “whole” project. We do not here contend that
the Authority is legally obligated to do a project level environmental review of that entire
praject, all at one time. Instead, we believe that CEQA and NEPA would permit the
Authority 1o divide up the statewide project into appropriate “segments,” and to treat the
constrizction proposed for each “segment” as an independent “project” to be analyzed in
an EIR/EIS. While this approach is reasonable in general, the law does not permit the
Authority to foeus its CEQA and NEPA review on only a part of what the Authority has

BO029-11

determined is an appropriate project segment. To do that is to “piccemeal” the “whole”
of the proposed construction project, and that is what CEQA and NEPA do not allow.

The Authority has indicated in its Business Plan that the Initial Operating Segment (I0S)
for the statewide system will be built from Merced to Bakersfield. This decision is a
decision by the Authority on what i an appropri 3 of the id
system to treat as an individual construction “project.” That decision having been made,
it is not consistent with either CEQA or NEPA for the Authority artificially to divide
that project (the 10S) into two different scgments, and to analyze them scparately.

Yet, that is exactly what the Authority is secking to do.

The Authority has previously certified a stand-alone EIR/EIS for the portion of the system
running from Merced to Fresno, and now seeks to do another stand-alone analysis for the
portion of the system running from Fresno to Bakersfield. This is an attempt to “piecemeal”
the “whole” project, since the proposed construction “project.” in this case, is the [0S, as
established by the Authority itself, and that JOS runs from Merced to Bakersfield.

Here are just two reasons why this concern about “pi ling™ the envi
analysis of the 10S makes a real difference in the real world:

A, A major environmental impact of the proposed construction (in both the Merced
1o Fresno and the Fresno to Bakersfield “segments” of the 105 is the impact of
the proposed construction on farms and farmland. By separating this unified
segment (the [0S) into two independent scgments, the Authority greatly
diminishes its ahility to seek the route b Merced and Bab 1d that
can best eliminate or minimize the project’s impact on farms and farmlands.

B. Since the entire 108, running from Merced to Bakersfield, is the initial segment
that the Authority plans Lo construct, the funding available for both construction
and necessary mitigation measures must be applied over both the Merced to
Fresno portion of the route, and the Fresno to Bakersfield portion of the route.
However, if the mitigations and the construction details for one portion of the
unified 108 has been determined before any attention is given to the second
portion, the second portion (in this case the Fresno to Bakersfield portion) is
shortchanged.

CCHSRA has been consistent in this matter. In our October 12, 2011 letter on behalf of
COHSRA, commenting on the DEIR/DEIS for the Merced to Fresno portion of the 105,
we protested the “piecemealing” process:

The Draft EIR/EIS Improperly Piecemeals Consideration of Project Impacts.
CEOQA forbids public agencies from “piccemealing” or segmenting & project by splitting
it into two or more parts, and then analyzing the parts independently. It is clear that
neither the statute nor the courts will permit “environmental considerations ... [to]...
beeome submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones, each with &
potential impaet on the envi which latively may have di
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consequences” (Burbank Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority v. Hensler (1991) 233
Cal.App.3d 577, 592).

Onr protests were not heeded then. We hope this time they will be. It continues to be true
that the Authority is attempting to divide a single project (the proposed construction in the
108) into two different pans, and then to analyze each part independently. This is not
permitted by CEQA or NEPA, and to the extent that the Authority does not correct this
error, and consider the proposed construction of the 105 from Merced to Bakersfield as

a single “project,” the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally inadequate.

. CEQA and NEPA require an EIR or EIS fully to disclose the impacts of a proposed project.

That means that the EIR or EIS must survey existing conditions adequately, to establish the
“haseline” from which project impacts will be measured. If an EIR or EIS fails adequately
to establish the existing “baseline” conditions that will be affected by a proposed project,
then that EIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. As the individually submitled
comments prepared by Land Protection Paniners, Provost & Pritchard, and Blue Sky
Consulting Group make clear, the RDEIR/SDEIS has failed to establish an appropriate
“haseline” from which to measure various kinds of environmental impacts. The problem is
general throughout the RDEIR/SDEIS, Once the document has been revised to incorporate
appropriate baseline information, the identified impacts of the proposed project must then
be specifically and properly related to the baseline conditions. After that is done, the
corrected document must then be recirculated for additionel public review and comment.

BO029-13

Attached to this letter [Attachment A] is a letter to the Authority dated October 13, 2011,
from the American Farmland Trust (AFT). lts remarks are incorporated here by reference.
The AFT points out that the Draft EIR/EIS for the Mereed to Fresno portion of the
proposed 10S makes  completely unsubstantiated claim that the high-speed train system
would “concentrate growth,” while all reliable information indicates just the opposite.
Essentially, the same claim is made in the RDEIR/SDEIS, on Page 3.18-36 (“the HST
alternative would encourage more compact, efficient land use in the region...”). What
factual information, if any, justifies that claim?

. We note that the RDEIR/SDEIS does admit that the proposed Kings/Tulare Regional

Stations would have a significant growth-inducing impact (Page 3.18-35). The suggestion
in the RDEIR/SDEIS is that the Authority “would support local government regulations to
continue to discourage growth in the agricultural area around the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station alternatives” (Page 3.18-37). This is obviously not an adequate or effective
mitigation measure for what is clearly a significant impact, since the Authority's “support”
for good land use planning would have no legal impact, and the statement that the Authority
would provide such “support” is simply a pious statement that would have no effiect
whatsoever on the real impact of the construction it is proposing to carry out. Since the
RDEIR/SDEIS properly finds a real impact on key agricultural resources, the Authority
should do more than make pious statements. The RDEIR/SDEIS must be revised to include
an analysis of how the proposed project could be redesigned to limi the pl of
these two proposed stations, and to evaluate the impact that this would have on the ability
of the project to achieve its overall objectives. Without adding this kind of analysis,

=

-

followed by an opportunity for further public review and comment, the RDEIR/SDEIS is
legally deficient.

. As indicated in the AFT letter, the likely impact of the proposed project would be

significant new growth inducement and sprawl, with attendant impacts on water supply
and water quality, air quality, and loss of productive farmlands (beyond those more directly
impacted by the construction of the project). The RDEIR/SDEIS admits that the proposed
project would increase population by approximately 2% to 3% over the 2035 population
forecasted for the four-county region and would also increase employment by about 3%
over the otherwise expected growth (Pages 3.18-30 and 3.18-32). The RDEIR/SDEIS

then illogically concludes that this new economic and population growth would lead 1o
“reduced automobile travel on major freeways™ (Page 3.18-30). How can the Authority
claim that there will be significant new population growth and economic growth, but that
local use of freeways will go down? What facts substantiate this claim?

CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental impacts
of the projects that it approves or carries out, whenever it is feasible for the agency to do
that. The EIR for a project must adequately describe and analyze the mitigation measures
that will be utilized to comply with this “substantive mandate™ of CEQA. If an EIR fails
to establish performance standards for proposed mitigati , or fails adequately
to describe and analyze all the likely impacts of proposed mitigati including
secondary impacts, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law. In addition, CEQA also
does not allow public agencies to “defer” the development of proposed mitigation

As il d in the of the I who reviewed the
RDEIR/SDEIS on behalf of CCHSRA, the RDEIR/SDEIS systematically defers or
fuils adeguately to propose the kind of detailed mitigation measures that CEQA requires
be developed, and then adopted as conditions in connection with any project approval,
Appropriate mitigation measures for identified impacts must be proposed in a revised
EIR/EIS, and that revised document must then be recirculated for further public comment.

. CEQA and NEPA require an agency proposing a project to discuss and analyze a

reasonable range of alternatives. [f an EIR or EIS fails to describe and analyze truly
different alternatives, or fails to make an adequate comparison between different
alternatives, then that EIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. The RDEIR/SDEIS
fails to propose and analyze a le range of al ives, as both CEQA and NEPA
ahsolutely require. This is particularly important in the context of CEQA, hecause it is
only through an adequate alternatives analysis that the agency can find ways to comply
with CEQA’s “substantive mandate™ to ¢l or mitigate envire | impacts to the
greatest degree feasible. The current RDEIR/SDEIS fails the test, at least parily because it
erroneously relies on earlier, so-called Tier | documents that the Authority considers to
have “settled” various questions. As noted earlier, the current Draft EIR/EIS is not properly
tiered on earlier documents, and that means that the RDEIR/SDEIS must truly consider
potential alternatives that could avoid routing the proposed HST through the middle of
hundreds of productive farms. The routing(s) proposed in the RDEIR/SDEIS all place the
future of the agricultural economy of the Central Valley at significant risk. CCHSRA asks,
specifically: why not really examine and analyze an alternative generally following the
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route of 1-57 We ask the Authority to analyze this I-5 alternative, and other reasonable

alternatives that actually follow existing transportation corridors, in a redrafied and

recirculated EIR/EIS.

17. An examination of the [-5 alternative is particularly justified because the [-5 corridor was
never actually given any extensive analysis. A “Timeline™ that demonstrates this fact is
attached to this letter [Attachment B). In addition, as indicated in the quotation below, the
main reason given in the Final “Program Level” EIR/EIS for eliminating the I-5 alignment
wab that an ahgnmmt along Highway 99 was held to have more benefits than an I-5

E more riders would be attracted (Final Program Level

EIR/EIS, I’agc 2-34):

C. INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR (SACRAMENTO TO BAKERSFIELD)

Review of the I-5 and SR-99 corridors showed that, although the SR-99 corridor options
would be about 6% more costly than the [-5 comidor options, the SR-99 corridor would
provide far better service to the growing Central Valley population, while offering fast,
competitive service between the San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angeles metropolitan
rcglons The SR-99 corridor was Faund to have the highest overall ridership potential,
with ridership proj i i at 1.2 million more annual passengers than the
highest I-5 corridor projections (Charles River Associates 1996). The I-5 corridor has
very little existing or projected population between the San Francisco Bay Arca and Los
Angeles. In contrast, according to the California Department of Finance, well over 3
million residents are projected to live between Fresno and Bakersfield along the SR-99
corridor by 2015, which directly serves all the major Central Valley citics (Charles
River Associates 1996). Residents along the SR-99 corridor lack a competitive
transportation alternative to the automobile, and the C ission's detailed ridershiy
analysis showed that they would be ideal candidates to use an HST system. The I-5
comridor would not be compatible with current land use planning in the Central Valley
that accommodates growth in the communities along the SR-99 corridor, Express rains
in the SR-99 corridor would connect San Francisco to Fresno in just 1 hr and 15 min,
and Fresno to Los Angeles in 1 hr and 20 min. This corridor would link San Francisco
to Bakersfield in about 1 hr and 50 min, and Bakersfield to Los Angeles in less than 50

min. The SR-99 comridor was estimated to have 3.3 million more intermediate-market
ridership (passengers to or from the Central Valley) per year than the highest 1-5
comridor projections. Therefore, while SR-99 corridor travel times would be 11 to 16
min longer than the 1-5 alternatives between Los Angeles and San Francisco, overall
ridership and revenue for the SR-99 corridor would be higher. The Commission
considered linking the 1-5 corrider to Fresno and Bakersfield with spur lines but
rejected this coneept since it would add approximately 52 billion to the I-5 corridor
capital costs, provide less ridership than the SR-99 corridor, and create severe
operational constraints (California Intercity High Speed Rail Commission 1996). B0029-14

Even if the ridership analysis used by the Authority were reliable, which it is not, the
cument project proposal no longer follows 2n alignment along Highway 99 between Fresno
and Bakersfield, nor is such an alignment adequately analyzed in the RDEIR/SDEIS. The
decision to exclude an analysis of the I-5 alternative cannot, therefore, be justified by a

1

L

&Ia]m that the Highway 99 alugnrrcnl was analyzed instead as a preferable example of an
t following & major transportation corridor.

g

The I-5 alignment must be studied to provide the required “reasonable range of

alternatives.” That means “real” aliernatives, proposing different apr hes to achicving
praject objectives The so-called “alternatives™ actually presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS are
not “real” alternatives, but are merely variations of a single ali option, an ali

that goes through productive farm areas, instead of along existing transportation cumdors,
which is what the “program level” EIR/EIS promised in 2005. This is indisputably a
situation in which an alternative (the 1-5 alternative) has been refined out of the project
level envire 1 d without an adeguate explanation why it is not the least
environmentally harmful altemative, and in that sort o{a]l.uduun both CEQA and NEPA
demand that an adequate and responsible review of this alternative be provided in the EIR

or EIS.

It is telling that in a November 2002 MOU between the Authority and United States
Department of Transportation, the Federal Railroad Administration, the United States
Environmental Protection Agency, and the United States Army Corps of Engincers,

a copy of which is attached to this letter [Attachnent C], and which governs the joint
eavironmental review of the HST project by the signatory agencies, there is a specific
promise that Tier 2 project level reviews will not necessarily be limited to Tier 1 program
level altematives:

As sections of the proposed HST system are advanced, these Tier 2 reviews will
examine a range of HS'T project alternatives within corridors and at station locations
selected in the Tier 1 EIR/EIS in addition to other corridors or alternatives that may be
identified through public scoping, or through the availability of new information or
analysis not considered during the Tier | phase, as well as a no action alternative,
[MOU, Page 3]

Both CEQA and NEPA require that the RDEIR/SDEIS review a reasonable range
of alternatives. That means, without doubt, that the RDEIR/SDEIS must analyze an [-5
alternative, with the revised document then recirculated for additional public comment.

The MOU just refe d in Ci #17 [Attach C] reinforees a point made earlier
in this comment letter. The MOU indicates that the Army Corps of Engineers requires 2
“6() percent or greater engineering design....” before it will be able to made a preliminary

iation on the proy i project [MOU, Page B-5]. As indicated earlier, the
“project” for which the RDEIR/SDEIS has been prepared is not yet a clear, certain, and
well-defined “project,” and thus the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally inadequate.

. Altached to this letter is a map showing the location of an oil field, and nearby water

wells [Attachment D], which would be directly impacted by the proposed Wasco- -Shafter
Bypass Altemnative. The possible groundwater and safety impacts of this alignment have
not been adequately studied in the RDEIR/SDEIS. It is also worth noting that the
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20.

21.

Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative would conflict with four more petroleum and
fuel pipelines than would the corresponding section of the BNSF Alternative.

Attached is a Table [Attachment E] summarizing information from revised Task Orders
from several Master Agreements between the Authority and local agencies and utilities,

all relating to the construction proposed in the Merced to Fresno segment. The Task Orders
themselves are not attached here, but are, of course, in the possession of the Authority.

The Task Orders show that the costs of utility and roadway relocation and new construction
activitics will exceed $1.5 Billion for the 29-mile “Construction Package 17 (CP1) area,
‘When that cost is extrapolated to the entire 130-mile “Initial Operating Segment™ (I10S)
these costs would exceed $6.9 Billion. Notably, these costs do not include right of way
acquisition, track construction, station construction, the construction of @ Heavy
Maintenance Facility, or any mitigation costs, In view of these demonstrated costs,

which provide a realistic look at the magnitude of the costs associated with the HST,

the point carlier made about the need to consider the entire 108 as an integrated “whole™

is dramatized. These costs also raise a question whether any mitigation whatsoever will
ever be implemented, and make it particularly suspect that any “deferred” mitigation or
analysis will ever be done. How can the Authority actually guarantec that identified
environmental impacts will be mitigated, in view of the limited funds currently available
for the project, and the demonstrable truth that the costs of the project, within the Merced
to Bakersfield segment of the system, exceed currently available funds?

The Authority's Technical Memo TM-2.1.2, approved in March, 2009, indicates that the
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) does not have current track safety standards that
would permit the opemnun of trains at speeds over 200 miles per hour. This Technical
Memo can be found at - hitp://eahighspeedrail.ca.g i0/152/301/e5d9faf3-d8bl -

487d-8900-aa2ali3754cd.pdf.

We believe that the RDEIR/SDEIS is deficient in not providing an ad analysis of
various safety-related issues, specifically issues m\'olvmg the "nl]amrg factors:

A. The high speeds proposed for trains.
B. The need for constant inspection and repair of the high-speed train track.

(A disadvantage of traditional track, as proposed by the Authority, is the
heavy demand for maintenance of surfacing and lining).

C. The collective combi ¥, certain
types of soil profiles, heavy rolling stock, and high speeds which can trigger
internal pressure shock and significant amplification of track vibratory and
ground motions leading to rapid deterioration of the sub-rail components and
the track itself {damage and/or displacement) which leads to catastrophic failure
(derailment) and possible ground failure.

ion of high ity, low

BO029-17

B0O029-18

BO029-19

(%]

D. The impact of ground vibration on the soft soils characteristic of much of the
land between Fresno and Bakersfield, including soil types along each of the
various alignments identified in the RDEIR/SDEIS.

We believe that the Final RDEIR/SDELS must do additional analysis of these issues, with
a specific focus on the intersection between specd, vibration, and soil type. The analysis
provided in the current RDEIR/SDEIS is inadequate. Attached is the Table of Contents of
abook titled, Noise and vibration from high-speed trains [Attachment F]. We believe that
this book, and other technical references, should be utilized by the Authority to develop an
adequate analysis of these potentially serious safety issues. If rail defects were 1o occur
because cflhc combination of train spwd vlhrdh(m and sm] type, the consequences in a
“best case™ io would be a sut I 1 costs, coupled with
associated distuptions to service (which obviously would have revenue :mpacta} In the
warse case, both loss of life and significant property damage might result. Additional
analysis is needed as a Final EIR/EIS is developed.

