California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfi

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1001 (Claire Davenport, October 19, 2012)

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #375 DETAIL

Stakeholder

Status : Action Pending |001-1| Comments/Issues : The bill for the HSR was passed by the voters for $33 billion; the costs
’ . are now $98 billion and were not authorized by the voters. California
Record Date : 10/19/2012 does not have the money to complete this project.
Response Requested : No 1001-2" me ﬂrgjr\?ct will destroy pdeople's Ii}/es alnsd tri:_er% end without compl_etionl.I
liati . i 1001-3 e was sanctioned to run along |5 which is a prime spot to instal
Affiliation Type : Ind!v!dual and complete the HSR at a lower cost in money and interruption to
Interest As : Individual people's lives. The proposed project is significantly different now
Submission Date : 10/19/2012 than what was presented as a voter initiative.
Sybm|33|on Method : Pro!ect Email 1001-4 Many 'town hall' meetings have yielded a strong opinion from our
First Name : Claire community as well as other small communities in the San Joaquin Valley
Last Name : Davenport against this H.S.R. boondoggle.
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address 1001-5 Many people, from all walks of life, use Amtrak to travel up and down
o . the valley, to the bay area and Los Angeles. The installation of HSR
Apt./Suite No. : threatens to end the AMTRAK services and not replace them because
City : Corcoran nobody .
State CA expects the HRS to stop in, say, Corcoran or Hanford. They use the
Zin G -d 93212 Amtrak even between local towns near them.
ip Code :
Telephone : | I join oth iti inst ti d iti d fight inst
- : 1001-6 join other citizens against our continued opposition and fight agains
Email : - cdavenport@jgboswell.com High Speed Rail in the Valley and throughout the State. Please give the
Email Subscription : 1001-7 citizens of small communities consideration when making these
Cell Phone : decisions
dd il L as our safety, health, and quality of life is greatly impacted by the
Add to Mailing List : final outcome.
1001-8 The City of Corcoran and its citizens overwhelmingly opposes the High

EIR/EIS Comment :
Official Comment Period :

Speed Rail project.

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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1001 (Claire Davenport, October 19, 2012)

1001-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

Proposition 1A authorized a $9.95 billion bond issue. It was not intended to be the sole
funding source for the HST System (see Streets and Highways Code Section 2704.07,
which states: "The authority shall pursue and obtain other private and public funds,
including, but not limited to, federal funds, funds from revenue bonds, and local funds, to
augment the proceeds of this chapter.").

1001-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

1001-3
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 (Authority and FRA
2005). The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5),
State Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (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. 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, of the Final
EIR/EIS), but was eliminated from further consideration, as described in Standard
Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

In 2008, California voters approved Proposition 1A—essentially approving the California
HST System. Regarding urban development and land use patterns, voters specifically
mandated that the stations for the HST System “be located in areas with good access to
local mass transit or other modes of transportation. The HST system also shall be

1001-3

planned and constructed in a manner that minimizes urban sprawl and impacts on the
natural environment,” including “wildlife corridors.” The Authority has embraced this
voter and legislative direction. As the Authority’s program EIR/EIS documents show and
this project EIR/EIS supports, operation of the HST System by itself will reduce traffic
congestion, air pollution, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

Proposition 1A was passed in 2008, with the tacit understanding from the 2005 Program
EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) that the I-5 alternative would 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."

1001-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

The Authority recognizes that there is a divergence of opinions about this—and any
other—public project. The project has been modified as a result of community and
stakeholder feedback. These modifications include the introduction of the Hanford West
Bypass alternatives and the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative.

1001-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1001 (Claire Davenport, October 19, 2012) - Continued

1001-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

Your opposition to the project is noted.

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the 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; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis; and the
comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative has the least
overall impact on the environment and local communities, the lowest cost, and the
fewest constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated.

1001-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16.

The Authority has solicited public involvement and modified the project as a result of
public feedback. These madifications include the introduction of the Hanford West

Bypass alternatives and the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative.

1001-8
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

Your opposition to the project is noted.
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Submission 1002 (Floy Davis, October 17, 2012)

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

1101 Central Avenue, P.O. Box 8043, Wasco, California 93280-0877
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1002-2

1002-3

Telephone: (661) 758-5113 Bakersfield: (661) 327-7144
Facsimile: (661) 758-3219 Email: mail@semitropic.com
Website: www.semitropic.com

Semitropic’s Comments to the California High Speed Rail Authority

October 3, 2013

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
T70 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

The Semitropic Water Storage District is one of eight water storage districts in
California and is the largest in Kern County. The District delivers water Jor the irrigation of
approximately 140,000 acres for agricultural uses. Semitropic also supplies energy to a variety
of users and provides groundwater banking and storage services Sfor municipalities and
agricultural interests.

Upon review of the alternative alignments from Wasco north to the Kern County line we
are very concerned if Alternative A-2 is selected and therefore, Semitropic highly recommends
that Alternative A-1, which follows the existing railroad lig . be selected as the preferred
alternarive.

Alternative A-2, if constructed, would cause extreme damage by eutting diagonally
across private property, not only intersecting Semitropic's water distribution and elecirical
facilities but also numerous Landowners’ on-farm systems that would have (o be reconsirucied,
Additionally, access to operate and maintain Semitropic s water distribution Jacilities on the east
side of the proposed alignment (Alternarive A-2) would be very restricted, therefore causing
aperations to be highly inconvenienced, perhaps even causing additional damage because of
operational emergencies that could not be dealt with in a timely manner,

Also, just a cursory review of the two alignments indicated that the cost of construction
along A-2 will be extraordinarily higher than to construct along Alternative A-1.

As a final comment, Semitropic does not support construction of the High Speed Train
Praject recognizing that the State and Federal Governments are in a JSinancial crisis and that
this kind af money would be far more beneficial to the enemy of the State if used to provide a
mare reliable water supply.

s L
- Wﬁ%&r’t’}ioschman
General Manager
Note: See other side for sketch.

U.S. Department
CALFORNIA = @i,
High-Speed Rail Authority Administration

Page 42-4



California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1002 (Floy Davis, October 17, 2012) - Continued
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1002 (Floy Davis, October 17, 2012)

1002-1

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

The Authority used the information in the EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and the
public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The Authority's decision included
consideration of the project purpose, need, and objectives presented in Chapter 1,
Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives
analysis; and the comparative potential for environmental impacts.

1002-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-02, FB-
Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-HWR-01, FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-
Response-S0O-01, FB-Response-SO-03.

The Authority used the information in the EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and the
public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The Authority's decision included
consideration of the project purpose, need, and objectives presented in Chapter 1,
Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives; 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 evaluated.

Please refer to Chapter 5 of the EIR/EIS for a discussion and breakdown of project
costs.

1002-3

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

The commenter's opposition to the construction of the High Speed Train project is
noted.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
[

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1003 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012)

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #326 DETAIL Stakeholder E.J. de Jong
Status : Unread Comments/Issues :

' Lansing LLC
Record Date : 10/18/2012 9
Response Requested : Yes 8749 Lansing Ave
Sta}ﬁehplder Type : CA.R.ESIdEI'It Hanford, CA 93230
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual 559.816.5950
Submission Date : 10/18/2012 ej@wredenranch.com
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : EJ. October 18, 2012
Last Name : de Jong

Professional Title :
Business/Organization :

Callifornia High Speed Rail Authority

Address : 8749 Lansing Avenue Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
Apt./Suite No. : .
City : Hanford 770 L Street, Suite 800
State : CA Sacramento, CA 95814
Zip Code : 93230
Telephone : 559-816-5950
Email : ej@wredenranch.com 1.
Email Subscription :
N P 1003-1 How do you plan on mitigating *the lost acres of farm ground* due to
Cell Phone : your
Add to Mailing List : HSR? You claim 12 acres/linear mile but the real number will be
between 36
and 120 acres per linear mile depending on equipment turnarounds,
travel
lanes, and actual drift conditions due to your 220 mph HSR.
1003-2 _— | )
How do you plan on mitigating our *farm’s annual lost crop income* *of
$75K-255K* per year for perpetuity due to your HSR?
2.
1003-3 _— . ) .
How do you plan on mitigating our dairy’s annual loss of income due *to
the
loss of dairy-permitted farm ground* for perpetuity? Your HSR will
cause a
herd reduction of 180-600 cows, depending on actual loss of farm
ground.
1003-4 How will you mitigate this *annual loss of dairy income of $810,000 to

$2,700,000 per year* for perpetuity?

@ CALIFORNIA
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1003 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012)

1003-1

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

Agricultural loss is partially mitigated by funding perpetual conservation easements at a
ratio of 1:1 for each acre converted by the HST project (see Mitigation Measure AG
MM#1). The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that impacts of
agricultural conversion would still be significant and unavoidable.

Turnaround areas for crops have not been included in the agricultural land impacts as
the land would not be removed from agricultural production. Note that the Farmlands
Mapping and Monitoring Program includes turnaround areas in lands it has identified 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.

1003-2

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

1003-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S0-01, FB-Response-AG-06.

Fair market value will be paid for all land acquired. Fair market value is defined as the
price at which a property would change hands between a willing buyer and a willing
seller, neither being under any compulsion to buy or to sell and both having reasonable
knowledge of relevant facts. This takes into account the value of the land, the
improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and improvements can
generate. 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.

1003-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S0O-01, FB-Response-AG-06.

Fair market value will be paid for all land acquired. Fair market value is defined as the
price at which a property would change hands between a willing buyer and a willing
seller, neither being under any compulsion to buy or to sell and both having reasonable
knowledge of relevant facts. This takes into account the value of the land, the
improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and improvements can
generate. 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.

U.S. Departmen
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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 Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012)

1004-1

1004-2

8749 Lansing Ave
Hanford, CA 93230

559.816.5950

eji@wredenranch.com
October 18, 2012

California Hig
Fresno to Ba
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Speed Rail Authority

How do you plan on mitigati
¢l

due to your 220 mph HSR

How do you plan on miti
or perpetuity due to your HSR?

ating our farm’s

sfield DEIR/EIS Comment

! acres of farm ground due to vour HSR? You
m 12 acres/linear mile but the real number will be between 36 and |
linear mile depending on equipment turnarounds, travel lanes,

0 acres per
and actual drift condi

nnual lost crop income of STSK-255K per

1004-3

E.1. de Jong
Lansing LLC

8749 Lansing Ave
Hanford, CA 93230
550.816.5950

=}

ej@wredenranch.com
October 18, 2012

California H

7]

peed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

How do you plan on mitigatir annual loss of income due to the loss of
dairy-permitted farm ground for per ity? Your HSR will cause a herd reduction of
180-600 cows, depending on actual loss of farm ground

How will you mitigate this as

year for perpe

al loss of dairy income of $810,000 to 52,700,000 per
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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 Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1004-4

E.J. de Jong

8749 Lansing Ave
Hanford, CA 93230

Fresno to Bak
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

t per year by way of Kansas Ave and
¢ 43 (an additional 7 miles approximately) for large, slow moving equipment due to
your HSR

How are you going to mitigate the increased greenhouse gas emissions annually due to
the thousands of gallons extra diesel to b sumed annually
due to your HSR?

these trucks and tractors

1004-5

E.J. de Jong

50
ej@wredenranch.com

559.816.5¢

October 18, 20

California High Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to field DEIR/EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

There is no crossing at Lansing Ave on your proposed HSR route, This will mean
er year by way ansas Ave and
¢ equipment due to

e Nearest ore

several thous: trips around t
Hwy 43 (an additional 7 miles approximately) for large. slow movin;
your HSR

How are you going 1o mitigate the extra fuel expense incurred by the farm and dairy
3 | consumed annually by these

@
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High-Speed Rail Authority porsrintime i

Page 42-10



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

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012) - Continued

8749 Lansing Ave
Hanford, CA 93230
816.595
ej(i@wredenranch.com
October 18, 2012

6.5950
ej@wredenranch.com
October 18, 2012

California High Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
770 L. Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

California High Speed Rail Authority

Fre o Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
reet, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

1004-6 1004-7

There is no ¢

ing at Lz Ave on your pre

d HSR route. This will mean

1 thous ips arc to the nea vear by way of Kansas Ave and
3 (an additional 7 miles approximately) for 1z slow moving equipment due to
your HSR.
moving How are

Hwy 437

commod

CALIFORNIA e ofTransporiaton
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012) - Continued

RESEED

October 18, 2012

Hanford,
559816

California High Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
T70 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

1004-8 The potential for stray voltage is a huge concern for dairies along the proposed route
How will you mitigate the potential for stray voltage?
IOO4'9| How will you compensate the dairie he route affected by stray voltage due to
your HSR for loss of annual milk production income for perpetuity?
1004-10 How will you make our cows feel better after they have been exposed to your stray
voltage?

ej@wredenranch.com
October 18, 2012

California High Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfie 118 Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

1004-11 There is a potential for noise pollution from your HSR to affect dairies along the route
How will you mitigate the noise pollution from your HSR so it does not adversely affect
the dairies along the route?

1004-12

How will you compensate the affected dairies along the route for annual loss of milk
income for perpetuity due to your noise pollution?

CALFORNIA ~ @2
High-SPEEd qul AUH'IOF“‘Y ederal Railroa
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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

Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1004-13

E.J. de Jong

DECEIVED)
NEZZeenlY

_—

October 18, 2012

California High Speed Rai y
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

There is the potential that some of your
y not be adequate for our needs in the
efficiency, and income

asures that you perform today,
reby restricting future opportunity,

How do you plan on mitigs he mitigation measures that are not adequate for future
growth or expansion opportunities?

How do you plan to mitigate the loss of income due to lost opportunity, growth, and
efficiency due to your inadequate mitigation measures?

anford, CA 93230
559.816.5950
ejf@wredenranch.com
October 18, 2012

California High Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

1004-14 o 3 ; . < .
There is the potential that vibrations from your |

Is located along roposed
ons around the well to crumble and cc

sand forr
abandoned

L& VeI

e

rten the useful life of
om your HSR can cause the
ing the well to be

How will you mitigate the vibrations that will affect nearby wells?

Will you replace the wells that collapse due to the vibrations from your HSR?

CALIFORNIA e of Tranaporaton
High-Speed Rail Authority porsrintime i
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakerstfi

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from

Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012)

Continued

1004-15

E.J. de Jong

Lansing LLC I‘B‘-l:—j @E
Hanfor NCeZezze=]
559 Hlts.')m

eji@wredenranch.com

October 18, 2012

California High Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

1004-16

cat inefficiencies daily, increasing our fue
loss of wells, taking out Lansir
voltage ¢ 2 loss of milk income, stripping p ground away (more acres
than you are willing to admit) causing loss of farm income, and ruining quality of life for
the homes located near your path, to name a few

How are you going o mitigate the loss in property value due to your HSR coming
through our property?

E.J. de Jong

Lansing Ave
Hanford, CA 93230
559.816,5950

ejf@wredenranch.com
October 18, 2012

California High Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

My home is located near the proposed path of your HSR_ [ picked the location because
e unobstructed views from the south to the west. Your HSR proposed route runs

right thru my formerly uncbstructed view

How will you miti

te the skyline pollution when you put your HSR thru my property?

@

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

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1004-17

1004-18 |

1004-19 |

E.J. de Jong
La :

October 18, 2012

California High Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

My home is located near the proposed path of your HSR. [ picked the location because it

was a quiet area in the country
How are you going to mitigate the noise pollution from your HSR?

How are you going to mitigate the loss in property value due to your HSR ruining the

country setting of my home?

How are you going to compensate me for ruining my quality of life at my country home?

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

Response to Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012)

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

1004-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,
FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-05.

The Authority does recognize that the loss of farmland cannot be fully mitigated, and as
such has been classified as a significant and unavoidable impact. See Impact AG #4 for
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation
Measure AG-1 in Section 3.14.7 for measures to preserve prime farmland.

Equipment turnarounds are included in the acreages of agricultural land compiled under
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the Department of Conservation.
Accordingly, the turnarounds do not disqualify land from identification as agricultural. As
discussed in Section 3.14, Agricultural Land, the HST project will convert agricultural
land. The new turnaround areas will continue to be available for use as agricultural land,
just as are the existing turnaround areas.

1004-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01.

1004-3

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

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

1004-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03.

As with criteria pollutant emissions, greenhouse gas emissions will not increase, since
the frequency of roadway overpasses will not lead to additional distances relative to the
regional vehicle miles traveled reductions.

1004-4

Lansing Avenue is proposed to be closed by the BNSF-Hanford Alternative. As noted in
this comment, local access would be provided at Kansas Avenue, 1 mile to the north.
This would not prevent access from continuing between the parcels, but would add
mileage.

1004-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

1004-6

There are adequate shoulders on Kansas Avenue and SR 43 for movement of
agricultural equipment. Movement of large agricultural equipment on public roads is
common in the San Joaquin Valley and does not create substantial safety hazards.

1004-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

1004-8

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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1004-8

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 were 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.

The 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

1004-8

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 California 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.

1004-9

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

People and businesses in California use electric power and radio

frequency communications for many purposes and services, in homes and
businesses, farms and factories. The intensive use of electric power

and radio frequency 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 radio frequency (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
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1004-9

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
about EMF and wildlife suggest a range of effects similar to

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).

Because 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. In a manner 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.

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 2 x 25 kV system, because it uses 25 kV voltage
for the trains, and uses two nearby cables with opposite phases 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 HST 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 lower, and the HST cables are closer to the ground,
which makes the cables closer to the reducing effect of the fields in

the ground; all compared to the 735 kV utility power cables.

1004-9

HST TM 300.07, EIR/EIS Assessment of HST Alignment EMF Footprint,

shows that at the closest fenceline to the HST tracks, the expected

magnetic field is 60 milligauss (mG), less than one-fifth the level from a

transmission line. Since cattle cannot be inside the fenceline and

people can only be inside the fenceline 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 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.

Because there is no substantial evidence to suggest that there would be a reduction of
milk production resulting from stray voltage, no mitigation is proposed.

1004-10

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

1004-11

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-01, FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-
Response-N&V-05.

1004-12

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

Because there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that noise adversely affects
milk production, as described in the Master Responses FB-Response-N&V-01 and FB-
Response-AG-06, no mitigation is proposed.

U.S. Departmen
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1004 (E.J. de Jong, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1004-13

This question requests the Authority to speculate about the adequacy of mitigation
measures relative to some undefined future condition. This type of speculation is not
appropriate for an EIR/EIS as defined in Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Property acquisition will take into account reasonably foreseeable future opportunities
for that property, but, again, these opportunities cannot be based on speculation about
undefined or unsubstantiated future conditions.

1004-14

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

1004-15

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

For information on potential HST Project impacts on property values, see Section
5.4.4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA

2012.

1004-16

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

The BNSF Alternative would pass near the commenter’s address, but would not affect
views to the south or west. Although sited at-grade, this segment would be very
prominent to the east. In such cases, Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2c: Screen At-Grade
and Elevated Guideways Adjacent to Residential Areas in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and
Visual Resources, calls for the planting of trees on the right-of-way to reduce the visual
intrusion of the alignment. These plantings would not eliminate view blockage to the east
when trains are present, but would soften the effects of the train and provide a more

1004-16

attractive visual foreground. The Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives, at a
distance of 0.6 miles or greater, would be visible to the south and west, but would have
relatively moderate effects on those views. The below-grade options for the Hanford
West Bypass alternatives would have little effect on those views, because they would be
below ground. The at-grade options for these alternatives would be more visible, but at a
distance of 0.6 miles would not be prominent and would not strongly block views.

1004-17
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05.

1004-18
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02.

1004-19
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02, FB-Response-N&V-05.

The impacts on rural residential communities are discussed under Impact SO #6 in
Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice. This impact
describes the potential for disruption to community cohesion or division of existing
communities from project operation. Mitigation Measure SO-1 describes how the
Authority plans to minimize the impacts to these rural residential communities.

For detailed information on potential HST project impacts on property values, see
Section 5.4.4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report.
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfi

eld Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1005 (Mary-Lou DeAnda, October 18, 2012)

CALIFORNIA Comment Card

High-Speed Rail Authority Tarjeta de Commentarios

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section  La Seccdn de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velocidad
Revised Droft Environmental Impact Report/  Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement  Declaracion de Impacte Ambiental Proyecto Suplementario
[Revised Draft EIR/Suppl tal Draft EIS)  (Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Please submit your completed comment card at the  Por faver entregue su tarjeta completada ol final de lo
end of the meeting, or mail to:  reunién, o enviela por correo a lo siguiente direccién:
Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supply | Draft EIS C 770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

The © Extended camment period for Frasnia er 20, Elp: Extendido el periodo de comentario 20

to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised "2'3"];' r:cii publico del Proyecto th\risadErTs :r:} g:re:er
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EI5: » fel Ew/proyecto Suplementario ;
July 20 - October 19 Julio 20 - Octubre 19

e ",E,t // /;

Nome/Nombre: _7

Organization/Org

A24G Shequnian. <ac  apgg- C

Phone Number/Namero de Teléfono: 3~ 3 ¥ — 74 7 — /2 &/ 3 -
5 i

City, Siate, Zip Code/Ciuded, Estade, Cédigo Postal: ((arleasiadey e, T3[R

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico: 5
[Use additional poges if needed/Usor pogings odicionales si es necesorio)

Address/Domic

1005-1 - =
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Response to Submission 1005 (Mary-Lou DeAnda, October 18, 2012)

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

1005-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

Your opposition to the project is noted.

@ CALIFORNIA ') of Tinaportation page 42-21

High-Speed Rail Authority Federal Railroad

Administration



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

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1006 (Katie Deason, September 18, 2012)

1006-1!
1006-2

1006-3 |
1006-4 |

1006-5 |
1006-6 |
1006-7 |
1006-8 |

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #183 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date :
Response Requested :
Stakeholder Type :
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 :

Unread
9/18/2012
Yes

CA Resident
Individual
Individual
9/18/2012
Website
Katie
Deason
Home Owner, & Pres. Bishop Achers Water Co.

Shafter

CA

93263

661-589-5834
deasontrekl@aol.com
Fresno - Bakersfield

Yes

i'm opposed to both revised drafts as it effects my property. i would like
a detailed picture of proposal thru my property. 32173 loraine lane,
shafter ca. when will homeowners be bought out and how will you
determine amount for property, what if we disagree with amount. how
long will it be before a poperty owner has to move out, as we can,t buy
another place until that happens. since house will be demolished can we
sell things , such as coolers, etc. how much notice will be given that you
will take property. and how long can we stay in home till that happens.
willm we have deadline to move out. can we sell it without disclosing
that place will be bought out in future . we have 4 nut producing trees,
will these be added cost to figures. what is your projected date of having
high speed rail done. what if we know site will be taken , if we wish for
buy out sooner can that happen. there will be power generater across
from all owners on street. , how big will that be and how will that effect
noise, lights, vibrations, workers at station? the water well for
community is in path. will you have togive each land owner money ,
know it has to be moved. how will that effect our flo of water as we have
no holding tank. how long will it take to relocate site for water. it,s our
only source. why redo bridge that just was completed, plenty of fields to
go around it all. why wasn,t that bypassed. i guess you like to waste
money , if you have to redo bridge . how many lights will be in area.
how many trains will be going an hour. what about rail dust and it,s
effects to the people who will live near the train. how will that effect our
water and people who live and work near by. if you move the water well,
how deep of a well will you have. we have one of the best water around,
better than shafters , will it be a totally new well drill site.

No
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 Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1006 (Katie Deason, September 18, 2012)

1006-1

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

1006-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-03.

Individual acquisition and relocation issues will be addressed during the property
acquisition process.

1006-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-01.

The exact size of the transformer is unknown at this time. Please note that the HST
System would be a “design-build” project. That is, the project design would be
completed by the contractor chosen to build the project. The Authority and FRA have
prepared a project-specific EIR/EIS to analyze the potential environmental
consequences of a refined set of alternative corridor alignments and stations along this
section. This project EIR/EIS contains significantly more detail than was available at the
first-tier Program EIR/EIS.

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 locations of the track,
cross sections of the infrastructure with measurements, precise station footprints with
site configurations, 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 translated into a project description in the EIR
with 100% of the information that is required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15147

1006-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-AG-04.

1006-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-HWR-01.

1006-6

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

Two alternatives are proposed in the vicinity of Wasco and Shafter: the BNSF
Alternative (through Wasco and Shafter) and the Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative.
Each alternative would have its own set of different effects.

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the 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; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis; and the
comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative has the least
overall impact on the environment and local communities, the lowest cost, and the
fewest constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated.

If a bridge needs to be replaced because of the project, the replacement bridge will be
designed and constructed in accordance with the requirements of the local jurisdiction. If
lighting is necessary, lighting would have to conform with local lighting ordinances.
Potential impacts from construction lighting are addressed in Mitigation Measure AVR-
MM#1b, which calls for shielding lights, directing lights downward so that the lights are
not visible off-site, and limiting direct lighting to within the project site. This mitigation
measure is discussed in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Final
EIR/EIS.

The number of trains operating at any given time will ultimately depend on the ridership.
Appendix 2-C, Operations and Service Plan Summary, of the Final EIR/EIS provides
background information on the intended service and operations of the HST System at
this point in project planning.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1006 (Katie Deason, September 18, 2012) - Continued

1006-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

Fugitive dust emissions due to the HST-induced airflow were evaluated in the EIR/EIS.
As discussed in Section 3.3.6.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, as
the airflow diminishes, fugitive dust emissions beyond 10 feet from a train traveling at
high speed—and the subsequent health risks—would be negligible. See Standard
Response FB-Response-GENERAL-27 (dust from train operation). Also, the HST
System has a steel-wheel-on-steel-rail technology. The HST System would use
regenerative braking technology, which would reduce brake pad wear and the amount of
metal particles deposited within the track right-of-way. The metals in the particulate
matter tend not to leach or affect water quality.

1006-8

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-AG-04, FB-
Response-SO-01.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
[

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1007 (Travis DeCoster, July 21, 2012)

1007-1 |
1007-2 |
1007-3 |

1007-4 |

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #42 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date :
Response Requested :
Stakeholder Type :
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
7/21/2012

No

CA Resident
Individual
Individual
7/21/2012
Website

Travis
DeCoster

Tuolumne City
CA
95379

basincreek@yahoo.com

Because of the visual prominence of the viaduct heading into Bakersfield

it should be designed to be a central iconic landmark.

If that is too expensive then maybe a greenfield station south or north of

town could work.

Some of the viaducts south of Hanford seem odd and perhaps

unnecessary.

The bypasses of the various towns seem the most logical route as they

will be cheaper to construct and will impact fewer homes.
Yes
Yes
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1007 (Travis DeCoster, July 21, 2012)

1007-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AVR-02, FB-Response-AVR-03, FB-
Response-AVR-04.

As described in Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2a: Incorporate Design Criteria for
Elevated and Station Elements That Can Adapt to Local Context, the Authority will
establish a consultation and design process with affected cities and counties to advance
the final design through a collaborative, context-sensitive approach. Participants in the
consultation process will meet on a regular basis to develop a consensus on the urban
design elements that are to be incorporated into the final guideway designs. Appropriate
design treatments for the guideways leading into Bakersfield would be among the key
topics addressed in that process. The mitigation measure also calls for incorporation of
architectural elements, decorative textures, and other iconic features into the design of
guideways and columns in locations such as this one, where adverse impacts have
been identified.

1007-2

An important objective of the HST program is to provide an interface between the HST
and commercial airports, mass transit, and the highway network. Locating the
Bakersfield Station on the outskirts of the city would isolate it from Amtrak and the
existing public transit system. Also, placing the station outside the city would promote
unplanned growth, which is inconsistent with the Kern County General Plan, the
Bakersfield General Plan, and the smart growth principles of the San Joaquin Valley
Blueprint.

1007-3

Where the HSR route crosses obstacles such as the BNSF track, the required vertical
clearance is 24 feet and the structure depth from rail to soffit is typically 13 feet; all HSR-
over-BNSF crossings will generally require a viaduct.

Viaducts are also generally required to cross floodplain areas where an embankment
with flood culverts would be considered an unacceptable constraint to the passage of

floodwater.

South of Hanford the viaducts are required for the following reasons:

1007-3

» South BNSF Viaduct - Alignment K1: Viaduct required to cross over the BNSF lines.