It is impossible properly to eval the proposed high-speed train system, or to carry out
an adequate cnvironmental review and analysis of the proposed project, without making
certain that the “ridership™ ptions used in designing the system (and in evaluating

its impacts) are well founded and accurate, In effect, the mj:nhup meodeling utilized by

the Authority was an essential part of the project description. In this case, the Authority

has based its system design on a ridership model and analysis provided by Cambridge
Systematics. The model Cambridge Systematics model has been properly criticized by
experts in transportation modeling, and its flaws have been demonstrated. These critical
reviews, which have found the Cambridge Systematics model to be inadequate, include an
analysis by the prestigious Institute of Transportation Studies at UC Berkeley. In short, the
ridership model is so deficient that it cannot be relied upon to give aceurate information that
will provide a good basis for system design. A community group called Californians
Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD), and one of the group’s founding members,
Elizabeth Alcxis, have provided an accurate and principled critique of the Cambridge
Systematics model. Materials commenting on ridership, demonstrating the inadequacy

of the model used, are located at - http://www.calhsr.com/resources/ridership-forecast/

The CARRD website, referenced, contains a specific analysis and critique of the segment
of the ridership modeling used by the Authority for the 108, including for the part of the
system b Fresno and Bakersfield. One major flaw in the Cambridge Systematics
model is an erroncous frequency of service coefficient,

It is imperative that the Authority correct its ridership model and reanalyze the proposed
project using a model that will accurately prr:dm! ridesship, coupling that analysis with
corrections to other assumptions that are key to d an prediction of
ridership and patronage. We specifically refer the r‘-\uthon!; to the analysis submitted
by Blue Sky Consulting Group, pointing out other specific problems with the way the
Authority has proceeded with respect to analyzing possible impacts the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Once a revised EIR/EIS has been prepared, utilizing an accurate ridership model, and
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must be recirculated for

accurate transportation d pti that revised d
further public comment.

. As briefly noted earlier, the RDEIR/SDEIS does not properly analyze what the impacts of

the proposed project will be if the entire statewide system is not completed. In fact, there is
very little funding currently available to build the entire high-speed train project. It “might
be,” thus, that the complete project will never be completed in the form envisioned in the

Thank you for taking our comments seriously, We hope that after reviewing and responding
to our and to the of other i 1 individuals, groups, and governmental
agencies, that the Authority will issue a revised EIR/EIS that conforms to the requirements of
CEQA and NEPA, and that the Authority will then circulate this redrafted d for further
public review and comment. We strongly believe that this is what the law requires.

— = . S

2005 “program leve!" EIR/EIS. Even if the entire system is completed “sometime,” it is
likely that the project will not be completed “soon.” Because this is true, the RDEIR/SDEIS
must dr\a]}n/e the “possible” impacts that are associated with partial completion, delayed

co or letion of the overall, statewide project. This kind of analysis has
not been done, and unni it is done, the RDEIR/SDEIS is deficient under CEQA and NEPA.

espectfully submitted,

Virtually all of the possible “benefits” of the project, potentially including air quality

improvements, the diversion of automobile and airplane trips to rail, the elimination of

greenhouse gas emissions, and the reduction of the need to build more highways and

airports, depend on the project being finished. Since that is not certain, the RDEIR/SDEIS

must be augmented by an accurate analysis of what the impacts will be if the project is not
pleted, or ifitis leted on a much later schedule than currently anticipated:

A. What will the net air quality impacts be if the project is not completed?
B. What will be the impact on the state’s highway system if the project is not

completed?

C. What will be the impacts on transportation in the Central Valley if the project is not
completed?

T

Unless the RDEIR/SDEIS answers these (and similar) questi it is legaily

B0029-21 24, We believe that the RDEIR/SDEIS does not adequately analyze the possible impacts of one
of the proposed ali on the All th State Historie Park. The Park is mentioned,
mostly in passing, in several places in the RDEIR/SDEIS, but the potential impacts of a
high-speed train system on the Park are not actually outlined or analyzed. We have attached
various materials relating to this issue [Attachment G. While these materials attached
related to a different potential impact (a proposed dairy operation), it is clear from a review
of these materials that the Park has a great historical significance, and that its recreational,
histaric, and eultural values could be very significantly impaired by one of the proposed
alignments. The Final EIR/EIS for the proposed project needs to carry out 2 comprehensive
cnvironmental review of this potential impact.
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B0O029-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

The Authority and FRA believe the public and agency review and public comment period
provided on the Draft EIR/EIS and Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was adequate;
none of the concerns raised by the commenter warrant extending the review period
beyond that which has already been provided.

B0029-2

Chapter 2, Altenatives, of the EIR/EIS provides a description of the proposed project
and the alternatives carried forward in the environmental document. This description
includes the type of train to be used, the traction power system, the horizontal and
vertical location of track alternatives, cross sections of the infrastructure with
measurements, precise station footprints with site configuration for station alternatives,
and temporary construction staging sites and facilities. The EIR/EIS provides a "project
footprint" overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance,
including both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. The
EIR/EIS also includes the amount of land to be acquired/disturbed, heavy maintenance
facility alternatives, transmission lines and substations with access roads and spur
roads, types and locations of water crossings, extent of ballast and tie versus concrete
slab track, wildlife crossing structures, modified highway intersections and frontage
roads, new and modified roadway overpasses, and construction staging areas and
concrete batch plants. This information is adequate to conduct an environmental
analysis of project alternatives.

B0029-3

Chapter 2.0 of the EIR/EIS provides a description of the proposed project and the
alternatives carried forward in the environmental document. This description includes
the type of train to be used, the traction power system, the horizontal and vertical
location of track alternatives, cross sections of the infrastructure with measurements,
precise station footprints with site configuration for station alternatives, and temporary
construction staging sites and facilities. The EIR/EIS provides a a "project footprint”
overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance, including
both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. The EIR/EIS also
includes the amount of land to be acquired/disturbed, heavy maintenance facility

B0029-3

alternatives, transmission lines and substations with access roads and spur roads, types
and locations of water crossings, extent of ballast and tie versus concrete slab track,
wildlife crossing structures, modified highway intersections and frontage roads, new and
modified roadway overpasses, and construction staging areas and concrete batch
plants. This information is more than adequate to conduct an environmental analysis of
project alternatives.

B0029-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-01, FB-Response-PU&E-02.

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (California
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15124]c]). Final design—or even
advanced design—of infrastructure is not required in the project description (Dry Creek
Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 36). The project
description in the EIR/EIS is adequate to conduct an environmental analysis of project
alternatives. The term "15% design" is an engineering term of art that refers to the level
of engineering prepared on HST project elements for the EIR/EIS. The 15% design
generates detailed information, like the horizontal and vertical location of track, cross
sections of the infrastructure with measurements, precise station footprints with site
configuration, and temporary construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design
also yields a "project footprint" overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside
envelope of all disturbance, including both permanent infrastructure and temporary
construction activity. This 15% design translates into a project description in the EIR/EIS
with 100% of the information that is required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124
(see Dry Creek, above, 70 Cal.App.4th at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project
description as adequate when based on preliminary design]).

Section 2.2.6, Traction Power Distribution, of the Final EIR/EIS describes the
electrification of the HST System.

B0O029-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-12.
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Like many large infrastructure projects, the HST System would be built in phases. The
initial construction section is the first phase in construction of the system. It is not the
final project. The final project is the project defined in Proposition 1A. Please see the
Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a) on the Authority's website for a
description of project phasing.

B0O029-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

It is not true that the Initial Operating Section (I0S) will not be electrified. After the
foundations, embankments, and structures are built, the rails will be installed. After the
rails are installed, the traction power equipment will be installed. Amtrak can use the I0S
before, during, and after installation of the traction power equipment. This comment
implies that phased construction means only one phase will be built. However, one
phase is not what is planned or presented in the EIR/EIS or the Revised 2012 Business
Plan (Authority 2012a).

This comment also assumes that a lead agency must define its project based on
available funding. However, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) includes
no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or substantive requirements beyond
those explicitly stated in the statute or Guidelines (Pub. Res. Code § 21083.1). Such a
rule would force lead agencies to re-define their projects every time funding changes, a
result that would be in direct conflict with the "rule of reason" that governs EIRs (Laurel
Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents [1988] 47 Cal.3d 376, 406-407).

B0029-8

The Authority has prioritized a portion of the Merced to Fresno Section and the Fresno
to Bakersfield Section as the first section of the California HST System to be built to
meet the funding requirements of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
(ARRA). This Initial Construction Section (ICS) will be available for immediate use for
improved and faster service on the San Joaquin intercity line before the initiation of HST
service on the Initial Operating Section (I0S) in 2022. Interim use of the ICS would
occur on the same tracks analyzed in this EIR/EIS, and therefore the footprint for the

B0029-8

HST project and the analysis of footprint effects is the same for the HST or for interim
Amtrak use. The Final EIR/EIS adds additional information about possible operational
impacts from a portion of current Amtrak San Joaquin service occurring on the ICS and
this analysis indicates no additional impacts beyond those disclosed already in this
document for the whole HST. Initiation of Amtrak service on the ICS would be at the
discretion of Amtrak.

B0029-9
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13.

These comments confuse the phasing of construction with the ultimate project, which is
addressed in the EIR/EIS. That project is an HST alignment from Fresno to Bakersfield
with stations in Fresno, Bakersfield, and the Hanford area.

The Authority has prioritized a portion of the Merced to Fresno Section and the Fresno
to Bakersfield Section as the first section of the California HST System to be built to
meet the funding requirements of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
(ARRA). This Initial Construction Section (ICS) will be available for immediate use for
improved and faster service on the San Joaquin intercity line before the initiation of HST
service on the Initial Operating Section (IOS) in 2022. Interim use of the ICS

by Amtrak would involve the same tracks within the same project footprint as the HST
project, and therefore the impacts of the track footprint are the same as disclosed in
Chapter 3. Additional information included in the Final EIR/EIS indicates that operations
of a portion of the Amtrak San Joaquin service on the ICS would not result in additional
operational effects than as disclosed for the whole HST project. Whether this service is
initiated is at the discretion of Amtrak. If service is undertaken, Amtrak would be
responsible for the subsequent environmental analysis of whatever operational scenario
it would propose on an interim basis.

B0O029-10
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-06.

The EIR/EIS is tiering by considering the broad policy decisions previously reached
about the system that are based on the program EIRs as the starting point for a more
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B0029-10

detailed analysis of the impacts of implementing the HST System from Fresno to
Bakersfield. Section 1.6 describes the changes to the Revised 2012 Business Plan,
including how the Phase 1 blended system includes making improvements to existing
rail systems in the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin regions. The
environmental impact analysis conducted in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS remains
accurate because this segment analyzes the impacts of constructing new high-speed
infrastructure in the Central Valley. The environmental impacts of the improvements to
existing rail systems in the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin regions
will be analyzed in separate environmental documents.

The EIR/EIS is not legally deficient; it provides a clear project description in Chapter 2
for the HST segment between Fresno and Bakersfield and analyzes the environmental
impacts consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.

B0O029-11

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02,
FB-Response-GENERAL-17, FB-Response-GENERAL-22.

The Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS provides an adequate tiering roadmap by explaining
the first-tier EIR/EIS processes undertaken by the Authority and FRA, the decisions
made at the first tier, and how the first-tier decisions have carried forward for further
analysis at the second tier. The project proposed by the Authority is the same HST
project identified in the first-tier environmental documents prepared for the Statewide
HST System. However, this comment postulates that the project consists of the first
construction phase of the project only, based on the unsubstantiated claim that there
would be no additional funding for the project after the initial construction phase.

As discussed in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS and Standard Response
FB-Response-GENERAL-02, the Authority has evaluated alternatives in the BNSF
Railway (BNSF) corridor from Fresno to Bakersfield that stay within existing public and
railroad rights-of-way to the extent feasible. Approximately 31 miles of the 114-mile-long
Fresno to Bakersfield Section in Fresno and Kings counties does not include alternative
alignments that following the BNSF corridor. As described in the Statewide Program
EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005), the Preferred

B0029-11

Alternative following the BNSF corridor bypasses the city of Hanford to the east. This
alternative was carried forward in the project EIR/EIS on the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section, as were other alternatives that bypass the city to the west. Also, the Authority
reconsidered an alignment that more closely follows the existing BNSF corridor through
Hanford and an alternative that follows the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and State
Route (SR) 99 corridors farther to the east. Neither of these alternatives was carried
forward in the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section because of
environmental impacts and/or practicability issues, as described in Chapter 2,
Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, and
the Checkpoint B Summary Report (Authority and FRA 2011g).

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section also carried forward
alternatives that deviated from the BNSF corridor in the Corcoran, Allensworth, and
Wasco-Shafter areas. These alternatives were considered for a variety of environmental
reasons, including impacts on local communities, the Colonel Allensworth State Historic
Park, the Allensworth Ecological Reserve, and waters of the U.S. These alternatives
were evaluated, along with alternatives that follow the BNSF corridor. The Preferred
Alternative for the project is based on the environmental effects of each alternative
considered for the project, as described in the Final EIR/EIS.

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (California
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines § 15124][c]). Final design or even
advanced design of infrastructure is not required in the project description (Dry Creek
Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 36). The question is
whether the project description narrowed the scope of environmental review or
prevented a full understanding of the project and its consequences (ibid.).

Abundant substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the project description
was more than adequate for the environmental analysis of the project. The term "15%
design" is an engineering term of art that refers to the level of engineering prepared on
HST project elements for the EIR. The 15% design generates detailed information, like
the horizontal and vertical location of track, cross sections of the infrastructure with
measurements, precise station footprints with site configuration, and temporary
construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design also yields a "project footprint"
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overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance, including
both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. This 15% design
translated into a project description in the EIR with 100% of the information that is
required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (see Dry Creek, above, 70 Cal.App.4th
at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project description as adequate when based on
preliminary design]).

A higher level of design is not necessary because a 15% design provides enough
information for a conservative environmental analysis. A higher level of design provides
refinement, but does not yield more information needed for adequate CEQA review. For
example, if a lead agency knows the location, size, and basic design of a building, it has
enough information for environmental review. The details about whether the water
system will use polyvinyl chloride (PVC) or copper pipe or whether windows will be vinyl
or wood are not necessary for assessing the impacts of building construction. Further, it
is common practice with larger transportation infrastructure projects to prepare the
environmental analysis before completion of the final design.

Substantial evidence shows that the Authority has properly tiered, not "piece-mealed,"
its environmental review. From the two first-tier program EIRs (Authority and FRA 2005,
2008; Authority 2010a, 2012d), the Authority selected track technology, general track
alignments, and preferred station locations. Subsequently, the Authority divided the HST
System into geographically smaller pieces, called HST sections, for second-tier EIRs.
Moving from a first-tier project to a more second-tier projects of limited geographic
scope is precisely what tiering is for (Pub. Res. Code § 21093; CEQA Guidelines §
15152). At a practical level, the HST System is simply too big to be addressed in a
single second-tier EIR or even just two or three. It was within the Authority's discretion to
define the second-tier projects, and the only question is whether the Authority's division
of the second-tier projects is supported by substantial evidence. The record shows it is.

The Authority originally defined a single project and EIR for Merced to Bakersfield,

but later revised it into two second-tier projects: the Merced to Fresno Section (65 miles
long) and the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (114 miles long), both of which include
portions of the proposed Initial Construction Section (ICS). This comment indicates that
the project should have stayed as Merced to Bakersfield, but the smaller project
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definition was reasonable. Each project has logical termini at cities selected to have
HST stations at the first tier, has sufficient length to allow for an analysis of
environmental impacts on a broad scope, and has independent utility separate and apart
from any other section (see Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of the
City of San Diego [1992] 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 733 [upholding EIR that treated as the
"project” at issue one freeway segment within a long-term, multi-segment regional
plan]). Furthermore, as a practical matter, analyzing the Merced to Fresno section and
the Fresno to Bakersfield section in a single EIR/EIS would not provide additional
information value beyond what has been provided in the two separate EIR/EISs for each
section. A single EIR/EIS for all of Merced to Bakersfield would have been not just
voluminous, but unwieldy and so complex that its size would defeat its information
value. (Stand Tall on Principles v. Shasta Union High School Dist. (1991) 235
Cal.App.3d 772, 782.) The Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS considers the adjacent
Merced to Fresno section in the cumulative impacts discussion in those resource areas
appropriate for such a cumulative discussion. In this way, the effects of the adjacent
sections are considered at the project level in an effective and manageable way.

Please refer to the responses to comments from Land Protection Partners, Provost &
Pritchard, and Blue Sky Consulting Group as well as Standard Response FB-Response-
GENERAL-22 regarding the adequacy of the baseline description in the EIR/EIS.

B0O029-12
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03.

Item 12. The concerns raised in the letter from the American Farmland Trust were
addressed and responded to in Volume IV: Response to Comments pg. 20-13 to 20-15
of the Final Merced-Fresno EIR/EIS, which is incorporated here by reference. Table 5.7
from the Economic Growth Report of Cambridge Systematics, Inc. (July 2003) shows
information illustrating the differences between two scenarios (Market Trends and Land
Use Densification). The Land Use Densification Scenario is what would occur if
strategies were implemented to increase densities around the HST stations. The
bracketed numbers represent the additional area in acres that is

saved compared to the Market Trends and the not the amount lost. The Market Trends
Scenario is considered the baseline and as described in the report about 10,000 fewer
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acres of urbanized land would be required under the Market Trends Scenario compared
to the No Project in 2020 and about 2,600 acres in 2035.

The Authority has taken significant steps to work with local agencies and promote
densification around station areas that would lead to compact and efficient growth.
Examples of these are the Urban Design Guidelines (Authority 2011i) and the HST
Station Area Development: General Principles and Guidelines developed by the
Authority, and the station area planning funds the Authority has offered to the cities of
Fresno and Bakersfield, and the Kings County Association of Governments, see FB-
Response-GENERAL-03. Of these three agencies the City of Fresno has signed a
funding agreement with the Authority as of January 2012. This pattern of growth is also
encouraged by the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint and anticipated in the City of Fresno
and City of Bakersfield General Plans, reducing the demand for new development areas
to the extent that some of the region’s anticipated future growth would be captured by
the mixed-use TOD envisioned for the areas around stations. Without the added
incentive of a high speed train station, these downtowns may not experience the same
amount of dense, compact development, as growth could be easily steered towards
easy-to-develop greenfield locations. Volume | Chapter 3.13 Station Planning, Land
Use, and Development, provides further information on transit-oriented development as
well as highlights the policies and local regulations that are currently in place to
encourage concentrated growth around the HST stations. The Kings/Tulare Regional
Station (either West or East alternatives) is unique in that planning funds were made
available to the Kings County Association of Governments to plan cooperatively with the
cities of Hanford and Visalia for improved transit connections to their historic
downtowns, in order to encourage growth to locate in those downtowns.

Item 13. To minimize growth-inducing impacts around the Kings/Tulare Regional Station
alternatives, the Authority will provide funding for the California Department of
Conservation (through the California Farmland Conservancy Program) to identify and
acquire agricultural conservation easements, as described in the agricultural mitigation
measures (see Section 3.14.7). The Authority lacks both the jurisdiction and the land
use power to restrict development outside of the project footprint. Kings County has
expressed a strong interest in the Authority's comments to preserve agricultural lands
adjoining the prospective station sites. The county has the authority to do so by

B0029-12

retaining its current general plan and zoning designations on those lands and will exert
that authority, assuming its interest is genuine.

The project includes these proposed stations, and no consideration will be given to their
complete elimination because a Kings/Tulare Regional Station would provide a valuable
service to the area. An alternative without a Kings/Tulare Regional Station would not
meet most project objectives, specifically, the following:

« Provide intercity travel capacity to supplement critically over-used interstate highways
and commercial airports. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station would relieve congestion
on Highway 99 by providing an alternative mode for long-range travel to and from
Kings and Tulare counties. An alternative without such a station would not do so.

» Meet future intercity travel demand that will be unmet by current transportation
systems and increase capacity for intercity mobility. Absent a Kings/Tulare Regional
Station and the availability of a high-speed travel mode, there would be no increased
capacity for mobility.

* Maximize intermodal transportation opportunities by locating stations to connect with
local transit, airports, and highways. Without a Kings/Tulare Regional Station, an
intermodal transportation opportunity would be lost.

* Improve the intercity travel experience for Californians by providing comfortable, safe,
frequent, and reliable high-speed travel. Without a Kings/Tulare Regional Station, most
inter-regional travel would continue to be by automobile. As discussed elsewhere in
the responses to comments, existing HST systems in service in Europe and Asia that
are comparable to the system being proposed here have proven to be extremely safe
and reliable. Automobile travel, by contrast, is a leading cause of accidental deaths
statewide and is subject to delay due to weather and road congestion.

* Provide a sustainable reduction in travel time between major urban centers. Travel
between the Hanford/Tulare/Visalia area and other portions of the state would not be
reduced absent the HST project.

« Increase the efficiency of the intercity transportation system. As discussed in
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the EIR/EIS, the feasibility of expanding many major
highways and key airports is uncertain; some needed expansions may be impractical
or may be constrained by physical, political, and other factors. The efficiency of the
system is dependent on providing access to the HST System.

« Develop a practical and economically viable transportation system that can be
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implemented in phases by 2020 and generate revenues in excess of operations and
maintenance costs. This objective is reliant to some extent on maximizing ridership
through making the HST System available to potential users. Eliminating a
Kings/Tulare Regional Station would reduce potential ridership and thereby reduce the
profit of the system.

Iltem 14. The HST project would reduce automobile travel on major freeways as it would
absorb some of the traffic generated from growth under the no-project-alternative; see
the ridership and revenue forecasts that were developed by the Authority in partnership
with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission on the Authority’s website:
http://lwww.hsr.ca.gov/About/ridership_and_revenue.html. California’s population is
growing rapidly and, unless new transportation solutions are identified, traffic and
congestion will only worsen and airport delays will continue to increase. The proposed
220-mph HST System would provide lower passenger costs than travel by air for the
same city-to-city markets. It would also increase mobility, while reducing air pollution,
decreasing dependence on fossil fuels, and protecting the environment by reducing
GHG emissions, and would promote sustainable development. By moving people more
quickly and at lower cost than today, the HST System would boost California’s
productivity and enhance the economy. The growth inducing impacts of the HST project
would be countered by the long-term benefits. The growth and development regional
modeling in Section 3.18 are based on the highest HST ridership assumptions, which
can be interpreted as a ‘worst-case scenario’, in that it represents the highest potential
growth-related impacts. Even using the highest ridership assumptions, the analysis
shows that the HST alternatives would result in population and employment growth by
about 3% beyond the growth anticipated under the No Project Alternative. Therefore, the
HST-induced growth would require minimal farmland conversion and extension of public
infrastructure beyond the projections anticipated in current city and county planning
documents. The EIR/EIS concludes that the results of this ‘worst-case’ growth impact
analysis are less than significant, and due to the absence of substantial evidence to the
contrary, no mitigation is required.

Section 3.2 Transportation covers the impacts of the HSR system to regional
transportation system compared to the No Project Alternative.

B0O029-13
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02.
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Please refer to FB-Response-GENERAL-02 regarding the elimination of an I-5
alignment from further study in the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS.

The commenter suggests the reasons the I-5 alignment was eliminated from further
consideration no longer apply. The commenter is incorrect. An I-5 alignment continues
to be infeasible in that it would not meet project objectives and would not satisfy the
project’s purpose and need. While the I-5 corridor could possibly provide better end-to-
end travel times compared to alignment alternatives that follow the SR 99 corridor, it
would not meet project objectives and would not satisfy the project’s purpose and need.
First, because it is not where the bulk of the Central Valley population resides, the I-5
corridor would result in lower ridership and would not meet the current and future
intercity travel demand generated by the Central Valley communities as well as the SR
99 corridor.[1] Second, the I-5 corridor would not provide transit and airport connections
in this area, and thus would not meet the purpose and need and basic objectives of
maximizing intermodal transportation opportunities and improving the intercity travel
experience in the Central Valley area as well as the SR 99 corridor. Also, use of the I-5
corridor would encourage sprawl development — the opposite of what the HST System is
intended to achieve, and was opposed by numerous agencies, including the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that the EIS/EIR does not analyze an adequate
range of alternatives, please refer to FB-Response-GENERAL-02. The alternatives
analyzed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provide sufficient variation to allow
for informed decision-making while avoiding or substantially reducing the Project’s
significant environmental effects.

The commenter states that the 2002 MOU between the Authority and federal agencies
states that:

As sections of the proposed HST system are advanced, these Tier 2 reviews will
examine a range of HST project alternatives within corridors and at station locations
selected in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR in addition to other corridors or alternatives that may be
identified through public scoping, or through the availability of new information or
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analysis not considered during the Tier 1 phase, as well as a no action alternative.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is consistent with the approach stated in the
MOU quoted by the commenter. Please refer to FB-Response-GENERAL-02 for a
description of the alternative selection process. To the degree the commenter is
suggesting that the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is inconsistent with the MOU in
excluding an I-5 alignment alternative, the Authority and FRA disagree. An I-5 corridor
would not meet project objectives and would not satisfy the project’s purpose and need.

The commenter states that “MOU referenced earlier indicates that the Army Corps of
Engineers requires a '60 percent or greater engineering design ...." Before it will be able
to make a preliminary recommendation on the proposed project.” The commenter takes
this to mean that the project description for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST
System is inadequate. Further, the Army Corps of Engineers requires a greater level of
design than is required for preparation of an EIR/EIS because the EIR/EIS is a planning
level document and not a permit document. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers bases
it's permit on the precise amount of fill the project would would be discharged into
Waters of the U.S.

[1] Kantor, Shawn. The Economic Impact of the California High-Speed Rail in the
Sacramento/Central Valley Area. University of California, Merced. September 2008.

B0029-14
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

The Authority appreciates the map provided in this submission. Since this submission,
additional oil wells have been drilled along the Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative. The
addition of the new oil wells does not alter the conclusions set forth in the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. As discussed in Sections 3.9 and 3.11 of the EIR/EIS, it
would be necessary for the Authority to move existing active oil wells and replug and
cap abandoned oil wells within the HST right-of-way.

Project impacts to irrigation systems including water wells, resulting curative work,
and/or potential ramifications will be addressed during the appraisal process with
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consultation from experts in the hydraulic engineering and agriculture management
fields. The timing of any restorative work or reconfigurations will be addressed at the
property acquisition stage and documented in the right-of-way contract. As explained in
Section 3.8 of the EIR/EIS, because the project will be constructed and operated in
compliance with applicable design standards, the project will not result in any significant
impacts related to hydrology or water quality.

The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their
operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including water wells. As
discussed in Section 3.10, Hazardous Material and Wastes, under Impact MHW #3,
construction on or in proximity to sites of potential environmental concern (PEC sites)
could encounter contaminants or interfere with ongoing remediation efforts. The section
goes on to discuss that construction at known PEC sites would require careful
coordination with regulatory agencies and current landowners before advancing, so as
to not impede ongoing remediation efforts at these locations. Where effects on PEC
sites cannot be avoided, preconstruction activities would address the requirements for
construction at PEC sites in coordination with regulatory agencies and landowners.

B0O029-15

Mitigation is identified for all significant impacts analyzed in the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The Authority has the full responsibility for implementation of
the mitigation measures. The HST project financing includes funding for the cost of
property acquisition and relocation of all displaced residents as well as all other costs
associated with fulfilling the mitigation measures.

B0O029-16

The risk-based system safety program applied to the development of the HST system
includes consideration of operational procedures, rolling stock, track and roadbed
infrastructure, geotechnical conditions, and all other ancillary systems, in whole and in
relation to each other, as opposed to separately. These issues will be considered for
their effects in operating at speeds up to 220 mph, and will be in conformance with
international standards for high-speed operation, as well as with FRA regulations (under
development) for higher-speed operation.

U.S. Departmen
@ CALIFORNIA (‘ gfgran?gggflioi
High'sPEEd RC“ AUI‘I‘IDrirY ederal Railroa

Administration

Page 40-215



California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Response to Submission BO029 (Gary A. Patton, Citizens for California High Speed Ralil
Accountability (Atty. For) Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, October 18, 2012) - Continued

B0029-17

The Noise group worked with the geologists to come up with the 18 transfer mobility
testing sites that were representative of the types of soils in each area of the alignment.
These transfer mobility test were used to verify how each soil type affects the
propagation of the vibration energy from the tracks to the senstive receivers.

The vibration impact assessment is primarily designed to identify the potential human
annoyance from vibration from HST operations for buildings with vibration-sensitive use
as described by the FRA and FTA land use categories. However, all buildings in close
proximity to the proposed alignments assessed for potential structural damage from
HST operations and/or construction. The potential for damage from vibration from HST
operations is limited to extremely fragile buildings located within 30 feet of the tracks.
The HST right-of-way width varies from 120 feet for at-grade tracks, to approximately 60
feet for elevated fill, to approximately 45 feet for elevated structures. In general, the
area of impact is therefore within or close to the project right-of-way. Typical buildings,
such as residences, located outside this distance would not have the potential for
damage from vibration.

Agricultural resources, such as crops, would not be affected by noise and vibration from
HSTs.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.4.3, locations with potential vibration impacts in the
project corridor are because of the potential for annoyance effects from HST operations.
While the vibration at these locations might be felt by receivers, it would be well below
the thresholds for damage to structures. It is helpful to note that the vibration levels
generated by passing HSTs would generally be less than the levels generated by freight
trains in the study area.

B0029-18

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03.

The FRA and FTA manuals were utilized in order to determine potential noise impacts at
nearby noise-sensitive receivers.

B0O029-19
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

B0029-20
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

The purpose of a CEQA and NEPA document is to inform the public and decision
makers of the environmental implications of implementing the project. The EIR/EIS for
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section describes the impacts associated with project
construction. Speculation on whether the project is completed is not a legal requirement
of CEQA and NEPA.

B0O029-21

The impact analysis for Colonel Allensworth State Historic Park is discussed in Sections
3.7,3.12, 3.13, 3.15, 3.16, and 3.17 of the Final EIR/EIS. The analyses in these
sections address the impacts of not only the Parks historical significance and its
recreational, historic, and cultural, values but also its relation to important biological
habitats. Refer to Chapter 12, Index, for specific page locations. The materials regarding
the mega-dairy projects near Allensworth State Park provided in Attachment G to the
comment letter do not alter the analysis or conclusions presented in the EIR/EIS.
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American Farmland Trust

Saving Tix Lanb wHAT Svsrains Us

Box 73856
Davis, CA 95617
October 13, 2011

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramentio, CA 95814

Ladies and Gentlemen:

American Farmland Trust (AFT) respectfully submits these, its comments on the Draft
Environmental Tmpact Report for the Merced-to-Fresno segment of the California High

Speed Rail System.,

AFT's interest in high-speed rail is primarily in minimizing the negative impact it will
have on farmland and agriculture in the San Joaquin Valley. We fully support the idea of
robust economic growth in the Valley, But we note that the economic engine of the
region is, and is likely to remain, agriculture and believe that it is in the interest of
everyone to assure that the industry remains healthy and that the resources on which it
depends are not squandered. Our ts on the DEIR are offered in a spirit of
cooperation with the intent of assuring that both the Authority and local governments in
the Valley take full advantage of the potential of the high speed rail system to encourage
compact, city-centered growth that conserves the region’s irreplaceable farmland.

The basic premise of the DEIR as it addresses future growth is that high-speed rail will
serve as a magnet for development, enabling local communities to revitalize their
downtowns and to reduce the loss of farmland to suburban development. The document
notes that local general plans call for city-centered, compact growth that avoids farmland,
some of them specifically relying on high-speed rail to promote this goal. (DEIR
Summary, S-11; DEIR 3.18-4, et seq.) It notes that research done for the Bay Area to
Central Valley Program EIR shows that high-speed rail has helped concentrate growth
around stations. (DEIR, 3.18-21) And it says that development associated with high-
speed rail would result in less farmland conversion than the no-build alternative. (EIR,

3.18-23) Each of these statements is problematic.

Though the general plans of local governments in the Valley are well intentioned with
respeet to compact growth and avoidance of farmland, it is questionable whether they are
succeeding in fulfilling those intentions. AFT s 2007 report, The Future Is Now: Central
Valley Farmland at the Tipping Point, compared the language of city and county general
plans with empirical measures of success in meeting their stated objectives. What it found
was that, with respeet to increasing densities and avoiding development of prime
farmland, the performance of local governments fell short of the expectations embodied

in their plans. Thus, the confidence that the DEIR. places in local plans and policies as a
means of preventing sprawl may be misplaced.

One searches in vain through the DEIR for a reference to the research that supports the
statement that high-speed rail has helped concentrate growth." The one study AFT has
been able to uncover — no doubt there are others — is at best inconelusive on this subject.”
It found that the dispersal of growth away from central cities slowed during the period
that the TGV was inaugurated in France, but stopped short of concluding that high-speed
rail was responsible for the shift. The data on which it relied show that, although city
centers served by the TGV grew, the outlying area also grew, the latter absorbing 40 to
50 percent of the total population growth. Again, the confidence that the DEIR expresses
that high-speed rail will result in compact, city-centered development, rather than more

urban sprawl, is open to question.

The Cambridge Systematics study referred to in the footnote is also apparently the source
of the statement that high-speed rail will save about 30,000 acres of farmland statewide
compared with the no-build alternative. (DEIR 3.18-22) A closer inspection of the
Cambridge study, however, reveals that in the San Joaquin Valley, the development
associated with high-speed rail would actually increase farmland conversion by about
2,100 acres.” (€S, Table 5.7) How this conclusion was reached isn't exactly clear. But the
discrepancy cast further doubt on the conclusion that high-speed rail will be a boon to

San Joaquin Valley farmland.

The DEIR also suggests that local governments in the region could adopt “more
aggressive strategies” than those in their current plans to further improve the prospects
that high speed rail will, indeed, promote high-density downtown development and, thus,
take pressure off prime farmland around the cities. (DEIR 3.18-22) AFT wholehearted
agrees and suggests that, in mitigation of the potential impact of high-speed rail on San
Joaquin Valley farmland, the Authority should seek to enter into agrecments with cities
and counties where stations are to be located for the purpose of promoting such
strategies.” We also suggest that the Authority should set aside $10 million to finance the
development and implementation of those strategies by the cities and counties, over and
above the mitigation of the direct impact of the right-of-way in converting farmland. The
direct impact, we suggest, should be mitigated by creating a mitigation bank that would
enable advance mitigation for farmland losses due to the right-of-way acquisition, and
serve as a revolving fund in conjunction with local government farmland mitigation

programs.

e Systematics, Inc. (July 2003), which concluded,
d elsewhere, that “even with HST service, the
11 likely come from the surrounding

I 1t could be the Economic Growth Report of Cambridg
based on an examination of high-gpeed rail in France an
majority of people living, shopping or working in the station area wi

community.”
2 gianke, B., High Speed Rail's Effect an Population Distribution in Secondary Urban Areas An Analysis of

the French Urban Areas and Implications for the California Central Valley, San Jose State University, fune
2009
3 Tulare and Kem together would lose an additional 3257 acres while th

1,090 fewer acres of farmland.
4 §ee strategies in the addendum to this comment Tetter.

e remaining counties would lose
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In conclusion, AFT would like to reiterate that it supports high-speed rail - if and only if Addendum

it will, indeed, contribute to a robust economy in the San Joaquin Valley without unduly
hfu-mmg agriculture or the resource base on which it depends. We would look forward to
discussions with the Authority of the ideas and strategies suggested in this comment
letter.

AFT suggests that these are among the growth management strategies that could enable
local communities to take advantage of high-speed rail to concentrate development in
downtowns and save farmland:

Respectfully, o Urban growth boundaries for cities

» Monitoring of urban development density (proposed and actual) against

2 2 benchmarks

s Agmitigation programs in all jurisdictions based on density of development

Edward Thompsen, Jr.

California Director s Prohibition or significant limitation of rural residential development and new

towns

¢ Reduction in spheres of influence that are unreasonably large (would
accommodate anticipated population at higher densities for more than 20 years or
general plan lifespan)

s  City-county agreements under which development in unincorporated areas is
limited in exchange for revenue sharing to fund county services

s Form-based codes and fast track approval to encourage mixed-use downtown
development

s Agreemenis with developers share cost of market failure of higher density
projects
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Central Valley Timeline
of High-Speed Rail Alternatives

This is a timeline of the analyses and reports which led to the 2005 Statewide Program Level EIR,
focusing on the Sacramento-Bakersfield corridor. The bottom line s that the I-5 corridor was eliminated

from consideration in 1995. it has not been studied for 17 years and has not undergone any formal
study through the CEQA or NEPA process, which started in April of 2001

Links to available supporting documents are below, along with the relevant text.