* Cross Creek Viaduct - Alignments K1, K2, & K4: Viaduct required to cross over flood
plain.

« Cross Creek Viaduct - Alignment K3: Viaduct required to cross floodplain and BNSF
tracks.

« Corcoran Viaduct — Alignment C1: Viaduct required to assist the route in passing
between BNSF and State Route (SR) 43 corridors and also to clear the many spur
tracks servicing local facilities to the east of the BNSF corridor. The viaduct also
crosses the main BNSF route toward its south end.

* SR 43 BNSF Viaduct — Alignment C2: Viaduct required to carry the route over the SR
43 and adjacent BNSF route.

« Boswell Spur Viaduct — Alignment C3: Viaduct required to carry the route over the
many spur tracks that service facilities to the West of the BNSF corridor.

« Deer Creek Bridge — Alignments Al & A2: Viaduct required to carry route over Deer
Creek, floodplain, and Stoil (BNSF) spur track.

* Poso Creek Viaduct — Alignment L2: Viaduct required to carry route over floodplain
and also the BNSF and SR 43 corridors.

* BNSF Viaduct — Alignment L4: Viaduct required to carry route over the BNSF and SR
43 corridors.

* Wasco Viaduct — Alignment WS1: Viaduct required to avoid severance of a number of
local streets within Wasco, to minimize the footprint of the route within Wasco, and to
cross the BNSF corridor.

« Shafter Viaduct — Alignment WS1: Viaduct required to avoid severance of a number of
local streets within Shafter, to minimize the footprint of the route within Shafter, to pass
over a number of BNSF spur tracks servicing local facilities to the east of the BNSF
corridor, and to cross the BNSF corridor itself.

» Wasco Viaduct — Alignment WS2: Viaduct required to carry route over BNSF corridor,
BNSF sidings, and the new alignment of 7th Standard Road, which is on a bridge at
the crossing point.

« Bakersfield Viaduct — Alignments B1, B2, and B3: Viaduct required to carry route over
numerous local streets; local through-routes, including the proposed
Westside/Centennial Parkway and SR 99, facilities associated with the Kern Canal,
Cross Valley Canal, and Gates Canal, the Kern River floodway, the BNSF goods
yards; and also to provide a platform for the new Bakersfield Station.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1007 (Travis DeCoster, July 21, 2012) - Continued

1007-4

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

The bypass alternatives are proposed to reduce impacts to communities where no
stations are proposed. Your support for the bypass alternatives is noted.

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 Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1008 (Bernard "Barney" Deeter, Retired - Caltrans/Private Engr Firm, September 24,
2012)

1008-1

1008-2

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #197 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date :
Response Requested :
Stakeholder Type :
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
9/24/2012

CA Resident

Individual

Individual

9/24/2012

Website

Bernard "Barney"

Deeter

Civil Engr

Retired - Caltrans/Private Engr Firm

Fresno

CA

93710
559-439-4379
bigbanfan@aol.com
Fresno - Bakersfield

Yes

As a retired Civil Engineer, | have several questions that | hope have
been addressed in the EIR.

1. The power source to run at 200 mph - Overhead power lines,
magnetic or third rail(dangerous)?

2. Provision for Farmer John to get to his divided property. At grade or
underpass? | don't believe you would want Farmer John to drag his
farm equipment across the rail system.

3. County roads and/or city streets - at grade or underpass?

Yes
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1008 (Bernard "Barney" Deeter, Retired - Caltrans/Private Engr Firm,
September 24, 2012)

1008-1

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

The trains would draw power from an overhead contact system. More details can be
found in Section 2.2.6 of Volume | of the EIR-EIS.

1008-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03.

The system will be completely grade-separated. There will be no at-grade road
crossings.
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1009 (Leonard DeRuiter, October 18, 2012)

CALIFORNIA
High-Speed Rail Authority

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section Lo Seccion de Fresno o Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velodidad
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/  Proyacto Revisado de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/
Supplemental Droft Environmental Impact Statement  Declaracion de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Suph ]
[Revised Draft EIR/Suppl tal Draft EIS]  (Proyecto R fo EIR/Proyecto Supl warie EIS)

Comment Card
Tarjeta de Commentarios

Please submit your completed comment card at the  Por favor ent su tarjeta o al final de la
end of the meeting, or mail te:  reunién, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direccion:

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Suppl | Draft EIS G }, 770 L Street, Svite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

The  Extended comment period for Fresno  MPer 20, El periedo de comentario es del 20 de Julic ol 20
2 to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised sically, or  de Septiembre del 2012, Los comentarios tienen que ser
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EI5: , 2012, recibidos electrdnicamente, o matasellades, el o anfes
July 20 - October 19 del 20 de Septiembre del 2012,

Mame/MNembre: ,{Eﬂa"\fﬁw ‘_Z).E JE?{),TE/‘?

Organizetion/Orgonizacién:

Address/Domicilio: 76 ‘JVj-_‘_ _fj{/u At/f

Phone Number/Momero de Teléforne: s
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Cédigo Postal: H4NFZ)€,U 6’/4 ?J-vzb)/ S

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico:
(Use cddiional poges if |§?MU$0 oagmns adicioncles si es necesario)
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CALIFORNIA
High-Speed Rail Authority

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section  La Seccion de Fresno a Bakersficld del Tren de Alta Veloddad
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Repon‘,-r Proyecto Revisedo de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/

Comment Card
Tarjeta de Commentarios

Suppl tal Draft Envi | Impact Stat Decloracion de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Suplementaric
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS)  (Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Supl ario EIS)
Please submit your completed comment card ot the  Por favor gue su farjefa completada al final de lo

end of the meeting, or mail to:  reunién, o envielo por correo a la siguiente direccion:
Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment, 770 L Streef, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

The  Extended comment period for Fresno nber 20,  El periodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio ol 20
20 1o pakersfield High Speed Train Revised ically, or  de Septiembre del 2012. Los comentarios fienen que ser
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft E15: 13,2012, recibidos electrénicamente, o matosellados, el o antes
July 20 - October 19 del 20 de Septiemnbre del 2012.

Name/Mombre: 2L f{‘_/—""\.;’% Q.Q .Df ?{’{J, Tfif e e e s
Orgonization/Organizacién: _ _
Address/Domicilio: _ 7&{3__ ;SJ’A’ 4 1£

Phone Number/MNimero de Teléfono: = ’ =

City, Stote, Zip Code/Ciudod, Estado, Codigo Postol:_AANFORD,_CA. 73230

E-mail Address/Correo Electronico:
|Use additional pages if needed/User pogi nos- adicionales g es necescrio)

0092 7He, E LR ol ptal. Concsalin. Lhe. Z(m«?w < ,M
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Qfézrzm L2 .. s L) AUy Jidomn
TANL 4
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/ o yriads. 4?‘1{&4 %{’/W&?émzé). RSN L Ngeig
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

EIR/EIS

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1009 (Leonard DeRuiter, October 18, 2012) - Continued

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 Statement
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Droft 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/
Declaracion de Impacte Ambiental Proyecto Sup

(Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

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

Fresno fo Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Suppl | Draft EIS C 770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814

Tt Extended comment period for Fresno 'ember 20,
to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised omcolly or
Oraft EIR/Supplemental Draft g5 20+ 2012.

July 20 - October 19

El periodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio al 20

de Septiembre del 2012, Los comentarios fienen que ser
recibidos electrénicamente, o matasellades, el o antes
del 20 de Septiembre del 2012,

i o e ',_ =
Mame/Nombre: _LEINAEKL JE KU f)f

Organization/Organizacién: ..
Address/Domicilio: _ 7 /;?L/V’ /;l/f

Phone Mumber/Mdmero de Teléfono:

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Cédige Postal: f!’fﬁfg@! (:A ?3“250

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico:

[Use additional pages if needed/Usar paginos odicioncles si es necesaric)
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1009 (Leonard DeRuiter, October 18, 2012)

1009-1

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

The land acquisition process will take place before construction. It is during this phase
that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual landowners to mitigate
impacts from both construction and operation of the HST. The Authority is working to
begin the right-of-way process as soon as possible so as to decrease impacts on
farmers.

1009-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04.

Project construction will take place over an 8-year period.It is expected that adequate
resources are available to reconstruct new wells required because of the project over
the construction period. For example, the California Groundwater Association alone lists
108 water well drilling contractors from the Central Valley who are members of the
association (see http://www.groundh2o.org/services/index.html). In a 1997 economic
census, the U.S. Census Bureau identified 266 companies in the United States that
manufactured concrete pipe, of which 21 with 20 employees or more are located in
California (U.S. Census Bureau. 1997 Concrete Pipe Manufacturing 1997 Economic
Census. EC97M-3273D). This comment provides no substantive evidence that there
would be an economic impact caused by limitations in resources to construct new wells.

1009-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03.
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfi

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012)

604 Plover Ct.
Bakersfield, CA 93309 Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIR/SDEIS
October 18, 2012 October 18, 2012
Page 2
CERTIFIED MAIL
Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/ 010-8
Suppl Draft EIS C 1010- 9. The report references noise barriers and “potential noise barriers.” There appears
770L Street, Suite 800 to be no description of what this noise will be. In order for Bakersfield residents
Sacramento, CA 95814 to experience noise generated by HSR at various speeds, it would seem
appropriate to create the sound through a demonstration chamber so
RE: Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIR/SDEIS Comments residents will know exnctly what the sound barriers are supposed to mitigate.
1010-9 10. All three al routes through Bakersfield impact the multimillion dollar
1010-1 1. Loss of commercial and residential properties taken for right of way will result in Westside Parkway currently under constraction, The RDEIR indicates an
a loss of property tax revenue. No mitigation or alternatives are presented. elevated track over the Parkway which raises safety concerns. Additionaily, such
2. Properties adjacent to the rail line will be devalued because of noise, vibration, an elevated structure will forever change the skyline of Bakersfield. This presents
and visual aesthetics and result in lost property tax revenue. Mitigation for a situation l.hat cannot be mitigated. What's the answer? Will the Parkway have
devalued property owners and governmental agencies needs to be presented. to be gl ito late HSR?
1010-2 3. Historic 100 year old Bakersfield High School will suffer the loss of at least one
| building under at least one of the alternate alignments. There is no available
space on campus to construct a replacement building. 1010-10 11, In summary, Section 3.18 (Regional Growth) and 3.19 (Cumulative Impacts)
I010-3| 4. There are numerous safety implications with a high speed train operating close to reflect p lation or social engineering which is outside the
the Bakersfield High School campus. parameters ofdevclcp:ng an efficient, cost effective, affordable transportation
I010-4| 5. Only one complete 3 volume set of the RDEIR/SDEIS is available at the system. The entire high-speed rail (HSR) now referred to as high-speed tnun
Bakersfield Beale Library for the City’s 351,400 residents which occupy (HST) needs to be stopped and be r luated to reflect updated d
pproximately 112,000 household: data and ridership. If the goal is to relieve traffic at LAX and San Francisco
I010-5| 6. Inreviewing the maps in Vol. 3, “potential sound barriers” are indicated on many airports and provide an altemative for Bay to Basin travel at competitive costs,
pages. This creates questions of how the costs for these “potential” structures are alternative routes need to be carefully studied that do not require costly and
assigned. unsightly elevated track. There is a "rush to construct" mentality driving the
1010-6 1 On a larger scale, when three alternate routes thmugh Bakersfield and other route project that will prove to be d ing and ir ible to valley
ives north of Bakersfield are being idered credibility issues for cost and agriculture.
estimates occur. How can pmjecwd costs be reliable given all these variables and
only 15-30% of the engmacnng oompletod"
1010-7 8. The problem of the fungal i idmycosis (Valley Fever) is well

known in the Central Valley. The disruption in soil caused by the extensive
construction will result in an increase in Valley Fever cases to construction

T Dhosry

kers and resid The plications of this infection up to and includi
death are serious and costly to treat. The costs will fall on the State through (661) 834-3507
of worker comp ion claims and on the public for the uninsured.

Mltlga.uon of this situation needs to be provided through a fund to cover these
health care costs.

U.S. Department
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012) - Continued
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William C. Descary
604 Plover Court
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012)

1010-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02, FB-Response-SO-05.

For information on the HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects see
EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.12 Impact SO#3, Impact SO#4, and Impact SO #12.

1010-2

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

In February 2012, the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred
with the evaluation of Bakersfield High School presented in the technical documents
prepared for the Draft EIR/EIS (SHPO 2012). Details of the findings are available in the
Historic Architectural Survey Report (HASR) and the Historic Property Survey Report
(HPSR) (Authority and FRA 2011b, 2011c). The SHPO concurred that Harvey
Auditorium is individually eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) and that none of the other buildings or structures on the Bakersfield High
School campus qualify for inclusion in the NRHP, either individually, or as a cohesive
grouping, as required for historic districts. Harvey Auditorium is also eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and is considered a historical
resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). None of
the other buildings on the high school campus are considered historical resources under
CEQA.

1010-3

An analysis of safety of Bakersfield High School is provided in Section 3.11 of the
EIR/EIS.

1010-4

The Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS were made available at
dozens of community centers, libraries, and other locations throughout the project
footprint to encourage public review and comment. A complete listing of locations is

available online at the Authority's website.

1010-5

The cost of sound barriers are included in the mitigation costs of the project provided in
Chapter 5 of the EIR/EIS.

1010-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

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 locations of track, cross
sections of the infrastructure with measurements, precise station footprints with site
configurations, 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.

Chapter 5, Project Costs and Operations, of the EIR/EIS provides information about and
a breakdown of project costs by alternative.

1010-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-01.

Although valley fever fungi are commonly found in the soil in the Central Valley and

can be stirred into the air by anything that disrupts the soil, the potential for the
operational HST to generate dust through induced air flow is low. Therefore, the impacts
from valley fever during operations will be less than significant. In addition, the dust
minimization measures listed in Section 3.3.8 of the Final EIR/EIS will further reduce
fugitive dust emissions to a less-than-significant impact. Valley fever spores would be
released when the soil is disturbed; however, due to the minimization measures, fugitive
dust disturbance during construction will be minimal. Therefore, impacts from valley
fever spores would be less than significant.

Because the dust disturbance would be minimal with proposed mitigation measures,
current hospital and health care centers would not be burdened with an increase in
valley fever patients.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012) - Continued

1010-8

The potential noise impact has been assessed at sensitive receivers, and these areas
are identified in Section 3.4.7, Environmental Consequences, of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and shown in Figures 3.4-9 through 3.4-13. The locations of
potential barriers are illustrated on Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19. Refer to Section 3.4.6
for a complete listing of noise impact mitigation measures that would reduce noise
impacts below a “severe” level. The Proposed California High-Speed Train Project Noise
and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines developed by the Authority (see Appendix 3.4-A of
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS) were used to determine whether mitigation
would be proposed for these areas of potential impact. The Guidelines require
consideration of feasible and effective mitigation for severe noise impacts (impacts
where a significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by the HST project’s
noise).

The Authority will refine mitigation for homes with residual severe noise impacts (i.e.,
severe impacts that remain notwithstanding noise barriers) and address them on a case-
by-case basis during final design of the Preferred Alternative. In addition to the potential
use of noise barriers, other forms of noise mitigation may include improvements to the
home itself that will reduce the levels by at least 5 dBA, such as adding acoustically
treated windows, extra insulation, and mechanical ventilation as detailed in Section
3.4.6, Project.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS proposes noise barriers in areas of severe noise
impacts resulting from the project, where the barriers meet the cost-effectiveness
criteria. To meet the cost-effectiveness criteria, barriers must mitigate noise for more
than 10 sensitive receivers, be not less than 800 feet in length, be less than 14 feet in
height, and cost below $45,000 per benefited receiver. A receiver that receives at least
5-dBA noise reduction due to the barrier is considered a benefited receiver.

Mitigation Measure N&V-MM#3 provides that sound barriers may be installed to reduce
noise to acceptable levels at adjoining properties. These may include walls, berms, or a
combination of walls and berms. The specific type of barrier will be selected during final
design, and before operations begin. In addition, Mitigation Measure N&V-MM#3
provides that prior to operation, the Authority will work with communities regarding the

1010-8

height and design of sound barriers, using jointly developed performance criteria, when
the vertical and horizontal location have been finalized as part of the final design of the
project. Mitigation Measure VQ-MM#6 requires the provision of a range of options to
reduce the visual impact of the sound barriers.

Figure 3.4-1 in Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS shows typical noise levels of the high-speed train traveling at various speeds and
provides corresponding examples of other types of noise generating equipment that
generate similar noise levels.

1010-9

The Authority and the City of Bakersfield Department of Public Works have reviewed the
plans for the HST project alternatives relative to the Westside Parkway, and both the
Authority and the City have determined that none of the HST alternatives would impact
the construction of the Westside Parkway.

As discussed in Section 3.11, Safety and Security, of the EIR/EIS, a basic design
feature of an HST system is to contain trainsets within the operational corridor (FRA
1993). Strategies to ensure containment include operation and maintenance plan
elements that would ensure high-quality tracks and vehicle maintenance to reduce the
risk of derailment. Also, physical elements, such as containment parapets, check rails,
guard rails, and derailment walls, would be used in specific areas with a high risk of or
high impact from derailment (e.g., where the elevated HST viaduct crosses the Westside
Parkway). Therefore, the risk of accidents involving the HST and motorists on the
Westside Parkway is judged to be low, as is the risk of vehicle accidents between
roadways crossing over each other, which is common on the freeways of California.

The visual impacts of the HST viaduct are discussed in Section 3.16.5 of the EIR/EIS.

Between Coffee Road and their crossings over the Kern River east of the Mohawk
Street Bridge, the HST alignments and Westside Parkway would broadly parallel each
other, the HST crossing over the Parkway at three (BNSF Alternative) or four
(Bakersfield South and Bakersfield Hybrid alternatives) locations. From an aesthetic
perspective, these crossings are not expected to result in any substantial adverse

U.S. Departmen
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012) - Continued

1010-9

impacts. These crossings would resemble instances of freeways passing over roadways
on elevated structures, a common occurrence in Bakersfield and elsewhere. Most of
these crossings would take place in the area south of the Shell Refinery in an area of
extremely poor existing visual quality. At both river crossings, the HST alignments would
not pass over the proposed Parkway bridges over the Kern River; rather, in each case
they would cross on the landward side of the bridge structures. Thus, no direct physical
or aesthetic conflict would be expected between the structures.

The effects of the elevated structures on the Bakersfield landscape are described in
detail and represented with simulations in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual
Resources, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. An extensive set of mitigation and
design measures are proposed for these structures, to be developed in detail in
coordination with the City of Bakersfield (refer to Section 3.16.7.2 of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS).

1010-10

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-05,
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

No aspect of the project would manipulate population or undertake social engineering.
When it is in operation, the project would provide a new alternative mode for travel
between the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin.

As described in Section 2.2.4.4 of the EIR/EIS, elevated profiles are used in urban areas
where extensive road networks must be maintained and to cross water bodies. Because
HST operation requires grade-separated track, an at-grade system in urban areas would
eliminate road crossings. The elevated approach avoids substantial disruptions of
existing roads and traffic patterns.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Submission 1011 (Sandra Descary, October 19, 2012)

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

$5.75

go0 7029} -08

RETURN REGEIPT
REQUESTED

604 Plover Ct.
Bakersfield, CA 93309
October 18,2012

CERTIFIED MAIL

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/ ]
Supplemental Draft EIS Comment s===
770 L Street, Suite 800 E
Sacramento, CA 95814 e

The following are my garding the Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/
Supplemental Drafi EIS:

1011-1 1. All three proposed routes through Bakersfield will require the acquisition of
developed land (public and private) which will dramatically increase costs. The
route should be on the perimeter of the City to the south and west to decrease land
acquisition costs and lessen destruction of infrastructure.
Proposed routes will divide the City and have an adverse impact on the
cohesiveness of the City.
A number of recently completed redevelof projects which have enhanced
previously blighted areas will be subject to land acquisition and have collateral
negative impact on these recently enhanced areas.
1011-4! 4. Prime farm land will be destroyed forever.
|011.5| 5. Some farms will even be divided which will significantly add to their operational
costs and adversely impact air quality with much more travel to work the farm.
Wetlands that are part of the Kern Wildlife Refuge will be destroyed and disrupt
migrating birds.
1011-7 7. Numerous property owners have not been individually notified of the potential
loss of their property based on identified HSR routes through Bakersfield. For
example, some property owners west of Calloway and north of Brimhall have
failed to be notified.
Although the consultant list indicates a number of civil engineers, only two are
indicated as holding the P.E. (Professional Engineer) license designation. [ am
concerned that the authority is relying on unlicensed civil engineers for this
project.
1011-9 9. Ariel maps showing proposed routes do not title or identify prominent structures
such as Bakersfield High School, City Equipment and Maintenance Yard, City
Hall, County Office Building, RaboBank Arena Convention Center, and Beale
Library for easy reference so it is difficult to understand the proximity of the
proposed routes to these structures. These are additional impacted areas without
mitigation being addressed.

p %
# . >
e A Al eeeat, —
¥

" Sandra Descary |
(661) 834-3507

[¥]

|o11-2|

|o11-3| 3.

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS Comment

770 L street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

I011-6| 6.

1011-8 8.

Tl i

Sandra M. Descary

604 Plover Court
Bakersfield, CA 93308
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1011 (Sandra Descary, October 19, 2012)

1011-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

1011-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-SO-04, FB-
Response-SO-06.

For information on the potential for disruption and division in Bakersfield see EIR/EIS
Volume | Section 3.12.8 Impact SO#6. Also see Impact SO#9 and Impact SO#10 for
displacement estimates in Bakersfield. Mitigation Measure SO-2 and SO-3 (described in
Section 3.12.11) propose mitigations for identified effects in Bakersfield communities.

1011-3

The comment is referring to redevelopment projects in the City of Bakersfield. The City
of Bakersfield has adopted redevelopment plans for the HST station area in Bakersfield.
As stated in Section 3.13.5.3, the urban station in Bakersfield would encourage higher-
intensity development in the surrounding areas, including desired residential and
commercial infill development, by providing an economic driver for such development.
Two development projects are located within the Bakersfield Station study area: the Mill
Creek Linear Park Plan and the Old Town Kern—Pioneer Redevelopment Project, which
are both mixed-use residential and commercial projects. HST station development
would not affect planned development in Bakersfield because those developments are
planned for the station study area edges, and include higher-density residential uses
that would be compatible with transit-oriented development (TOD) around stations.

The indirect effect of the station is consistent with existing urban development and
expectations for the types of uses that can be supported in an urban environment. This
would also be consistent with the city’s plans and policies encouraging downtown
revitalization. Therefore, the indirect land use effects of these two stations would have
negligible intensity under NEPA, and be less than significant under CEQA. The
Bakersfield station could potentially increase land use densities and TOD in downtown
Bakersfield, which would be consistent with local plans and policies.

1011-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

The Authority recognizes that the loss of farmland cannot be fully mitigated, and as such
has been classified as a significant and unavoidable impact. See Impact AG #4 for
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation
Measure AG #1 in Section 3.14 for measures to reduce the impact on prime farmland
through the funding of permanent conservation easement acquisitions through the
California Farmland Conservancy Program.

1011-5

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

The air quality analysis prepared for the HST project includes consideration of changes
in traffic patterns expected to result from the project (see Section 3.3.4.1, on Air Quality
and Global Climate Change, and the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Air Quality
Technical Report [Authority and FRA 2012a]).

1011-6

The Kern National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is located 9.8 miles west of the HST
alternatives (i.e., the Allensworth Bypass Alternative). The HST alternatives do not
overlap this NWR (see Figure 3.7-1c of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS), and the
construction and operation of the HST alternatives would not result in direct or indirect
impacts on Kern NWR or associated migratory birds. Impacts on birds protected under
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act are discussed in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and
Wetlands.

1011-7

The public outreach process for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System
has been extensive; this process has included hundreds of public meetings and
briefings where public comments have been received, participation in community events
where participation has been solicited, and development and distribution of educational
materials to encourage feedback. These efforts are cited in Chapter 7 of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Public notification regarding the draft environmental
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1011 (Sandra Descary, October 19, 2012) - Continued

1011-7

documents took place in the following ways: A notification letter, informational brochure,
and NOA were prepared in English and Spanish and sent to landowners and tenants
within 300 feet of all alignment alternatives. The letters notified landowners and tenants
that their property may be necessary for construction (within the project construction
footprint) of one or more of the alignment alternatives or project components being
evaluated. Anyone who has requested to be notified or is in our stakeholder database
was sent notification materials in English and Spanish. An e-mail communication of the
notification materials was distributed to the entire stakeholder database. Public notices
were placed in English- and Spanish-language newspapers. Posters in English and
Spanish were posted along the project right-of-way.

1011-8

Engineering design of the HST System is being undertaken by licensed engineers.

Preparation of the EIR/EIS does not require engineering design expertise, but rather a
range of expertise in the analysis of environmental impacts. A number of Professional
Engineers participated in the preparation of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.
Section 9.2 of the EIR/EIS has been revised to identify these individuals.

1011-9

Route maps included in the Final EIR/EIS provide street names and label certain
prominent structures, where feasible, to assist in identification and understanding of
location and proximity. For example, Figure 2-42, Bakersfield Station—North Alternative,
specifically identifies the Kern County Building, Rabobank Arena, the Marriott Hotel,
Beale Memorial Library, the sites of the Chelsea and Mill Creek developments, and
other landmarks in Downtown Bakersfield. For those interested in the specific parcels
that would be affected by the HST project, Appendix 3.1-A depicts all parcels within the
HST footprint and identifies them by Assessor Parcel Number.
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1012 (Terrell DeVaney, October 16, 2012)

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #297 DETAIL Stakeholder Dear High Speed Rail,

Status : Unread Comments/Issues :

Record Date : 10/17/2012 1012-1

Response Requested : When | voted for high speed rail, my vote was cast for an electric train,
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident within a certain budget.

Affiliation Type : Individual 1 voted for high speed rail because | thought it would be built where we
Attorney or Law Firm? : No need it most-

Interest As : Individual between Bakersfield and LA. There is no train route available, there is
Submission Date : 10/17/2012 only

Submission Method : Project Email AMTRAK bus service.

First Name : Terrell This is the primary connection that needs to be made to connect

Last Name : DeVaney southern

Professional Title : California with northern California.

County :

Business/Organization :

Address 1321 Whitley Now you choose to start the project in the middle of the fertile productive

N valley, connecting towns with

Apt./Suite No. :

City : Corcoran small populations, taking their land from them, disrupting lives, and
damaging the environment for a project that is doomed to fail.

State : CA
Zip Code : 93212
Telephone : 559-992-5107 1012-2 . .
. . The young people in Corcoran as well as the elderly will no longer be
Email : calecon@lightspeed.net able
Email Subscription : to travel to and
cell APhone : from our town on Amtrak as our train station will be eliminated. We
Fax : travel
Comment Type : Issue (concern, suggestion, complaint) on rail everyday from Corcoran

Add to Mailing List : to go to the grocery store, the doctors, restaurants, and many students
use

it to commute to college.

Our station is a connection for other transportation services that is used
everyday by the young, elderly and disabled.

The station is also utilized as a cool center during the hot summer days

is utilized to display historic Corcoran artifacts.

1012-3 The route through town will devastate our main entrance to our town and
will
devastate our already

damaged economy.

I012-4: The air quality will be compromised. The natural habitat for wildlife will
1012-5 be compromised.
1012-6

The farmers land will be compromised.
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1012 (Terrell DeVaney, October 16, 2012) - Continued

1012-6 The central California valley is a key producer of many products
including
but not limited to dairy, beef, pork, tomatoes, cotton, wheat, corn,
safflower, pistachios, almonds and walnuts. Cutting through their
property
will severely affect their farms and dairies, destroying valuable farmland

disrupting operations, destroying irrigation systems and destroying
processing plants.

1012-7 Your budget is understated and not realistic! How will California be able

to afford this mistake?

1012-8 Please reconsider building this stretch of high speed rail in our fertile
valley and put it where it needs to be- connecting Bakersfield with Los
Angeles,

connecting San Diego with LA, or connecting Sacramento with Tracy.

Sincerely,

Terrell DeVaney

Terrell DeVaney, Lic # 01085342
Cal-Econ Realty, Lic # 01057619
1321 Whitley

Corcoran, CA 93212
559-992-5107 Cell 559-799-9589

Subscription

Request/Response :

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
General Viewpoint on Mixed
Project :

Official Comment Period :  Yes
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1012 (Terrell DeVaney, October 16, 2012)

1012-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-12.

Environmental analysis of subsequent sections of the HST System that are planned to
connect Bakersfield to Los Angeles is currently underway. The Central Valley sections
of the HST System are an integral portion of the statewide system connecting San
Francisco and the Bay Area to Los Angeles and Anaheim.

1012-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12.

1012-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

For information on the impacts to communities where no station will exist and for specific
information on the potential for physical deterioration see EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.12
Impact SO #16. Also see Mitigation Measure SO-5.

1012-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02.

1012-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

As described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the proposed project would impact wildlife species and their
habitat. However, these impacts will be mitigated, minimized, and/or avoided through
the implementation of mitigation measures, as described in Section 3.7.7.

1012-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-
Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03, FB-Response-AG-04.

1012-7

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

1012-8

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
[

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1013 (Doug DeVaney, J. G. Boswell Company, October 19, 2012)

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #383 DETAIL 1013-1 Stakeholder As a lifelong resident of the community of Corcoran, | feel as though my
Status : Action Pending Comments/Issues : concerns as a resident are not being fully considered in the decision to
: construct a High Speed Rail system through the valley; for the entire
Record Date : 10/19/2012 State for that matter. Many 'town hall' meetings have yielded a strong
Response Requested : No gpinion from our community as well as other small communities in the
. ; an

Sta}ﬁehplder Type: CA.R.ESIdEI'It 1013-2 Joaquin Valley against this H.S.R. boondoggle. The proposed project is
Affiliation Type : Individual significantly different now than what was presented as a voter
Interest As : Individual initiative. It is easy to come away with a sense of being trod upon by

eai . the overbearing interests of government officials. This entire project
Subm!ss!on Date : 10/%9/2012 i wreaks of a "Bgit and Switchg' tactic forced upon the citizens 0‘? !
Submission Method : Project Email California. It is shortsighted and woefully short of accomplishing
First Name : Doug anything positive for the State of California, all at the significant
Last Name : DeVaney cost and detriment to small communities like Corcoran in the San

Professional Title :

Business/Organization :

Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :

State :

Zip Code :
Telephone :

Email :

Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :

Add to Mailing List :

J. G. Boswell Company

Corcoran
CA
93212

ddevaney@jgboswell.com

EIR/EIS Comment :
Official Comment Period :

Joaquin

Valley. | join other citizens against our continued opposition and
fight against High Speed Rail in the Valley and throughout the State.
Please give the citizens of small communities consideration when
making

these decisions as our safety, health, and quality of life is greatly
impacted by the final outcome. Again, the City of Corcoran and it's
citizen's overwhelmingly opposes the High Speed Rail project!

Respectfully,

Doug DeVaney

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 Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1013 (Doug DeVaney, J. G. Boswell Company, October 19, 2012)

1013-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16.

The Authority has solicited public involvement and modified the project as a result of
public feedback. These modifications include the introduction of the Hanford West
Bypass 1 and 2 Alternatives and the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative.

1013-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the 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; 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, cost, and the
constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. The Preferred
Alternative is identified and discussed in the Final EIR/EIS.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
i

Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1014 (Ursula Doan, October 18, 2012)

High-Speed Rail Authority

(5 CALFORNIA “EEC

/ Comment Card

Tarjeta de Commentarios

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

(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS)

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

La Seccion de Fresno a Bukersfield del Tren de Alta Velocidad
Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/
Declaracién de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Supl i

|Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

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

Fresno to Bokersfield Revised Draft EIR/Suppl | Draft EIS C 770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramenta, (A 95814
The  Extended comment period for Frasng 0% 20, f el periodo de ¢ ig 100l 20
- toBakersfield High Speed Train Revised "7/c2I% ©7 ¢ piiblico del Proyecto Revisado fienen que ser
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft f1s: 207 2012 ¢ EIR/Proyecto Suplementario f15 5 © © onfes
July 20 - October 19 3 Julio 20 - Octubre 19
Mome/Nombre: (48 LU Ly bo@a S
Organization/Organizacion: R = .
Address/Domicilio: .| 8 2 SRANG = L AN art
c & F. ’
Phene Mumber/Mimero de Teléfono: 55 9
City, State, Zip Code/Ciuvdad, Estado, Cédigo Postal: dorre A O A3 202
E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico: _~
[Use additional pages if needed/Usar pagines adicionales si es necesorio) y
LoacAal. CAL tegHc. o At

o1 e qesp
ol po

I FLE 0 To

v tiENKk So

GC . ForR [NETANCE - Yo
Fraelfgpedf SORTH W tH Bout

i
E ETC. NOTHING

52 L,

Erc, rh Hanpase

e THOe T Ou®R TRAIN StaTioN 3 Kok AEceYT TARING

THE Te&iN Ry ThE STRTiON
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1014 (Ursula Doan, October 18, 2012)

1014-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
i

Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1015 (Millard F. Downing, 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
Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacte Ambiental/
Decloracion de Impacie Ambiental Proyecto Supl

(Preyecto Revisade EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

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

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

The comment peried is from July 20 to September 20,
2012, Comments must be received electronically, or
postmarked, on or before September 20, 2012,

Mome/MNombre: __

Organization/Organizacién:
Address/Domicilio: '."".-/"-".’./'

Phene Mumber/Mdmero de Teléfono: D97
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudod, Estodo, Cédigo Posial:
E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico: s 4
(Use odditional poges needed/Usar paginas adicicnal

1015-1

1015-2

El periodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio ol 20

de Septiembre del 2012. Los comentarios fienen que ser
recibidos electrénicamente, o matasellades, el o antes
del 20 de Septiembre del 2012,

Federal Railroad

CALIFORNIA e ofTransporiaton

High-Speed Rail Authority

Administration
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1015 (Millard F. Downing, October 18, 2012)

1015-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-PU&E-03.

1015-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04.
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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 Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1016 (Minnie Carol Downing, October 18, 2012)

1016-1

1016-2

CALIFORNIA Comment Card

High-Speed Rail Authority Tarjeta de Commentarios

Chgot—llgem o o,

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section Lo Sexcion de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Ata Velocidad
Revised Droft Environmental Impact Report/  Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacte Ambiental/
Suppl tal Draft Envil tal Impact S Decloracion de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Supl
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS]  (Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Please submit your completed comment cord ot the  Por favor entregue su tarjeta completada al final de la
end of the meeting, or mail fo:  reunién, o enviela por correo o lo siguiente direccion:

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

The comment period is from July 20 to September 20,  El pariodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio ol 20
2012, Commenis must be received electronically, or  de Septiembre del 2012. Los comentarios fienen que ser
postmarked, on or before September 20, 2012, recibidos electrénicamente, o matasellades, el & antes
del 20 de Sepfiembre del 2012,

Nome/Mombre: Mlaararis ([ Ade L ,J Corglead s}

Organization/Organizacién:

Tl A
Address/Domicilio: Y748 ) errele fover JA

g

Phone Mumber/Nimero de Teléfono: %
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudod, Estodo, Cédigo Postal:_/7s

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico:
{Use cddifional poges if needed/Usar poginas adicioncles si es necesario)
e by Eiiene

e

=
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DX N, 1 Hope cT/, s PN
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1016 (Minnie Carol Downing, October 18, 2012)

1016-1

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

Although valley fever fungi are commonly found in the soil in the Central Valley and can
be stirred into the air by anything that disrupts the soil, the potential for the dust from
construction would be low due to the dust minimization measures listed in Section 3.3.8
of the Final EIR/EIS, which would reduce fugitive dust emissions to a less-than-
significant impact. Valley fever spores would be released when the soil is disturbed;
however, due to the minimization measures, fugitive dust disturbance would be minimal.
Therefore, impacts from valley fever spores would be less than significant, and health
impacts for children would be minimal.

1016-2

Noise generated by maintenance will be much less than actual operations. There are
no long-term health or hearing-loss issues associated with operations.

U.S. Department
“ of Transportation

Federal Railroad

Administration
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California High- S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1017 (Jimmy and Linda Duncan, August 16, 2012)

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

n{@@EHWE“

1))
(a0 Comment Card

Tarjeta de Commentarios

Fresno to Bukersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Reporhl'
Suppl tal Draft Enviror tal Impact Stat

[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 Veloddad
Proyecto Revisodo de Informe de Impocto Ambiental/
Decloracién de Impacto Ambientsl Proyecto Suplementario
(Proyecio Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Por faver entregue su tarjeta completada ol final de lo
reunian, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direccion:

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

The commant peried is from July 20 to September 20,
2012, Comments must be received elecironically, or
postmarked, on or before September 20, 2012,

El periodo de comentario es del 20 de Julio ol 20

de Septiembre del 2012, Los comentarios fienen que ser
recibidos electrénicomente, o motasellodos, el o antes
del 20 de Septiembre del 2012,

Marme/Nombre: "‘J;’f.“ﬂ]/ 3 é"ﬂd/(f Dl/dﬁf.ﬂ_— EETTERE e e——

Organization/Organizacion:

Address/Domicilio: 2/ 04/ \_J_rdlj-;:';'t S&

Phone Number/Nomero de Teléfonor () S5 F-2 470 . -
= . . O
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Cédigo Postel: DA KErs i e’é{ Ca. 93213

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico:

[Use additional pages if needed/Usar paginos adicionales si es necesario)
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Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1017 (Jimmy and Linda Duncan, August 16, 2012)

1017-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

EIR/EIS o
Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1018 (Tammy Ecklind, October 18, 2012)

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

;@LJWLD
"i”f \) Comment Card

Tarjeta de Commentarios

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Droft Environmental Impact Report/
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
[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 Velodidad
Proyecto Revisodo de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/

Declarocion de Impocto Ambiental Proyecio Supl io
(Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Por favor eniregue su torjeta completada ol final de le
reunion, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direccion:

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Suppl I Draft EIS C 770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814
The c;{ Extended comment period for Fresna “ €20, Eli paendido el periodo de .:orr.|entario a2 :
20T 1, Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised ;g];r rde piiblico del Proyecto RWI?adTS ?:: g:ezer
f Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS: d:; EIR/Proyecto Suplementario £
July 20 - October 19 Julio 20~ Octubre 13
Name/MNombre: _ ___,I/(_’_J_ My  COkline
Orgaonization/Organizacién: __/ &
Address/Domicilio: /9 &/ (130 4L Ll Z32/2
Phene Mumber/Nomero de Teléfono: 3 . —
City, Stats, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Cédigo Postol:_( 0, (,=  Z32ia
— L i /
E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico: /£ £.04£L ZMD (ol ot mal, Z¥sa]
e

{Use additional pages if needed/Usar pagines adicionales si es necesario)
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1018 (Tammy Ecklind, October 18, 2012)

1018-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-12, FB-
Response-SO-03.

See Impact SO #9 in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and
Environmental Justice, for discussion of residential displacements.
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California High- S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfi

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1019 (Willis Edwards, October 18, 2012)

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

Comment Card
Tarjeta de Commentarios

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Draft Envirenmental Impact Report/
Supplemental Droft Environmental Impact Statement
(Revised Draft EIR/Suppl tal Draft EIS)

N

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

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Suppl

| Draft EIS C;

La Seccion de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Veloddad
Proyecto Revisado de Infarme de Impacto Ambiental/
Decloracién de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Supl

|Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Por favor entregue su tarjeto completada al final de lo
reunion, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direccion:

The ¢ tended comment period for Fresno  Tiber 20,

' to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised ically, or
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EI5: 0, 2012.
July 20 - October 19

Name/Mombre: _£e/7 2/15 E'cy’w»@&clg

Organization/Organizacién:

Address/Domicilio:

770 L Stroet, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814
zl Extendido el periodo de comentario ' al 20
$ pliblico del Proyecto Revisado L
re L el oantes

EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS
Julio 20 - Octubre 19

Gl OTis Ave. sp#l_

Phone Mumber/Mimero de Teléfono: f 559-992-3576

City, Stafe, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Codigo Postal: COR CORAAJCA. ('?3’»2!'2(}9‘0 Bf‘x CS‘? ‘?‘3

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico: ———
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1019 (Willis Edwards, October 18, 2012)

1019-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-
Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-SO-03, FB-Response-SO-04.

For information on the impact to the community of Corcoran see EIR/EIS Volume |
Section 3.12 Impact SO#6 and Mitigation Measure SO-1. For information on the
property acquisition and compensation process see Volume Il Technical Appendix 3.12-
A.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakerstfi

eld Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1020 (Ruben Espinoza, October 18, 2012)

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

Comment Card
Tarjeta de Commentarios

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

[Revised Draft EIR/Suppl tal Draft EIS)

Please submit your completed comment card at the
end of the meeting, or mail to:
Fresno to Bakersficld Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft

Tt Extended comment period for Fresno ember 20,
to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised onically, or
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft E1S: 20, 2012,

July 20 = October 19

M Mombre: s A g '-r_"‘l“(; L e,
lame/Nombre: /)LD L el
Crganization/Organizacién: _

Address/Domicilio: (;1/_’2‘_ Oy .-/_‘.‘_'_-.‘.J_l-.'.}/.’ _‘g

Phone Number/Nimero de Teléfono: 257 - (39 'i % (,_‘{:__

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estade, Cédige Postal:_(prCa¥errl (A4 _234)//’
E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico:

|Use additional pages if needed/Usar o

1020-1

s odicionales si es necesorio)

2 guien muaapc;\dc.. wo_wedicde este _aedie \es_aomico mi,

La Secdion de Fresno o Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velocidad
Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacio Ambiental/
Declaracion de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto pl tario
[Prayecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Par faver entregue su tarjeta completada el final de la
reunian, o enviela por correo a lo siguiente direccion:

EIS Camment. 770 L Street, Svite 800, Sacramento, (A 95814

El  Extendido el periodo de comentario «al 20

de publico del Proyecta Revisado enen que ser
e EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS , el o anfes
o Julio 20 - Octubre 19
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1020 (Ruben Espinoza, October 18, 2012)

1020-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

Your opposition to the project is noted.

Consulte la Respuesta Estandar FB -Respuesta-GENERAL-14, FB-Respuesta-
GENERAL-11.

Su oposicion al proyecto ha sido notada.
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California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
[

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1021 (No Name Esteb

an, July 26, 2012)

|021-1|

|021-2|

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #65 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
7/30/2012

No

Individual
Individual
7/26/2012
Project Email
Unknown
Esteban

CA
00000

stevhenking@gmail.com

According to your HSR draft, my property is located at hwy 43 and
prospect or ST-30. The noise pollution is unacceptable. It must be
moved further East. Prime farmland is also at stake and we own 10

acres of organic ultra premium land. | am not in favor of the rail but strike

the fair balance but keep it far further east of Wasco.

Yes
Yes

@
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U.S. Department
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1021 (No Name Esteban, July 26, 2012)

1021-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05.

1021-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01.
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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 Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1022 (Mary Jane Fagundes, October 18, 2012)

1022-1 |
1022-2 |

1022-3

1022-4

1022-5

1022-6 |
1022-7 |

1022-8 |

1022-9 |

1022-10 |

Fresno to

DEIR/EIS C October 18, 2012

Attention: California High Speed Rail Authority

770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Comments concerning the DEIR/EIS for the Proposed Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the
California High Speed Rail Project

My name is Mary Jane Fagundes and | live at 9785 Ponderosa Street, Hanford CA 93230. The following
are comments/questions regarding the East/West Alignments through Kings County in regards to your

EIR.

1.

1

=

How are you going to mitigate the air flow/breeze which will be immensely lessened by the
barrier of the train 75 feet west of our front door?

| am greatly concerned for our safety and those directly east or west of the train as | will have
constant fear of derailment as did happen in China.

Have you done a study regarding the SEVERE vibration in our area in regards to the foundation
of our home as our log home is built on a stem wall not a cement slab? How will you mitigate
this?

Have you done a study regarding the SEVERE vibration in our area in regards to the well that is
to the east of our home/yard and septic tank that is to the north of our home/yard within 150
feet of the track? How will you mitigate this?

How are you going to mitigate these risks of damage to our well, foundation and septic tank?
Each and every time we have damage to our foundation, well and septic are you going to be
there to repair those damages?

Have you admitted in your EIR that we in the Ponderosa neighborhood do NOT have city
services?

Have you done a study on how the SEVERE vibration will increase chances of more
bugs/termites/critters to uproot in our neighborhood and how will you mitigate those?

How are you going to mitigate or compensate us for the HUGE DECREASE in value of our home
with the train 75 feet from our front door?

Living ACROSS (we are not technically NIMBY'S) from this train in such close proximity and
isolation out of our front window can/will cause emotional/psychological trauma/damage of
mental health to us and how will you mitigate this?

. We will lose the enjoyment of our view to the west of farmland, the West side and sunsets as

“beauty is in the eye of the beholder” and how will you mitigate this?

1022-11

1022-12!
1022-13"
1022-14

1022-15

1022-16 |

1022-17

1022-18 |

1022-19

1022-20 |

1022-21 |

1022-22
1022-23

1022-24 |

1022-25

1

X

1

b

-

1

19,

20.

23.
24.

25,
26.

L

2]

. There will be GREAT lack of privacy due to riders above our home as your EIR already states it

will not be “feasible: to have a barrier and a barrier probably wouldn't provide privacy much
anyway as the train Is to be 45 feet up in the air. You have stated that the train will be traveling
at speeds of 220 mph however our area has possibly been designated to have a proposed
station which will be more trains than NOT will be leaving from a few hundred feet from our
door so the privacy will be a continual impact for us. How are you going to mitigate this?

. Emergency resp time will be | pending if Lacey Blvd. remains open or is closed.
. Exercise/walking route prohibitive.
. | am concerned about theft and loitering not only from the proposed station but also to the

west of us as there is going to be the “temporary” equipment fconstruction yard which in itself
will increase theft and loitering. Now not only will theft/loitering increase but if our emergency
p times are | b i due to ible closure of Lacey Blvd. or other roads that are in
close proximity of our home, | am concerned how well will we be protected? Have you studied
this?
Our peace and quiet WILL BE GONE as noise level will be increased to over 91 decibels PLUS
which the comfort of the birds in our area will be gone or greatly disturbed. Have you studied
this?

. Have you studied how WE will be affected by the CONSTANT distraction of trains coming at

speeds of 220 mph every 5 minutes for 19 hours per day? How will you mitigate this?

There will be increased traffic due to people trying to find “supposed” station and just scoping
out the area or just curiosity as well as increased danger in fog with more traffic. Have you done
studies on this increase in traffic in our housing area?

Have you done a study and what will the effects be with the severe vibration on even our
sprinklers in both our front and back yards? How will you mitigate this?

As we are going to have the “temporary” equipment/construction site to the west of us, lam
concerned about the nighttime lighting issues and nuisance due to construction possibly 24
hours per day and how will you mitigate this?

. Have you done a study on the noise levels during construction possibly 24 hours per day and

how will you mitigate this?

. What kind of access will we have in and out of our housing area/home until construction is

complete?

Temporary impacts to the Ponderosa area will be for how many YEARS AND YEARS?77

You have shown a simulated view of X to ¥ a mile away on HWY 43..we want to see a simulated
view and study of this at 75 feet from our home to the train and what impact that in itself will
have...we don't care about how it looks from X to ¥ a mile away...we want to see and we want
YOU to see how that looks as we are NOT NIMBYS as the train will be in OUR FRONT YARD NOT
OUR BACKYARD!

Who cares what the view the public will have from the 43 looking to the station? Really?!

You have stated in your EIR that the view around the proposed station is NEPA SUBSTANTIAL
AND CEQA SIGNIFICANT? How are you going to mitigate this?

. So in order to make us true NIMBYS, if we are FORCED to stay here on Ponderosa, are you going

to make us a true NIMBY? That is, we expect at the very least that you make our front yard our

@
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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 Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1022 (Mary Jane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1022-25

1022-26

1022-27

1022-28

1022-29

1022-30|

1022-31 |

1022-32

28.

29,

30.

31

3

33

3

Fa

w

back yard AND our back yard our front yard...and we will also request that you turn our LOG
HOME 180 degrees to essentially have our now front yard be our back yard and we will also
need visitors to access our “front” with a asphalted road to the north of our home all the way
around to the “now” backyard. |s this a mitigation measure that you will consider? And if not,
why?

You have now stated in your EIR that this will be a blended approach and will for many years run
conventional diesel trains on the HSR track. Where is your EIR study on these impacts as diesel
trains will be in fact much louder and vibration more severe especially running every 5 minutes
for 19 hours per day?

Please provide me with YOUR HSR AUTHORITY TRANSLATION of “when justified” and “as
feasible”.

There is a new fire station on Houston Avenue just east of HWY 43 in Hanford CA. This is the
station that provides services to the Ponderosa area. This station will be severely impacted as
there is to be an overpass just to the south of this station. literally almost to the front door so
first, will this station be moved further back (that is if they have the property or can be
permitted to do so) so the fire trucks can get OUT of their GARAGES or are you going to just
remove this station? If we do NOT have a station within a certain perimeter of our homes in the
Ponderosa area, the 150 (Insurance Services Office) rating will be impacted and we will see an
increase in homeowners insurance policies by as much as double if not more. How will you
mitigate this?

Regarding noise and cows, it has been studied that they can tolerate 80 decibels and H5R has
stated train will be quieter than that! My question is, with the new blended system and NO
ELECTRIFICATION for years, have you done the studies with cows in such close proximity in
regards to conventional diesel trains running at 220 mph 19 hours per day every 5 minutes?

As our natural gas lines are on the west side of Ponderosa, will they be moved and at whose
expense to allow those of us on the east side of Pond to have continuation of utility?

Have you done COMPLETE studies the same as you did for electrified train for conventional
diesel trains running on the HSR tracks for an indefinite period of time in regards to
noise/vibration/people/animals/insects/land?

| believe it has been stated that 3 percent will ride HSR, so my question is, what are the other 57
percent going to be using??? Roads, | believe. and they will still need to be repaired/maintained
and increased!ll!

. And my last question and statement is this: When | decide | am going to make/bake a

cake...there are SEVERAL things that must be established and considered and purchased and
required as to knowledge and skill before this cake can be made. | need to know who | am going
to make this cake for, how many people will be eating this cake and how many people my cake
can serve, when | will need to have this cake available for them to eat, then | need to decide
what | am going to make and whether there will be ingredients that not everyone will be able to
eat then | need to see if | have ALL of the ingredients and, if | do NOT, then | see what other
ingredients will be required and then | will need to make sure that | have ALL OF THE MONEY |
need to purchase these ingredients. Then | will need to have the means available to get to the
store to purchase them and upon my return make sure that | have the bowl, working mixer and

1022-33

1022-34

oven that | need to make the cake and that the ingredients had a place to be stored ‘til needed
whether a working refrigerator or cabinet. Then at last and ONLY THEN, can | make this cake!l!
There will be those that will not eat my cake for whatever reason and there will be others who
will and enjoy it thoraughly and yet there will be others that will try it and weren't that crazy
about the cake and will never eat it again! My QUESTION to you, California High Speed Rail
Authority, have you taken the time to consider all the essential things in order to plan and build
this HSR as | have to make my cake?? HAVE YOU established, considered, purchased and have
required knowledge as to who you are building this for, how many people will it serve, will
everyone be able to enjoy and benefit and use it, when will it be ready, do you have all the
things you need and can YOU AFFORD and PAY for them before it is built, will there be adequate
time and storage “til it is ready, will you have ALL of the equipment and employees needed as
well as FINANCIALLY PAID for to build, and then, if you say yes to ALL of these things BEFORE
YOU START, then and only then, HAVE YOU considered whether this is for only the
gratification/financial gain of this builder/baker to proceed or is this for EVERYONE...not just
those that are now less than 50 percent that really want this or those that will never ride/eat it
or those that will ride/eat it that are curious but will probably never ridefeat it again or if they
do..maybe only once a year or every 3 years or whenever they decide to take a trip to
Disneyland or to see the Giants/49's play a game? Now is this for the greater good (the less
than 50 percent that now would VOTE for it...| didn't say ride it} or for those with pockets to
fill...the select miniscule MINORITY?

| have sent many statements in and made many public comments to you, California High Speed Rail
Authority, and to date, | HAVE NEVER HEARD OR HAD A RESPONSE FROM YOU other than Rebecca
Nicholas stating to me that “HSR was NEVER going to take our home!” Please take whatever time you
need although you did NOT give us enough time to do so in order to study the thousands of pages of the
EIR...please respond to me at my current address of: 9785 Ponderosa Street, Hanford CA 93230. |
eagerly await your response and | won't bake that cake as by the time you think and handle all of things
addressed in my 35 questions and done your due diligence (I might add) my cake would be old, dry,
molded, eaten by rodents or probably evaporated into thin airl

.-/’// %

Mary l‘?ﬁagunde_s" L
9785 Pondertta

Hanford, CA 93230

Home: 559-584-8017

Cell: 559-707-7286

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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1022 (Mary Jane Fagundes, October 18, 2012)

1022-1

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

The conclusion reached in the EIR/EIS is supported by the Agricultural Working Group
White Paper entitled "Induced Wind Impacts," which was presented to the Authority
Board in July 2011. The White Paper is available on the Authority's website.

1022-2

As discussed in Section 3.11, Safety and Security, of the EIR/EIS, the HST is an
electrified passenger train. Therefore, in the event of an accident, there would not be a
fire, explosion, or release of toxic gases associated with fuel or cargo. The design of the
system also substantially minimizes the potential for accidents resulting in the
derailment of trains.

The HST System design takes a collision avoidance approach (Rao and Tsai 2007;
Wyre 2011) to preventing train-to-train accidents or collisions with objects entering the
HST right-of-way. HST systems take advantage of a system-design approach in which
the high-speed train, the automatic train control system, the electrification system, and
the rail infrastructure include automation that will control or stop the trains without relying
on human involvement. The general approach for the automatic train control system is
to monitor the location and speed of all trains on the high-speed network and to
coordinate and maintain enough physical separation to allow safe braking. If a fault
occurs within the HST network (e.qg., intrusion, derailment, significant natural event such
as an earthquake), the automatic train control system would immediately slow or stop
the train and minimize or eliminate a potential hazard. In areas of high risk, the system-
design approach can also provide protection from other intrusions into the HST corridor,
such as errant automobiles, trucks, or other unauthorized entry, by the use of intrusion-
detection and other monitoring equipment to detect a fault and initiate action, as
needed.

This design approach has been very successful in preventing major accidents on fully
dedicated HST systems. Since 1964 and the inauguration of the first HST service in
Japan, Japanese HST trains (the Shinkansen) have maintained a record of no
passenger fatalities or injuries due to train accidents, including derailments or collisions
(Central Japan Railway Company 2011). In France, HSTs (the TGV) have been

1022-2

operating for 27 years and currently carry more than 100 million passengers a year. Like
Japan, the French HST system has not had a single HST-related passenger fatality on
its dedicated HST trackway, which is similar to the dedicated trackway proposed for the
California HST System (TGVweb 2011). Unlike France and Japan, Germany’'s HST, the
InterCity Express (ICE), does not use an entirely dedicated track system, but shares
track with freight and conventional passenger rail. An HST accident in the late 1990s
prompted design changes to the wheels of German ICE trains to remedy a design flaw
(National Aeronautics and Space Administration 2007; North East Wales Institute of
Higher Education 2004). German ICE trains carry more than 66 million passengers a
year. High-speed train service was introduced in China in 2007 and that country now
has 6,012 miles of high-speed rail lines, the most of any country in the world (Railway-
Technology.com 2012). On July 23, 2011, a high-speed train rear-ended another high-
speed train on a viaduct in Wenzhou, killing 40 people and injuring 72. The crash was
caused by the failure of signaling equipment. This equipment was determined to have a
flawed design that was not properly identified during its development. The official
investigation found that the accident was symptomatic of a lack of emphasis on safety
by the management of China’s rapidly growing high-speed train industry (Areddy 2011).

It is not possible to provide a mathematical probability/risk calculation for an accident on
the California HST System that would result in injury to people adjacent to the right-of-
way. Such a calculation requires multiyear information on passenger miles traveled and
the number of accidents that result in offsite injuries and/or fatalities. There are no HST
systems operating in the United States. Therefore, the data do not exist here.