1993
The Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission was created. Source: 58 1420 (1996)
1994
1995

May 1295: "These findings [that amang the three general corridors studied — Coastal Corridor, Interstate 5
(1-5) Corridor, and Central Valley (SR-99) Corridor — the Coastal Corridor had the least potential] were
presented to the Commission in May 1995. Based on these findings and the preliminary ridership
forecasts, the commission moved to red; e focus of study to the 1-5 and SR-99 corridors," - October

the SR-99 Corridor options 2
far better service to the growing Central Valley population, while stll offering fast, competitive
service berween the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Arca metropolitan regions. The SR-99 Corridor
was also found to have the highest overall ridership potential. Additionally, testimony at Commission
meetings and at public workshops indicated overwhelming public suppon for the SR-99 Corndor."

- October 2001 Statewide Confirmation of Previous Decisions

"I December 1995, environmental evaluation findings on the two corridors [I-5 and SR-99] were
presented to the Commission." - Qctober 2001 Statewide Canfirmation of Previous Decisions

1996

February 1996: "Engineering evaluation findings followed in Febru
presentation, the Commission moved to [ocy er study on the S
the focus for the current phase of project development by the Authority.” - October 2001 Statewide

Confirmation of Previous Decisions

1996, Following the February
“orridor, This continues to be

1997
January 1, 1997: The Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission is terminated and replaced by the High Speed

Rail Authority.
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1998

1999

The Final Corridor Evaluation Report did not consider or mention I-5 through the Central Valley. The I-5
corridor was eli d in prior screenings; now they are focusing on "alternatives” within the 99

“corridor”. See the map below for the 4 alternatives which were evaluated in this report. Text colors
indicate the corresponding alternative on the map.

December 1999, Corridor Evaluation Final Report.
Four aliematives were studied through the Central Valley, each starting in the vicinity of Bakersfield
and ending in the vicinity of suburban Stockton. Three of the corridors were studied previously. A new
corridor was considered to the east of SR-99, The alternatives are described below and illustrated in
Exhibir 3-6.

FEast of SR-99. This alignment lies east of EXHIBIT 3-28
and generally parallels the SR-99 from CENTRAL VALLEY ALTERNATIVES

Bakersfield until north of Modesto. "

West of SR-99 (Baseline Corvidor), From
Bakersfield to the Fresno/Tulare County
line, this corridor follows a new alignment
parallel to the SR-99 and at a distance of
approximately 1.5 miles to the west.

ENSF Rail Corridor - This alignment
follows the existing Burlington Northern
Santa Fe (BNSF) rail corridor through the
Central Valley from Bakersfield to
suburban Stockton. This corridor lies to the
west of SR-99 until reaching Fresno, The
cormidor passes through Fresno and then
remains to the east of SR-99 for the
remainder of the valley.

UP Rail Corridor - This alignment follows
the existing Union Pacific (UP) rail
corridor through the Central Valley from
Bakersficld to suburban Stockton. This
corridar parallels the SR-99, which passes
directly through each of the major cities in
the valley. Unlike the BNSF corridor, the
UP corridor has fewer speed constraining
curves.

2000

The 2000 Business Plan is released.

Rita Wespi/CARRD: ftawespi@calhsr com / wenv.calhsr.com
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2001

April 2001 board meeting minutes:

An MOU with the FRA was presented and approved by the board. It is not posted on the website under

Board Materials, a violation of Bagley-Keene. We should request a copy. The CEQA process officially

began in April 2001
"Executive Director Morshed stated scoping process is the period in which public agencies and the
public are natified about the project. The primary objective of the scoping process is to listen 1o
people's comments relative to their interest in the project. The release of the Notice Of Preparation
(NOP), on April 6, 2001, started the state version of the environmental process. The FRA is distributing
the Notice of Intent (NOI). Approximately ten scoping meetings are scheduled ide. Executi
Director Morshed stated the next board meeting would be June 20, 2001 (location to be determined).
Executive Dircetor Mehdi Morshed then drew attention to the July Board meeting™, stating this meeting
is going to be an important meeting L initial recc dations in terms of the screening process
will be brought to the Board at that time."

*The luly board meeting agenda and minutes are not posted. The screening process was presented to
the board. Final drafts and executive summaries of the screening reports were distributed to the board
for 3 regions; the final 2 were to be sent shortly after the July meeting. These are not posted on the
website.

June 2001 Board Meeting:
The EIR process was to begin and funding was tight; Exec. Director Mehdi Morshed advised that the

Authority should be focused on three corridors: LOSSAN, LA-Bakersfield and San Francisca-Merced. fit's
interesting ta note that the first section to be built is not on that ecrly priority list.]

September 2001 Board Meeting:
Scoping Reports, Screening Reports, and an Alig ts and Stations Evaluation Report were presented
and deliverad to the Board. Neither the staff presentations nor the documents are posted with the
Board Materials, as required by the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act. From the meeting minutes:
Sacr Bakersfield Aligr & Stations Evaluation Report (Draft)
Fxecutive Director Morshed gave an overview of this item and reported staff r dations will be
presented to the Board in November, 2001 and voted on in January, 2002, Executive Director Morshed
reported this corridor is unique in that it’s up to 275 miles long, and it is also important w0 note, the
route and station locations of this corridor will have a significantly larger impact on the rural and urban
communities in and around the corridor. Executive Director Morshed introduced Al Witzig, Project
Manager, DMIM/Harris. Mr. Witzig presented high-speed rail alignment and station options evaluated
and a preliminary envir 1 of those options for the Sacramento-Bakersfield corridor,
A copy of Mr. Witzig's presentation is available upon request.

First Screening Report (Draft)
Executive Director Morshed presented background information on this item, stating the Authonty
started with the Scoping process and is currently at the first level of analysis and screening. Executive
Director Morshed stated that today, staff will present some recommendations upon which altematives
should be screened out. The decision that the Board makes should be based on the following eriteria:
1. Supported by data and fact
2. Obvious weakness or flaws which make an altemative
3. Minimize the legal challenges
Executive Director Morshed stated the staff recommendations are an information item. Therefore, the
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Board and the public will have two months to provide staff with their comments on the
recommendations. Upon receipt of comments staff can modify the recommendations and present
revised staff 1ons at the November Board meeting.

A discussion took place between the Authority Board members and staff about voting on Sac-
Bakersfield corridor in November, The common objective is to allow time to receive and consider
public comment without delaying the project, It was determined the Authority will move ahead to vote
on all corridors in November and schedule an Authority meeting in October with the objective of
receiving additional public comment.

Scoping Report (Draft)
Director Dan Leavitt stated the Board has previously received reports regarding the scoping period,
which is now completed. However, one of the requi of the envi | process is to create a

Scoping Report and make it availzble to the public. Deputy Director Dan Leavitt announced this report
is available on the Authority’s website, Deputy Director Dan Leavitt introduced Kip Field, Parsons
Brinckerhoff. Mr, Field presented a summary of the scoping meetings held statewide and the comments
received during the formal scoping period. A copy of this report is available upon request.

Oetober 2001 Statewide Confirmation of Previous Dacisions, part of the Program EIR/EIS.

" Alignments previously studied and withdrawn from consideration are described and reasons for
withdrawal are provided.”

“The Sacramento to Bakersfield region, the Central Valley, will provide the connection between
Northern and Southern California for the California High-Speed Train system by an alignment that
follows the general route of State Highway 99. The system will serve the region via the station cities of
Sacramento, Stockion, Modesto, Merced, Fresno, the Tulare area and Bakersfield."

This statewide report is simply a compilation of the information provided in the regional screening
reports listed below.
s DMIM Harris. Draft Sereening Evaluation Report, Sacramento to Bakersfield. August 2001,
« HNTB, CH2MHILL, Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Los Angeles to San Diego via Inland
Empire Corridor. August 2001.
s IBI Group, Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Los Angeles-Orange County-5San Diego. August
2001.
»  Parsons Transportation Group. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Bay Area-to-Merced. August
2001,
« P& D Consultants, Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Bakersfield-to-Los Angeles. August 2001

October 2001: Statewide: Appendix A Confirmation of Previpus Decisions and
October 2001: Task 2.3.1 Statewide Confirmation of Previous Decisions (Compilation of Regional Report

Excerpts

3.1 ALIGNMENT AND STATION DEFINITION

The Sacramento to Bakersfield region, the Central Valley, will provide the connection between Northern
and Southern California for the California High-Speed Train system by an alignment that follows the
general route of State Highway 99. The system will serve the region via the station cities of Sacramento,
Stackton, Modesto, Merced, Fresno, the Tulare area and Bakersfield.

3.2 PREVIOUS ALIGNMENT AND STATION OPTIONS STUDIED
Several planning and engineering studies have been completed under the direction of the California
Intercity High Speed Rail Commission (Commission) and the current California High Speed Rail Authority

{Authority). These studies focused on identifying potential corridors for the implementation of highspeed
rail service between northern and southern Califarnia and evaluating the feasibility and viability of

those corridors. The potential routes were grouped into the three general corridors: Coastal Corridor,
Interstate 5 (I-5) Corridor, and Central Valley (SR-99) Corridaor.

3.3 CONFIRMATION OF REASONS OPTIONS SCREENED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS

<snip=>

These findings were presented to the Commission In May 1995. Based on these findings and the
preliminary ridership forecasts, the Commission moved to redirect the focus of study to the 1-5 and SR-99
corridors.

Subseguently, a more comprehensive evaluation of the 1-5 and SR-99 corridors concluded that although
the SR-99 Comidor options are ssmewhat more costly than the [-5 Corndor options, the SR-99 Corridor
offers far better service to the growing Central Valley population, while still offering fast, competitive
service between the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Area metropolitan regions. The SR-99 Corridor
was also found to have the highest overall ridership potential. Additionally, testimeny at Commission
meetings and at public werkshops Indicated overwhelming public support for the SR-93 Cormidor.

In December 1995, environmental evaluation findings on the two corridors were presented to the
Commission. Engineering evaluation findings followed in February 1996, Following the February
presentation, the Commission moved to focus further study on the SR-49 Corricor. This continues to be
the focus for the current phase of project development by the Authority.

5.0 REFERENCES
This statewide report is simply a compiiation of the information provided |n the regional screening reports
listed below.
« DMIM Harris, Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Sacramento to Bakersfield. August 2001.
«  HNTB, CHZMHILL. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Los Angeles to San Diego via Inland
Empire
« Corridor. August 2001.
« IBI Group. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Los Angeles-Crange County-5an Diego. August
2001.
«  Parsons Transportation Group. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Bay Area-to-Merced. August
2001,
o P& D Consultants. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Bakersfield-to-Los Angeles. August 2001

November 2001 HSRA Board Meeting Minutes: Board voted to approve general corridors and station
locations to be studied in the Program EIR for the First Sereening Report, Part 1. in response to Kern Co
Supervisor requesting specific station locations to be considered:
First Screening Report — Part 1 (Draft)
Exccutive Director Morshed reported this is the first screening report, Voting on the report is an
important d b the ining work will focus on what is recommended for further
evaluation. The first screening report has been broken down inte two pieces. First Sereening
Repart — Part 1 is a broader report that covers four of the major segments of the alignment. First
Screening Report — Part 2 covers the Sacramento — Bakersfield segment and will be discussed during
Agenda Irem 8. The Authority has been working in partnership with the FRA on this document.

Deputy Director Carrie Pourvahidi p d the staff reco iations for alig , station
locations and high-speed train systems for Bakersfield-Los Angeles corridor, with the exception of the
Bakersfield-Sylmar segment, 1o the Board for approval. Due to tunneling issues, the Bakersfield-Sylmar
segment will be discussed at the January meeting.
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2002

January 2002 HSRA Board meeting minutes:
sions to Mountain Crossing Recommen

seg Ilieﬂ!ﬂ

Chairperson Diridon ducucd attention to Executive Director Morshed. Executive Director Morshed
i hacl ;

Executive Director directed attention to Deputy Director Dan

1 eavitt, DL]:u‘l}' Director Leavitt presented a revised screening report for the San Jose-Mcreed segment
of the Bay Area-to-Merced comidor, Deputy Dircctor Pourvahidi presented a revised screening report
for the Bakersfield-Sylmar segment of the Bakersfield-Los Angeles corridor. The Revisions to
Mouniain Crossing Recommendations (San Jose-to-Merced and Bakersficld-to-Sylmar sepr ) may
be found on the Authority’s website, www cahighspeedrail.ca gov.

Chairperson invited Deputy Attomey General Sproul and David Valenstein, FRA to comment on the
staffr Jations, Mr. Val in offered a word of caution to stick to the principles of feasibility
and not be swayed politically in order to accomplish an adequate drafi EIR/EIS document. He stated
using the Quantm technology has helped to further define alternatives and to provide further basis for
screening decisions but he noted the FRA would not be comfortable with eliminating additional
alternatives at this time, Deputy Attomey General Sproul concurred with Mr. Valenstein's comments,
including the ing further elimination of altematives at this time. Chairperson
Diridon inguired about the Authority's legal ability to eliminate either the Antelope Valley
corridor or the I-5 corridor [over the Grapevine]. Deputy Attorney General Sproul stated she does
not sée an appropriate basis for elimination. Mr. Valenstein stated 1t is not appropriate at this time to
eliminate either of the two comdors.

lanuary 2002 Board Meeting Minutes {again): [Request the First Screening Report Part 2 and the staff
presentation, It would be item 8 from the agenda]

Quantm Alignment Optimization Report

Kip Field, Parsons Brinckerhoff, and Dave Haycock, Quantm, presented a report summarizing the
methodology used and results of the optimization task. The Quantm Alignment Optimization Report
may be found on the Authority’s website, www cahighspeedrail.ca.gov.

First Screenin = t 2 (Draft
Executive Director Morshed di i attention te Deputy Director Carrie Pourvahidi. Deputy Director
Pourvahidi p d staff’ jations for aligr and station locations for the Sacramento-
Bakersfield corridor to the Board for approval. A conditional revision is the elimination of the

he Point This revision is conditional on the passing of agenda item #10. The First
Sereening Report — Part 2 (Draft) may be found on the Authority’s website,
www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov.

April 2002; Statewide; Alignment Refinement/Optimization and Evaluation of the Quantm System

April2002: EIR/EIS Screening Report W99 and £99 alignments were eliminated. (Section 2.6.2 on page 2-
22 through 24). BNSF & UPRR alignments are to be evaluated

2003
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2004
Final Program EIR/EIS Report: Valume 1: Chapter 2
The rejection of Interstate I-5 Corridor is described on page 2.34. The expl lon is odd, considering
that |-5 did not appear to undergo any formal study within this Program EIR. The explanation refers to
meetings and workshops held prior to the Program EIR; in many cases these were 8 years prior, and are
now 16 years ago. In view of the number of government resolutions expressing "opposition” to the
project, this could be considered "new information”.
At Comumission meetings and through public workshops and olh:.r public involvement activities, the
Commission found that the majority of public ts indi i a prefi for the SR-99 corridor
over fhe I-5 corridor, In pnmcular. mcn was overwhelming support f'or the SR-99 corridor in the
Central Valley. The G i d lutions of support for the SR-99 cormidor from nearly
every Central Valley city, county, and regional government (California Inu:ruly High bpeed Rail
Commission 1996a and 1996b). At its February 1996 ing, the C d d staff 1o
focus further technical investigations on SR-99 cormidor ahcmnmes

In summary, while the [-5 corridor could provide better end-to-end travel times compared to the
SR-99 corridor, the 1-5 corridor would result in lower ridership and would not meet the current and
future intercity travel demand of Central Valley communiries as well as the SR-99 corridor. The [-3
corridor would not provide transit and airport connections in this area, and thus failed to meet the
purpose and need and basic objectives of maximizing intermodal transportation opportunities and
improving the intercity travel experience in the Central Valley area of California as well as the SR-99
corridor. For these reasons the [-5 corridor was dismissed from further consideration in this Program
EIR/EIS.

Final Program EIR/EIS Report: Appendix 2-H, Sereening Evaluation Summary Tables

"This appendix contains the tables summarizing the comparison of alignment and station options
prepared during the screening evaluation of the High-Speed Train (HST) Alternative, These screening
tables present all options considered, distinguishing among the options carried forward and those
eliminated from further consideration. The primary considerations for elimination are highlighted.”

Refer to Table 2-H-2 for specific reasons for alignment selection/elimination. From the table:
s 5R-99 would add 11-16 minutes travel time over |-5.
s 5R-89 marginally longer than -5
« 5R-99 had higher capital cost due to increased length and significantly more urban areas
traversed (63 higher than I-5 Corridor)
s |-5 between Sacramenta and Bakersfield received low scores for the following:
o traverses primarily undeveloped land.
o highest potential impacts on threatened and endangered specles
o moderate amount of steep slopes
s |-5was eliminated for 3 reasons:

1. Ridership/revenue potential: although it had the fastest travel times (11-16
minutes faster than SR-98), and although it is the most direct SF/Sac to LA route,
it wouldn't serve CV cities (e.g. 20 miles from Bakersfield and 46 miles from
Fresno); very little projected growth in catchment areas.

2. Connectivity and Accessibility: does not serve intermediate intercity travel
markets.

3. Compatibility with Existing and Planned Development: traverses primarily
undeveloped land.
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Feb 2004: http://www.cahighspeedrail. ca gov/assets/0/152/198/f4219167-70d5-468f-ba5b-
Eeal7882654d5.ndf

3 maps from Fresno to Bakersfield — presumably what was studied at the program level EIR.

http:/fwww.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/assets/0/153/198/45e118cf-dd70-4def-80%e-2b83afd1 fice pdf
A serles of 5 maps showing the impacts to farmland. On slide 1, note the red and blue routes — most
and Ieast impactful - between Fresno and Bakersfield; only the most impactful is being studied today.
Slide 4 compares impacts to farmland for I-5 and SR-99. Note that there is very little designated
farmiand for long stretches of I-5, while SR-99 is almost entirely prime farmland.

Maps and screening reports are posted on the HSRA's website (many are missing):

httn://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/statewide techreports.aspx

Screening Report — this is part of the Program EIR.
Introduction only - http://cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset aspxPid=1876

Screening Results summarized in Program EIR:
Final Program EIR/EIS Report: Volume 3: Appendix 2-H-1.

See page 8 for table comparing Coastal, -5, SR-99.

http:/fwww conserve .Ca. i
An explanation of prime, local, unique, and statewide farmland categories. The report started with an assumption that |-5 was ruled out. It compared various alignments to the
north and entering the Bay Area, and to the south connecting Bakersfield with LA. Any mention of -5
2005 was in the context of the Grapevine.