Specific data on passenger miles traveled are not readily available for HST systems in
other countries. According to news releases, the Japanese HST system carried
approximately 6 billion passengers over 40 years between 1964 and 2004. The French
TGV is reported to have carried about 1.7 billion passengers between 1981 and 2010.
High-speed rail service in China, which began in 2007, is reported to have carried
796,000 passengers per day by 2010. Although a probability calculation cannot be made
for the risk of injury to people adjacent to the California HST System right-of-way, it is
clear from the evidence that the risk is very low. HST systems throughout the world have
operated for billions of passenger miles for several decades with no injuries to people
not traveling on the train.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1022 (Mary Jane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1022-3

The potential for structural damage due to vibrations from HST operations is limited to
30 feet from the tracks. The HST will be elevated as it passes by your log cabin, making
the right-of-way width approximately 45 feet. For the structural integrity of your log cabin
to be compromised by HST operations, it would have to be within 75 feet from the center
line of the HST. Your log cabin is located approximately 136 feet from the center line of
the HST. Because your log cabin is outside the 75 foot vibration impact contour, your
home will not be impacted by vibration. Builidings currently located adjacent to the
existing BNSF tracks are subject to vibration levels substantially higher than the
vibration levels that would be generated by HST operations. If the log cabin is not
currently experiencing any of these problems under existing conditions, they would not
be expected to experience these problems with the addition of HST operations.

1022-4

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

1022-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-04, FB-Response-SO-01.

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

1022-6

As described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.12, Ponderosa is a
rural residential area in unincorporated Kings County. This community is on the outskirts
of Hanford and does not have many services or facilities, but residents place a high
value on living a rural lifestyle near city services, such as hospitals and government

1022-6

services offices, and on having access to regional transportation networks.

1022-7

A detailed study of noise and vibration impacts on movement of insects and wildlife into
adjacent neighborhoods was not conducted. However, a noise and vibration study was
conducted, the results of which are described in Section 3.4. Impacts associated with
the movement of insects and wildlife to adjacent neighborhoods (as a result of vibration)
are not anticipated; therefore, no mitigation is proposed.

1022-8
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02.

For information on potential HST project impacts on property values, see Section 5.4.4.3
in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report.

1022-9

The purpose of an EIR and EIS is to evaluate environmental impacts and
socioeconomic effects and mitigate those that are identified as potentially significant.
The visual impacts of the HST project are evaluated in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and
Visual Resources, of the EIR/EIS, beginning on about page 3.16-82 and ending on
about page 3.16-96. This analysis includes visual simulations of the project at-grade and
on elevated structures. The analysis did find that there would be adverse effects on the
visual intactness and unity from the introduction of this visually dominant feature. The
Authority and FRA have committed to implementing mitigation measures that attempt to
adapt the project to the local context. After implementation of mitigation measures, it
was found that the visual impacts would remain significant. The Authority and FRA are
not proposing any mitigation for emotional, psychological, or mental health effects
because there is no causal link between visual impacts and these conditions. The
comment presents no substantial evidence that there might be a link between visual
impacts and mental health.

1022-10
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AVR-01.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1022 (Mary Jane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1022-10

The commenter’s address is among those on Ponderosa Street that would directly
adjoin the proposed right-of-way and elevated viaduct, just south of the Kings/Tulare
Regional Station—East Alternative. The impact at this location is described on page 3.16-
94 in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and would be a significant and unavoidable adverse impact.
Mitigation Measures AVR-MM#2c, #2d, and #2e would be applied to this and the other
remaining homes in the vicinity. However, because of the direct adjacency of the
property to the guideways, complete mitigation is likely to be infeasible.

1022-11

The proposed Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative would be located
approximately 250 feet from the closest home on Ponderosa Road. The residences on
this street are about 160 feet from neighboring homes. Therefore, any efforts made by
residents to bolster the privacy of their home (e.g., growing hedges, installing curtains)
will be sufficient to maintain this level of privacy and no mitigation is required.

1022-12

As indicated in Appendix 2-A of the EIR/EIS, the HST on the BNSF Alternative would be
elevated over Lacey Boulevard. This road would not be closed by the project.

1022-13

The proposed HST should have little to no effect on exercise or walking routes. The
HST would be grade-separated, and where exisiting roads would be closed, the
proposed project would provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles,
resulting in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel to cross the HST tracks. In
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be
provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area.

1022-14
The Kings/Tulare Regional Station alternatives are in an area of Hanford with limited

1022-14

urban development that would generally not provide an environment conducive to
loitering. HST stations will have security personnel to discourage loitering and theft.
Also, the HST Urban Design Guidelines (Authority 2011i) require implementing the
principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design. This design method
focuses on reducing opportunities for crime through the design and management of the
physical environment. Four basic principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental
Design will be considered during station and site planning: territoriality (designing
physical elements that express ownership of the station or site); natural surveillance
(arranging physical features to maximize visibility); improved sightlines (provide clear
views of surrounding areas); and access control (physical guidance of people coming
and going from a space).

To combat against crime at construction sites and minimize reliance on local law
enforcement, construction contractors will institute security measures common to
construction sites, including securing equipment and materials in fenced and locked
storage areas and using security personnel after work hours.

1022-15

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-01.

Impacts on birds and other wildlife species from increased noise levels are discussed in
Section 3.7.5.3 (pages 3.7-107 through 3.7-108) and include (among other direct and
indirect impacts) permanent disturbance or temporary displacement of special-status
birds. Mitigation for the identified impacts are presented in Section 3.7.7. and include the
following measures:

BIO-MM#29. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys and Delineate Active Nest Exclusion
Areas for Other Breeding Birds.

BIO-MM#30. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys and Monitoring for Raptors.
BIO-MM#31. Bird Protection.

BIO-MM#32. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Swainson’s Hawks.

BIO-MM#33. Swainson’s Hawk Nest Avoidance and Monitoring.

BIO-MM#34. Monitor Removal of Nest Trees for Swainson’s Hawks.

BIO-MM#35. Conduct Protocol Surveys for Burrowing Owils.

BIO-MM#36. Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1022 (Mary Jane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1022-15

BIO-MM#58. Compensate for Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Trees.
BIO-MM#59. Compensate for Loss of Burrowing Owl Active Burrows and Habitat.
BIO-MM#65. Offsite Habitat Restoration, Enhancement and Preservation.

1022-16
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05.

1022-17

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-01.

Traffic baseline and impact analysis studies were conducted in all station areas to
determine impact significance levels and appropriate mitigation measures. Existing Plus
Project and Future Plus Project Traffic impact analysis for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station-East Alternative is discussed in the Final EIR/EIS, Impact # 13-Impacts on the
Local Roadway Network due to Station Activity, and the corresponding mitigation
measure listed in Section 3.2.7.

1022-18

The vibration levels anticipated from train operations will not impact the sprinklers in any
way, shape, or form. Areas currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF tracks are
subject to vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be
generated by HST operations. If sprinklers are not currently experiencing any of these
problems under existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these
problems with the addition of HST operations.

1022-19

Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#1b, Minimize Light Disturbance during Construction,
addresses construction lighting impacts with measures typically applied in this type of
situation, including shielding of all lighting used at the construction site so that all direct
lighting is directed downward and restricted to within the construction site

boundaries. Additional measures such as opaque screening and temporary landscaping
could also be applied, if needed to reduce disturbance from construction lights.

1022-20

Construction noise is discussed in Chapter 8 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Noise
and Vibration Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012j) and in Section 3.4.5.3 of the
EIR/EIS. Mitigation measures are mentioned in Chapter 8 of the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section: Noise and Vibration Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012j) and Section
3.7.1 of the EIR/EIS.

1022-21

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

1022-22

Project construction is expected to be completed within 7 years. This period extends
from the beginning of the first phase of construction and continues through operational
testing of the HST system. It is expected that heavy-construction activities, such as
grading, excavating, and laying the HST railbed and trackway, would be accomplished
within a 5-year period. The specific construction impacts on the Ponderosa community
would not occur throughout the entire duration of the project construction period.

1022-23

Simulations are prepared for representative viewpoints, because it is not practical to
develop simulations for every possible view of such a large project covering over a
hundred miles of alignment. However, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS specifically
recognizes that the visual impacts of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative
would be significant on some adjoining residences, which include the commenter’s
residence (Section 3.16.5.3). These impacts could be reduced with available mitigation
measures, but substantial impacts would be unavoidable at this specific location.

1022-24

Visual resource impacts around the proposed station would be reduced through
implementation of Mitigation Measures AVR-MM#2c, #2d, and #2e.

1022-25
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1022 (Mary Jane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1022-25

The Authority will negotiate on a case-by-case basis with property owners whose land
would be affected by the HST system.

1022-26
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13.

1022-27

The commenter does not specify the context in which "when justified" and "as feasible"
are used. It is assumed that the commenter is referring to noise mitigation.

As discussed in FB-Response-N&V-05, the Proposed California High-Speed Train
Project Noise and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines developed by the Authority (see
Appendix 3.4-A of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS) were used to determine
whether mitigation would be proposed for these areas of potential impact. The
Guidelines require consideration of feasible and effective mitigation for severe noise
impacts (impacts where a significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by
the HST project’s noise).

The Authority will refine mitigation for homes with residual severe noise impacts (i.e.,
severe impacts that remain notwithstanding noise barriers) and address them on a case-
by-case basis during final design of the Preferred Alternative. In addition to the potential
use of noise barriers, other forms of noise mitigation may include improvements to the
home itself that will reduce the levels by at least 5 dBA, such as adding acoustically
treated windows, extra insulation, and mechanical ventilation, as detailed in Section
3.4.6, Project.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS proposes noise barriers in areas of severe noise
impacts resulting from the project, where the barriers meet the cost-effectiveness
criteria. To meet the cost-effectiveness criteria, barriers must mitigate noise for more
than 10 sensitive receivers, be not less than 800 feet in length, be less than 14 feet in
height, and cost below $45,000 per benefited receiver. A receiver that receives at least a
5-dBA noise reduction due to the barrier is considered a benefited receiver.

1022-28

Information about the South Hanford Fire Station can be found in Volume I, Section
3.12.6.4, Affected Environment. Impact SO #1 describes the potential for construction to
affect important community facilities and explains that emergency vehicle access for
police and fire protection services would be maintained at all times. Consequently,
homeowner insurance in the area will not be affected.

1022-29

No, there have not been any studies on diesel trains going 220 miles per hour (mph) for
19 hours every 5 minutes with cows in close proximity. The diesel trains that may be
using the HST system will operate at somewhere between 90 and 125 mph, and at
maximum capacity expect to run 6 to 8 trains per day in each direction.

1022-30

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03.

The Authority would positively locate public utilities within the potential impact area (by
probing, potholing, electronic detection, as-built designs, or through other means) prior
to construction, in compliance with state law (i.e., California Government Code 4216).
Where it is not possible to avoid utilities, they would be improved (e.qg., steel pipe
encasement) so that there is no damage or impairment to the operation of these utilities
from the HST project, or relocated. If relocation is required, the Authority would work
with the affected utility owner to relocate the utility and restore service to affected
customers. Refer to Section 3.6.5.

1022-31
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13.

1022-32

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Train System (Authority
and FRA 2005) evaluated the expansion of roads and airports as an alternative to the
HST for improving intercity travel in California. The Findings and Record of Decision for
that EIR/EIS selected the HST as the best alternative to meet this transportation need.
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1022 (Mary Jane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1022-32

The evaluation of alternative transportation modes is not relevant to the purpose and
need of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section.

1022-33

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-17,
FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

California has been planning a high-speed train (HST) system since the formation of the
High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) in 1996. The extent of study to date is easily seen
by visiting the online library posted on the Authority's website.

By moving people more quickly and at lower cost than today, the HST System would
boost California’s productivity and also enhance the economy. The commenter is
referred to Chapter 1 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, which explains the HST
System'’s purpose, need, and objectives, including travel demand and capacity
constraints; Chapter 2, which discusses the background of the HST project; FB-
Response-GENERAL-01, which explains why the project is not fully designed at this
point; and FB-Response-GENERAL-17 which explains funding sources and that the
estimated $6 billion needed to build the Central Valley backbone has been fully funded.

1022-34

Pursuant to NEPA and CEQA guidelines, all public comments collected during a public
comment period are formally responded to in the Final EIR/EIS. Copies of comments
received during the Draft EIR/EIS comment period can be obtained upon request.
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1023 (Jerry Fagundes, October 18, 2012)

1023-1

1023-2

1023-3

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS C QOctober 18, 2012

Attention: California High Speed Rail Authority Board Members
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: CEQA/NEPA Comments Concerning the DEIR/EIS for the Proposed Fresno to
Section of the California High Speed Rail Project

Chairman Dan Richard and California High Speed Rail Authority Board:

My name is Jerry Fagundes and my wife and | are landowners within 75 feet of the proposed East
Alignment through Kings County. We reside at 9785 Ponderosa Street, Hanford CA.

| have attempted to review the EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section and 1 am enclosing
comments based on some of the sections | d to read but there was not ample
time to review all sections and impossible to follow up with the technical documents as | can not access
these documents with my limited internet accessibility. | have only been able to work off of the copy of
the EIR DVD that | obtained at the HSR office in Hanford, CA. | believe we should be allotted more time
to review this lengthy document.

Section 3.2 Transportation

p of Amtrak San Joaquin rail
service as a feeder for HST system. We (CCHSRA-Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability)
have been to meetings where HSRA has stated that they will have track ready so Amtrak can run on HSR
tracks until HST sets are ready to use. No EIR/EIS mention of testing for noise and vibration from diesel
train sets. Not same train set connectors between cars to prevent derailing as we are told. HST will not
leave the track bed if train derails. However in 2011 EIR/EIS it stated 3.2-48 passenger rail service could
be discontil in Hanford/Corc fWasco. Who decides if Amtrak goes on H5T railway? When will
this study be prepared?

Page 359 of 2068 Changes in ional rail service

Page 426 of 2068 Table 3.2-46 "roadway segments b” TRMM #& Add lane to SR1987 How do you
propose to do this? CalTrans is just finishing a multi year project to go to 4 lane roadway. No room for
an extra lane!

Page 247 of 2068 Table 3.2-47 Add signal lights at SR198 intersections on 4 cross streets? Has CalTrans
been infarmed of this major highway change?

Page 428 of 2068 Table 3.2-48 Add signals to major traffic intersections including SR 1987 Again who
has told Caltrans about this change?

1023-3

1023-4

1023-5

Page 436 of 2068 Table 3.2-59 TR#12 Closures of roads. 21 roads on BNSF alternative? Safety of
residences would be affected due to increased travel times for fire and law enforcement!

Section 3.3 Alr quality

Page 480 of 2068 Impact # AQ#2 The VOC NOx PM10Pm2.5 could exceed the SIVAPCD thresholds.
NEPA impacts substantiall Valley already pays fines through DMV fees for non attainment on certain
days, this will increase within this project!

Page 485 of 2068 LAO reports that GHG will exceed any levels now. Offset of this build verses HSR
benefit to air quality will not take place for 40 to 50 years per LAO report. This EIR states less than &
manths of HSR operations will offset construction damages. Where is the EIR study that shows this?

Page 514 of 2068 Impact AQ#18 Odor impacts from operations. HSR engine electric..no Amtrak diesel
(yes) If Amtrak uses HSR tracks yes will have odor and noise increases.

Page 516 of 2068 3.3.7.2 Transportation conformity..does not apply to this project? This statement is
backed by what study?

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Page 3.4-3 “The Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Noise and vibration technical report provides details
regarding nolse and noise descriptors (Authority and FRA 2012) listed twice on page cannot find on DVD
copy? Technical Reports should be avallable on DVD from the authourity.

Page 3.4-6 Table 3.4-2 Construction vibration damage criteria. See the Fresno to Bakersfield section.
Noise and vibration technical report authority and FRA 2012 for description of the metrics not found!

Table 3.4-3 FRA noise sensitive land uses.

Table 3.4-4 Land use category 2 Outdoor Ldn Residence Type 8 residential 67 dba exterior 52 dba
interior...Train is to be at 98 dba?

Page 3.4-10 Last h: middle of paragraph “This testing showed that all residential structures
within a distance of 86 feet...Have potential to be impacted by vibration levels from the HST project.
Additional information technical report again stated as reference. How do you mitigate for vibration to
residence.

Page3.4-13 Slab track used for elevated structures exceeding 1000 ft. in length where operating speeds
are planned for 220 MPH operations. Slab track would be 3 dba louder than Ballast and tie track. What
will be our noise level at approximately 90 feet from track?

Page 3.4-20 Noise and vibration measurement sites BNSF Alternative very few close to track line as
proposed for East Hanford. Some tested for noise. No test for vibration?

@
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1023-5
Page 3.4-33 BNSF Hanford East Slab..Distance for moderate impact...2110 to 2500 Feet..sever impact

within 2110 feet. The HSRA consultants have told me numerous times that vibration will only be within
25’ of elevated structures, no further out.

Page3.4-48 Annoyance from onset of HST pass bys. Distance from center of track within which
annoyance or surprise can occur would be 45 feet within row. Where did study come from?

Table 3.4-28 Sensitive vibration receivers along BNSF alternative Hanford 8 residences ..addresses of
affected homes?

Page3.4-54 * Acquire easements on properties severely affected by noise. Who and when will this be
told to affected homes.

Table 3.4-29 East Hanford area number of severe residential impacts 178!! No sound walls?

Page 3.4-64 East Hanford noise receivers severely impacted would not be mitigated by a sound barrier
because they are shown to be economically unfeasible, they would receive other forms of mitigation

easements? Hanford West by pass...also no sound barriers! N&V—MM #5. Special trackwork at

crossovers and turnouts increased noise by 6dba over typical i P [: ity has
turnouts and aerial structures.

1023-6 Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water

No mention of number of ground water deep wells for farms or house wells affected by HST
construction and ROW acquisition. Must know how many wells affected to allow monies to replace.
When will this be addressed?

1023-7 Section 3.12 Sacioec fes’ € and Envi I Justice

Page 3.12-6 At this state of project design, identifying the individual circumstances each partial
acquisition of parcels is not possible. How do you know your costs if you do not know required
property?

line. 1 would like information on how this will affect my home and way of life. Jerry and Mary Jane
Fagundes' Phone: 5595848017. * Footnote states that determination will be made at time of right of
way phase of project. When? Date?

Impact SO#9 effects of project operations on children’s health and safety...building during construction
would be a huge factor of pollution for many years. Must affect health of all of us along right of wayl

Page 3.12-80 and 3.12-81 One rural residential subdivision..My ¢ ity!! My home is not a

you know we will NOT be relocated into a conventionai home

1023-7

such as building insulation or payment of property noise easements. How do you pay for property noise

Page 3.12-66 “In the Ponderosa Road community...| live on this street approximately 90 feet from track

conventional home. Replacement of it would mean extremely high cost of like property and | hope that

MM SO-1 Meet with us? Shouldn’t that have already taken place so we know what to expect if our
route is chosen?

1023-8 Section 4{f)/6(f) evaluation

Page 1821 of 2068 Volume | Page 4-39 3 homes on west bypass routes are historic property and
constitute a Section 4(f) use. “49 United States Code (U.5.C.) 303" Section 4{f}. Does this mean that
they have to be avoided by HST?

4.1 Introduction under Section 4(f) an operating agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation may
not approve a project that uses protected properties unless there are no prudent or feasible alternatives
to such use and the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to such properties. Again

1023-9 refers to CHSR Train Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Revised supplemental historic property survey report

(Autherity and FRA 2012} of which | have no easy way to attain this information.

Sincerely submitted,

Jerry Fagundes

9785 Ponderosa Rd.

Hanford CA. 93230

Member of: Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability

of Tinaportation
CALIFORNIA st
High-Speed Rail Authority Ankita0on
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1023 (Jerry Fagundes, October 18, 2012)

1023-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

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 tin 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.

1023-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-13,
FB-Response-N&V-02, FB-Response-N&V-03.

1023-3

Before construction is completed to widen the existing roadway, State Route (SR)
198 will be modeled conservatively as one lane in each direction as the existing
roadway, and two lanes in each direction as the future roadway. The mitigation
measures in Table 3.2-46 proposed adding a lane in both directions along several
portions of SR 198 under existing conditions. However, once the current construction
project is completed, further widening would not be needed to address the impacts
identified in Table 3.2-6.

Any installation of traffic lights on SR 198 would have to be done by the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) or under its oversight. As listed in Chapter 6,
References, of the Fresno to Bakersfield Transportation Analysis Technical Report
(Authority and FRA 2012n), numerous phone conversations and emails were exchanged
between December 2009 to April 2010 with District 4 Claims Officers and Transportation
Engineers.

The HST project would not preclude Caltrans from constructing any planned road
improvements. If proposed HST mitigation measures are constructed under a separate
project, then the measure would no longer be required to reduce impacts. All
improvements on state facilities will include consultation with Caltrans.

Refer to Impact S&S #8 — Increased Response Times for Fire, Rescue, and Emergency

1023-3

Services from Permanent Road Closures of Section 3.11, Safety and Security, of the
Final EIR/EIS. Because the project design would include coordination with emergency
responders to incorporate roadway modifications that maintain existing traffic patterns
and fulfill response route needs, effects on the response times by service providers
would have negligible intensity under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
would be less than significant under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

1023-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02, FB-Response-AQ-04, FB-
Response-PU&E-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-12.
EPA and FRA determined the applicable conformity.

1023-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05.

1) Technical reports were prepared to record additional details on the environmental
setting, impact assessment methodology, and environmental impacts for the following
environmental disciplines: transportation, air quality, noise and vibration, biological
resources and wetlands, geology, hazardous wastes, community impacts, relocations,
cultural resources, and aesthetics and visual resources. Preparation of technical reports
is not required by CEQA or NEPA. CEQA and NEPA do not require that these reports
be distributed for public review with an EIR/EIS. However, all of the technical reports
except for the reports on cultural resources were posted on the Authority’s website for
public review at the same time as the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The availability of these technical reports was included in the
notices to agencies, elected officials, Native American tribes, organizations, individuals
on the project’s mailing list, and owners of land adjoining and near the alternative
alignments.

2) The metrics are found in Table 3.4-2. PPV and VdB are the metrics used to analyze
vibration damage.

3) The land use categories found in Table 3.4-3 are the land use categories that the
FRA uses.

4) The train will be 99 dBA SEL at a distance of 100 feet. This is a different metric and
only deals with a single event. The noise metrics found in Table 3.4-4 deal with the

U.S. Departmen
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1023 (Jerry Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1023-5

noise metric Leq. Hourly continuous equivalent noise levels (Leq's) are used as a
cumulative noise metric over an hour.

5) Vibration mitigation measures can be found in Section 3.4.7 of the report. Mitigation
Measure N&V-MM#8 discusses potential mitigation measures for vibration.

6) Your home has an ambient noise level of 55 dBA Ldn and will have a total noise level
(sum of project and ambient noise levels) of 75 dBA Ldn, making the FTA noise impact
severe. To reduce the noise impact on your residence, mitigation in the form of home
improvements to reduce noise levels to below 5 dBA, such as adding acoustically
treated windows, extra insulation, and mechanical ventilation may be required, as
detailed in Section 3.4.6 in the Draft EIR/EIS.

7) Vibration measurement locations needed to be meet certain criteria in order for
measurements to be conducted. Measurements needed to be conducted near
residences that were currently located near the existing BNSF rail line as well as the
proposed HSR alignment.

8) Table 3.4-14 does not deal with vibration impacts. It deals with moderate and severe
impacts due to noise only.

9) The study comes from the FRA High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment guidance manual (FRA 2005).

10) The BNSF Alternative through Hanford is no longer being looked at as a potential
alignment.

11) Although the exact timeline for the start of property acquisition is undetermined at
this time, property owners will receive at least 90 days notice if their property is affected.
For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see
Volume I, Technical Appendix 3.12-A.

12) Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05

13) Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19 show the locations where the criteria were met for the
construction of sound barriers for all HST alternatives. There would be a total of 178
severely impacted sites along the western and eastern sides of the BNSF Alternative
through Hanford, which would exceed the $45,000 mitigation allowance for each
benefited receiver, and therefore would not be eligible for sound walls. As noted by the
commenter, the BNSF Alternative would use mitigation in the form of building insulation
or payment of property noise easements to reduce severe impacts along the area east
of Hanford, including Ponderosa; see N&V-MM#3: Implement Proposed California High-
Speed Train Project Noise Mitigation Guidelines. The Authority will contact property

1023-5

owners eligible to receive building insulation or payment of property noise easements
prior to construction of the preferred alternative.

1023-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S0O-01, FB-Response-AG-04.

The HST right-of-way is approximately 100 feet wide. Although the HST may affect
numerous wells, since it occupies a very small percentage of the Valley floor and wells
are scattered throughout the Valley, it will affect only a very small percentage of the
wells. As the construction details for the HST are finalized and land acquisition
commences, the location of wells that will be impacted by the construction will be
identified. The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their
operations during the right-of-way acquisition process. The amount of money needed
will be determined as part of the program of land acquisition. For the above reasons the
exact number of wells impacted does not need to be known to determine the
significance of the impact.

1023-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AQ-05.

Page 3.12-6. Although the identification of individual circumstances surrounding each
partial acquisition of parcels was not possible for inclusion in the Section 3.12 analysis,
the right-of-way acquisition team is suited to make these determinations before the
property acquisition and compensation phase of the project. These specific
determinations do not preclude a calculation of the costs associated with property
acquisition.

Page 3.12-66. Impacts on the Ponderosa Road community are explained here. Please
refer to the Executive Summary, S.11, Next Steps in the Environmental Process, for
information on the schedule for the selection of the preferred alternative, publication of
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section Final EIR/EIS, issuance of the FRA's Record of
Decision and the Authority's Notice of Determination, property acquisition, and start of
construction. The property acquisition and compensation process will only begin once all
necessary legal processes have been completed, funding has been secured, and

U.S. Departmen
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Response to Submission 1023 (Jerry Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1023-7

construction is ready to begin. This is scheduled to begin in 2013 and last through 2015.

Impact SO #9. In the long-term, the HST project would result in smaller increases in
motor vehicle emissions than would occur with the No Project Alternative, and these
reductions, along with the Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement between the
Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, would offset any
short-term emission increases associated with the construction and long-term operation
of the HST system itself (refer to Section 3.3.6 of the EIR/EIS).

Pages 3.12-80 and 3.12-81. As detailed in Section 3.12 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, Impact
SO #7, up to half of the existing ranch-style homes in the Ponderosa Road community
potentially could be displaced by the BNSF Alternative. In this location, residents enjoy a
unique blend of amenities, and very few comparable, vacant, developed rural residential
homes may be available as replacement properties. If so, it may be necessary to
consider constructing housing of last resort, including rehabilitation of existing housing
or relocation of the disrupted residential area to newly constructed housing elsewhere in
the vicinity. Even if replacement housing were to be constructed to meet these needs,
these replacements would not represent a substantial number of new homes, and
therefore the impact would be less than significant under CEQA.

Mitigation Measure SO-1. The public outreach process for the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section of the HST has been extensive and includes hundreds of public meetings and
briefings where public comments have been received, participation in community events
where participation has been solicited, and educational materials have been developed
and distributed to encourage feedback. These efforts are cited in Volume I, Chapter 7.

1023-8

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS identified potential Section 4(f) uses to historic
homes from implementation of the Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives. The
BNSF Alternative also results in a Section 4(f) use to a historic property in the location
where it parallels the Hanford West Bypass alternatives. Section 4(f) requires that the
alternative that results in the overall least harm to Section 4(f) resources be selected
when there is no feasible and prudent alternative that will avoid a Section 4(f) use. The
Authority and FRA have worked to refine to the Hanford West Bypass alternatives to

1023-8

avoid and/or minimize impacts to these historic structures and a final, overall least harm
determination is documented in the Final EIR/EIS.

1023-9

Please note that the document used for the Section 4(f)/6(f) evaluations in Chapter 4,
Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was the
Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report (Authority and FRA 2012m). To protect
cultural resources, this report was not distributed to the public at large. This report is
available to qualified historians and archaeologists on request to the Authority and FRA.
Requests for this and other cultural resources reports were made by several qualified
individuals in Bakersfield and Kern County, and copies of the reports were provided to
them.

U.S. Departmen
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Submission 1024 (Kathleen Ellis Faulkner, Faulkner Law Offices, October 18, 2012)

1024-1

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #328 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date :
Response Requested :
Stakeholder Type :
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 :

Unread
10/18/2012
No

CA Resident
Individual
Individual
10/18/2012
Website
Kathleen Ellis
Faulkner
Lawyer
Faulkner Law Offices

Bakersfield

CA

93301

661-327-0601
kathleenfaulkner@me.com
Fresno - Bakersfield

Yes

High speed rail is long overdue. The benefits to our country and our
state are manifold. We need to reduce our dependence on oil for
transportation. We cannot afford the continued cost building more roads
and maintaining the ones we have, nor the air pollution.

No

Yes

@

CALIFORNIA (‘ ofTransporiaton

High-Speed Rail Authority

Federal Railroad
Administration
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Response to Submission 1024 (Kathleen Ellis Faulkner, Faulkner Law Offices, October 18, 2012)

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

1024-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-09.

The commenter's support of the project is noted.

@ CALIFORNIA (‘ of Transportaon age 42.76
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Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1025 (Beatriz K. Fernandes, October 18, 2012)

1025-1

High-Speed Rail Authority

Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Droft Environmental Impact Report/
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impaoct Statement
[Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS)

Please submit your completed comment card af the
end of the meeting, or mail to:
Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Suppl

I Draft EIS G

La Seccion de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velocidad
Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/
Decloracion de Impacto | Proyecto Supl

(Proyecte Revisade EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

wtario

Por favor entregue su tarjeta completada al final de la
reunion, o envielo por correo a la siguiente direccion:

The cc  Extended comment period for Fresno *2 20:
201 to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised S ©F
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft £15: 12.

July 20 - October 19

Mome/Mombre:

Orgonizofion/Orgenizacién:

Address/Demicilio: =]

Phone Number/MNumero de Teléfonod =

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estade, Cédigo Postal: /-4 117

E-mail Address/Correo Electronico:

[Use additional pages if needed/Usar pogines odicionales si es necesarial,

7

770 L Strect, Svite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814
5' Extendido el periodo de comentario > 20 !
piblico del Proyecto Revisado MR
re 5, el o onfes

EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS
Julio 20 - Octubre 19

@ CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

U.S. Department
of Transportation
Federal Railroad

Administration

Page 42-77



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

Response to Submission 1025 (Beatriz K. Fernandes, October 18, 2012)

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

1025-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-05.

See EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.12 Impact SO #9 for residential displacements. 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.

@ CALIFORNIA (‘ of Transportaon age 42.78
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California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1026 (Cleotilde Figueroa, October 18, 2012)

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Aurhonty

WL

r_b;ag NE

Comment Card
Tarieto de Commentarios

Fresno to Bokersfield High-Speed Train Section
Revised Draoft Environmental Impact Repori/
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Stotement
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS)

Please submit your completed comment cord ot the
end of the meeting, or mail to:

La Seccion de Fresno o Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Veloddad
Proyecto Revisado de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/
Declaracion de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto Suplementario
[Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplementario EIS)

Por favor entregue su tarjeta completada al final de la
reunion, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direccion:

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

The ¢ Extended comment period for Fresno .be' 20,

2C 1o Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised |c02!0y, ;I
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft E15; el
July 20 - October 19

Neome/Mombre: (/e 77/ d LU

Organization/Organizacidn:

Address/Domicilio: o 3525 Judy

Phone Number/Nimero de Teléfono: &

E-mail Address/Correo Electrénico:

nal poges if needed/Uso

1026-1 edley -5

El pericdo de comentario es del 20 de Julio of 20

de Septiembre del 2012, Los comentarios fienen que ser
recibidos electrénicomente, o motosellodos, el o ontes
del 20 de Septiembre del 2012.

CALIFORNIA
High-Speed Rail Authority

@

Q
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1026 (Cleotilde Figueroa, October 18, 2012)

1026-1

Your opposition to the project is noted.
Amtrak service will continue with the proposed project.
Su oposicién al proyecto ha sido notada.

El servicio de Amtrak continuara con el proyecto propuesto.

@ CALIFORNIA (‘ o Tansporaon
Federal Railroad Page 42-80
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[

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1027 (James Fujita, July 26, 2012)

1027-1
Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #64 DETAIL Stakeholder Please get the high-speed rail line built as soon as possible.
Status : Action Pending Comments/issues : . . -
) 1027-2 As a resident of the Central Valley who visits family in Los Angeles
Record Date : 7/30/2012 whenever possible, | would be a regular high-speed train rider if it was
Response Requested : No available here. | currently use Amtrak to get to Southern California and |
T ) - would switch to HSR.
Affiliation Type : Ind!v!dual | have used Japan's Shinkansen and | would love to see something
Interest As : Individual similar here.
Submission Date : 7/26/2012 | live in Visali th ! station f id be the Hanford
. . . ] ive in Visalia, so the nearest station for me would be the Hanfort

Submission Method : Project Email regional station. Obviously, the Hanford East location would be more
First Name : James convenient, but | could see advantages to the Hanford West location as
Last Name : Fujita well.
Professional Title :
Business/Organization : In Japan and in Europe (and even here in the United States), train
Address 4734 W. Caldwell Ave stations have been magnets for new growth and development. | would

o . ' : hope to see more than just a "greenfield" station for Hanford. | would
Apt./Suite No. : Apt. D expect to see a hotel or even a shopping center directly linked to the
City : Visalia train station.
S.late : CA The Hanford West station would appear to better located for this sort of
Zip Code : 93277 development. However, there is no reason why Hanford could not direct
Telephone : growth to the east if the Hanford East route was selected.

. " I'would also expect to see local bus or even rail connections to the HSR
Email : - jim61773@yahoo.com station at Hanford. The Hanford East location is near the cross-valley
Email Subscription : freight rail line, which was studied for possible passenger rail a few
Cell Phone : years ago.

Add to Mailing List : 1027-3 Please don't listen to the NIMBYs.

EIR/EIS Comment :

Official Comment Period :

James Fujita
4734 W. Caldwell Ave., Apt. D
Visalia, CA 93277

Yes
Yes

@

CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

o

U.S. Department
of Transportation
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Administration
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1027 (James Fujita, July 26, 2012)

1027-1

To maintain its eligibility for federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)
funding, the Authority intends to begin final design and project construction in early
2013. The Initial Operating Section (IOS) first construction is to be completed by
December 2018. Service on the IOS is expected to start in 2022.

Your support for the project is noted.

1027-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

Your support of the proposed project is noted. There are two primary alternatives in the
Hanford area: The BNSF Alternative (east of Hanford) and the Hanford West Bypass
Alternative.

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.

1027-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-09.

Your support of the proposed project is noted.

@ CALIFORNIA

High-Speed Rail Authority

U.S. Department
of Transportation
Federal Railroad

Administration
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1028 (Aaron Fukuda, August 12, 2012)

Aaron Fukuda
7450 Mountain View Street, Hanford, CA 93230

August 12, 2012

Chairman Dan Richard

California High Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, California 95814

Subject: Revised Draft EIR/EIS: Fresno 10 - Public Review Extension

Dear Chairman Richard and Authority Board Members,

1028-1 As a resident in California and a landowner who will b 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 10 manage 15,000 pages of technical documentation, including reading, fact
checking and note taking. Under the current time restraints 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/EIS 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:

¢ 1o read, comprehend and comment on 13,000+ pages of documents in 90-days is
unrealistic and limits the transparent process ew" Authority has committed to 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 Ceniral Valley. Many
farmers who have shown initiative to review this document have not been allowed the appropriate
time 1o coordinate the DEIR/EIS review with their daily work schedules.

= Limited access of documents makes access for many difficult. Many of the peaple | have been
talking to have attempred 1o access the document 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 arcund 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 to 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 information and findings provided in the
DEIR/EIS.

*  The Authority has previously granted the public a 180-day review perind 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 1o provide the public with an adequate review period.

L efé

1028-1

*  The time pmod between the first release of the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised EIR/EIS was
never ad d 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 to
believe that just reading the highlighted areas yields a full understanding of the impacts.

*  The Autherity has provided significant changes in the Draft EIR/EIS. Although changes are
highlighted in the main document, 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 participation is an essential part
of the review process to ensure that there is a meaningful and effective comment and review period.
In formation g.llhcrcd through this process will guide lead agency identification of impacts and

L af By limiting the effective review period of the DEIR/EIS, the
Amhnrm will |.n-ure the public review process will be limited and ineffective. The high-speed rail
project is a multi-decade project. The extension of 90 dap :ur review will not significantly impact the
overall schedule. Also the greater amount of public particip and ided by the people
wha know the impacts the greatest will provide cost savings by knowing impacts ; ahead of the
construction phase,

For the reasons above, | 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 puhhc As the Authority moves forward with this project it is incumbent
upan you to act responsibly and in protection of the public interest, ncludes and should emphasize
those wha will be asked to sacrifice the most for this project. A failure to acknowledge this request will
only signify that the old regime of the Authority is simply too entrenched to be replaced by a "New"
Authority paradigm as has been touted by the Authority in recent months.

Sincerely,
Aaron Fukuda

cc:
Kings County Board of Supervisors
Governor Jerry Brown

Aok2

(9 CAUFORNIA @y iz
High-Speed Rail Authority Ankita0on
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Response to Submission 1028 (Aaron Fukuda, August 12, 2012)

1028-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

@ CALIFORNIA (‘ of Transportaon
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Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1029 (Aaron Fukuda, October 9, 2012)

1029-1

Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #247 DETAIL

Status :

Record Date :
Response Requested :
Stakeholder Type :
Affiliation Type :
Interest As :
Submission Date :
Submission Method :
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| am reading the DEIR/EIS and one of the large assumptions lodged in
the DEIR/EIS is the idea that the train can travel at 220 mph. Although
this statement is made, | cannot find any evidence within the report that
the system can travel at 220 mph. Although this seems to be a design
feature, it does set the level of impacts associated with the project. Can
the DEIR/EIS provide an analysis that the system can achieve 220 MPH.
| cannot find any evidence in the world that there is a system
successfully operating at 220 mph on a daily basis. If 220 MPH cannot

be achieved it changes the project description.
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Yes
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The requirements to design and construct a high-speed train system to operate at
speeds of over 200 miles per hour (mph) and achieve the legislative travel time
mandates are defined in Proposition 1A, the project’s enabling legislation. The
performance of the High-Speed Train System needed to achieve these requirements is
documented in the California High-Speed Train System Basis of Design Technical
Memorandum (Authority 2010b).

The Authority evaluated high-speed trainsets from around the world to confirm that
available train technologies could satisfy the project’s performance requirements. The
evaluation is documented in the Selected Train Technologies Technical Memorandum
(Authority 2008b) and the Trainset Configuration Analysis and Recommendation
Technical Memorandum (Authority 2009c¢). High-speed trains in China have operated in
revenue service at speeds of 220 mph and other high-speed train systems are planned
to operate at 220 mph and faster as systems technology advances. Proven technology
used elsewhere in the world demonstrates that high-speed rail in California will be able
to operate revenue service at speeds of 220 mph.
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Issue (concern, suggestion, complaint)

To Whom It May Concern:

A few weeks ago | send a letter to the Authority requesting a time
extension on the public comment period. With only three days left to

read

anal)ylze and comment on the extensive EIR/EIS, | would like to petition

the

Board to again consider an extension.

Has the Authority decided to honor my request? | believe there are

others

who have requested the same privileged. | would appreciate an answer

today

in order to determine what | am up against for the next several days.

| can be contact via email at afukuda77@gmail.com or my cellphone at

559-707-8928.
Thanks.

Aaron Fukuda
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Yes
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.
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1031-2

1031-3

1031-4

1031-5

Dan Richard
Califernia High Specd Rail Authority

RE: Revised Draft EIR/EIS Fresno to Bakersfield

| have read the RDEIR/RDEIS part 3.14 Agricultural lands | find that there are many issues that
are not detailed enough or not even documented at all. The following are the comments | have,
wanting them entered into record.

1L.With the statement balow, you did not follow the guidelnes, and is there 2 study comparing w39 -5 and the current
alignment to sae which follows the guidelines the mest?

314 pE. 1 The ide Program EIR/EIS | and FRA 2005) |uded that the project would
have a signifi impact on agricultural lands and i o miti and design practices
to reduce those effects. These mitigation strategies and design practices inciude avoiding farmizand when
selecting the HST alignment, situating the alignment adjacent to existing railroad rights-of-way or LS.
Geological Survey section lines that divide properties, and seeuring conservation easements to mitigate
imgacts. Additionally, to the extent possible, the HST project has been designed to avaid existing railway
spurs that service agricultural businesses (¢.g., by using overpasses).

2, With the staternent below whao, and what organizations did each member represent in the agricultural community?
There were no references.

3,14 pg. @ The Authority created an agricultural technical working group 1o study specific issues related to
agriculture and the effects of the HST on it. The working group is evaluating project impacis to confined
animal facilities, agricultural equipment, induced wind {pellination, bee, dust, and drift], agricultural
infrastructure, and irrigation systems.

3. Even with descriptions befoce this statemant is still confusing, please reference a hypothetical

3.14 pg. 9 Thus, it is possible that a significant adverse effect may still exist when the intensity of
the impact is determined to be negligible or even if the impact Is beneficial.

4, This fails under NEPA to review impacts other than acreage loss, swch as farm labor, minority job loss
due 1o the farmlands non-farmable, irrigation sets which would cause erop loss, and acreage boss, 1o
detarming the three categories

3.14 pg 9-10 An impact with negligible intensity would be a farmland conversion that would not
be measurable by FMMP, which uses a minimum land use mapping unit of 10 acres. Temporary
impacts (e.g., where is restored foll © ion) also would be of negligible
inkensity.

5. There were no CEQA impacts based on the criteria to see if other alternatives had greater or lesser
impacts, comparisons to Hwy%d and I-5.

1031-5

1031-6

1031-7

1031-8

1031-9

1031-10

1031-11

1031-12

3.14 pg. 10 The project would result in a significant impact on agricultural lands ir it would;

« Convert Prime Farmiand, Unique Farmiand, Farmland of Statewide Importance or Farmland of
Local Importance (collectively, “Important Farmland®), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant
to the FMMP of the California Pesources Agency, to a nonagricultural use.

« Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract In a manner that
would result in conversion of Important Farmiand to nonagricultural use.

« Involve other changes in the existing environment that would result in conversion of Important
Farmland to nonagricultural use because of their location or nature.

6. There is no funding for a below grade station. Where is funding coming for 2 below grade station option.
How far would below-grade tracks go to the north and south for 2 below grade station.

3.14 pg. 25 at-grade and below-grade options

7. 3.14 pg. 31 Hanford West Bypass 1 and Hanford West Bypass 2 you say are similar but there is enough
differances that they need to be listed, too vague and not acceptable for a final EIR/EIS, It also sets up the
West as least i to this West is your selected route.

8, The EIR cannot define true impacts without adopting the SCS.

3.14 pg. 39 However, since 5B 375-compliant SCSs have not yet been adopted and there are no
data about their potential effectiveness, it is not known whether 5055 will effectively change this
pattern of farmiand conversion.

9. Farmers, Dairymen and landowners Were not consulted with as to whether these classifications under
NEPA and CEQA arc acceptable just because they are tamporary land use. The land might have
irreversible damage due to practices done on the land while being used.

3.14 pg. 41 These are impacts with negligible intensity under NEPA and less-than-significant
impacts under CEQA because the land would be used temporarily and restored; the land would
nat be permanently converted to a nonagricultural use.

10, We have comments documented that the HST will adversely affect aerial application. A bold
statement that | think you can't back up

3.14 pg 44 None of the alternatives would cause adverse wind effects on adjacent agricultural
lands nar would they interfere with aerial spraying of the crops.

11, The conversion to non-farmable is not defines as to what makes the remnant non-farmable. You
cannot refer to the FRA 2011, it was a separate document, and would not detail any changes from that
repart on. An updated guideline for the conversion is necessary for the reader 1o comprehand fully.

3.14 pg. 44The Fresno to Bakersfield Section Draft Relocation Impacts Report (Authority and FRA
2011) explains how analysts reviewed each affected parcel by alternative, considered usable and

I and made prefiminary dations for property acquisitions. The
farmiand conversion reported in this document reflects a 15% design level. As the design
develops, this assessment will continue to be updated for the current property acquisition
requirements.

22, The state will still need highway expansion and airport growth and also without the HST the airports
and hiohwavs will expand on EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS!/In Kings County and Hanford the
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1031-12

development has already built a non walkable city/county plan. Also when given a choice of living in a loft
or livins with a family In a hope with a yard and on @ large parcel of land, people will choose the large
parcel home increasing the urban sprawl,

3.14 pg. 45 the HST System would ease the pressure on the state’s agricultural land base by
reducing the need for ing airports and fr / There is an opp Y to encourage
Ikable, mor ] patterns

1031-13 13. land will be hard ta sell and will authority resolve issues as non compatible irrigation systems,
different cropping histories, different fall of the ground

3.14 pg 48 This acreage is included in the permanent conversion data discussed above.

Mevertheless, the Authority has committed to implement a Farmland Consolidation Program as

part of the HST project, and will altempt to transfer these non-economic remainder parcels to
ighboring | h possible to consolidate with adjacent parcels.

1031-14 14, With the size of agriculture equipment a shoulder plus added readways right outside of the shoulder
leaves a space for equipment and cars, even equipment/equipmant to pass. With an auarpass with Eft
shoulders on both sides are not sufficient, it needs to be expanded 15-20 ft on both ends at every crossing
and underpass. Aka the question ic it 27 feet from the top of the HST or the tracks?

3.14 pg 48 The specifications are based on county road standards with shoulders 4 to 8 feet
wide, depending on average daily traffic (ADT) volumes. The paved surface for vehicles would
therefore range from 32 to 40 feet wide with a minimumn clearance of 27 feet over the HST.

1031-15 15. It is not the main paved roads, it is the private dirt roads that provide quick access to many canals that
in case of a blowout where at most a 250 cfs canal can have a break, and added 5 minutes for travel can
eause major damage

Impact AG #8 = Effects on Irrigation Distribution Canals

3.14 pg 55 Irrigation districts have raised concerns that the HST could cause increased response:
time to emergencies such as a canal blowout. The project would close very few public roads (see
Appendix 2-A). Those roads that are closed would typically result in 1 mile, or less, of out-of-
direct travel.

1031-16 16, This is just @ joke. 1. At 10% of velocity is still 20 miles per hour, how much Is it 20 ft out accarding to
your study, 30 fr. At how far out would you be violating Department of Pesticide Regulation rules. 2.1t
matters when there is a vortex, pesticides gets trapped in the vortex and gets carried alongside the train
and slowly warks its way down the track and deposited in bordering fields, | have not been satisfied even
with the white papers that this has been studied 3, Bees, there has been a study on wing. has there been
a study referring to the diesel engines pu on the tracks temporarily, the exhaust is an adverse impact. 4
The studies cited are basad sut of France, which is not US agriculture, it ks also not a 220 mph train, the
study was also referred to 2 personal communication, | think references that are published are the
srandard, a phane call does not count and lastly the study was done in 1977 that was the main citing.

3.14 pg 56 Impact AG #10 — Wind-Induced Effects

1031-17 17. No matter the research there is one thing that all the data will not overcame; reluctance of pesticide

applicators and pest control applicators to work with growers with fields bordering the H5T due 1o liability.
Crops lost and jobs lost, Will we, the growers have a say in which organizations do our research or is that
an ag czar{which | think is a joke) and authority decision. As a complete EIR/EIS these studies would have
been finished and included in the reports. It is pathetic that they will do an EIRJEIS then after the finish do
the ressarch necessary. PATHETIC!

1031-17

1031-18 |

1031-19

1031-20

1031-21

Research, During the HST testing phase, the Authority will fund a program to undertake original
research an the wind and noise effects of HST operations on agricultural activities. The Authority
will engage qualified researchers within the University of California or California State University
system to undertake this resaarch. The researcher will be selected by the Authority through a
request for proposal progess. The research will include monitoring of noise and wind effects at
representative points along the test track. The research period will include the testing phase and
extend 2 years after commencement of revenue service. The Authority will publicly distribute a
report of the findings of the research program.

The research will include, but is not limited to, the following subjects:

« Generated wind speed, duration, and area of | from HST at typical of |
speeds.

« Effects of HST-generated wind on the effectiveness of honey bee pellination.

» Dust production as a result of typical HST including and dispersal

patterns of dust in the HST slipstream.

+ Generated noise levels and duration from HST trainsets at typical operational speeds.
« Noise contours depicting modeled noise levels at distance from the tracks.

« Practical methods for reducing effects on agriculture.

18 In the Ag lands it does not refer ta the conparation of PCA's to growers to HST. The PCA would
assume the same liabilities of the pesticide applicator

19, The Autherity writes of permitting. that is the permits required to build. There is not data in the 3,14
section that refers to permits as in the changes growers would have ta file with the Kings County Ag
Commissloners and what are the changes.

20, Will land be sald using local real estate agents so money stays in the local cities and counties. Will
Incal people with the knowledge of the area be used as appraisers?

3.14pg 57 F C ion Program. The y will ish and a
farmiand consaolidation program to sell remnant parcels to neighboring landowners for
X lic with adjacent farmland propert

My last comment is based on the mismanagement of funds the CHSRA has been given Lo throw
away. T am writing my comments in a list form to be sent with a group hand delivered to
Sacramento. I find it irresponsible that we pay millions in a given day for consultants, for CEQ's
and for per diem fees for board members and we can't afford pre paid post card postage for the
the comment cards. I would have to pay out of my pecket for each postage stamp. We delivered
comment cards to people in low income minerity areas to write comments, first they didn't have
transportation to get the cards, they did not have transportation to deliver the cards to the post
office and if they wrote several comments as many of us did, they could not afford postage.
Many of the people in these communities also did not have computers and many worked and
libraries with available documents were open . So this is my last comment and 1 hope all
comments are considered and all questions are answered.

B S—

! — e
Todd Fukuda
2033 mayfair Dr
Hanford, CA 93230
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1031-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01.

As described in Section 1.5, Tiering of Program EIR/EIS Documents, of the Final
EIR/EIS, in the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS decision document (Authority and FRA
2005), the Authority and FRA selected the BNSF Railway (BNSF) route as the
Preferred Alternative for the HST System between Fresno and Bakersfield. Therefore,
the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative
alignments along the general BNSF corridor.

1031-2

The Agricultural Working Group (AWG) was established in July 2011 to assist

the Authority with an independent advisory group that could address the issues being
raised by the agricultural community. The representatives of this group are specialists
and experts in their specific fields of agriculture. They include University of California,
Cooperative Extension, California State University, governmental agencies, county
agricultural commissioners and agri-business representatives. You can find a list of the
members of the working group in the “Agricultural Technical Working Group — Update
Memo” currently provided on the Authority's website.

A series of White Papers were produced by this group and were presented to the High-
Speed Rail Authority Board. The information contained in the White Papers produced by
the Working Group is included in the Final EIR/EIS in FB-Response-AG-04, Severance
— Farm Impacts; FB-Response-AG-05, Pesticide Spraying/Dust/Pollination; and FB-
Response-AG-06, Confined Animal Facilities. The final White Papers are currently
provided on the Authority's website.

1031-3

No, it is not possible to have a significant adverse effect within the definition of a
negligible effect. That would make no sense. Adverse effects may exist when an impact
is also beneficial. In such cases, the adverse effect is identified as adverse.

Cumulative impacts consist of the accumulated effects of numerous individual actions,
including those that may be negligible by themselves. Analysis of cumulative impacts

1031-3

discloses those situations where the project's individual contribution is small, but its
contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable. The Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (LESA) analysis undertaken for agricultural effects is an example of an
evaluation of cumulative impacts.

1031-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-02, FB-
Response-AG-03, FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-05.

The analysis also addresses impacts on communities. For information on the economic
effects on agriculture see EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.12 Impact SO #15. For a detailed
analysis of the effects of the HST project on agricultural production, see Appendix C of
the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h). The
analysis in this appendix provides these results by county and by project alternative in
terms of the number of acres of agricultural production loss, the resulting annual
revenue loss in both dollar and percent terms for each type of agricultural product, and
the employment loss.

1031-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01.

As discussed in Master Response FB-02, I-5 and SR 99 were dismissed as potential
alternatives in the 2005 Program EIR/EIS and there is no compelling reason to revive
them. CEQA and NEPA require examination of the alternatives selected for analysis
in an EIR/EIS. Alternatives that have been rejected require no analysis. Accordingly,
there is no reason to make a comparison of the agricultural impacts between the
alternatives selected for analysis in the Fresno to Bakersfield Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and those that were not.

1031-6

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station is no longer considered a "potential” station. The
Authority and FRA will construct a Kings/Tulare Regional Station in the vicinity of

U.S. Departmen
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1031-6

Hanford as part of the project. Construction timing would be based on ridership demand
in the region, and would occur during Phase 2 of the statewide project, sometime after
2020.

As discussed in Section 2.4, Alignment, Station, and Heavy Maintenance Facility
Alternatives Evaluated in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Hanford West
Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives include a design option where the alignment would be
below-grade between Grangeville Boulevard and Houston Avenue. The below-grade
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative would be located along this alignment
east of 13th Avenue, between Lacey Boulevard and the San Joaquin Valley Railroad
(SJIVR) spur.

1031-7

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

The text on page 31 of Section 3.14 is just describing the existing environment. The
current existing environment for both Hanford West 1 and Hanford West 2 is very similar
in terms of the types of farmland affected and whether or not they are adjacent to any
dairies. Where detailed numbers are presented for the prospective impacts of the
alternative alignments, the differences between the alternatives are reflected in different
acreages of impacts.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS did not presuppose the selection of the preferred
alternative. It simply noted that the Hanford West alternative alignment would have
lesser impacts on agricultural land than would the BNSF Alternative that runs east of
Hanford. The Preferred Alternative represents a balance of the least overall impact on
the environment and local communities, cost, and constructability constraints of the
project alternatives evaluated. The Preferred Alternative is reflected in the Final EIR/EIS.

1031-8

SB 375, adopted in 2008, requires California’s urban regions to achieve mandated
greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions through coordinated transportation and land use. SB
375 requires that California’s metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) work to

1031-8

achieve GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 for automobiles and light trucks.
However, SB 375 does not dictate the quantity of new GHG reductions, nor the
procedure for allocating responsibility among MPOs for achieving these reductions. The
law stipulated that California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopt the regional targets by
September 30, 2010, in consultation with the MPOs. Going forward, CARB must update
the targets, at minimum, every 8 years.

The heart of SB 375 is the requirement that each MPO develop and implement a
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of its periodic regional transportation
plan (RTP). The SB 375 process is iterative, dependent on RTP planning that occurs in
4-year cycles in most California regions. SB 375 benefits can be enhanced over time,
especially if new supportive federal and state programs are enacted. The Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) will coordinate land use, housing needs, and
transportation/transit planning to meet the regional target for the reduction of GHG
emissions from automobiles and light trucks established by CARB. Coordination is
enforced by requiring transportation projects identified in the RTP to comply with the
SCS in order to receive state and federal funding through the regional housing needs
allocation. The requirements of SB 375 will be reflected in the 2014 RTPs adopted by
the Fresno Council of Governments, Kings County Association of Governments, and
Kern Council of Governments. While the HST project is a project that would reduce
GHGs, it is not a land use or regional transportation plan and therefore would not require
“adopting the SCS” as suggested in the comment.

1031-9

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

A temporary impact is a term applied to land that will be used for construction purposes
of the HST and will be returned to the landowner once construction is completed. 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.

The lead agency (the Authority under CEQA, the FRA under NEPA) is responsible for
determining the potential significance of project impacts. There is no requirement that
landowners be consulted in order to obtain their concurrence with the designated level

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

Administration

Page 42-92



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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1031 (Todd Fukuda, October 18,

2012) - Continued

1031-9

of significance.