The Statewlde Program EIR was approved.
History of the early years as summarized in the 2008 Atherton vs. HSRA lawsuit by Stuart Flashman,
2010 page 8.

MOU between the HSRA, FRA, EPA and USACE http://www.transdef.org/HSR/HSR_Lawsuit assets/Atherton?620et¥20al3620-

An MOU was signed between the HSRA, FRA, US Army Corps of Engineers and the EPA to jointly move %200 pening%20brief20-%20final, pdf

the high-speed rail project through the federal and state environmental reviews. According to the MOU,

Tier 2 project level reviews are not limited to Tier 1 program level alternatives. This could imply that -5

is not necessarily eliminated from consideration.

“As sections of the proposed HST system are advanced, these Tier 2 reviews will examine a
range of HST project alternatives within corridors and at station locations selected in the Tier 1
EIR/EIS in addition to other corridors or alternatives that may be identified through public
scoping, or through the availability of new information or analysis not considered during the
Tier 1 phase, as well as a no action altemnative.”

Extras:

Board Meeting Presentations: HSRA staff presented their findings to the board at various meetings,
prior to the board taking a vote on staff recommendations for alternatives to keep or drap. Most {if not
all) of these presentations are not posted as part of the "Board Materials” on the HSRA's website. The
mare significant presentations should be requested both as part of a Public Records Request and as a
reminder that to not post them on their website is a violation of the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act.

Board meeting agendas and minutes are not available before January 1998, Again, this is in violation of
Bagley-Keene.

Quantm System: A route selection and optimization tool that carries out automated three dimensional
alignment searches and corridor screening based on client- or user-specified geometry, constraints, and
cost parameters.

9 Fita Wespi/CARRD: £ :gw;;g'@- g lhsr.com [ www
Updated 9/9/2012#

Pagedofg
Updated 9/9/2012%

com [/ www calhsr.com

Rita Wespi/CARRD: fitawesol@c,

CALIFORNIA of Tranepertation
Page 40-223

High-Speed Rail Authority oo iting

Administration



California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Attachment to Submission BO029 (Gary A. Patton, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability (Atty. For) Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, October 18, 2012) - 554 Wittwer-Parkin Letter
10182012 Attachments.pdf - Continued

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

Among:

United States Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration
California High-Speed Rail Authority

United States Environmental Protection Agency

United States Army Corps of Engineers

National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq)
and
Clean Water Act Section 404 (33 U.S.C. 1344)
and
Rivers and Harbors Act Section 14 (33 U.5.C. 408)
Integration Process
for the

California High-Speed Train Program

November 2010
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NEPA/MO4/408 MOU for California HST Program

NEPA/404/408 MOU for California HST Program

Table of Contents Section |. Introduction
Section I, Introduction 2
Section I, Overview o The parties to this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) are the Federal Railroad
Section Il The NEPA/404/408 Integration Process 5 Administration (FRA), the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority), the U.S. Army Corps
Section IV.  Elevation Procedures and Other Region-Specific Dispute Resolution Tools ... 11 of Engineers (USACE), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The goal of this
Section V. Modification and Termination 13 MOU is to facilitate compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.5.C.
Section V. General Provisions .......eienies 13 section 4321 et seq), Clean Water Act (CWA) section 404 (33 U.5.C. section 1344) (hereinafter
Section VIl Effective Date and Duration 15 “Section 404"), and Rivers and Harbors Act section 14 (33 U.S.C. section 408) (hereinafter
referred to as “Section 408”) processes for the project-level (Tier 2) Environmental Impact
AppendixA.  Dispute Resolution System statements (ElSs) for the nine sections of the California High-Speed Train (HST) system. The
: integration of these processes is intended to expedite decision-making while improving the
Appendix B, Data or Analysis for NEPA/404/408 Integration Checkpoints averall quality of those decisions. The purpose of this MOU is to foster agreement amang the
Appendix C.  Program Level/Tier 1 NEPA/404 Integration Letters Signatory Agencies and to make it possible for the USACE to more efficiently adopt the Tier 2
EISs for which the FRA is the Federal lead agency.
Ac ron?rms a rn:? Defml#..lons _ Two California High Speed Train Program Environmental Impact Reports/Environmental Impact
ESJ:?HWZ Efé;f:;l‘\l;:kglrg:;peed G Attty Statements (EIR/EISs) were prepared by the Authority and FRA as the first programmatic phase
EIS: Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 1) of a tiered environmental review process. The Autharity is the state _Ie_aq agency unf!cr
EPA: U.5. Environmental Protection Agency California law (California Public Utilities Code § 185000 et seq.) with responsibility for planning,
FRA: Federal Railroad Administration construction, and operation of a high-speed passenger train service, As Federal lead agency for
omMp: Draft Mitigation Plan Tier 1 environmental review under NEPA, FRA worked jointly with the Authority to carry out the
HST: California High-Speed Train analyses and evaluations included in the Tier 1 EIR/EISs. The Tier 1 EIR/EISs considered the
EEDRA; Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative comprehensive nature and scope of the proposed HST system at the conceptual stage of
;ﬂg)li:: r:;:i:;it:;::enn‘i:ﬁ:”:;nlfa planning and decision-making, including alternative transportation improvements, and
RHA: Rivers and Harbors Act potential route and station locations. FRA and the Authority’s decisions on the Tier 1 EIR/EISs
USACE: .5, Army Corps of Engineers were to approve the HST system and select general carridors and station locations. These
HOUSACE: U.5. Army Corps of Engineers Headquarters decisions were made in November 2005 and December 2008,
“Integration Project” —a project to which this MOU applies. The EPA and USACE participated as cooperating agencies under NEPAIn the Tier 1
“Responding Agencies” - the Signatory Agencies with resource or regulatary responsibilities: environmental processes, includingl the develop@enl of both .the Dr_aft a.nd Final Program
EPA and USACE, EIR/EISs. As part of the process to integrate Section 404 considerations into the early NEPA
s g : planning, EPA and USACE concurred on the project purpose for the HST system, the range of
Signatory Agencies” = FRA, EPA, USACE, and the Authority. alternatives considered, and the selection of the preferred corridars, routes and stations most
“Tiering” - Tiering of an EIS refers to the process of addressing a broad, general program, likely to yield or contain the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA).
policy or proposal in a programmatic EIS (Tier 1 EIS), and analyzing a narrower site-specific These cancurrence letters are incorporated in this MOU as Appendix C.
proposal, related to the initial program, plan or policy in @ project-level Environmental
Impact Statement (Tier 2 EIS). Tier 2 environmental reviews covered by this MOU will advance and expand upon the Tier 1
decisions of the Authority and FRA, The USACE has agreed to participateas a cooperating
agency under NEPA In the Tier 2 environmental processes, including the development of both
the Draft and Final EIR/EISs. The Tier 2 EIS/EIRs will evaluate the selected corridors and stations
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in site-specific detail through further consultation with EPA and USACE regarding the Section e B ﬁ—
404 and Section 408 permitting processes, to support decision-making for any necessary USACE 5 ; £s
(1) Section 404 permit decisions to discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. and g-g
(2} Section 408 permit decisions for alterations/modifications to existing USACE projects™. As cppen iRl 8
sections of the proposed HST system are advanced, these Tier 2 reviews will examine a range of 39vSnoH B RMsa A pﬂ‘éff.fo‘l%ﬂ?m EZ'
: 2 e
HST project alternatives within corridors and at station locations selected in the Tier 1 EIR/EIS in . ; 3
addition to other corridors or alternatives that may be identified through public scoping, or g T T
through the availability of new information or analysis not considered during the Tier 1 phase, E ) (s Ny abeptg Sop LOIDES BILIANS PISIa
as well as a no action alternative. The goal of this MOU is for each Tier 2 EIR/EIS to support P e
timely and informed agency decision-making, including but not limited to: issuance of PouBY JUBLIWOD NIGNd S1F BUld J | siktriig 108 |
necessary Records of Decision (RODs), Section 404 permit decisions, real estate permissions or Y E : ry - i E s 1
instruments {as applicable), and Section 408 permit decisions (as applicable) for project g g g 4 E §= Eag | HalZz |
= L = mafies d@e C :
construction, operation, and maintenance. o |2 *g E rE 55 s gi £ e i': N §
2= Edh - EnSlye gug
e 3% |2 §esbzagiine -
SEDSsE R EEFal F ;
sornonll danii s |3 6898885372808 HEEE |0
; E 8 < |53 i
This MOU has the following components: 28 LS 4 - [ — i ;:“,é‘; g
E 2 POl TEaWLED Jand — SIS 4B [ srana saboo | | 3 F g
1. Procedures {Section Ill). This section outlines: a) the procedures the Authority and L 3 [hammae § gjg
FRA will follow in presenting information to Responding Agencies, b) procedures the § :§ '.ﬂiﬁ?ﬁ | - i
Responding Agencies will follow in replying to the information, and c) the Authority’s E ® —qu—l L |enmﬂd;
i w =2 1 uoqen [
and FRA's options once a response is received, This section equates to the who, g @ 85 3.5% : |:uogla_p5!mr | | 4o vapeuusaiag |
what, when, and how” of the MOU, For a conceptual overview of this section, see 2 ! 53;% %E E%iﬁéigf : : ) §
; 5 - 8.2 g L -
Figure 1, Overview of the California HST Program MOU Process and Figure 2, b & ' g é"‘§ § 5 “:Lm H H ié ‘ég; 5 . :
9 o H =3 = FAETO
Coordination and Checkpoint Process. Under appropriate circumstances, a Signatory z E S : GEZ34580888=z2¢
e : ) & :
Agency may withdraw from the integration process for a specific section of the HST = E "I' @1 i ? . 5
> @ o (!
system. g =11 0 [ < & o i§
:Z2 (W lE® sE.as g3
Bl 33 |5 8% sl " 23,
o §n & _s"?gﬁu%‘g‘g:%g i 1
hel t RS - 2 $
2| £ - |s2EeRR i3
-] ]
] k-]
E | ___L_—— § E
= | e = = £y
- - 3 8 §s £ 5 E 28
* Suction 408 authorizes the Secretary of the Army to approve modifications to existing USACE g ié .2 g tgs § if
projects, The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works} issued a Memorandum for the Chief § | ] . E 23 'E ] E : ¥ g § . g z :
of Engineers, dated 16 April 2004, delegating to the Chief of Engineers the approval authority g g | Sy g 83 ‘ggi H i i E‘E’ % g
given to the Secretary of the Army in Section 408. The Chief of Engineers, in a Memaorandum for = i | g pEg ic =3 | g 833 3 i3
the Director of Civil Warks, dated 2 April 2009, delegated the approval n.-thu.'_ity to the Director g | g | H e %g EE ,E E 58 g [‘a%'@ m £F
of Civil Works. In addition, spproval of relatively rn_?no:, Iow_inj'pa.:‘. m?d?ficauo-\s has been 3 § : é ;3‘. 532 3 3 g " E‘ " } § §§ gg
further delegated to the District Engineer, by the Director of Civil Works in a memarandum na:gd = Po[SETERES gE
18 June 2010 {"HQUSACE approval”). Section 408 is the authority for all such appravals, and '.h::._ s et
MOU applies to modifications of USACE projects under the authority of Saction 408 regardless of & vaan uopeiBew] SaPIFOPIVAEN jﬂ]‘k
approval level = £ :
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2. Dispute Resolution (Section IV). This section describes the dispute resolution tools
that may be used when the Authority and FRA receive disagreement,
nan-concurrence, or not recommend (defined below). The primary resolution tool
in this agreement is the “mid-level elevation.” The mid-level elevation is a
management meeting that relies en a cooperatively developed staff document,
called the briefing paper, to frame the issues for resolution. Procedures for the
mid-level elevation and other dispute resolution tools are also presented.

3. Modification and Termination (Section V). This section provides details on
modification and termination of the MOU. This MOU may be modified and
superseded by written agreement of all the Signatory Agencies through the
execution of an amendment of the MOU.

4, General Provisions (Section VI). This section provides details on the legal import of
this document. The MOU provides a framework for cooperation. The signatories to
this MOU encourage ongoing formal and informal cooperation not specifically
described in this MOU.

5. Effective Date and Duration (Section VII). This final section provides details on
when the MOU becomes effective and the duration of the legal force and effect of

the MOU.

Section lll. The NEPA/404/408 Integration Pracess

This section lays out the Signatory Agencies' roles at each checkpoint, outlines the Authority's
and FRA's options for resolving disagreement, non-concurrence, or not recommend, and
describes each of the three checkpoints.

1, Project Inclusion, This NEPA/404/408 integration process applies to all of the HST
Tier 2 ElSs in which the USACE has made a project-specific decision based on the
best available information confirming USACE jurisdiction pursuant to Sections 404
and/or 408 for each HST section Tier 2 EIS/EIR.

2. Withdrawal.

(a) By FRA and the Authority. For an individual HST project section, the FRA and
Autharity may jointly withdraw from applying this agreement upon written
notice to EPA and USACE.

(b) By the USACE.

(1) If at any time after the initiation of a particular Tier 2 EIS, USACE concludes
that the proposed action in that particular project section does not appear
to raise significant Section 404 and/or Section 408 issues warranting

NEPA/404/408 MOU for Galifornia HST Program

further USACE Section 404 and/or Section 408 integration, USACE will
communicate that conclusion to the other Signatory Agencies in writing.
Thereafter, the applicable USACE District will no longer integrate the
Section 404 and/or Section 408 permitting processes and the MOU process
s to that particular project section. If, subsequent to USACE's withdrawal,
new information arises or the proposed project is changed in some
material way that alters USACE's previous conclusion, USACE will
acknowledge the new information and/or project changes in writing to the
other Signatory Agencies. USACE will then once again participate in this
MOU process as to the subject project section. However, USACE agrees
not to revisit previous Checkpoint decisions made during the time of
USACE withdrawal unless it Is necessary to meet USACE’s legal obligations.

(2) If at any time after the initiation of a particular Tier 2 EIS, USACE concludes
that its comments/substantive requirements are not being satisfactorily
addressed in the EIS, USACE will communicate that conclusion to the other
signatory Agencies in writing, Thereafter, the USACE will initiate the
mid-level elevation, and may continue elevation as needed, as provided in
Section IV. Completion of the elevation process should be within 60
calendar days of receipt of written notification to initiate elevation.
Following completion of elevation without resolution, the applicable
USACE District will no longer integrate the Section 404 and/or Section 408
permitting processes and the MOU process as to that particular project
section.

(¢) Bythe EPA. If at any time after the initiation of a particular Tier 2 EIS, EPA
concludes that the proposed action in that particular project section does not
appear to raise significant NEPA or Section 404 issues warranting further EPA
invelvement, or that its comments/substantive requirements are not being
satisfactorily addressed in the EIS, EPA will communicate that conclusion to the
other Signatory Agencies in writing and will initiate mid-level elevation and may
continue elevation as needed, as provided in Section IV, Completion of the
elevation process should be within 60 calendar days of receipt of written
notification to initiate elevation. Following completion of elevation without
resolution, EPA will not participate in this MOU process as to that particular
project section. If, subsequent to EPA’s withdrawal, new information arises or
the proposed project is changed in some material way, EPA will note the new
information or project changes in writing to the other Signatory Agencies, and
will onice again participate in this MOU process as to the subject project section.
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However, the EPA agrees to not revisit previous Checkpoint decisions, unless it is
necessary due to availability of substantive new information,

3. Appointment of Elevation Representatives. Each Signatory Agency will identify the
appropriate representatives for elevation, This process is described in more detail in
Section IV of the MOU.

4. Focus of the MOU. The focus of the MOU is the formal commitment of Signatory
Agencies for early and continuous involvement in HST project development. The
required steps are shown in Figure 1, Overview of the California HST Program MOU
Process.

5, FRA and Authority Responsibilities. FRA is the Federal lead agency and is ultimately
responsible for implementation of this MOU. Generally, the specific activities
outlined in this section are performed by the Authority in consuitation with FRA;
including preparing infermation packets, convening meetings, addressing agency
responses, and initiating the mid-level elevation briefing paper. FRA Is responsible
for issuing closure letters for the checkpoints.

6. Checkpoints. The integration process comprises three checkpoints, which
punctuate ongoing coordination efforts. These checkpoints are:

{a) Definition of Purpose and Need for the Tier 2 H5T project;

{b) Identification of the Range of Alternatives to be Studied in the Project

(Tier 2) EIR/EIS; and

() Preliminary LEDPA Determination; USACE Section 408 Draft Response ; and
Draft Mitigation Plan (DMP) consistent with 33 C.F.R. Part 332 and 40 C.F.R. Part
230 (73 FR 19,593 dated April 10, 2008).

A diagram outlining the coordination and checkpoints process is below as Figure 2.
Appendix B outlines the data or analysis that should be included in the checkpoint
information packets.

7. Participants. All Signatory Agencies may participate in the checkpaints. The level of
participation by the agencies differs by agency and by checkpoint as described in
Table 1, Types of Response by Agency and Checkpoint. The flow of information and
decision points within each checkpoint is described in Figure 2, Coordination and
Checkpoint Process.

NEPA/404/408 MOU for California HST Program

Figure 2. Coordination and Checkpoint Process™*

1. Start with informal coordination process for information exchange and agency input.

Authority in consultation with FRA organizes a Coordination meeting with Responding |
Agencies. Authority sends Responding Agencies an informational packet at least 14
days prior to the Coordination Meeting.

}

All Signatary Agencies participate in Coordination meeting(s) to discuss the project,
checkpoints, and timelines, exchange informalion and address questions. Agencies
continue to share information and provide input.

2. When ready for formal Checkpoint process, proceed as follows:

Autnority in consultation with FRA organizes a Checkpoint meeting/call for fingl
discussion. Authority sends checkpaint information packet at least 14 days prior to the
Checkpoint meeting,

l

Al Signatory Agencies participate in Checkpeint meeting,

L

Autharity sends formal written request for Responding Agencies’ responses on
Checkpaint,

|

Responding Agencies send written response o Authority's Checkpeint request [
within 30 calendar days.

' I |

l FRA sends letter to Respanding Agencies describing the FRA's final decision for |

J

Checkpoint.