1031-10

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

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural
issues. The working group is composed of university, government agencies, and agri-
business 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 there would
be no need for new spraying regulations around the HST, as it would be treated like any
other transportation corridor.

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 on 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 next 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

1031-10

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,
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 of the parcel 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 causing
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.
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1031-11

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03.
The referenced Relocation Impacts Report describes how the affected parcels were
analyzed. Referencing a document used in the analysis contained in an EIR/EIS is

perfectly allowable under both CEQA and NEPA.

1031-12

The purpose of this project is to implement the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the
California HST System to provide the public with electric-powered high-speed rail
service that provides predictable and consistent travel times between major urban
centers and connectivity to airports, mass transit, and the highway network in the south
San Joaquin Valley, and to connect the northern and southern portions of the system.
The capacity of California’s intercity transportation system, including that of the south
San Joaquin Valley, is insufficient to meet existing and future travel demand. The
current and projected future system congestion will continue to result in deteriorating air
quality, reduced reliability, and increased travel times. The system has not kept pace
with the tremendous increase in population, economic activity, and tourism in the state,
including that in the south San Joaquin Valley. The interstate highway system,
commercial airports, and conventional passenger rail system serving the intercity travel
market are operating at or near capacity and will require large public investments for
maintenance and expansion to meet existing demand and future growth over the next
25 years and beyond. Moreover, 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.

As discussed above, growth is expected to occur within the region under the No Project
Alternative as well as with the HST System. High-speed rail would bring significant
benefits to California, both in the near term and in the long run. It would benefit
individuals and the state as a whole. Benefits would be statewide and would encompass
both economic and environmental concerns. 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

1031-12

markets. It would increase mobility, while reducing air pollution, decreasing dependence
on fossil fuels, and protecting the environment by reducing greenhouse gas 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. In November 2008, California voters passed Proposition 1A,
which provides $9 billion toward the implementation of HST service in California. Please
see the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) for more information in
regard to the rationale for building the proposed HST System. Also see the discussion
under Section 1.2.4, Statewide and Regional Need for the HST System with the Fresno
to Bakersfield Section.

1031-13
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S0O-01, FB-Response-AG-03.

The Authority will take responsibility for finding adjacent landowners and selling them
the land under the Farmland Consolidation Program. This program is described in the
project design features in Section 3.14. The commenter's opinion about the difficulty of
selling this land is speculative and is not supported by substantial evidence.

1031-14
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11, FB-Response-S&S-01.

Eight-foot (8-foot) shoulders are consistent with the existing road condition, and Caltrans
stopping-sight distance criteria were used in developing the length of roadway curvature
for improved safety. Additional coordination with the farming community has been
initiated and will continue through the design and procurement process.

The 27 feet is measured from the top of the HST tracks.

1031-15

Authority policy is to provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles, resulting
in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. In
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be

U.S. Departmen
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1031-15

provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area. The Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.11.6, explains that the project design would include
coordination with emergency responders to incorporate roadway modifications that
maintain existing traffic patterns and fulfill response route needs, resulting in negligible
effects on response times by service providers. Section 3.11.5, Safety and Security
Environmental Consequences, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides
additional detail regarding emergency response time during HST operations. Due to
vehicle size and weight requirements, it is not common for emergency responders to
use a private roadway.

1031-16
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05.

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural
issues. The working group is composed of university, government agencies, and agri-
business 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 there would
be no need for new spraying regulations around the HST, as it would be treated like any
other transportation corridor.

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 2.3 miles per hour at
30 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 applicable and are not directly comparable to the
wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. The typical HST trainset is
sealed, with windows that cannot be opened, and no gaps between cars. If pesticide
applicators apply pesticides close to the HST tracks in accordance with the existing
regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet those regulations, the
applicator would be liable for damages.

Statements regarding the termination of aerial application of pesticides within 0.25 mile

1031-16

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 on 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. Several options are 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
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,
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 of the parcel due
to the construction in the manner proposed.

Land that may be affected by new aerial application restrictions would still be used by
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1031-16

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 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.

The commenter offers only their unsubstantiated opinion regarding the trapping of
pesticides "in the vortex" and effects on bees. Similarly, the commenter offers no
evidence why studies of wind effects performed in other countries would not be
applicable here.

Documented personal communications with an expert is a valid type of reference and is
commonly used in CEQA and NEPA practice.

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.

1031-17

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

1031-17

The conclusions in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are based on the currently
available literature studies on these topics. There is no literature on California's HST
because it is not in operation. The Authority is committed in its project design features to
undertake original research during the testing and early operations periods of the HST
System (see Section 3.14.6). The results of that research will be used to refine future
operations, if necessary.

1031-18

The Authority has no influence on the liabilities assumed by pesticide applicators and
agricultural pesticide control advisors. The HST will be a new transportation corridor that
farmers in the area do not currently have to deal with. The pesticide applicators and
agricultural pesticide control advisors currently deal with transportation corridors
throughout the San Joaquin Valley. In a white paper on pesticide use impacts produced
by the Authority (this paper is on the Authority's website), it was found that no new
regulations would result from the HST. This means that both the pesticide applicators
and agricultural pesticide control advisors would deal with the HST in the same manner
as they deal with all other transportation corridors they encounter.

1031-19

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

In EIR/EIS Section 3.14.6 Project Design Project Design Features, the Authority accepts
the responsibility to help all agricultural operations affected by the HST to re-permit any
permits that need to be changed.

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. After receiving this information the Agricultural Commissioner places
restrictions on the farm’s application of pesticides. These restrictions include, but are not
limited to: setbacks, 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
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1031-19

proposed pesticides to be sprayed (different pesticides have different spraying
restrictions based on 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 regarding the permits that may need to
be changed on a farm-specific level is not reasonable.

Several options are 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.

1031-20

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-02, FB-
Response-AG-03.

1031-21

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16,
FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority appreciates the suggestion and will consider it for future public outreach
as the project progresses.
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AARON FUKUDA

7450 Mountain View Street. Hanford. California 93230
email; afukuda?7@gmail.com California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfield Section

October 18,2012

- = _ Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments

Attention: California High Speed Rail Authority Board Members Section 3.11 Safety and Security
770 L Street. Suite 800 1032-2 Page | Comment ] : : |

Sacramento. California 95814 12 | Figure 3.11-4

Subjeet:

Dear Chairman Richard and California High Speed Rail Authority Board:

Last fall the California High Speed Rail Authority (Authority) rel 1 the Draft Envi 1 1032-3 15
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Fresno to Rakersfield Scction of the
California High Speed Rail Project for public review. In early October 2011 the Authority

i that due to ¢ provided the Authority would be removing the Draft EIR/EIS
from public review as the Authority attempted to integrate an alternative alignment through the
Kings County area call the Hanford West Bypass. The announcement came very late in the
public review process and my review of the Draft EIR/EIS had progress 1o about 30% of the 3
entire document. 1032-4 15 Crime rates in Fresno and Bakersfield, where the stations would be located, were

compared to crime rates in the state.
Ca A p

The amount of time spent reviewing the Draft EIR/EIS last fall included approximately 250
hours of review. The outcome of that review are the attached notes and comments. Although | -
these comments are provided for the previous Draft EIR/EIS, many of the comments are relevant

1o the current Draft EIR/EIS that is under review for the Fresno to Bakersficld section of the ; : ty
1032-1 HSR Project. Please ensure that the questions and ¢ provided are addressed and the 1032-5 15 Three air ambulance services operate In the study area: out of the Fresno Community 3

Draft EIR/EIS reflects the adjustment to the document and the cost estimates. Once the changes Regional Medical Center, the San Joaguin Community Hospital, and the Kern Medical

are made | ask that the Authority release the Draft EIR/ELS for another full 180 day public Center. 3 I

review process to ensure that the concerns indicated in the attached documents have been 3lls 1 f t t ted at Housto

addressed. Only after the cc are add 1 and rel | for another public review can the
Authority under its lead agency status approve the Draft EIR/EIS for finalization.

Sincerely.

Aaron Fukuda

I032-6| ’» 37 | Safety and s;éCurltv areas of concem include the patential for accidents 1o passengers, the
public, and property. ) i
Page 1of 6
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strength and the impact would be distributed equally to the two trains involved in a
collision. The result is a safer operating environment with a very heavy lead vehicle.
word i this statement cate: the has a M

nat

| = ES00N5E SEVICEs, 1032-12 - Desian of HET T T - = - e from
1032-7 5] ‘Standard implementation of a construction safety and health plan during construction 26 gn of HST systems takes a different approa ensuring safety of passengers
would reduce risks to human health during construction and, therefore, effects would be :;a_u;—us;?;%;)comsm_ This approach is known as collision avoidance (Wyre 2011; Rao

negligible under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under CEQA for all
alignment and HMF alternatives.

5 docul doe:

1032-13 26 HST systems take advantage of a System design approach in which the HST,
Ir

1032-8 24 Table 3.11-7 1032-14 27 As a result of implementing this system design approach, the direct effects from train-to-

Thi o o4 train callisions are not expected to ocour under NEPA and impacts would be less than
significant under CEQA.
T f

anatys an adj. nt of

1032-9 25 Criminal activity around HST constructi
that occur at other heavy construction sites such as theft of equipment and materials or
vandalism after work hours.

5 SEChicn acx

1032-15 27 A harizontal separation of approximately 100 feet b the centerlines of adjacent

conventional and HST trackways has been determined to be a distance sufficient to |

| require no additional protection (FRA 1994)
T

public review,
1032-16 27 Where a railroad line |5 less than 100 feet from a HST track and both are at ground level,

additional protection may be required, including the use of earthen berms and swales or a
physical barrier, The need and type of protection is subject to the distance between tracks
and the risk of a derallment.

The Authority

- T 5
The abow ok [ d by L E
1032-10 6 This approach Is sometimes referred to as crashwe as both of the lead vehicles,
| or loc ives, are designed to wil

d the impact of a collision (Aldrich 2006). 1

1032-11 | 1. This approach Is sametimes referred 10 as crashworthiness, as both of the lead vebicles, i
| or loc ¥ are desig to the impact of a collision (Aldrich 2006). If
| applied to all trains, this approach ensures that the trains would be of like weight and |_
Page 20f6
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3l of Infarmation to make a informed decision npact of motor 1032-21 - =
shicies v = :‘.ISIR BN o, MIEkE 2 o Becs el 30 As discussed above, project design features have minimized the patential for train
1032-17 T The HST tracks would be grade d and the road ear the accidents; therefore, local response to accidents is not expected to be required as any

stations and along the alignment would comply with design standards for pedestrian and incident would be extremely rare.
bicycle safety. Therefore, effects to pedestrian and bicycle safety would be beneficial
under NEPA and Impacts would be less than significant under CEQA.
C bicycle a edestrian tral ind t e

"3 ;
1032-22 30 For emergency preparedness, however, the Authority would collaborate with local
responders to develop a Fire and Life Safety Program for emergency response in case of
an accident or other emergency

he Indical

g Vel .

1032-18 29 The project design includes fire warning and suppression systems, such as sprinklers, as
well as emergency exits and notification systems. With implementation of these design
features and the standard operating provisions listed in Section 3.11.6, Profect Design
Features, the risks to human health resulting from fire and explosion would result in
negligible effects under NEPA and less than significant impacts under CEQA. i HSR
: 7 - impa 1032-23 | 3 Kings County has zoned land in the vicinity of the station site for commercial
development, and the station could help accelerate this development.

1032-24 32 None of the proposed HST facilities would penetrate the Part 77 surfaces for the Station
#4 heliport. Therefore, the project would have no effect on the heliport under NEPA and
there would be no impact under CEQA.

e Tty
1032-25 34 Because of this dam safety program, the potential risk of inundation of the HST due to
dam failure is considered to be small. fore, the effects of this hazard are considered
negligible under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under CEQA
T ¥ h information fi fer to r e

1032-19 29 Read crossings in rural areas would oocur approximately every 2 miles. Because the
project design Incorporates roadway madifications to maintain existing traffic patterns and
removes many existing at-grade crossings of BNSF tracks, the response times of service

| provides would be improved. This improvement would be a beneficial effect under NEPA
and no impact under CEQA.
Th

1032-26 34 | Criminal activity, such as theft and violence, could occur on trains and at station facilities.
| Terrorists could target the stations, tracks, or trains for the potential to inflict mass

| | casualties and disrupt transportation infrastructure. The HST design would include access
control and security monitoring systems which could deter such acts and facilitate early
detection. They would also help to prevent suicide attempts. The system features include

F ional 2001
1032-20 28 (NFDA Intamations ¢ ‘]._ sensors on perimeter fencing, closed-circuit television, and security lighting where
i appropriate. These system features would reduce the potential for successful criminal and
terrorist acts to negligible effects under NEPA and less than significant impacts under
CEQA.
Page 4516 Page5of 6
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Comments provided by Aaron Fukudo

_Section 1.0 Project Need

1032-28 | Page | Comment i |
S : | 4 The purpose of this project Is to implement the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the |
1032-27 38 As the project is implemented and creates an increased demand for services, pay a fair | Califernia HST system to provide the public with electric-powered high-speed rail service
share impact fee to local service providers for the increased services attributable to the that provides predictable and consistent travel times between major urban centers and
project. connectivity to airports, mass transit, and the highway network in the south San Joaguin
Pl Valley, and connect the Northern and Southemn portions of the system,

El Y

1032-29 13 UPRR. operates 25 to 30 freight trains per day, and BNSF Railway operates 35to 40
freight trains per day through Fresno (Coundil of Fresno County Governments 2010a).
R

1032-30 3 The 2011 RTP indicates that the HST alignment must be within the SR 99 corridor through
the San Joaquin Valley rather than the I-5 corridor or coastal alignment; and that the HST
must connect the major population centers within the San Joaquin Valley with the Los
Angeles Basin and the Bay Area. Most local governments in the county support HST
service to existing downtowns. Qutlying suburban stations may require substantial local
costs to provide connecting transit service to key activity centers downtown, and may
encourage premature development

The EIR &
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 1032-36 39 The connectivity that all project alternatives would provide between local and regional
transit and the statewide HST System would result in beneficial impacts for commuters

Fresno to Bakersfield Section and local residents.

Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda

1032-31 Section 3.02 Transg .
| Page Comment 1032-37 a8 Chapter 1.0 describes air travel service at Fresno-Yosemite International Airport, and

7 Traffic counts were conducted in November 2009 to callect turning movement volumes Meadows Field Airport in Bakersfield. Fares for travel from these airports to San Francisco

during the peak-hour traffic periods {generally 7 a.m | or Los Angeles are relatively high, especially with respect to the cost of travel by

i G tharity tak o | automobile, The HST would compete and would be expected to draw an estimated 16
travelers/day that would otherwise take a plane from or to Kern County (Meadows Field),
and one flight Is predicted to divert from the Fresno/Madera area Airport. The reduction of
0 AM air travel would meet the purpose and need of the HST project. Hence, this would be 2
beneficial aspect of the project and is consistent with the goals set for the project.
Can the A as

SR 198 is two lanes in each direction west of SR 43, and one lane in each direction east of | r
SR 43. SR 43 is one lane in each direction within the study area. 3 |
H £ e, | 1032-38 | 48 With the introduction of H5T service, the Amtrak San Joaquin rail service may be adjusted
to function as a feeder service to the HST System. With the introduction of HST service,
passenger rail service could be discontinued at Hanford, Corcoran, and Wasco. Existing
riders would shift to HST service as it becomes available (for example, for Bay Area to
Fresno trips). The San Joaguin route could be particularly important as a connecting
service during Phase 1 HST operations, prior to the extension to Sacramento. There would
| be a negligible impact under NEPA and a less than-significant impact under CEQA because
existing passanger rail service would not be limited or worsened as the HST maintain
service between major cities on the San Joaquin route. |
5 of Kings © e

1032-32

1032-33 23

1032-34 725 | The Kings/Tulare Regional Station Study area, located northeast of the SR 198 and SR 43 |
| interchange, is in a rural area with no existing bike or pedestrian facilities.

; i

Amt vice and t . S
1032-39 48 As with the Amtrak San Joaquin service, intercity bus service is likely to change as a result

; - = - of the introduction of HST service, Many riders could switch to HST service, although the
1032-35 a3 Fgure3.2:10 | | bus service pricing might help retain some riders.

48 Because the future plans for the intercity bus service are not defined, the project impacts

1032-40 were not analyzed.
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[ T analysis 2
1032-41 ‘ 49 | The change in VMT represents total number of vehicle miles driven that would be

removed from regional roadways. This is a net benefit to transportation and traffic

operations because a reduction in vehicle miles traveled helps maintain or potentially

improve the operating conditions of regional roadways. The reduction of ADT on regional

roadways is considered beneficial to the project.
; Please p ;

ect pa an

1032-45 65 the Authority and FRA have approved $600,000 in planning funds to assist local

| Jurisdictions around the Kings/Tulare Station to plan to make these goals a reality. As
part of this effort, the Authaority may provide a portion of the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station parking in downtown Hanford, Visalia, and/or Tulare, Reducing the number of
spaces provided at the station area would allow for more open space areas around the
station, discourage growth at the station, encourage revitalization of the downtowns, and
raduce the development footprint of the station. Location of station parking in downtown
| areas would be done in ¢ ion with local ¢ ities to avold traffic congestion.

| The A i

se
|
|
|
o w
=S |
1032-42 50 ["Kings County, three roads would be closed (3th, North, and Douglas avenues), but all | =
other roads can maintain crossings or would be shifted/modified to avoid the HST within 1032-46 73 Kings/Tulare Area Freight Tmpacts - As the proposed HST service ol e
Kings County an elevated structure through the Fresno Station area, it would not create any conflicts or
% impacts to UPRR freight operatiens.
- ] e 'UPRR" In the
L1y t Recom
I. il 2 1032-47 B2 Maintenance of Pedestrian Access. Prepare specific construction management plans
8 : A A od.
1032-43 51 There may be potential impacts associated with property access as a result of these to addreéé:salnhenanne of padestrian access during the ':“?ft"""c.‘m period,
closures depending on the availability of alternative access routes. Because of potential
property access issues, the road closure impacts are considered to be moderate under
NEPA and significant impact under CEQA because local residents and commuters would
experience worsening transportation service level due to the need for new access routes
or Increased travel times and congestion from redirected traffic to adjacent roadways |
d the A alyze t ; N
n the
1032-48 82 Maintenance of Bicycle Access. Prepare specific construction management plans to
address maintenance of bicycle access during the construction period
fa 8 basis. _
1032-44 63 One potential site was studied for the Kings/Tulare Station. Primary access would be from
Page3of5
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

1032-49|
1032-50 Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda
1032-56 _Section 3.03 Air Quality ol
|_Paps. G i PR =T )
1032-51 13 Traffic data for the air quality analysis were derived from traffic counts and other
| information devel overall traffic analysis for the project.
|032-52|
1032-57 1 = € £ i 3 1= and tne oedis i + . u
I032-53| 16 The on-road vehicle GHG emission analysis was conducted using average daily VMT
estimates and associated average daily speed estimates, which were calculated for each
1032-54 affected county. GHG emission factors were estimated from EMFAC2007, using
parameters set within the program for each individual county to reflect travel within each
county and statewide parameters appropriate for each county.
1032-55 d
| 1
|

1032-58 | 16 .'Ao.énrding to EMFAC2007, fuel economy factors are forecast to improve only sligﬁtlv
between 2008 and 2035, However, this condusion does not consider recent regulatory
actions that will [tkely result in substantial future impravements in fuel economy and CO2
emission factors.

1032-59 21 TURBEMIS 2007 uses emission factor ata for off-road equipment using the OFFROAD
| 2007 and EMFAC2007 models.
Roag ol Page 1of 6
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n =]
1032-60 22 Emissions from the exhaust of trucks used to haul material to the construction site were |
calculated using the heavy-duty truck emission factors from EMFAC2007and anticipated | I ram cor
t_raud distances of haul trucks within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SIVAB). 1032-65 I B a of the HST Would provide a net regional air quallty benefi,

S Operation of the HST ives would g Ity reduce regional criteria and GHG
poliutants and would have a beneficial impact under NEPA and 2 less-than-significant
impact under CEQA on air quality

1032-61 T X :
i e ¥ &2
1032-66 40 [ The unmitigated emissions for construction of the BNSF Alternative are included in the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2011a).
' A sum d b jexl in this section of the report 50 the
8 The KCAG and TCAG 2011 RTP both discuss the background and purpose of the high = : -

1032-62 ot rin thvough the Centrel Vaky. Howevsr, the HST oroject 1 ot inluded inthe 1032-67 a1 | Tmpacts affecting air quality plan compllance wouid [ast the entire construction period (6

unconstrained prajects listed in Appendix 11 of the KCAG 2011 RTP (KCAG 2010a) or in yeas) and would ez o poli.tant o v ”’“".‘;" wih

Appendix D of the KCAG 2011 FTIP (KCAG 20105) and is therefore ot part of the air ‘“?“"'.""“%19"‘"' of the sl qualky plact o bxing e o1 flasth (0D complpnce. Wi

confarmity analysis. In addition, the TCAG air conformity analysis Appendix B mmgat'm'r evagrcrual cur;)shl;um(:‘r‘; ms&oﬂs i ik durati Q‘:h

(Transportation Project Listing) did not list the HST project, and therefore the HST profect thresholds for VOC, NO,, PMia, and PMa.s for the entire construction duration. Therefore,

was not considered In the TCAG air conformity analysis (TCAG 2010) project construction may impede implementation of the 8-hour SIVAPCD 2007 Ozone

Dic A . > Plan, the 2004 Extreme Ozone 1-hour Attainment Demonstration Plans, the 2007 PMu

| a e 1-15: Maintenance Plan, and 2008 PMzs Plan
f thority cateqorizes
— L= are addresse = - =

1032-63 38 Although the HST praject is not currently included In the Fresne COG, KCAG, TCAG, or B m

Kern COG transportation conf determination, it is anticipated that the next revision 1032-68

of the Fresno COG, KCAG, TCAG, or Kern COG RTPs will include the operation of the HST

and that the assaciated conformity determination will likely include the HST project.

it from the area?

1032-69 ad Therefore, under NEPA, the material hauling emissions outside of SIVAB would be
substantial for NOx emissions in the South Coast Air Basin and the Mojave Air Bagin, but
would be negligible for all other pollutants in these air basins. Under NEPA, the material-

issions would be ible for all the other air basins.
| i f the e
1032-64 T The length of the alignment for alternatives that deviate from the BNSF Alternative is
Same comparable to the length of the BNSF Alternative for the equivalent section, Therefore, ——e 3 —
ment | ©Nly construction emissions from construction of the BNSF Alternative are analyzed and 1032-70 46 Sensitive receptors (such as schools, residences, and heaith care facllitles) are located
argumen These will be ive of the construction emissions from the near the construction areas in Fresno, Bowles, Corcoran, Wasco, Shafter, Rosedale, Green
alsofound | L atives e | Acres, and Bakersfield, During construction, sensitive receptars would be exposed to
| onPage3s | .= i | diesel particulate matter exhaust, which CARB classifies as a carcincgen |
== The Author nat d for ba epto 5
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1032-76

DI ed for Sensitive Receptors should inc
1032-71 46 The concrete generated would indude concrete
an
T

1032-77 56
1032-72 48 Mator vehicle emissions would decrease in the region as a result of the HST project.

| These reductions, however, would be offset by operational emissions associated with the
train itsedf (the HST would be powered by electricity from the regional power grid), by
station tions, and by HMF cperations. . - e -
=l apera by ot ieracedd 73 ; 1032-78 59 The project would not worsen traffic conditions at intersections along the alignment
" because the al and weuld be grad d
T L ings the H

recog AL
1032-79 II 71 All off-road construction diesel equipment greater than 50 hp will have to meet at least
Tier 4 California Emission Standards unless such engines are not available for a particular
plece of equipment. In the event that Tier 4 engines are not available for any off-road
engine larger than 50 hp, the engine will have tallpipe retrofit controls that reduce
exhaust emissions of NOx and PM to Tier 4 emission levels,

have been investigated.
1032-73 51 The Statewide Program EIR/EIS {Authority and FRA 2005) demonstrated that the overall
statewide project would reduce long-distance, city-to-city travel along freeways and state
highways within the SIVAB and would reduce long distance, city-to-city aircraft take-offs
and landings within the air basin.
e tima f ammn

(=
The regional VMT for the HST alternati
No Project Alternative (2035) and about 2% compared to existing conditions. These 1032-80
reductions would result in lower poliutant emissions.
orts that indicate and n

1032-74 51

1032-75 52 The HST project is projected to affect four regional alrparts: Fresno i 1032-81

International Airport, Hanford Municipal Airport, Visalia Municipal Airport and Meadow

| Fields Airport, The Statewide Program EIRJEIS (Authority and FRA 2005) demonstrated

that the long-distance, cityto- city aircraft take-offs and landings within the Fresna to

Bakersfield Section would be reduced by about seven flights per day. 032-821
) o Did the -

| he reduction ¢ [

| A
54 Owverall, the project

1 jol t FY1 1] c!
would have a net beneficial impact on GHG emissions. 1032-83 |

Page 4of 6
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda

1032-84 _Section 3.04 Noise and Vibration
Page | Comment B
10 Noise exposure limits for each are an SEL of 100 dBA from passing trains as shown in
Table 3.4-5.
What L2 Dasis f SE = h
1032-85 [ 12 Eighteen propag: were taken to estimate the vibration

transfer mobility along the proposed alignment between Fresno and Bakersfieid.

1032-86 1 These adjustments assumed that trainsets would be distributed-power EMU vehicles with |
10 cars and a2 maximum speed of 220 mph.

|
1032-87 | 18
1032-88 | 26 Dberatlon of the P-IS‘I' along the Fresno to Bakers!ié(d Section ‘would Increase nuis-e-seve\s |
above the ambient noise environment by as much as 22 dBA L (Authority and FRA
2011).
E
|
1032-89 | 8 | Freight trains currently operating along the BNSF between Fresno and Bakersfield would
| | continue to operate without the HST System.
|
‘ i z
| f |
Page 6of 6 Page1of 4
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e HST. Recommen
ed by increase fa

adjacent to sensitis
1032-95 47 | Table3.423

e Hanford are
ever areas

ally cannot detect differences of 1 dBA veen sources. Under

conditions, differences of 2 dBA or 3 dBA

deal listening cted by some

ndividuals. A 5-dBA change probably v be pe st people under normal will be gatting sour itigation, P! 3 for of ¢
listening conditions. People generally perceive a 10 ease in a particular nolse 1032-96 55 MNoise receivers severely impacted in the Fresno, Hanford, Pixley, and Allensworth areas,
level as a doubling of loudness. For example, the average per ill perceive a 70-d8A as well as those noise receivers severely impacted in Corcoran, Wasco, Shafter, and
sound to be twice as loud as ona of G0-dBA Bakersfield 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.
this s v ;

o

1032-90 28 Thesa impacts are temporary during construction (see Chapter 2, Alternatives). Under
these conditions patential effects would be moderate under NEPA and impacts would be
significant under CEQA.

1032-91 37

VIC 0.
1032-97 57 1f final design or final vehicle specifications result in changes to the assumptions
underlying the noise analysis, reassess noise impacts and recommendations for mitigation
and pravide supp | envi | dox ion, as required by CEQA and NEPA.
the EIR 5 i g EQA

nave a larger effect. :
1032-92 40 Because fences contral access o the right-of-way and the right-of-way would be 100 feet
wide in rural locations, wildlife and domestic animals would have to be within
approximately 50 feet of the edge of the right-of-way to experience noise effects abave
the recommended threshold.
Can the A
pravide this 5 il
1032-93 40 AR Incations adjacent to the UPRR, BNSF, or SR 99 where the existing nolse is already
| high, there would be no effects under NEPA and no impacts under CEQA
: Fag el ;

ument doas not

vas detern i |032-9s|

o 1032-99 |
tion
on corrid
1032-94 I ‘All of the Increases in traffic volume would result in an increase in the future dBA L 1032-100
values by 0.7 dBA or less. This slight increase would result in a negligible effect under | |
MNEPA and a less than significant impact under CEQA. tra _
o in h =

Page 2 of4 Page3ofd
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1032-101 e e
e California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS

Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda

Section 3.05 Electromagnetic Fields and Electre ic Interference
1032-102 |___Page | Comment = e :
1 susceptible to the EMFs produced by a HST. Such uses include universities, medical

JEIS institutions, high-tech businesses, and governmental facilities that use equipment that
f could be affected by new sources of EMFs.

1032-103 10 [These Eh;|Fs would ;\ave ligible effects on sensitive receptors, p ovided that typical —
magnetic shielding is installed.

r

1032-104 13 BG adjacent plbe!ines and other linear metallic structures are not sufficiently grounded
through the direct contact with earth, the project would separately ground pipelines and
other linear metallic objects in coordination with the affected cwner or utility, as part of
the construction of the HST System.

Page 4 of 4 Page1of2
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1032-105 | 16 [ Ir;ﬁtilrferenr:e Trom HST currents could result in @ nuisance or reduction in operational
| efficiency by interrupting road and rail traffic. To preclude this ibility, the project H H toho H &
Sesicn knciudes working veth the anginesring department of Fiisrogiri s e OO California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
| the HST line to apply the standard design practices that a nonelectric railroad must use | Fresno to Bakersfield Section
| when electric power lines or an electric rallroad are installed adjacent to its tracks. These
! standard design practices include assessment of the specific track signal and
communication equipment in use on nearby sections of existing rail lines, evaluation of
potential impacts of HST EMFs and RFI on adjoining railroad equipment, and the Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda
application of suitable design provisions on the adjoining rail lines to prevent interference.
The Authority indicates that It is going to wark wit t ralfro: 1032-108 Section 3.06 Public Utilities )
Page | C
N On May 19, 2009, President Obama Issued a ] a new nati
| fuel econamy program that adepts uniform federal standards to regulate both fuel economy
greennouse gas emissions. The program covers model year 2012 to model year 2016 and
witimately requires an average fuel economy standard of 35.5 mpg In 2016 (39 mpg for cars and
| 30 mog for trucks). In response to the Presidential an October 2010 Regulatory |
Announcement developed with support from industry, the State of California, and environmental
| stakeholders was issued by the EPA and DOT.
1032-106 | . ‘ i ;
|032-1o7| . Akl o ’
b 1032-109 I 11| Water, wastewater, irigation and stormwater canals, conduits, and pipes (outside
| diamater of 16 inches or larger). |
‘ rea. O ¥
1032-110 11 | Water demand estimates for construction are based on an & ated 5-year time period in which
| earthmoying and construction activities requiring water use would occur within a longer overall
construction period concluding In 2020.
|t
1032-111 "I1 | To identily the prajected energy dema Jf the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System,
| estimated energy impact for the entire HST System was prorated based on the proportion of the
length of HST guideway within the Fresno to Bakersfield Section study area.
| |
| . |
Page 20f2
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1032-118 — formation ed, or how It was developed
3 40 The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System would contribute approximately 14% tothe
statewide estimates of HST energy demand and savings, &s compared with the energy use of
conventional means of transportation. The payback period for energy used demand during HST
| construction would be less than a year.
1032-112 24 | Ine d and uni ated itles in Kings County provide wastewater services to 1032-119 41 Shutdown could interrupt utility services to industrial, commercial, agricultural, and residential
| their services areas. The incorporated areas potentially affected by the proposed HST facilities are customers. This would result in a negligible effect under NEPA and a less-than-significant impact
in the cities of Hanford and Corcoran. under CEQA.
Can thee A fity please elabo nr this D the A CLEE
¥ C ty
c ve eva d
| y be a project cost or @ 1032-120 44 Existing water use within the project footprint is estimated to be 4,044 acre-featfyr for the BNSF
| ocal entity cost] Alignment Alternative, and varies between 4 to 159 acre-feet/year depending on which of the five
1032-113 I za The City of Hanford treats wastewater at a city-operated facility at 10555 Houston Avenue. The | prospective alignment alternatives is selected.
facility is permitted, and designed to treat 8.0 mgd {City of Hanford Public Waorks Department s rict d tions, whe
2010a}. The plant currently treats approxi 5.5 mgd of t \utho 8 10! y v es or weils, t ve to find a sourc or
Y alignment through Kings G ¥ putside of the janford. The Clty does not 1032-121 45 At standard construction practice, the contractor would divert construction and demolition waste
frorm landfills by rewsing or recycling to ald with i ing the Local Construction
| and Demolition (C&D) Guide |Senate Bill 1374] and meet solid waste diversion goals to the extent
| | practicable
1032-114 32 5 o, H & Authority intend b re th acTice
1032-122 | 51 In the rural portion of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the project would cross irigation
5 pipelines and canals. The Authority would work with irrigation districts and landowners to
1032-115 I 32z protect these irrigation systems. Canals may be bridged or placed in pipelines beneath the
HST right-of-way. Irrigation pipelines crossing the alignment would be buried to an
appropriate depth to sustain the weight of the HST and placed in protective casing so that
future maintenance of the line could be accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way.
The BNSF Alternative would not result in prolonged disruption of services because of the
) v need for relocation of or improvements to irrigation systems. This impact would be less
] that o e ana g it 5 Tuire st to the tracks than significant.
35 | For a project such as the HST project that would not commence operation for almost 10 years and | Giver the nun
1032-116 | would not reach full operation for almost 25 years, use of only existing conditions as a baseline for
energy impacts would be misleading. It is more Tikely that existing background traffic valumes
[and, thus the intensity of energy use) would change due to planned traffic improvement projects)
between today and 2020/2035 than it is that existing traffic conditions would remain unchanged
| over the next 10 to 25 years. |
& Autharity is i ant that the baseline s the £ conditio i
1032-117 | T 39 The electrical demand for the propulsion of the trains, the operation of the trains at terminal
stations, and in storage depots and maintenance facilities etc., has been conservatively estimated
by the project’s engineers to be B GWhs per day. Transmission losses, the percentage of energy
lost due 1o transmission from the power plant to the project, have been estimated to be
approximately 43 Applying this factor to the & GWh per day electrical requirement of the HST
Systam results in a total electrical requirement at the pewer plant to be approximately 8.32
GWhs, or 28,389 MMBtus, per day.
Page 20of 4
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1032-123 51 78,404.48 MIMBIUS per day. This energy estimate, reflecting a refinement of the analysis i .
conducted in the 2005 Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR energy assessment, utilizes current California I-Ilgh-Speed Train PFOIECt El RIEIS
conversion factors, ridership forecasts, trainsets, and vehicie miles traveled. =
v ginal ridershi forecasts, The Authority is refining idership Fresno to Bakersfield Section
1032-124 62 | When compared to future conditions, analysis of the projected effects of the HST on VMT in the
Fresno to Bakersfield region indicates that the HST would reduce daily VIMT in Fresno, Kings, R
» S ron
Tulare, and Kern counties by nearly 7.3 million miles a day, or 10%, due to travelers choosing to Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda
wse the HST rather than drive.
. | 1032-130 Section 3.07 Biol
| Pa Comment —
R 6 Habitat Conservation Pian
. t 1003 value i T 1 DN
1032-125 62 “hs shown in Table 3.6-20, the number of plane flights statewide [intrastate) would decrease with Cot on Plan, 5 a
the California HST System when analyzed against both the future conditions and existing 1032-131 7 Project biclogists conducted field surveys to deten the presence or absence of
conditions baselines because travelers wauld chaose to use the HST rather than fly to their biological resources and to document the location of any biological resources through
destination. | habitat characterization and map Habitat charac ion and mapping were
| This docurment eonducted throughout the study area where access was granted and where properties
were inaccessible. Where permission to enter was not granted, field crews used public
i . roads, and adjacent parcels to characterize and map biclogical resources. Access was
| iz granted to approximately 40% of the study area
| ! 5 5 FEVEIUE S1rE . —__] Biof v 4 A
1032-126 64 To enhance the benefits of the HST, the Authority would purchase up to 100% clean, renewable
electricity to provide power for HST operations.
s ting ectricity it is 501 3t t the souree is 1032-132 27 | The Fresno to Bakersfield HST aligi ives were designed to avold the Tulare
1032-127 64 The Statewide Program EIRJEIS [Authority and FRA 2005) predicted that the HST System would | Lakebed Mitigation Site; therefore, the Tulare Lakebed Mitigation Site is not discussed
increase overall direct electric enesgy consumption by 10% over current conditions, increasing further in this document
projected electricity demand statewide by approximately 0.96% in 2030.
egitimiat g e
1032-128 [ Based on the assumption that this peak demand would be evenly spread throughout the system, { ST t to th 1
the Eresno to Bakersfield Section would require approximately 78 MW of additional peak 1032-133 32 In addition, development would indirectly degrade remaining habitat thro
capacity. noise, and dust.
Can the Au t Can the
i ty investigated this A g ]
affess ¢ 3 the s 1or time IR € and tra ssion capabifity 1032-134 36 Two fes of jal-status plant species, heartscale and little mouse tail, have been
1032-129 B4 | Summer 2010 electricity reserves were estimated to be between 27,708 MW for 1-in-2 summer identified within the BNSF Alternative.
temperatures and 18,472 MW for 1-in-10 summer temperatures (Pryor et al. 2010). | ¥ B
Lt 4 4
1032-135 57 “Tn addition to the special-status plant communities that have been observed, a number of
special-status plant communities eould occur in unsurveyed habitats that have the
potential to support special-status plant communities where permission to enter was not
available
Can the Authorit ave
Page 4 of 4
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda |

1032-136 Section 3.08 Hydrology - 1032-142 T “Drainage pipes under the portions of at-grade track would collect stormwater for
Pa_ge Comment discharge to drainage swales running parallel to the track
11 The HMF would require approximately 52 acre-feet per year on average for domestic use. T addre 5

This carresponds to a pumping rate of about 32 gallons per minute (gpm) on average
[assuming pumping 24 hours per day continuously) or about 65 gpm if pumping occurs
| 12 hours per day.

g for HMF <
1032-137 T The old channiel, known as Old River, is usually dry. I

being D! ] the Old Ri o

1032-138 17 The creek is a CVFPB-designated floodway where the BNSF Alternative and the Corcoran
Bypass Alternative cross it just north of Corcoran Reservolr and east of SR 43, 50 a permit
from the CVFPB would be required before any work can be conducted at this crossing.
Has the Authority 5

1032-139 33

1032-140 N
|
 I— L e abowi L e used in studying the hydre 15 of the HSR.
1032-141 38 Temporary changes to patterns and runoff would be minimal and 1032-143 a5 The electric trains would Use 3 regenerative braking technology, resulting in reduced
have a negligible effect under NEPA and a less-than-significant impact under CEQA | physical braking and associated wear. Runcff from the at-grade tracks and the elevated
because they would be temporary, would not alter drainage enough to displace a large- guideways would have minimal pollutants.
enough volume to increass fiood risk, and construction waould not occur in stream or river s A \ v
| channels during the winter storm season. | |
Page 1of3

Page 20f3

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranepertation
High-Speed Rail Authority ppsitoing Page 42-113



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

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1032 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

safe?

W

Because of the narrow, linear project foctprint, effects to groundwater recharge would be
negligible under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under CEQA

1 o el 3 : %

6

| The HMF sites would have outdoor washing and fuel storage areas, as well as parking
lats, which could generate polluted stormwater runaff. The HMF would include a system
to recycle the wash water from the train sets to reduce water consumption and improve
water quality in discharge water. None of the HMFs are located in areas of shallow
groundwater so percolation of stormwater into groundwater would not affect groundwater
quality, resulting in no effect under NEPA, and a less-than-significant impact under CEQA.

gh pler o have not been determined and would be based on
local conditions, it is possible that some crossings would require in-water waork for pier
construction, Design of these bridge crossings would Include measures 1o minimize the
effects of placing piers in the flcodplains and floodways.

1032-144 =

|
1032-145 50

|
1032-146 82
1032-147
1032-148

Page3of 3
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1032-150

1032-151

1032-152

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

Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda

Section 3.09 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

[c =——1

| Page
2

| The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST project would require approximately

| 2,300,000 tons of agaregate and 1,300,000 cubic yards of fill (assuming no fill is

provided by project excavation).
AL

Er et

30

The HST project design would incorporate design methods that consider the short- and |
| long-term impacts of unstable soils on the HST and nearby facilities. Where appropriate,

gi d ground impt ts, including ding or g ' controls, would be |
implemented to avold long-term impacts from unstable soils. Implementation of these
methods during final design would meet standards of design and building code
requirements to provide either sufficient bearing capacity and slope stability or measures
that protect the facility from loads associated with unstable soils.

n

} ed and 2 mitigatio
A number of locations along the project footprint would require new earth fills. Some of
these areas are p ially underlain by set -prone (loose or soft) soils. These
specific locations would be identified during preconstruction and construction

i ions and eng ions would be i | for site-specific conditions.

Glve

A vl

34

" Detailed slope-stability evaluations would be conducted, and engineering measures such

| as ground improvement, use of retaining walis, o regrading of slopes would be
implemented, as appropriate, to reduce the potential for selsmically induced slope
failures; localized instabilities that may occur would be handled as a maintenance issue.
- W : r f H: 5 ] C 5
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1032-153 34 | According to the Tulare County General Plan, the failure of Success Dam could cause
substantial flooding in Tulare County and would likely inundate sections of the BNSF
| Alternative Alignment (Tulare County 2010b).
; = Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda
1032-154 [ Section 3.12 Soch ic, € and E I Justice
1032-156 | Page Comment E
4 Initially, patential impacts were identified through intensive review of aerial photographs
| and GIS layers showing the spatial relationship between the proposed alternatives and
existing community resources, Potential impact findings were wverified through field
1032-155 research and discussions with persons knowledgeable about local ity conditions
and neighborhood characteristics, such as local elected officials, service providers, ity
planners, and community residents.

1032-157 5 Potential impact nr;dihgs were verified through fieid research and discussions with
persons knowledgeable about local community conditions and neighborhood
characteristics, such as local elected officials, service providers, city planners, and
community residents.

1032-158 3 1t I Important to note, however, that there is likely to be some production that cannat be
easily relocated; and production that is relocated would take time to become re
established, Therefore, some short-term reduction in production weould be likel

tha - t o langer
1032-159 29
v
1032-160 I =3 T Some clusters of rural residences are in the vicinity of Corcoran, but outside the city
| limits. A county fire station is located within the study area.
L
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1032-161 [ = ity and low-income individuals.
ty last 5-6 years we are seeing the effects of an ov c n economy. Once
the co: B : ority intend to
address
1032-162 Er 1032-168 i | Table 3177 =~ - - =
Bacause traffic volumes and population densities are sparse in rural areas, transportation and
access impacts are expacted to be minimal.
1y
1032-163 EL] Construction of the pro]eciuﬁuld pc:ovidE ecomm_i‘c benefits 'f" the entire region. 1032-169 0 a6 Table 3.17-7
See the Fresno to Section: C nity Impact Ass Technical Al alternatives have the potential to improve regional air quality by reducing regional automobile
Report for a more detalled discussion of the anticipated economic effects of project travel and associated emissions, Operation of ail the HST alternatives would have a beneficial or
construction (Authority and FRA 2011a). ificant impact on air quality.
ton POt icat
1
w € 10 WOr
1032-164 39 There Is the possibility of short-term property tax revenue reductions as a result of lower & ¥
perceived property values caused by nearby construction activities, Sales prices of such 1032-170 26 Table 3.17-7
properties changing ownership in advance of planned construction or during the 3 The HST System woubd " ryafits ; i -
construction period may be lower than current assessed values and may result in lower & z pEvAde beres 1 :a!'etv a,m BocHy under o PRI ¥
property tax revenues, While this effect cannot be quantified, it would be shart term and 5t
likely affect only areas adjacent to project construction activities. |
W € 0 the n : impacts of ¢ 5
; s v | M b er
|032-171| 55 unincorpaorated portions of Kings (45 units and 150residents)
This b s low and we need to verify the number that are taken out
1032-172 55 ‘An examination of suitable replacement housing alternatives indicates that all areas with
displacements have a sufficient number of comparable replacement residences currently
available. The communities in unincorporated Fresno and Kings counties, as well as in
Corcoran and the Bakersfield districts — where 95% of the total residential displacements
| would occur - have vacancies in excess of the estimated displacements.
: Can the Aut y nparabie ho %
1032-165 39 Estimated increases in tax revenues for each of the counties are §7 million for Fresno,
£700,000 for Kings, $2.8 million for Tulare, and $3.5 million for Kern,
Fi amaur bt Ki
it £t
1 ¥
n be and a statio 1032-173 57 Twa exceptions to this finding of sufficient vacant current residences are rural residential
1032-166 40 & employment created through project construction would employ workers in the | subdivisions in the vicinity of Ponderosa Road and Edna Way northeast of Hanford and
reglonal labor force and has the potential to attract small numbers of workers to the the Newark Avenue area northeast of Corcoran, In these two locations, residents enjoy 3
region as a result of employment opportunities. The increase in population from in- unique blend of amenities (spacious lots, city services, and a country setting close to
migrating construction workers would not affect the ability of local jurisdictions to provide town). There may be very few vacant, comp ped rural i
| government and public services, homesteads to be used as relocation resources. If so, it may be necessary to consider
A L constructing housing of last resort, or even duplicating the disrupted residential areas
| glsewhere In the vicinity. This will not be a substantial number of homes and therefore
the Impact is less than significant under CEQA.
Wi 0 e
1032-167 .
: [ 58 hough residential displacements in unincorporated Kings and Fresno counties are |
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1032-174

T 7 T

["smaller in number, they are still considerable and represent about 12% and 5%, | 1032-179 T - - = -

| respectively, of all residential displacements along the alignment, Because the majority of | ;ﬂmﬁ&ﬁfmﬁmlﬁﬁmﬂﬁ Is::ostnﬁ:tf;efmm;:);‘;g 2‘&?;? =
| displacements in unincorporated counties are typically single-family residential id ¢ I Vis it .
homesteads on working agricultural lands, it may be difficult to find comparable 2

AL

replacements and relocating existing housing to nearby land may take time. As discussed
abave, this may be especially difficult for rural res \al subdivisions such as Pond |
Road nartheast of Hanford and the Newark Avenue area northeast of Corcoran |
I ari ag of lo ' |
: |
1032-180 59 This increased connectivity in business ion and employment also transiates into
Plan i | improved efficiencies in population growth as new growth concentrates around these
1032-175 =8 | Based on known demographics of the study ares, residential dispiacements associated | ;;”m‘“m’sﬂ?;ea{f‘g"z‘guﬂ“o%’;ﬁ rban spraw into the regior's agricultural {ands (Cambridge
| with the HST project could result in the relocation of high percentages of sensitive =i s
populations, including elderty (over 65), disabled, female heads of household, and
linguistically isolated residents.
3 d 3 ot g
¥ 1y Increa -

4 1032-181 (] Property tax revenues would increase as property values across the region rise as a result
of project benefits and also as new housing to accommadate growth is constructed and
added to the tax rolls,

A
1032-176 61
1032-182 | 69 A 2010 study examining these opportunities determined that the HST System would m
encourage mare compact and efficient growth in the region. This growth wauld
: encourage development within cities by incorporating mere multifamily and attached
1032-177 [ &7 TF any relocation was determined necessary, an examination of vacant and for-sale ?"gle'hm'.l,v it Ay bttt 3 the
agricultural properties and operations revealed 2 substantial supply of potential : P i the & e
[ replacement properties were available (Loopnet 2010). In July 2010, there were 380 1032-183 55| For the BNSF Alternative, the overall long-term net benefits of the project would be
agricultural properties for sale In the region, with 195 in Fresno County, 23 in Kings | ) &
f positive. Increases in property values and in the associated increased tax base as a result
County, 97 in Tulare County, and 65 in Kern County. These operations include vacant - 2 o
agricultural land, as well as land ‘and facilities for pasture/ranch, field crops, vineyards, of project induced growth in the region would more than offset the negllgli:!le reduction in
dairy, and nut a,"d fruit tree operations praperty tax revenues due to property acquisition, Along the BNSF Alternative,
: i displacement of residences, businesses, and agricultural lands would result in estimated |
annual losses of approximately $2.5 million in property tax revenue to the four counties in
| the reglon. This esti d amount rep pproxi 0.5% of the total fiscal year
2009-2010 combined property tax revenue of the counties and cities in the study area.
r K 0 d 2 I i it
r kehhood of purcha he arty.
1032-178 68 The overall effect of the BNSF Alternative on agricultural business operations would be
3 moderate under NEPA in the short term as agricultural operation adjustments ang made,
and in the long term, these effects would be negligible under NEPA.
| 3 |
1032-184 74 Compensation for any lost production would be incarporated into property values and
compensation paid to owners during the land acquisition process. This includes any value
| e i . poc [t Eha of existing assets (such as orchards) that have a future value for production.
| 69 | These benefits accrue not only to travelers on the HST, but also to travelers using other : t0id-Of Co 1 : yre. ¥

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranepertation
High-Speed Rail Authority porinhooniing Page 42-117



California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1032 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

Authority intend to T
1032 determi ife of the crop and ¢ Id
-185 24 The relocation of a waste pond or onsite facility could require undergoing a time-
consuming process to obtain a new air quality or water quali mit to replace the lost - = — -
facility. Also, any full acquisition of an o‘r‘xr:?m. where the ;ijp:x is golngp!{;rough the 1032-192 | 83 Befon_: any acquisitions occur, the ﬁ.utht_:nt\e will consult with affected communities and
heart of the facilities, would require the entire operation to relocate, a difficult and time- counties to develop a relocation mitigation and enhancement plan that will
consuming process given current and projected future environmental regulations. H Y DN aacaramm 1T Hia bl i
Therefore, given the time likely required to relocate affected crop and animal operations, 1032-1 ol o — - —
@ short-term reduction in agricultural production can be expected. -193 83 ‘Authority will minimize impacts associated with the BNSF Altemative in the rural
The a5 to move dairy residential areas around Pondercsa Road/Edna Way northeast of Hanford and the Newark
Avenue vicinity northeast of Corcoran by conducting special outreach to affected
| hemeowners to fully understand their special relocation needs. The Authority will make
every effort to locate suitable replacement properties that are comparable to those
currently enjoyed by these residents, including constructing suitable facilities if necessary.
T a ove on E This is a very . 3y
1032-186 74 Specifically, there is an estimated total reduction of approximately $15
region as a whole, which represents less than 0.1% of the region’s estimated $16 billion
annual agricultural production.
sapbed. This sl o N Eis e Ay W S T ity workshops and conduct of
. 74 Impacts would be highest in Kings County (8.7 million and 53 employees), with §7 1032-194 84 e Authority will also initiate community workshaps and conduct ather types
1032-187 million of this loss uo%urring in Ee dairyt:a(:tor (see details MIW]_P‘W ) 9 community outreach to abtain input from neighborhood residents about the future use of
Autiority = ote that its alig the area beneath the rail guideway and identify design and use options that could
the strengthen community cobesion and be compatible with the character of the adjacent
impa: | community.
1032-188 75 Given that all facilities on Kings County dairies would be at least 100 feet from the
project, there would be no need to relocate structures as a result of noise effects.
Co e I . At the Gasp:
s t ® Auth wgh
1032-195 85 In addition, the unigue services provided by the rendering fadility in Kings County are
critical to dairy and livestock operations in the reglon. Therefore, relocation of this facility
will occur befare the existing facility is closed or steps will be taken to ensure that
1032-189 75 ate any p Jal effect Iting from this in_ss of suﬁ];;r;t capacity is available at other facilities so there Is no interruption to the services
land, it was assumed that dairy operations would need to reduce their milk production in povicec T
the short term until they faund replacement lands for all of the 184 acres acquired by the e
project. As a result, this short-term effect on the Kings County dairy sector Is estimated at
around $7 million, which represents 19 of the total county revenue generated annually in |
| this sectar.
To be consarvative, th ]|
1032-190 [ 77 The presence of HST close to I neigl ods could affect
community character and perceptions of quality of life in small rural communities along s
the route. However no ecchomic consequences can be linked to these effects and the CE— .
ing p | for physical i
s Authority pros L
1 n that area [
1032-191 83 The Authority will develop and implement a construction management plan to address - —
communications, community impacts, visual protection, air quality, safety controls, noise
controls, and traffic controls to minimize impacts on low-income households and minority L]
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section
Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda | : & Pt
N R i . 1032-201 | 27 | Construction impacts would be temporary in duration or occur intermittently and, in |
1032-196 . Seﬂ;on 3.3 L_a:d Use and Station Planning general, would occur during the designated construction 4 |
| age | The E v nor
\ 1 By following existing transportation corridors as much as possible, the design of the o ye o
HST project reduces land use conflicts
The A Ly 5l =
1032-197 __| engi — |
18 The area is characterized by large parcel sizes and some single-family residential
buildings. Two residential neighborhoods are located In the study area: one cluster of 1032-202 | 28 The proposed Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located near the city limits of
homes is immediately to the east of the proposed station area; and a residential Hanfard, In unincorporated Kings County, at considerable distance from the downtown
| subdivision is approximately 0.5 mile west, across SR 43. area, Therefore, the potential for land use changes created by the Kings/Tulare Regional
This statement | Station would be low.
2 of this 00 ; .
1032-198 25 [The No Project Alternative includes many planned projects that will likely be implemented
| | by the year 2035, Chapter 2, Alternatives, describes the Mo Project Alternative. Section
| 3.19, Cumulative Impacts, provides foreseeable future projects in the Fresno to |
Bakersfield Section. These projects include shopping centers, large residential |
pments, office buildings/compl schools and hospitals, industrial facilities, |
agricultural business, and transportation projects. Growth would result in congestion,
| which based on experience in other parts of California, is likely to pressure

expansion and new roadways.

This stat 1032-203 8 Increased development density in and around the HST stations would provide public
benefits beyond the access benefits to the system itself, These include relief from traffic
congestion, imp air quality, p of infill and job opportunities,
natural resource preservation, more affordable housing, less energy consumption, and
better use of public infrastructure. Another positive outcome would be a revitalized

1 statement frof The L dewntown that would attract residents who would not ride the HST (as well as those who

1032-199 6 While infill development could occur without the HST to actas a catalyst, much TOD would).

development would likely not be attracted to the downtown areas of Fresno and - :

Bakersfield with the No Project Alternative.
1032-200 26 Construction would primarily occur in agricultural, commercial, and industrial

surroundings, which are less affected by construct tivities.

& t s it L |
L | L
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| R that atement are valid for t
| a d
1032-204 29 Table 3.13-1
T chical
2 . i : 1032-209 36 “The FRA’s and Authority's goals for Kings/Tulare station include creating a station that
1032-205 33 Experience in the United States demanstrates that new transit facilities development has serves as a regional transportation hub to provide quick transit connections from the
Been concurrent with major changes in land development near stations (typically within station to the downtown areas of Hanford and Visalia; the Authority and FRA have
| approved $600,000 in planning funds to assist local jurisdictions around the Kings/Tulare
| | station to plan to make these goals a reality.
7 The Aut y i .
1032-206 24 Stations are located in prime regional and community activity centers that are attractive l
1o typical market forces.
Th
I .
1032-210 k-] | The area affected by the potential for TOD devel and the ing region
5 a o eeting & C would realize ial effects including increased emp recreation, and
1032-207 | 36 The City of Hanford General Plan states that the development of any Urban Reserve lands community cohesion. No Incompatible changes in land use patterns or intensities are
is either not anticipated within the planning horizen, or will require the resoluticn of anticipated. Consequently, HST station effects related to increased density and TOD
significant infrastructure constraints in the area prior to maving any projected development would be beneficial under NEPA. Additionally, station effects related to
development threshold. increased density and TOD development would be beneficial and the impacts are
considered less than significant under CEQA.
The City of Hanford General Map designates land on the west side of the city as The EIR \
| Residential (Very Low-, Low-, Medium-, and High-Density), Office, Light- and Heavy- 5
Industrial, and Public Fadilities. A significant amount of these areas, although designated
with these land uses, are still undevelopad. None of the land uses in this area include the |
| Urban Reserve prefix. Therefore, the City of Hanford s not anticipating any constraints in %
developing this area and would likely approve development on the west side of Hanford 5 reasse:
ior to developing any Urban Reserve lands an the east side. 1032-211 39 However, the San Joaquin Valley Council of Governments has adopted 12 Smart-Growth
f a statior 2 af Hi 4 Principles, a density commitment, and maps. Principles 7, B, 11, and 12 are relevant to
the HST project
ar VIE
1032-212 39 In addition, the BNSF Alternative would be consistent with San Joaquin Valley Blueprint
Principles 7 and 12 inasmuch as the BNSF Alternative follows the existing rail right-of-way
to the greatest extent feasible,
Al 25
&r and - i pprops o B
1032-208 36 Given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surroul
| area, the availability of appropriately designated land on the west side of Hanford that |
| eould be developed, the patential for the Authority to purchase conservation easements
| around the station, and the Authority's vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station to act
as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the | i Al
Kings{Tulare Regianal Station is low. Due to land use planning in the station area and 1032-213 40 | Local and regional transportation plans related to the Fresno to Bakersfield Section
measures that the Autharity would take to preserve agricultural lands in the area, indirect identify the need to improve mability in the Central Valley and to reduce dependency on
effects from land use changes surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station wauld be automobile travel by improving transit accessibility and by encouraging the use of
| negligible under NEPA, Indirect impacts would be less than significant under CEQA. J altemative trans S Tndes:
The oes not lead o thasa co: H The e
Page30of 7 Pagedof 7
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es. 5!