% | the response is Concurrence, Recommendation, or Agreement — Autherity and FRA procesd
1o next Checkpoint.
? |fresponse s Non-Concurrence, Not Recommend, or Disagreement with request to elevate —

FRA Initiates mid-level elevation.
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8. Coordination Meetings. The integration process may involve a series of

10.

1

November 2010

coordination meetings to exchange information about the HST project section and
potential impacts. While in-person meetings are preferred, the meetings may occur
by conference call or web meeting. Among other objectives, coordination meetings
provide an oppertunity for the Responding Agencies to identify what additional
information will be necessary to make a decision about an upcoming checkpoint.
Care should be taken in scheduling meetings, such that they are well-organized, are
not in conflict with meetings scheduled for other HST sections, and focused on
making progress towards a specific project issue or issues. Timeframes for
information exchange and response will be mutually determined by the Signatory
Agencies on a HST project section or alignment location.

. Checkpoint Meetings. A Checkpoint is initiated when the Autharity sends a

o)

checkpoint informational packet to the Signatory Agencies. The Authority will
convene a “checkpoint meeting” when they determine it is appropriate and
necessary to make a checkpoint decision. If a disagreement or non-concurrence is
pending, this should be identified by the Signatory Agency raising the disagreement
or non-concurrence at or preferably before the checkpoint meeting. Throughout
this MOU process, all Signatory Agencies share responsibility for providing informal
“heads up” of pending problems/potential issues as early as possible so that the
other agencies can begin to prepare fora mid-level elevation or other intervention
before the formal responses are made. If a mid-level elevation appears likely, the
Authority should begin framing the elevation briefing paper, coordinating the
development of the briefing paper with the Signatory Agencies, and scheduling the
mid-level elevation during or Immediately after the checkpoint meeting.

Information Packet, The Authority is responsible for sending infermation packets to
the Signatory Agencies at least 14 calendar days or as otherwise agreed upon
timeframe in advance of each checkpoint meeting. Information packets should
identify critical issues of concern to the other Signatory Agencies. As the Authority is
preparing the information packet, issues should be identified and communicated
informally to the Signatory Agencies.

. Authority Request for Resp and Responding Agency Resp Following a

checkpoint meeting, the Authority will send the Responding Agencies a request for
response. Upon receipt of a request for response, each agency that chooses to
respond will send the response in writing or by e-mail to the Authority and FRA
within 30 calendar days. The response will be an agreement or disagreement.
Additionally, the USACE may submit @ concurrence or non-concurrence concerning

Page 9 of 16
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the Preliminary LEDPA/ Draft Mitigation Plan (DMP). Also, the USACE District-level,
would either preliminarily recommend or not recommend Section 408 approval at
checkpoint C as specified in Table 1, Types of Response by Agency. The response
terms (agree/disagree and for the USACE, concur/non-concur and/or
recommend/not recommend) will reflect the regulatory responsibilities of the
Responding Agencies at different points in the NEPA, Section 404, and Section 408
processes. Table 1 summarizes the only types of response an agency may give ata
checkpoint.

Table 1. Types of Response by Agency.

November 2010

Preliminary USACE Section |
Purpose & A
Agency e Alternatives LEDPA/DMP \ 408 Draft
Response ‘
+ | Recommend/Not
USACE e/Disagree Disagree | Con Non-concur |
Agree/Disag Agree/Disag cur/Non | ity
EPA | A'g'ree,r’Disag'réE ~Agree/Disagree Agree/Disagree NfA
J_ L e | o __ |

12. Types of Response. As summarized in Figure 2, Coordination and Checkpoint

Process, the Responding Agency sends a formal agreement or disagreement, (and
the USACE may also send a concurrence or non-concurrence at the Preliminary
LEDPA/DMP and recommend/not recommend at the USACE Section 408 Draft
Response checkpoint) to the Authority, as follows:

(a) Agreement/Disagreement. The Responding Agency provides a written
response agreeing or disagreeing with the Authority's checkpoint proposal. If
there is 2 disagreement, then the Responding Agency's letter must identify the
basis for the disagreement. If the Responding Agency does not respond within 30
calendar days, the Authority and FRA may not assume the Responding Agency
agrees but may proceed with the environmental review process and EIS
preparation and the Authority and FRA may initiate the mid-level elevation, and
may continue elevation as needed. In the case of a disagreement, the Authority
and FRA must convene a mid-level elevation.

If the mid-level elevation does not resolve the issues, the Authority and FRA at
their discretion may: (i) continue to attempt to resolve the problem through
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other forms of dispute resolution (such as continued elevation or use of a
facilitater), (il) may proceed without resolution, or (i) may proceed while
concurrently attempting to resolve the problem. If the Authority and FRA choose
to move on, any Responding Agency may concurrently request a senior-level
elevation within seven calendar days of notification by the Autharity of the
decision to proceed. The senior-elevation group will decide whether or not they
wish to review the issue.

(b) Concurrence/Non-concurrence by the USACE. The USACE provides a
written response concurring or non-concurring with the Preliminary LEDPA and
DMP at checkpoint C. If the USACE issues a non-concurrence letter, then it must
identify the basis for non-concurrence. If the USACE does not respond within 30
calendar days, the Authority and FRA may initiate the mid-level elevation, and
rmay continue elevation as needed. If the Authority and FRA recelve a
non-concurrence from the USACE, the Authority and FRA may not proceed until
the USACE concurs with the Preliminary LEDPA and DMP.

{c] Rec d/Not d by a USACE District Office. Checkpoint C also
requires a written response from USACE District Office(s) preliminarily
recommending or not recommending Section 408 approval. If the USACE District
Office’s response letter does not preliminarily recommend Section 408 approval,
then it must identify the basis for the decision. If the USACE District Office does
not respond within 30 calendar days, the Authority and FRA may initiate the
mid-level elevation, and may continue elevation as needed. If the Authority and
FRA receive a "not recommending” letter from the USACE District Office(s), the
Authority and FRA may not proceed until the USACE District Office(s)
preliminarily recommends Section 408 approval.

13, Closure at Each Checkpoint. At each checkpoint, the FRA, in consultation with the

1

el

Authority, will send the Signatory Agencies a letter identifying the status of each
issue that received a disagreement or non-concurrence. This letter will be sent
before the next checkpoint, before the draft EIS is issued, befare the final EIS is
issued, or within 80 days after the checkpoint, whichever is sooner. If a mid-level
elevation has been triggered, and resolution is reached prior to the mid-level
elevation, the Authority will send notification to the Signatory Agencies.

Mid-level elevation. The procedure for the mid-level elevation is described in
Section IV,
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section |V Elevation Procedures and Other Region-Specific Dispute Resolution Tools

Elevation, as necessary, Is encouraged. The elevation process is intended to resolve issues
quickly, and to maintain constructive working relationships. This section provides an overview
of the HST project section or alignment lacation specific dispute resolution tools available under
this MOU, Detalled guidance and recommendations are available in Appendix A. In keeping
with the spirit of the integration process, nothing in this section precludes any other traditional
or nontraditional approaches to dispute resolution.

1. Flexibility. The specific dispute resolution tools are intended to be expeditious,
practical, respectful, and accessible. All the tools are available at any point on a
voluntary basis. However, the mid-level elevation is required for disagreements or
non-concurrences. For these, the briefing paper should be used as described in
Appendix A, The mid-level elevation may be used any time (including outside the
checkpoints) all the Signatory Agencies agree it would be effective.

2. Repr for Elevation. When the FRA initiates the NEPA/404/408
integration process, it will request that each Responding Agency initiate its internal
actions for preparing to engage in the elevation process, including the review of the
briefing paper and confirmation of the appropriate mid-level and senior-level
representatives who have been identified to speak for their agency (Appendix A},
The senior-level representative should include the top regional/state decision-maker
for each agency, or his/her designee.

3. The Mid-level Elevation, The mid-level elevation is a tool ta resolve disagreement or
non-concurrence at a checkpoint. Though the Responding Agencies should have
giver the Authority and FRA informal notice prior to and at the checkpoint meeting,
the formal trigger for a mid-level elevation is the receipt by the Authority and FRA of
a letter of disagreement or non-cancurrence or non-recommendation as descrived
in Section 11I1.12{b),12{c), and 12(d} above or a letter requesting formal elevation to
resolve an [ssue(s). Upon receiving the letter, the Authority has 30 calendar days to
convene a mid-level elevation. Convening a mid-level elevation requires the
Authority to:

{a) Notify and schedule the managers who will resolve the dispute and the staff
who will brief them;

(b} Coordinate, develop, and distribute an elevation briefing paper; and
{c) Arrange for and fund a neutral facilitator, as necessary.

4, Briefing Paper. A cooperatively prepared briefing paperisa key component of the
mid-level elevation and is recommended for subsequent elevation ta senior
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managers if the latter elevation is determined to be necessary. The briefing paper
should be sent by the Authority to the mid-level managers along with a draft agenda
at least 10 calendar days prior to the mid-level elevation. The briefing paper should
follow the format as discussed in Appendix A

5. Senior-level elevation. If the mid-level elevation does not result in resolution, the
involved Signatory Agencies may raise the issue to the senlor management.
Eventually, an issue may need to enter a mare formal dispute resolution process
organized by the FRA.

Section V. Modification and Termination

1. Modification.
(a) Any Signatory Agency may propese madifications to this MOU.
(b) Proposals for modification of timelines or methods for a specific HST project
section or to the MOU will be circulated to all Signatory Agencies for review and
comment. The agencies will have 30 calendar days from receipt of the proposed
modification{s) to submit comments. Upon written acceptance of a proposal by
all Signatory Agencies, the Authority will circulate an MOU amendment for
execution.
() The amended MOU will become effective 15 calendar days after execution
by the last Signatory Agency and will supersede any previous version of the
Mou.

2. Termination. Any Signatory Agency may terminate participation in this MOU upon

30 days written notice to all other Signatory Agencies.

Section V1. General Provisions

1. The NEPA/404/408 integration process does not include all environmental review
and permitting requirements. FRA as the Federal lead agency, in conjunction with
the Authority as the state sponsoring agency, is responsible to determine purpose
and need and the range of alternatives for analysis in NEPA documents, and is
responsible for issuing the draft and final EIS and supporting documents in
compliance with NEPA. The EPA has authority under the Clean Air Act section 309 to
review and comment on the NEPA documents of other Federal agencies. This is
independent of EPA's role in the NEPA/404/408 integration process. Specific
approvals not addressed by this MOU include, but are not limited to, the following:
any real estate permissions, Endangered Species Act Section 7 compliance, CWA
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Section 401 water quality certification, Coastal Zone Management Act consistency
determination, National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 compliance, and
Department of Transportation Act Section 4(f) compliance.

Regulatory and resource agency participation in this process does not imply
endorsement of all aspects of a specific H5T project section. Nothing in this MOU is
intended to diminish, modify, or otherwise affect the statutory or regulatory
authorities of the Signatory Agencles.

. Documents, data, maps, and other information provided pursuant to this MOU may

be pre-decisional (intra-agency ar inter-agency memeranda or letters) or privileged
FRA, Authority, EPA, or USACE information, or information that is prohibited from
disclosure pursuant to applicable law, For public requests of such information,
under the Freedom of Information Act or otherwise, the releasing party will notify
the other Signatory Agencies and provide an opportunity to comment on whether
the information is pre-decisional, privileged, or prohibited from disclosure by
applicable law. To the extent permissible by law, any recipient of this information
agrees not to transmit or otherwise divulge this information without prior approval
from FRA, Authority, EPA, or USACE as appropriate.

. ASignatory Agency’s participation in the integration process is not equivalent to

serving as a cooperating agency as defined by regulations promulgated by the
Council on Environmental Quality, 40 C.F.R. Part 1500, which is a separate process
established through a formal written agreement from a Signatory Agency to the
Federal lead agency.

. As required by the Anti-deficiency Act, 31 U.5.C. Sections 1341 and 1342, all

commitments made by Federal agencies in this MOU are subject to the availability of
appropriated funds. Nothing in this MOU, in and of itself, obligates Federal agencies
to expend appropriations or to enter into any contract, assistance agreement,
interagency agreement, or incur other financial obligations that would be
inconsistent with agency budget priorities. The non-Federal signatory to this MOU
agree not to submit a claim for compensation for services rendered to any Federal
agency in connection with any activities it carries out in furtherance of this MOU.
This MOU does not exempt the non-Federal parties from Federal policies governing
competition for assistance agreements. Any transaction involving reimbursement or
contribution of funds between the parties to this MOU will be handled in accordance
with applicable laws, regulations, and procedures under separate written
agreements.
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The obligations under this MOU of the State of California or its political subdivision

are subject to the availability of appropriated funds. No liability shall accrue to the IN WITNESS WHEREQF, this MOU Is executed by the Federal Railroad Administration,
State of California or its political subdivision for failure to perform any obligation California High-Speed Rall Authority, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Environmental
under this MOU in the event that funds are not appropriated. Protection Agency, acting by and through their respective authorized officers,

6. This MOU does not confer any right or benefit, substantive or procedural,
enforceable at law or equity, by a party against the United States, its agencies, its
officers, or any person.

=2e, ._lw Rbagh

7. Ifall Signatory Agencies decide not to participate in this agreement any further, the
FRA will provide written documentation to all Signatory Agencies that the MOU is

terminated. Date
Brigadier General, U.5. Arm
8. The parties recognize that EPA and the USACE have existing agreements on the 2 . ?
i : ; . g Commanding

processes that those agencies will use to collaboratively and expeditiously resolve
specific issues in Section 404 permit program implementation, Nothing In this MOU
is intended to supersede, expand, or void any part of those existing agreements. If
either the EPA or the USACE initiates any dispute resolution mechanism under these
existing agreements as to an issue arising in the context of the HST system, the /2 / /& / [0
initiatin, ill communicate that fact to the other parties of this agreement in 7 :

ti g agency wi ul 1 : wher pi : ‘5 Jafed Blumenéié Date
writing. EPA and the USACE will keep the other Signatory Agencies of this MOU

LAeglonal Administrator

apprised of any developments in the dispute resglution process. 3 ek
PP ¥ 2 P P 1.5, Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX

/ /%4\@( / ED/Yr/:o

Mark E. Yachpatz ate
Associate Adfninistrator

Office of Rallroad Policy and Development

Federal Railroad Administration

]
\mmm &}( _thieew
']

Roelof van Ark Date
Executive Director
California High-Speed Rail Authority

Section VII. Effective Date and Duration

This MOU will become effective on the date of signature by the last party. This MOU shall
remain in force, subject to Section 11.2, until whichever of these events occurs first: a) the
USACE issues the last of the RODs, Section 404 permit decisions, and 408 permit decisions,
required for the last Tier 2 EIS necessary to complete the HST System; or b) the MOU is
terminated pursuant to Section V.2,

November 2010 Page 15 of 16
November 2010 Page 16 of 16
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Appendix A, Dispute Resolution System

The Briefing Paper

At every mid-level elevation, staff of each of Lhe Signatory Agencies involved in the
dispute will prepare a cooperative briefing paper. This paper may also be used for

NEPA/404/408 MOU for California HST Program

When the FRA initiates the NEPA/404/408 integration process, it will request that each
Responding Agency initiate its internal actions for preparing to engage in the elevation
process, including the review of the briefing paper and confirmation of the appropriate
mid-level and senior-level representatives who have been identified to speak for their agency.
The following are the identified mid-level and senior level representatives for each agency.

senior-level elevations. The briefing paper should offer salient information precisely Signatory Agency | Mid-level [ Senlardsuel
framing the issues requiring resolution. The briefing paper: Elevatian Elevation
A e EPA ‘Division Director, Regional
« Encourages neutral presentation of issues, rather than polarizing; Communities & AAminkAraos oF
o Maximizes the likelihood of resolution of at least some of the issues as staff prepare for | Equs_rstems Region IX
the elevation; Division
¢ Ensures that the problem statement is robust, clear, and focused; and USACE District sauth Pacific
A Commander Division
e Fosters Improved communication. N
The briefing paper should be shart and will need to be developed quickly - in 21 calendar days - i -
in most cases. A format for the briefing paper is presented below. FRA Chief, Environment | Associate
and Systems Administrator,
. . Moy ) ) et e §
The issues to be addressed in the briefing paper should be framed at the checkpoint meeting. Rlarining Divislon D:I,::d;:t'iv anid
The Autherity should begin the first draft shortly after the checkpoint meeting. Once the Ly
Responding Agencies reply formally to the Authority's request for responses, the Authority will Authority ‘Deputy Director Executive Director
complete the first draft of the briefing paper and send it to all the Signatory Agencies. A person |
from each agency responsible for the development of the briefing paper (a point of contact)
should be identified informally at the checkpoint meeting, if possible, and formally in the
response letter.
Upon receipt of the first draft, any of the Signatory Agencies may contribute to the briefing
paper; use of the “Track Changes” tool in Word is preferred. A single set of changes will be
sent by each agency's point of contact. The Authority may either accept the changes or move
them to one of the “alternate” columns, and this document becomes the second draft. The
Authority then distributes the second draft to the contributors and makes requested changes
prior to sending a final document to the elevation decision-makers. There may be other
iterations as needed and as the schedule allows.
Informal telephone conversations and e-mails should occur in support of all stages of the
development of the briefing paper.
The specific timing for reviews, changes, and incorporation of changes may be modified by
mutual agreement at or shortly after the checkpoint meeting, or whenever a mid-level
elevation is first anticipated.
November 2010 Page A-1 November 2010 Page A2
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Figure A-1. Sample Briefing Paper Use of Facilitators
The use of a facilitator may be an effective way to conduct a coordination meeting, checkpoint

| Project Name: meeting, or elevation. Here are some approaches to involving facilitators that have been
‘ useful In the past:
|

Checkpoint:

The pracess for hiring the facilitator should be as collaborative as practicable. Involving

As the briefing paper is developed, alternate views that are not easily incorparated inte
agencies in the selection of a facilitator sets a neutral tone from the outset.

the main body of the document can be dropped into columns an the right, and sized o
fit in whatever way makes graphic sense. If the alternate view columns prove to be |
unnecessary, they can be taken out.

SiuM

BT
WILLO Y
aeway

SPAELUWOT |

Involve the facilitator in the develop of the d

Strike the right balance in terms of substantive knowledge. A facilitator who has to stop and

ask ‘What is section 404 of the CWA?’ is likely to delay resolution. Yet it is not necessary to

| lssue 1: A Word or Phrase Naming the lssue. A succinct summary. |deally, the fist of ! find someone who knows the detalls of the HST process and each of the statutes and all of the
issues will have been sketched out at the checkpaint meeting, | regulations. It is probably more important that the facilitator be truly skilled at facilitation and

‘ | have a general natural resources background.

Background: | |

QA: At the end of the summary of the issue, end with a question. This helps keep the

decision-makers in the elevation focused o i o i -
Timely retention of a facilitator, Identifying and hiring a facilitator on short notice can be a

challenge, but not an insurmountable one. Many of the agencies participating in this MOU

0B: Sometimes within an issue there is more than one guestion. For instance, there | !
‘ have trained facilitators who could assist with the meeting or elevation. The U.5. Institute for
|

might be a question about whether an alternative is practicable or not, and there might |
be a separate question about which agency ought to make the determination ona
specific technical Issue.

Environmental Conflict Resolution maintains a roster of gualified facilitators who can be easily
accessed by many federal agencies.

! Issue 2: A Ward or Phrase Naming the Second Issue. A succinct summary. ‘

Q: |

= e e e - b )]
— ! _—
—
Resalution: |
I = - T T =1
issues Still Requiring Resolution:
‘ Dates: Checkpointmeeting __/__ /[
Request for Response /[
Negative assessment or non-concurrence [/ ; |
Mid-lovel elevation; __ /[
Resolution __f__ /.
November 2010 Page A-3 November 2010 Page A-4
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Appendix B. Data or Analysis for NEPA/404/408 Integration Checkpoints

The following sets forth the data or analysis that should be provided at each checkpoint.

Checkpoil : Purpose a

The purpose and need statement should be broad enough to allow for consideration of a range of
reasunable and practicable alternatives that are commensurate with the level of environmental Impacts,
but specific enough that the range of alternatives may be appropriately focused in light of the Tier 1
EIS/EIR programmatic decisions. The needs of the project should take scoping comments into account
and be presented in terms of quantified deficlencies {i.e., existing deficiencies, future without-project
deficiencies, or both) as compared to some relevant local, regional, state, or national standard or goal.
FRA as the NEPA lead Federal agency is given substantial deference In determining its NEPA purpose and
need statement. The purpose and need statement should be coordinated with appropriate agencies.
The EPA and USACE agreement on the purpose and need statement will indicate that the information is
sufficiently clear and detailed for the USACE to formulate the basic and overall project purpose pursuant
to the CWA section 404{b){1) Guidelines and Section 408, and can be used with confidence in the next
stage.

Checkpoint B: Identificatio ject Alternative is in the DEIS

I letters dated July 22, 2005, the EPA and the USACE concurred with the alternative most likely to
contain the LEDPA for the statewide California HST Project. In addition, the USACE concurred in a letter
dated May 8, 2008 and EPA concurred in a letter dated April 30, 2008 that the Pacheco Pass, San
Francisco, and 5an Jose Termini is the program alternative likely to contain the LEDPA for the HST
system from the Bay Area to the Central Valley. Copies of these letters are incorporated in the MOU as
Appendix C. The decisions were ate with the level and breadth of the environmental data
made available to the USACE and EPA at that time and were focused on those Section 404 and NEPA
issues that were ripe for consideration. However, the prior Tier 1 concurrences do not obviate the need
for FRA and the Autharity to fully comply with all requirements af the CWA section 404(b)(1) Guidelines
(40 C.FR. Part 230) during the preparation of subsequent Tier 2 (project-level] EISs nor do they fulfill the
USACE's public interest review process and determination pursuant to 33 CER. Part 320.4(a). New
information or changes In project decisions should be carefully considered when developing alternatives
and may require Tier 1 alternatives to be revisited, if necessary,

standardized alternatives evaluation criteria will be used for each HST project EIR/EIS process in order to
consider a reasonable range of alternatives and to identify those alternatives that satisfy the project
purpose and need, and overall project purpose that are feasible and practicable, and avoid or minimize
environmental impacts. HST Project alternatives will be appropriately analyzed and documented in
accordance with the following:

1) A detailed project description of the altarnatives with engineering layouts on aerials and

cross sections.

INEPA/404/408 MOU for California HST Program

2} Abrief discussion of the reasans for considering but eliminating project-level alternatives
from further detailed study should be provided. An alternative is practicable if it is available
and rapable of belng done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and
logistics in light of the overall project purposels).

i { tal resources and constraints using data gathered and

3) ¥ ar of
evaluated that should include:
a. Adelineation of potential special aguatic sites and waters of the U.5. should be provided
through the use of remote sensing Imagery (color infrared aerials and digital raster
graphics or digital elevation models) overlaid with existing data; with photographs or
video of each feature, maps showing the location of each feature, and a preliminary
assessment of functions and services by indicating whether the feature exhibits medium
ta high hydrolegic, water guality, and habitat integrity; whether the feature is important
to assoclated or adjacent critical habitat, protected species, or public or protected open
spaces.

b, Maps that show the occurrences of all associated sensitive species that have been
identified within the survey area in relation to project features, including federally listed

d d and thr d species and desig d critical habitat including the size of

the populations in terms of numbers of individuals and habitat occupied. The maps
should also include other relevant data such the 100-year floodplain, biological reserves
or preserves, wildlife crossings, and habitat conservation planning core and linkage

areas.

c. Maps clearly depicting lands, and rights-of-way necessary for a proposed
alteration or modification to a Federally authorized Project.

heckpoint C: Preliminary LED! rmination
1) The project activities should be clearly depicted by providing:

a. Description and plans detailing temporary impacts including: grading, clearing and
grubbing, and water diversion activities; location of construction staging areas, access
areas, and barrow and storage sites; and the duration of these activities;

b. Descriptions and plans detailing permanent impacts including: location, size, and depth
of structures or fill material; quantity and compasition of fill material; changes in
topography and vegetation; and

¢. Description and/or plans of operational or long-term activities,

The impacts must be clearly depicted and accurately characterized by providing a detailed

description and guantification {in estimated acres of impacts) of the project temporary,

permanent, and indirect and cumulative impacts on special aquatic sites and other waters of
the U.5., including the type of impact {e.g., habitat removal, fragmentation, introduction of
exotlc species) and its magnitude. These effects must be evaluated at the appropriate local

2
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or regional context. Any avoidance and minimization measures in design should be
well-documented and guantified in terms of acres of impacts avoided associated with each
avoidance or minimization measure.

w

A detalled (rapid or better) a: ment of the functions and services of special
aguatic sites and other waters of the U.S. is necessary to provide adequate analysis of
impacts. The assessment should determine which functions are perfarmed by the
watland/waters, the services of those functions, and how the project will affect the
continued performance of the identified functions. The precise assessment methodology
far characterizing the functions and services of aquatic resources should be determined in
close consultation with the USACE.

4

Consideration of temporary, permanent, and indirect and ¢ impacts on bi
resources, including sensitive species including federally listed endangered and threatened
species and designated critical habitat.

n

Consideration of temporary, permanent, and cumulative impacts on cultural resources,
including sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places or National Historic
Landmarks.

Checkpoint C: Draft Mitigation Plan
1) Compensatory mitigation plan to offset permanent losses of waters of the U.5,, including a
statement describing how temporary losses of waters of the U.S, will be minimized to the
maximum extent practicable; or, justification explaining why compensatory mitigation
should not be reguired.

a. Any compensatory mitigation proposed should be based on the watershed approach
and should comply with the final mitigation rule issued by the EPA and the USACE on
April 10, 2008, and USACE-issued Habitat Mitigation and Menitoring Guidelines.

b. A description of any compensatory mitigation proposed should specify the amount,
type, and location of compensatory mitigation, including any out-of-kind compensation,
or indicate the intention to use an approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program.

c. IFthe mitigation proposal includes project activities to create, restore, and/or enhance

mitigation sites

waters of the U.3. and aguatic ecosystems, a pr of ¢
should be provided that includes:

I. A detailed description of proposed activities to create, restore, and/or enhance
waters of the U5, and aguatic ecosystems Including the amaunt, type, and
location;

ii. A jurisdictional delineation of existing features and a detailed assessment of the
existing functions and services of special aguatic sites and other waters of the

NEPA/404/408 MOU for California HST Program

A detailed assessment of the proposed functions and services of special aquatic
sites and other waters of the U.5.;

iv. Discussion of buffer areas and habitat linkages;
v. Discussion of hydrology and hydraulic design considerations;
vi. Listing of species to be used in carrying out mitigation;

vil, Cost estimate and feasibility analysis;

Mitigation success criteria and monitoring methods;
ix. Adaptive management plans;

% Long term ¢ and ent plans;

xi. Financial assurances; and

¥ii. Long-term site protection instruments.

Checkpaint C: USACE Section 408 Draft Response

When the Authority has provided sufficient engineering and hydraulic analysis, the USACE District shall
determine if the types of alterations/modifications to a Federal flood control facility would require
approval by the District Engineer or by U.5. Army Corps of Engineers Headguarters (HQUSACE) under 33
1.5.C 408 (see "Determination of Approval Level” on Figure 1. Overview of the California HST Program
MOU Process). If proposed alterations/modifications are minar, low impact modifications, the Authority
shall coordinate with the lacal sponsor of the flood control facility and/for the USACE District, as
appropriate. NEPA compliance ks still required for minor modifications; therefare, the level of

doc ion should be coordinated with the USACE District or local spensor. The District Engineer
approval process under 33 U.5.C. Section 408 is not depicted in Figure 1.

If HQUSACE approval is required, the applicable USACE District shall provide review and information of
the required risk analysis, safety assurance review, and policy compliance necessary to make a
preliminary recommendation for each alteration or modification requiring HOUSACE approval, The
Autharity shall provide the safety assurance review plan and all the necessary technical analysis and
supporting documentation for the following:
1)Risk Analysis: The Autherity shall provide an analysis of the risk and uncertainty through
evaluation of potential system impacts limited to the hydrologic and hydraulic parameters.
Impacts will be determined by comparing performance parameters as presented in ER
1110-2-101 for the existing or base condition to the condition resulting from the project
alteration/modification. The base performance conditions are defined by authorized project
features, The USACE has provided technical guidance in EM 1110-2- 1619, but has yet to fully
develop the guidance needed to analyze risk and uncertainty for the gectechnical and structural

Yet performance of a system. Until such guidance is developed, deterministic procedures are
appropriate for demonstrating geotechnical and structural integrity under the full range of
loading conditions.
November 2010 Page B-3 November 2010 Page B-4
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2)safety Assurance Review (SAR): Approval of Ih.E Safety Assurance Review (SAR) Plan is required Appl‘-_‘nd'lk C. Program-LeveI;’Tier 1 NEPA/404 Integration Letters
by the USACE Division. When the USACE District is concurrently performing investigations that
will entail a safety assurance review at the project location, the SAR for the overarching study
will suffice but must be completed prior to initiation of construction. In cases where no USACE
investigations are ongoing, an SAR on the proposed alteration/modification must be performed
by the Autharity in advance of Checkpaint Cin accordance with EC 1165-2-209. The USACE
District will utilize the SAR results when making a preliminary 408 District recommendation.
3)Policy Compliance: The applicable USACE District shall review and certify the
legal/policy/technical and quality management of the decision document for each alteration or
modification requiring HQUSACE approval.
A 60 percent or greater engineering design as well as any additional information specified in the (a)
October 23, 2006, CECW-PB Memorandum for Major Subordinate Commands, SUBJECT: Policy and
Procedural Guidance for the Approval of Modification and Alteration of Corps of Engineer Projects and
Ib) Navember 17, 2008, CECW-PB Memarandum from the Director of Civil Works titled “Clarification
Guidance on the Palicy and Procedural Guidance for the Approval of Modifications and Alteration of
Corps of Engineers Projects” s required for a USACE District to provide a preliminary recommendation.
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Py,
H :m'& URITED STATES ENVIAGNIMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
B L o4 REGION IX
g gt 75 Hafullnma Stroot level analyses. We provide the follewing iated with the determination of the
San Francisco, CA 94105-3801 routes most likely to contain the LEDPA. These should be incorp d in the Final
PEIS, :

July 22, 2003

tark Yachinetz

Envi 1 Brogram M

Federal Reilroad Administration
1120 Vermont Avenue, NW, MS 20
Washington, D.C. 20590

Lpbject: California High Spead Train System Programimatic Environmental Impact
Statement Request for Concurrence
Dear Mr. Yachmetz:

The U.5. Environmeutal Protection Agency (EPA) is writing in response to your request
of July 1" 2005, for concurrence on the range ot’nltemalwus that are “most liltely 1o contain™ the

Jeast tally di ing practicable al ve (LEDPA) for the proposed California
ﬂ:gh Spceﬂ Tmin Systent. Following ovr review of the Administrative Draft of the Final
Pre 1 Impact S (PEIS) submitted to EFA on July |1, 2005, we

concur that the prefemed alignments and station options, as listed in the attachment, are most
likely to contain the LEDPA, 2 requirsment of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. EPA's
concumence encompasses the preforred High Speed Train alignment and station alternatives in
each of the five geographic areas of the project: Bay Area to Merced, Sacramento to Bakersfield,
Baltersfield to Los Angales, Los Angeles to San Diego via Inland Empire, and Los Angeles 1o
San Diego via Orange County.

Through a Cooperating Agency Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed in July
2003, EPA has coordinated with the Federal Railroad Adm.inistrnﬁcn (FRA) and the California
High Speed Rail Authority (CHISRA) to cstablist t on decisions made in the
environmental review procass and to avoid umsmng thoze decisions ata |ater dare. This
eoardination is accomplished through the early integration of the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act QVEFA) snd Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and EFA
conecurrence with decisions made at significant points in the project development.

The PEIS, or “Tier 1" eva!tmtiorl, provides landscape-level analysis of potential
cavironmental impacts, The Tier 1 procass is expected to identily those alternatives that will be
anaiyzed n dc"sr! at th,e “Tier 2 pru-sct -fevel evaluation. As outlined in the MOU, EFA's
1 on those alternativas that are mast likely to contain the
LEDPA at this Tier [ fmgmmmul ic level and should, therefore, be advanced for further study at
Tier 2. During the Tier 2 project-level environmental review, EPA will continue to coordinate
with FRA and CHSRA 1o determine which routes are the LEDPA.

L1,

Only alternatives that are the lsast & ing to aquatic and are p
{feasible and in light of cost, logistics, and -e:l-uolagy) cen he permitted, Through s early
integration and concwrrence process, EPA has provided feedbeck thet will aide the Tier 2 praject-

PringedioWe
“fifi, |
WF7e A

Bay drea to the Central Valley

Followiug EPA’s review of the Draft PEIS in August 2004, EPA identified polential
impaats to agquatic resources of national importance (CWA Section 404{:{) 33U.8.C. 1344(g)),
mﬂ.m:!a wnler guality, wildlife habitat, and endangered species that would result from the
d for the Diablo Direct and Pacheco alignments within the Bay
Area o Meiced region. The proposals described in the Draft PEIS for a high speed train routs
foljowing the Diablo Direct alignments present federal permitting challenges because they would
fragment the Diablo Range, bisect aquatic resources of national imporance (ineluding Orestimba
Creck), and impact State parks, wilderness, and private, state, and federal conservation and
mitigation lands. The Draft PEIS identified thet a proposed routs through the Pacheco Pass may
result in significant impacts to waters of the United States, resulting in similar permitting
difficulties.

Because of the potentially adverse impacts from the Diablo Direct and Pacheco
aliguments, we command FILA and CHSRA for deferring a decision on an elignment connecting
the Bay Area to Merced until a supplemental analysis can be completed to demonstrate to the
public end the decision-inakers that ull veriations of altemnatives connecting the Bay Area to the
Central Valley have been fully evaluated consistent with the CWA Section 404(B)(1) Guidelines.

Sacramento to Stockton

FRA and CHSRA have recommended that both the Union Pacific Railrgad (IPRR) and
Central California Traction (CCT) alignments be carried forward in the Tier 2 project-level
NEPA documents, We understand that the UPRR alignment is preferred by FRA and CHSRA
because it is an active freight corridor, is slightly shorter with shorter travel times (1 minute), and
has lower comstruction costs (estimated 3150 million) and lhat the CCT alignment is &n
abandoned freight corridor that is identified fora -supported rails-to-trails project.
Hi , the UPRR al wauld liave potentially greater impacts to federally regulated
waters thnn the CCT alignment, and the UPRR alignment is not clearly the alternative most likely
to contain the LEDPA. In addition, the UPRR alignment crosses important aquatic conservation
lands including Valensin Ranch and Snake Marsh. We agrec with the decision to carry both
alignments forward For study at the project-level to ensure compliance with the CWA and
successfu! identification of the LEDPA.

Fresno lo Rakersfield
EPA supports the decision by CHSRA and FRA fo both (1) identify the Burlington
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) alignment as the prefeired option for Iuw speed train service
E,esnno kersfield, and (2) fully evaluate an additionat all such as the
LPRR ali n project-level envir tal review should the pmpa:ed additional plaming
st _1:,' Jdcnﬁfy a ﬁ:aubbz and practicable alignment that is likely to be less damaging to water and
biological resources.

The BNSF and UPRR alignment have slmilar potential impacts to aquatic resources such
as wetlands and streams, while the BNSF alignment has greater impacts to wildlife babitat. We
are aware that loval biologists ave concemed about the potential impact that the BMSF aligmnent
may have on moverment corridors for threatencd and endangered species and the extent of
conservation lands linking the last remaining stands of native habitat, including alkali grasslands
and alkali siok scrub. We are confident that the decision to analyze l.ha BNSF aligament, as well
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s any alternative thet is demonstrated lo be less damaging to biological and water resources
through the additiona! proposed study, will result in 2 high speed train alignment mest likely to
contain the LEDPA.

Cervoll Canyon an. Miramar Road

As noted following jo our comment letter on the Programmatic DEES, both the Carroll
Canyon and Mi Road aligr ts for o ting Mira Mesa to Sun Dicgo may affect
downsiream lzgoons. The Carroll Canyon alignment will also affect the ability of this reglon to
absorb seesonal and annual flood waters, will increase erogion and sedimentation, and may
negatively impact the water quality of the downstream Los Penasquitos Lagoon, Because the
Carroll Canyon alignment would affect more vemal pools and more non-wetlands weters than the
Miramar Road route, and becauss this area has been desi d as a multiple habitat planni
area (MFPA) through the San Diego Multiple Speeies Conservation Plan, EPA supports FRA
and CHSRA's decision to analyze both the Miramar Road and the Carroll Canyon alignments at
the project-level,

Thanl: you for this opportunity to comment cn the high speed train alternatives most
likely to contain the LEDPA, We have provided the above cc along with conti
interagency communication and coordination, to aide in the develapment of future project-level
analyses for a high speed train system for California. We loolk forward to reviewing and
commenting en future Tier 2, praject-level analyses for this impartant State-wide project. In
addition, we are avellable to provide guidance and input related 10 establishing a framework for
mitigetion and future studies regarding the Bay Area to Central Valley and Fresno 15 Bakersfield
alignments.

EPA will provide comments on the Final PEIS, pursuant to our NEPA/Clean Air Act
Section 309 authority, once it Is available for public review. This concludes the interagency
concurrence process for the Tier [ programmatic environmental review process, s established by
the MOU, If you have any guestions, pleass fesl fres to contact me at 415-872-3 843, or Nova
Blazej, Transportation Team Leader. Mova can be reached at 415-972-3846 or

blazej novaf@epe.gov.
Sim:em/ly. =t
el )
G &

Enrifue Manzanilla, Director
Communities and Ecosystems Division

ce: Mehdi Morshed, California High Speed Rail Anthority
David Castanon, Los Angeles Army Corps of Engineers
Wayne White, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Crawford Tuttle, California Resources Agency
James Branham, California Environmental Protection Agency

Enclosure: EPA Concurrence on High Speed Train Alignment and Station Alternatives Most
Likely to Contain the LEDPA

w

EPA Coucurréh i eod ‘Train Alignpient and Station Alternatives that are Most
Likely to Co 1 t Environmentally Damaging Practica ernati
EPA concurs with the following High Speed Train alignment and station alternatives as “mast
3 : Hanhl 1

likely to contain the least envi tally p " to be carried
forward for analysis in future Tier 2 project level analyses:

Bay Avea to Moreed:

e Bay Area to Central Vallev:
Corridor bounded by, an including, the Pacheco Pass (SR-152) to the south, the Altamant Pass (I-
380) 1o the north, the BNST Coridor to Lhe eust, and the Caltrain Corrider to the west, excluding
Henry Coe State Park and station options at Los Banos.

=  Sau Francisco Peninsula:
Cslirain Corridar (Sharod Use Four-Track)
Potential Station Locations:; d San Francisco { Transbay Terminal), San Francisco
Adrport (Millbrae), and Redwood City or Palo Alto

= East Bav Alimunent:
Hayward Line to 1-880 (Hayward Alignment/]-880)
Potantinl Station Locations: West Oakland or 12" Street/City Center, Union City, and San Jose

Sacramento to Balersfield:

« Sacramento to Stoelton:
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and Central Califbraia Traction (CCT)

Potential Station Locations: downt Stockton
« Stockton to bMerced:

Burlington Norihern Sanla Fe (BNSF) analyzed with and without an Express Loop
Potential Station Locations: Modssto (Amirak ~ Briggsmore) and Merced (downtown or Castle
Air Force Base).

¢ Merced to Fresno:
BNSF
Potentia) Station Locations: Fresno Downtown

s Fresno to Bakersfield:
BNSF fand any oiher practicable alternatives identified as being less damaging o waler andioy
bigl | resources following additional study to serve a potential Visalia Station}
Potential Station Locations: down Balkersfield (Truxton)

Bekersfield to T.os Angeles:

o Bakersfield to Sylnar:
SR-58/5oleded Canyon Corridor (Antelope Valley)
Polential Station Locations: Palmdale Airport Transportation Center

o Svlmar to Los Angeles:
Metrelink/UPRR
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Potential Station Locations: downtown Burbank (Burbank Metrolink Media Station) and Loz DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Angeles Union Station 103 ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
g .0 BOX 532711
Los Angeles to San Diego vin Inland Empire: LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-2525
2

« Loz Angeles of ch Aiv Regorve Base: July 22,2005
UPRR Riverside/UPRR Colton Line ":_"::“ .
Potential Station Options: Exst San Gabriel Valley (City of Industry), Ontario Airport, and o e ", 1
Riverside (UC Riversids) Office of the Chief

; Regulatory Branch

v Murch Air Reserve Base to Mira Mesa:
1-215/-13
Potential Station Locations: Temculs Valley (Murrieta) and Escondido W, Mark E. Yachmetz

Assoclate Administrator for Railroad Development
i e i S%irﬂ%ﬁﬁ U.5. Department of Transpertation
R el et S ; Federal Raitroad Administration

Potential Station Losations; University City and Downtown San Disge (Santa Fe Depot) V150 Varmint Aveuns. NV,
Las Angeles to Orange County: Washington, D.C. 20590

= Los Angeles to Irvine: Dear Mr. Yachmetz:
LOSSAN Corridor .
Potential Sttion Locations: Morwalk, Anaheim Trangportation Center, and Irvine Transportation 1 am responding to your request (dated July 11, 2005 and addressed o Mr. David I.
Center. Castanon) for concurrence on ths alternative ‘most lilely to yield’ the least environmentally

damaging practicahle alternative ("LEDPA™) for the statewide California Eligh Speed Train
Project (“Project"). If approved and implemented, the Project would entail an approximate 700~
mile-long high-speed train connecting San Diego, Los Angeles, the Central Valley, Sacramenio
and the Bay Area regions, The system would be grade-separated and capable of reaching speeds
in excess of 200 miles per hour.

The Project’s Draft Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental bmpact
Statement (“EIR/EIS™) analyzes two primary ‘system’ alternatives, which include a proposed
liigh-speed train alternative and a modal altemative, plus the required No Project/No Action
alternative. In addition to the system altermnatives, the Federal Railroad Administration (“FRA")
andl the project proponent, the California High Speed Rail Authority ("CHSRA”), evaluated a
range of potential high-speed train corridors, alignments and associated station locations within
the five regional areas. Under our Section 404 of the Clean Water Act purview, the Comps
provided feedback on the evaluation of these alternatives and offersd technical input pertaining
1o nquatic resources for the developiuen: of the Program EIRJELS.

In accordance with the Project’s 2003 Cooperating Agencies Memotandum of
Understanding (“MOU™) between the FRA, the U.S. Army Carps of Engineers ("Corps™),
Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Adiministration, and U.S. Envircnimentol
Protection Agency, we offer our concurrence on the preferred high-speed train comidors/general
alignments and general station locations identified in the attachments to your April 26, 2003 and
Tuly 11, 2005 correspondences. We have based olr concurrence cn the information and analyses
providad in the Staff Recommendations on Identifying Preferred Alignment and Station
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Locations report (dated January, 2003), the sereen cheek Draft Final Program EIR/ELS (dated
June 34, 2005; and a5 amended July 19, 2005), and the supplemental information wansmitted ta
our office July 11, 2005.

A this programmatic transporiation planning slage, our concumrence on the allemnative
*mast likely to yield’ the LEDPA represents a decision commensurate with the level and breadth
of existing environmental data made available 1o the Corps. Moreover, such concurrence does
not obviate the need for the FRA to fully comply with all requirements of the 404(b)(1)
Guidelines during the preparation of any subsequent preject-level EIS, at which time it is
expected the CESRA andior FRA would seck Section 404 of the CWA and Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act permils, a5 appropriate.

1 am forwerding copies of this letter to Mr. Mehdi Morshed and Mr. Dan Leavitt,
California High Speed Rail Authority, 925 L Strest, Suite 1425, Sacramento, California 95814;
Mr. Enrique Manzanilla and Mr. Tim Vendlinski, U.S. Environmental Pratection Agency,
Region 1X, 75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, Califomia 94105-3801; and Mr. Mark
Littlefield, 17,5, Fish and Wildlife Scrvice, Ecological Services, 2800 Cottage Way, Room W-
2603, Sacramento, Califomia 95825,

The Coips recognizes the importance of this statewide project and in working
eollaboretively with the FRA on the Final Program EIR/EIS. TF you have any questions relating
10 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or our regulatory program in gencral, please feel free to
contact Ms. Suzan A. Meyer at (213) 452-3412 of my staff, Please refer to this letter and

200100857-5AM in your reply.

Sincerely,

Alex C, Domstauder
Colonel, US Army
District Engineer

iﬁm UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
& REGION 1%

75 Hawlhorne Street
San Francisco, CA 24105-3001

April 30, 2008

David Valenstein, Environmental Program Manager
Federal Railroad Administration

1120 Vennont Avenue, NW, MS 20

Washington, D.C. 20590

Subject: EPFA Concwnence on the Corridor Most Likely to Contain the Least
Fovirenmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative for the Bay Arca to Central
Valley Drafi Programamatic Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Valenstein:

The 11.8. Environmenta! Protection Agency (EPA) is writing in response to your request
of March 6, 2008 for concurrence on the corridor most likely to contaln the least environmentally
damaging preferred alterative (LEDPA) for the proposed Bay Area to Central Valley
California High Speed Train System. We appreciste receiving follow-up materials provided 1o
us via meeting on March 18, 2008. As outlined in the Coopetating Agency Memorandum of
Undesstanding (MOU), EPA’s concurrence on the corridor most lilkely to contain the LEDPA is
intended to integrate the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act early in the environmental review procass. EPA appreciates
the coordination with your agency on this project and leoks forward to continued participation in
this, and fuiure projeci-level, environmental reviews.

PURPOSE AND NELD
Cm January 27, 2007, EPA concurred with the following purpose and need statement for

the Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train project;

“The purpose of the Bay Area High Speed Train is to provide o relinble high-speed
electrified train system thal links the mafor Bay Area cities to the Central Vallay,
Sacramento, and Sovthern California, and that delivers predictable and consistent travel
Hines. Further objectives ave to provide inierfaces betwean the FHIST sysiem and major
commeretal alyports, mass transit and the highway networly and o relieve capacity
constraints of the existing transporiation systen in @ manner sensitive to and prolective
af the Bay Area to Central Valley region’s and Californfa 's unique natural resources”,

RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

Through the Januay 27, 2007 letter, EPA also concured with the range of System
Alternatives to be advanced to the Tier | Draft EIS. These alternatives include No BuildMo

Printed ont Recyeled Paper

CALIFORNIA e ofTransporiaton

High-Speed Rail Authority it dng

Administration

Page 40-241



California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

Attachment to Submission BO029 (Gary A. Patton, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability (Atty. For) Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, October 18, 2012) - 554 Wittwer-Parkin Letter

10182012 Attachments.pdf - Continued

Action, Modsl, and High Speed Train, EPA also conewrred with 211 of the High Speed Train |
alignment and station altematives to be advanced to the Tier | Draft EIS at that time.

MOST LIKELY CORRIDOR TO YEILD THE LEDPA

Through this letter, and based on our review of the information provide to EPA as of this
date, EPA concurs that the corridor most likely to yield the LEDPA is the “Pacheco Pass, San
Francisco and Szn Jose Termini®

Thank yeu for this opportunity to participate in the Bay Area to Central Valley High
Speed Train planning process. As a cooperaling agency, we continue to be available to review
administrative drafts and technical reports related to ait quality, aqualic vesources, and
cumulative impacts analysis,

We loole forward 1o reviewing and commenting on the proposed conceptual mitigation

plan and completed Tier | Final EIS, pursuant to our NEPA/Clean Air Act Section 309 authenty.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 415-972-3846, or Connell Dunning,
the lead reviewer for thiz project. Connell can be reached at 415-847-4141 or
dunning.connell@epa.gov.

Sincerely,
Mova Blazej, Manager ;‘\
Environmental Review Offics

1 Dian Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
Bob Smith, Army Corps of Engineers

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SAH FRANCISCO DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1455 MARKET STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFDRNIA 841031388

Regulatory Division

BAY 0= 2028

Mr. David Valenstein

Federal Railroad Administration
Mai] Stop 20

1120 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washinglon, DC 20520

Dear Mr. Valenstein:

This letter is wrilten in response to request for concurrence on the Bay Area to Central
Valley High Speed Train (HST) Section 404 (b}(l) Alternatives Anzlysis for the HST route

selection. Based on our review of the infk 1in the d you provided we believe you
have reasonably demonstrated that there are no olher routes to accommodate the Bay Area to
Central Valley High Speed Train. Based on this evaluation, the Corps concludes there are no

pther practicable alternatives to the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and San Jose Termini with less
adverse impact on the aguatic ecosystem or without other significant adverse environmental
consequences,

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please call Bob Smith of our
Regulatory Branch at 415-503-6792. Please address all comsponderou to the Regulatory
Branch and refer to the File Number at the head of this lefter.

Tr  Chief, Regulatory Division

Ccpy Fumished:
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California High-

CHSRA TASK ORDERS
Summary of Estimated Costs for Identified Subtasks Within
the 29-Mile "Construction Package 1" Area

Task Order No. Estimated Cost

City of Fresno | COF00001 $14,600,824.00
COFO0002 $16,227,866.00

_u.ﬂ.._non_ocw $1,224,400.00

i | COF00004 | 51,323,471,007.00

County of Fresno | m.na.omg 56,982,966.00
Fresno Irrigation District FID00001 $7,973,567.00
. _”_Dccﬂ_ow | mm‘cmm\mmw.o_u

County of Madera MC00001 | $99,133,788.00|
Madera Irrigation District MIDO00O01 54,342,500.00
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District SDO00D1 | 522,881,087.00
ATET | AT&T 001 | $11,236,000.00
i AT&T 002 _ $1,261,000.00

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. ) | ~ PG&E 001 $17,200,000.00
PG&E 002 | $7,478,996.00

PG&E 003 | 58,823,744.00|

TOTAL: $1,545,904,608.00
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Noise and vibration from
high-speed trains

Edited by

V. V. Krylov

Department of Civil and Structural Engineering
Nottingham Trent Universily

—
1I Thomas Telford
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Preface

During the last decade, high-speed railways have become one of the most advanced
and fast-developing branches of transportation. The reasons for this are the
relatively low air pollution per passenger, compared with road vehicles, and the very
high speeds achievable by the most advanced modern trains — French TGV,
Eurostar, Thalys, the German ICE, British high-specd trains, the Italian Pendolino,
the Swedish X2000, the Japanese Shinkansen, etc. For example, for French TGV
trains a maximum speed of more than 515 km/h was achieved in May 1990, and
speeds close to 300 km/h are now typical for commercially used TGV and Eurostar
trains. Prospective plans for the year 2010 assume that the New European Trunk
Line will have connected Paris, London, Brussels, Amsterdam, Cologne and
Frankfurt by a high-speed railway service that will provide fast and more UUnV{’{niCﬂl
passenger communications within Europe. Similar plans arc being developed in the
USA and Japan, All these make high-speed railways increasingly competitive with
air and road transport at short and medium distances.

Unfortunately, when train speeds increase, the intensity of rai[way—gcncrat‘cd
noise and vibration generally becomes higher. And this represents a major
environmental problem for nearby residents, schools and hospitals. Railway
operators and local authorities need to be familiar with those new aspects of railway
noise and vibration which are associated with high-speed trains. Almost all known
mechanisms of generation of railway noise and vibration are speed depcndclm.
These include both wheel/rail rolling noise and aerodynamic noise, the latter being
important for train speeds higher than 300 km/h. This applies even more 5o _for
generated ground vibrations, For example, when train speeds exceed certain critical
velocities of elastic waves propagating in the ground or in the track/ground system.
new mechanisms of generation of ground vibrations may appear, in additi_on to Ihot_it:
already known for conventional trains. In particular, a very large increase in
generated ground vibrations may oceur if train specds cxcc_{:d l.hc velocity of
Rayleigh surface waves in the ground. If this happens, a ground mbra:{on Ibaam takes
place, similar to the sonic boom normally associated with supersonic aircraft. 'Thc
first observation of a ground vibration boom took place on the recently opened high-
speed railway line in Sweden. This line was built on very soft soil, with Rayleigh wave
velocities as low as 45 m/s. This is why an increase in train speed from 140 to

sl NOISE AND VIBRATION FROM HIGH-SPEED TRAINS

180 km/h was sufficient for the phenomenon to be observed, thus indicating that
‘supersonic’ or (more precisely) ‘trans-Rayleigh’ trains have become today’s reality.

There are many other new physical effects and mechanisms of generation of noise
and vibration which are specific to high-speed trains, for example the effects of train-
induced non-linear pressure wave propagation in long tunnels, resulting in bursling
noise radiated from the exit tunnel portals. In addition to these new effects, the
‘traditional’ mechanisms of generation of railway noise and vibration and their
propagation from the source to a receiver demonstrate interesting new features and
sometimes behave in a different way as train speeds increase. An example of this
may be seen in the design of noise barriers for high-speed railway lines. Such barriers
should take into account the spatial redistribution of noise generation mechanisms
as train speeds increase.,

Although some of the problems of noise and vibration from high-speed trains are
being addressed in an increasing number of journal papers and conference
proceedings, there is still no general reference book which could help a reader
starting to study this problem to find answers to numerous theoretical and practical
questions. The existing reviews concerning railway-generated noise and vibration
deal largely with conventional trains and do not reflect specific high-speed
problems, The present book, which consists of 14 chapters grouped into five parts,
aims to fill this gap. It represents the views of leading international experis on the
current status of the problems of generation and propagation of noise and vibration
from high-speed trains and suggests possible ways of reducing their environmental
impact. The book describes mainly the results of recent academic research and is
pitched largely at an advanced level. In the light of this, it is assumed that the ideal
reader will have a university background in engineering, physics or applied
mathematics, At the same time, several chapters of the book have been written by
railway noise and vibration practitioners. These chapters contain a lot of
experimental data with interesting illustrations and can be understood by a less well-
prepared audience.

The intended readership of the book is rather wide. It includes scientists and
engineers working on the prediction and remediation of railway noise and vibration,
environmental consultants investigating particular situations associated with the
environmental impact of railways, local authorities, designers of new railway lines,
ete. The book will also be useful to university students, railway enthusiasts and for
members of the general public concerned with topical environmental issucs.

Victor V., Kiylov
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