1032-217 4z Effects related to increased density around the HST statians that would minimize 5

and promote TOD are considered beneficial and would revitalize the downtown areas of
Fresno and Bakersfield.

m vl

1032-214 40 The station area is zoned as light industrial by Kings County and the station would be
compatible with this zoning. Land uses surrounding the HST station are zoned as
commercial and Industrial, Zoning in the study area is compatible with the Kings/Tulare
Regional Station and would not be inconsistent with & policy adopted to avoid physical
impacts. Since the station use would be consistent with existing land use zoning, effects
would be negligible under NEPA, Impacts would be less than significant under CEQA.

T r 5 an Y 0 the al

1 Agric

Kings/Tulare |

1032-215 41 The program design strategies of invoiving the local jurisdictions in the development of

station p ing and design c in identification of issues, and in
avoidance measures and solutions, and also of providing information to assist local
jurisdictions In accommedating the proposed HST and TOD opportunities around stations
in updates of local general plans, are collectively reducing the potential for land use b—
confiicts.

C an as ta plac -
1032-216 42 Permanent conversion of land to transportation-related land uses is considered a
negligible effect because the new transportation land uses would be adjacent to existing
transportation corridors and would not result in substantial impacts on land use patterns.
Lands changed to transportation-related land uses would encompass less than 0.01% of
the total land area in Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties.
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i California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
r _ = Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda

B 1032-218 Section 3.14 Agricultural Land
1 > o= =— Page Comment )] )
T 1 | The Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) concluded that the praject

1 . —_ — would have a significant impact on agricultural lands and committed to mitigation
T - - — | strategles and design practices to reduce those effects, These mitigation strategies and

| design practices include avoiding farmiand when selecting the HST alignment, situating
the alignment adjacent to existing railroad rights-of-way or U.5. Geological Survey section
lines that divide praperties, and securing conservation easements to mitiga impacts.

1032-219 ! 1 The Farmiand Protection Palicy Act (FPPA, 7 U.5.C. Section 4201 et seq.) is intended to
protect farmland and requires federal agencies to coordinate with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), if their activities may |
irreversibly convert farmland to nonagricultural use, either directly or indirectly.
Did the / the USDA or the NRCS in ses is alig

1032-220 B "I addition, analysts examined farmland severance on a parcel-by-parcel basis for each
alternative to identify where severance would create two parcels, and result in remainder
parcel(s) that would be too small to be farmed economically. The quantity of the non-
economic remainder parcels was then added to the footprint quantity to identify total
Impertant Farmiand converted to nonagricultural use for each alternative.

1032-221 ] Project staff combined the scores for both the land evaluation and site assessment
partions of Form NRCS-CPA-106 to arrive at a total score for each altemative. The
maximum possible score is 260 peints. If the score is less than 160 points, no

further evaluation Is necessary under the FPPA. If the score is greater than 160, the FPPA
requires consideration of alternatives that avoid or minimize farmiand impacts,
e} AT F Al

[ 8 Trg

maker 1o

any d conversion is @ |
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1032-222 -
[ permanent depletion of the resource.
| D analysis of fa C

alig ACCEss and 5 v & -

1032-223 23 Tulare and Kings counties have the greatest percentage, 84% and B2%, respectively, of
their Impartant Farmland and Grazing Land in Williamson Act and FSZ contracts, while
Kern and Fresno counties have the smallest percentages, at approximately 62% and 68%,
- This shows the impo of the County. _ N bty
1032-224 29 In accordance with Federal Aviation Regulations 137, Agricultural Aircraft Operations, and
the California Code of Regulations, Division 6, Pesticides and Pest Cantral Operations,
aircraft apply some pesticides when the wind speed and direction are favarable to avoid
dispersing chemicals beyond the target area. Aerial applications occur near existing 1032-227
railroad tracks (Karen Alfson, Agriculture Standard Specialist 111, Fresno County
Agriculture G I Tirm N der, Agriculture C issioner, Kings County, Judy
Brandt, Agriculture Inspector, Tulare County, Ruben Arroyo, Agriculture Commissioner,
Kern County, April 20, 2011, personal communication)). Approximately 85% of aerial
application accurs at night in the south San Joaquin Valley; a 200-acre field takes about
15 minutes to spray by air (Dennis Hansen, Owner, Kerman Air Services, April 20, 2011,
personal communication). 1032-228
Thi

k vely at alternatives a
35 | As shown in Figure 3.14-1, most development in the southern San Joaquin Valley that is

currently being planned or permitted is located in the vicinity of urban centers and/or
along SR 99.

= prey the
1032-225 29 The 100-foot wide right-of-way for the BNSF Alternative would cross through the property
of 1 dairy and 1 paultry farm In Fresno County, 12 dairies and 1 cattle feediot in Kings
County, and 1 dairy and 1 cattie feedlot in Tulare County.

ty

5 1 I 15 igs t 2 S,
1032-226 31 The No Project Alternative would result in substantial farmland conversion to i cisio
el bl T DT ookl e 55 Nor o e Sl o cuse s o et o SR ST 0
/ , ; :

of the project, but would o provide oppartunities for focusing future development on [ ey e B g e
| land that is already urbanized. This could reduce the amount of farmland converted to i

urban uses to accommodate projected future growth, depending on future local land use
decisiol

n n

9 1032-230
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1032-231 a1 [ The alignments follow existing transportation corridors (i.e., SR 43, UPRR, and BNSF) as i

much as possible, but in some cases the alignments deviate from those corridors and
bisect agricultural parcels. The reasons for these devi indude ing
| travel times, optimizing the location of a potential Kings/Tulare Regional Station, and [
| reducing impacts to urban areas, farmiand, waters of the U.S., and habitat for threatened |

i or endangered spedies.

—— e R S T, |
1032-232 41 The right: ay acquisition process provides additional opportunities to reduce hardships |
caused by access severance, As part of this process, the Authority’s right-of way agents
would work with each affected property owner to address issues of concern. Agents
would attempt to resalve conflicts, for example by arranging additional property transfers
to o s hip. For large properties, agents may be able to arrange for
additional grade separated crossings (e.9., underpasses or small overpasses).

1032-233 43 Ige 5 would attempt to resolve conflicts, for example by reconfiguring facilities so that
there is no net loss of operational capacity. The agents might not be able to resolve ail
issues, and would offer compensation to landowners that demonstrate a hardship from

loss of facilities.

1032-234 | [T FRA found that the airflow dissipates in less than 1 second (FRA 1999), Another study
found that wind generated by the train has a velocity of approximately 10% of the train
velocity at a distance of 3 meters (approximately 10 feet) from the train (Neppert and
Sanderson 1977; Mark Sterling and Chris Baker, School of Engineering, University of
Birmingham, United Kingdom, August 23, 2010, persanal communication.

1 simply 8
1032-235 45 | Aerial Sprayin,
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section

Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda
Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda

1032-238 Section 3.18 Regional Growth
1032-
052239 T Feion !..16 ASEMIETIES 810 VISl Rosourses ~ = he BNSE Alternative would result in approximately 9,000 acres of addition growth over the No |
| Page | Comment = - . | | | project Alternative, or an increase of approximately 0.9% more acres of induced urbanization.
| 34 | Under all alternatives, the propesed HST stations would not substantially degrade the | ‘ Can the Authority pros vident i/ c y et 107 was calcutated
| existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The design of the | T
| Fresno and Bakersfield HST stations could offer a strong focal element unifying the |

surrounding urban elements,

| 1032-239 — | growth lar the Tresno 'o 2 3
| 1 | Taken together, these results sugges
driven by job growth due to the initiation of HST service, rather than due to long-term population |
shifts from the Bay Area and Southern California based on long-distance commuting.

1032-237 I 37 | In urban areas, staging areas would be Iar;esi atthe Bath u

3 ST
stations (Fresno Station and Bakersfield Station) would be adjacent to the BNSF right-of- |
| way, where adjacent land uses are accustomed to freight and industrial movements. | ‘

B | 3d

T | The Final Program EIRJEIS for the Proposed Callfornia HST System (Statewide Program EIR/EIS) J
{Authority and FRA 2005]) and the Final Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program
‘ Environmental Impact Report/Envi ytal Impact (EIRJEIS) y and FRA

1032-240

[2008] 2010} did not identify growth impacts requ ring mitigation. Therefore, no program-level
mitigation strategies related to growth have been incorporated into the proposed HST
| siternatives for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section.

alley Regianal Policy

|
sid

fiey Regional Palicy Councll approved, le

1032-241 ’» 2 T The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Readmap [the Blueprint) (5an Joaqui
Council 2010) is a plan for the future of the San Joagquin Valiey

rio that the San Joaquin
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planned for development; more resources are preserved for future generations; distinctive
communities are enhanced; and more travel choices, including high-speed rail, are available in the
future than currently exist.

1032-242

16 The analysis shows the H5T alternatives would create additional employment and business
epportunities and attract higher-wage jobs in comparisen to the Mo Project Alternative, The HST
alternatives, however, would only siightly raise the proj d jon and empl growth 1032-247
beyond growth anticipated under the No Project Alternative.

he EIR deos not cant atysis” cited in this state

C e public review
25 The HST project would encourage increased densities resulting in more cormpact urban
development around the Fresno and Bakersfield stations.

1032-243 16 he HST.induced growth would, therefore, not require farmland conversion or the eatention of

1032-248 26 However, this loss of farmland would occur even absent the HST, and development around HST

public infrastructure beyond what is currently planned. The Final Bay Area to Central Valley High stathons would direct housing into higher-density and more sustainable development patterns and
help achieve the goals of regional growth management plans and General

| speed Train (HST) Program Envi | Impact Report/Envi | Impact

(EIR/EIS) reported that the mare compact development patterns likely to occur under the HST
alternatives could recuce farmland conversion by 30,000 acres statewide by year 2030 (Authority
and FRA [2008] 2010).

et ol

Plans in these areas.

ucture policies

1032-244 16 Analysts of population increase prepared for the HST project shows that population and
employment growth would be consistent with and support regional growth management plans
| and which e infill concentrating growth in urban areas, and
providing transit options and connections for regional residents and workers. . i |

oy e Authority within the FiF

1032-245 T |Tovkzis7

EIR o

1032-246 | 25 A5 shown in Table 3.18-16, the HST would increase population by appr

approximately 110,650 people aver the 2035 population forecasted in regional planning 4 -

documents, Based on a probable pop density of approxi ly 10 persons per acre (see -

section 2.4, No Project Description for justific ation), an additional 11,065 acres of land would be =
date this additional pop

| needed to acc |
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1032-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

1032-2

Figure 3.11-4 has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS to indicate the location of the
Kings County Houston Avenue fire station.

The impact of the HST alternatives on this station was analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS
and Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The BNSF Alternative is located near the
station to the east. The HST would not alter any public roads in the vicinity of the fire
station that are used for emergency response. As described in Section 3.11.5, the BNSF
Alternative is approximately 845 feet east of the heliport at the station. In addition, the
Houston Avenue overcrossing of the HST alignment is located about 320 feet south of
the heliport at its closest point. The Part 77 approach and departure surface for a
heliport has an 8 to 1 slope and extends 4,000 feet from the takeoff and landing area,
which is centered on the helipad. The HST would be at-grade in the vicinity of the
heliport, which would put the top of the catenary system for the train at an elevation of
about 35 feet above the ground surface. The helipad Part 77 approach and departure
surface is about 105 feet above the ground surface at this location. The helipad Part 77
surface is about 40 feet above the ground surface at its closest point to the Houston
Avenue overcrossing. At this location, the overcrossing would be approximately 12 feet
above ground surface. None of the proposed HST facilities would penetrate the Part 77
surfaces for the station heliport.

1032-3

Responses to questions submitted by the Kings County Sheriff are provided in Volumes
IV and V of the Final EIR/EIS.

1032-4

The design of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section provides for a station platform for the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station. Construction of the station will depend on ridership
demand.

Section 3.11.4 of the EIR/EIS provides an analysis of crime statistics for

1032-4

Hanford, Fresno and Bakersfield. Crime statistics are provided for Hanford because the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located adjacent to the city and it is likely that
crime rates in the station area would be similar to those in the city of Hanford rather than
Kings County as a whole.

1032-5

SkyLife helicopter service based at Fresno Yosemite International Airport seasonally
staffs an air ambulance at Kings County Fire Station #4 from June through September.
This information has been included in Section 3.11 of the Final EIR/EIS. The project
would not impact the use of the helipad at station #4.

1032-6

As described in Impact S&S #10 in Section 3.11 of the EIR/EIS, the Fresno and
Bakersfield HST stations would introduce new activity centers into the downtown areas.

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative would be located immediately east
of the city of Hanford's sphere of influence. Kings County has zoned land in the vicinity
of the station site for commercial development, and the station could help accelerate this
development. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative is located adjacent to
the city of Hanford planning boundary and is within the Armona Community Planning
Area of Kings County. The station site land use designation within Kings County is
Limited Agriculture. This station could stimulate development in the area. The
associated development and economic activity that would indirectly result from the
presence of the HST stations could increase demand for local emergency responders
and require new or physically altered government facilities (such as police or fire
stations) that might affect the environment.

The stations themselves would introduce new passengers into the cities, which could
increase the demand for fire and ambulance services. Because the stations would have
onsite security patrols, no increased demand for police protection is anticipated.
Increased economic activity around stations would result in increased property and
sales tax revenues to help offset costs of additional service demands. However, since
the project could increase the demand for fire and ambulance services, the construction
of which might affect the environment, the impact on emergency response could have
moderate intensity under NEPA and could be significant under CEQA.
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1032-6

The Authority has developed Mitigation Measure S&S MM#1 to mitigate this impact.
That mitigation measure is described in Section 3.11.7 of the EIR/EIS.

1032-7

Construction accidents can happen, as indicated in Section 3.11.5 of the EIR/EIS, but as
discussed in Section 3.11.6, construction safety and health plans developed by the
Authority will establish safety and health guidelines for contractors. These plans require
contractors to develop and implement site-specific measures that address regulatory
requirements to protect human health and property at construction sites. In addition,
final design includes development of a detailed construction transportation plan that
would include coordination with local jurisdictions on emergency vehicle access. The
plan would establish procedures for temporary road closures, including access to
residences and businesses during construction, lane closure, signage and flag persons,
temporary detour provisions, alternative bus and delivery routes, emergency vehicle
access, and alternative access. The potential risk and consequences of construction
accidents were not judged to be great enough to warrant further evaluation.

1032-8

There is no list of temporary road closures provided in Section 3.2. Section 3.2
describes the permanent road closures for each project alternative. The number of
permanent closures are as follows:

BNSF Alternative - 45

Hanford West Bypass alternatives - 5
Corcoran Elevated Alternative - 1
Corcoran Bypass Alternative - 7
Allensworth Bypass Alternative - 3
Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative - 18
Bakersfield South Alternative - 3
Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative - 10

Adding the permanent and temporary road closures would not change the conclusions
of the analysis. Not all roads that would be temporarily or permanently closed would be

1032-8

closed at the same time. Temporary and permanent road closures would be phased so
that impacts on traffic circulation would be minimized. As described in Section 3.11.6,
final design includes development of a detailed construction transportation plan that
would include coordination with local jurisdictions on emergency vehicle access. The
plan would establish procedures for temporary road closures, including access to
residences and businesses during construction, lane closure, signage and flag persons,
temporary detour provisions, alternative bus and delivery routes, emergency vehicle
access, and alternative access locations.

1032-9

The analysis requested in this comment would be speculative. It is not possible to
accurately estimate the number and nature of calls to law enforcement regarding
vandalism and theft at a construction site. All other information requested in this
comment is based on the number and nature of incidents.

As indicated in Section 3.11, the construction contractor would provide appropriate
security at construction sites; therefore, the number of incidents of vandalism and theft
are expected to be low as is the case at most other large construction sites. As a
result, project construction is not expected to tax the resources of the Kings County
Sheriff Department. No information provided in these comments or in the Kings County
Sheriff's comments provides substantive evidence that this would not be the case.

CEQA does not consider demands for government services an environmental issue.
Environmental impacts related to public services under CEQA are associated with the
provision of and the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the
public services, including fire protection, police protection, and emergency services. No
information provided in these comments or comments provided by the Kings County
Sheriff indicates that the Sheriff's Department would need to construct new facilities or
physically alternative existing facilities to respond to security issues at project
construction sites.
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1032-10

Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines states: "Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and many
scientific documents relating to environmental features. These documents should be
cited but not included in the EIR."

The book by Mr. Aldrich would have been made available at the Authority's office in
Hanford if the commenter had requested to review the book. No such request was

received by the Authority during the public comment period.

1032-11

The design for ensuring safety of passengers from a train-to-train collision within an HST
system is provided in the paragraph following the sentence referenced in this comment.

1032-12

Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines states: "Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and many
scientific documents relating to environmental features. These documents should be
cited but not included in the EIR."

The paper by Rao and Tsai is available at
http://lwww.trb.org/Publications/Blurbs/159315.aspx. This reference would have been
made available at the Authority's office in Hanford if the commenter had requested to
review it. No such request was received by the Authority during the public comment
period.

1032-13

Section 3.11 states that physical containment elements, such as derailment walls, are
one of a variety of strategies to ensure containment of the HST within the right-of-way in
the event of a derailment. Additional strategies encompass design, operation, and
maintenance of the system to prevent derailments and to contain the train within the
right-of-way in the event of a derailment. For example, the equipment specifications for
California HSTI call for undercarriage clamps and traction motor casing designs that will
enable the trains to “hug” the rails in the event of a derailment and keep them in

1032-13

alignment with the track structure. This feature, plus the tight-coupled, articulated nature
of the train sets will allow the trains to behave during a derailment in a manner which
promotes the safest possible outcome. The operating system for the train will be fully
automated with state-of-the-art communication, access-control, and monitoring and
detection systems to help prevent derailments from occurring. The proposed automatic
train control system will prevent train-to-train collisions in the HST system. The proposed
seismic detection system will allow the HST system to react to detected seismic events
in a manner what will provide options for significantly reducing the risk of derailment
and/or injuries and damage in the event of a major earthquake. As a standard
maintenance procedure, the track at any point will be inspected several times a week
using measurement and recording equipment aboard special measuring trains that will
run between midnight and 5 a.m. and usually pass over any given section of track once
in the night. Irregularities in the rail would be fixed immediately.

1032-14

It is not possible to provide a mathematical probability/risk calculation for an accident on
the California HST System that would result in injury to people adjacent to the right-of-
way. Such a calculation requires multiyear information on passenger miles traveled and
number of accidents that result in offsite injuries and/or fatalities. There are no HST
systems operating in the United States. Therefore, the data do not exist here.

Specific data on passenger miles traveled are not readily available for HST systems in
other countries. According to news releases, the Japanese HST system carried
approximately 6 billion passengers over 40 years between 1964 and 2004 (Central
Japan Railway Company 2011). Over that period, there has never been an injury or
fatality to people adjacent to the right-of-way. Also, no passenger fatalities have
occurred on the Japanese HST system due to derailments or collisions. There have
been injuries caused by doors closing on passengers or their belongings. The French
TGV is reported to have carried about 1.7 billion passengers between 1981 and 2010.
Where the train operated on dedicated track, there have been 8 passenger injuries due
to derailments and no injuries to people adjacent to the right-of-way (TGVweb 2011).
High-speed train service has operated in Germany since 1991. No statistics on
passenger-miles-traveled are readily available for the German HST system. The
accident on the German HST system reported in Section 3.11, Safety and Security, of
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1032-14

the EIR/EIS resulted in 101 fatalities and 87 injuries to passengers but no injuries to
people outside the right-of-way (National Aeronautics and Space Administration 2007;
North East Wales Institute of Higher Education 2004). High-speed rail service began in
China in 2007. It is reported that HSTs account for 25.7% of total passenger traffic in
China, with HSTs transporting 1.33 million passengers daily (International Railway
Journal 2013). As reported in Section 3.11, an accident in 2011 on the Chinese HST
system resulted in 40 deaths and 72 injuries. Some of the casualties of this accident
were members of the public not riding the train but present in the vicinity of the accident.

Although a probability calculation cannot be made for the risk of injury to people
adjacent to the California HST System right-of-way, it is clear from the evidence that the
risk is very low. HST systems throughout the world have operated for billions of
passenger miles for several decades with no injuries to people not traveling on the train.

1032-15

Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines states: "Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and many
scientific documents relating to environmental features. These documents should be
cited but not included in the EIR."

This reference would have been made available at the Authority's office in Hanford if the
commenter had requested to review it. No such request was received by the Authority

during the public comment period.

1032-16

Section 3.11 of the EIR/EIS provides the specifications for protection barriers based on
the design Technical Memorandum 2.1.7. Volume IlI of the EIR/EIS provides plan
drawings showing the location of intrusion barriers. This is adequate information for
decisionmakers and the public to understand the safety of the system with regards to
intrusions into the HST right-of-way. The comment provides no substantive evidence
that additional information is required for the environmental analysis of safety.

The HST right-of-way would be fenced with a 7-foot-high, galvanized steel, woven mesh
or chain-link fence secured at the top and bottom to galvanized pipe railing. Fence posts

1032-16

would be set in concrete footings set into concrete retaining walls or set in rigid traffic
barriers. The fence would be equipped with electronic intrusion-detection devices.
Intrusion of farm equipment would be immediately detected by these electronic devices,
which would cause an emergency stop of trains in the section. This would minimize the
potential of collisions between the HST and farm equipment.

1032-17

This comment implies that there is a great deal of pedestrian and bicycle traffic using
private unpaved roads that would be forced to use public roads with the construction of
the HST and those public roads are implied to be unsafe. No evidence is provided that
substantial pedestrian and bicycle traffic would be put at risk with this scenario. Kings
County has road design standards that provide for shoulders that can be used safely for
pedestrian and bicycle traffic. The comment provides no substantive evidence that the
shift of some pedestrian and bicycle traffic from private unpaved roads that are not
required to meet any roadway design standards to public roads that have been built

to adopted safety standards would put this pedestrian and bicycle traffic at greater risk
for accidents.

1032-18
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-04.

As described in Section 2.2.1, HST operation would follow safety and security plans
developed by the Authority in cooperation with FRA to include the following:

« A System Safety Program Plan, including a Safety and Security Certification Program,
which would be developed during the final design and construction phases to address
safety, security, and emergency response as they relate to the day-to-day operation of
the system.

« A Threat and Vulnerability Assessment for security and a Preliminary Hazard Analysis
and Vehicle Hazard Analysis for safety during the preliminary engineering phase to
produce comprehensive design criteria for safety and security requirements mandated
by local, state, or federal regulations and industry best practices.
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1032-18

« A Fire Life Safety Program and a System Security Plan. Under federal and state
guidelines and criteria, the Fire Life Safety Plan would address the safety of passengers
and employees as it relates to emergency response. The System Security Plan would
address design features of the project intended to maintain security at the stations,
within the trackwork right-of-way, and onboard trains. Compliance with these measures
would maximize the safety and security of passengers and employees of the HST
project so that adverse safety and security impacts would be less than significant.

Additional information regarding system safety and security is provided in Section 3.11
of the EIR/EIS. This section states that fire and rescue agencies follow their own
standard emergency response protocols for industrial sites when responding to
emergencies at high-risk facilities. See also Impact S&S #7 — Risk of Fire.

As discussed in Section 3.11 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS,project design
features have minimized the potential for train accidents; therefore, local response to
accidents along the HST alignment is not expected to be required, because any incident
would be extremely rare. For emergency preparedness, however, the Authority would
collaborate with local responders to develop a Fire and Life Safety Program for
emergency response in case of an accident or other emergency (see Sections 3.11.6,
Project Design Features, and 3.11.7, Mitigation Measures). Because the need for local
emergency services along the track would be extremely rare, estimation of increased
calls for fire suppression along the alignment would be speculative.

As indicated above, a Fire Life Safety Program and a System Security Plan will be
developed for the project in accordance with federal and state guidelines. This plan will
address the types of fires that could occur on an operating train and the systems that
would be used to suppress these fires and protect passengers. Development of this plan
is a commitment of the project designer to meet federal and state safety performance
standards; therefore, CEQA and NEPA do not require the environmental document to
contain a full study of potential for fire risk.

This comment states: "In most instances a full fire cannot be contained by suppression
methods and a fireman must be called to assist.” This statement is purely speculative
and not supported by any factual evidence provided in the submission. The comment

1032-18

goes on to ask how firemen respond to a train traveling at 220 mph. In the very unliley
event of a fire on an operating train, the response would depend upon the specific
location of the train. Trains in the immediate vicinity of a station would likely be brought
into the station where passengers would be evacuated and the fire suppressed. Trains
not in the immediate vicinity of a station would make an emergency stop on the tracks,
passengers would be evacuated and the fire would be suppressed. As described in
Impact S&S #9 in Section 3.11, elevated track would include a walking surface and a
lateral safety railing, in accordance with standard engineering design requirements
(NFPA International 2001). The design also would include ground access from the
elevated tracks at regular intervals along the elevated structure, allowing for emergency
passenger evacuation and emergency vehicle access if needed, as well as for routine
track maintenance. Emergency vehicle access to fencedc at-grade sections of the right-
of-way would be provided at regular intervals adjacent to public roadways.

1032-19

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02

Authority policy is to provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles, resulting
in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. In
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be
provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area. The Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.11.6, explains that the project design would include
coordination with emergency responders to incorporate roadway modifications that
maintain existing traffic patterns and fulfill response route needs, resulting in negligible
effects on response times by service providers. Section 3.11.5, Safety and Security
Environmental Consequences, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides
additional detail regarding emergency response time during HST operations.

1032-20

Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines states: "Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and many
scientific documents relating to environmental features. These documents should be
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1032-20

cited but not included in the EIR."
This reference would have been made available at the Authority's office in Hanford if the
commenter had made a request to review it. No such request was received by the

Authority during the public comment period.

1032-21

Section 3.11.5 fully addresses a variety of safety issues, including train accidents, under
Impact S&S #4 — Train Accidents. See also Impact S&S #16 — Criminal Activity Aboard
Trains and at Stations, which addresses safety issues associated with theft and
violence. As described in Section 3.11.1, the HST system would be fully access-
controlled with intrusion monitoring systems. This means that the HST infrastructure
(e.g., mainline tracks and maintenance and storage facilities) would be designed to
prevent access by unauthorized vehicles, including large equipment, people, animals,
and objects. The system would also include appropriate barriers (fences and walls).
Fencing and intrusion protection systems will be remotely monitored, as well as
periodically inspected. Project Design Features identified in Section 3.11.6 include threat
and vulnerability assessments during the engineering design and construction phases,
which would establish provisions for the deterrence and detection of, as well as the
response to, criminal and terrorist acts at rail facilities and for system operations.
Additional provisions include security procedures and training and closed-circuit
televisions. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure S&S-1 states that the Authority will provide
a fair share of the cost of emergency services based on monitoring of local fire, rescue,
and emergency service providers to incidents at the stations and HMF before and after
construction.

1032-22

Coordination of fire and life safety programs for major transportation systems with local
emergency providers is a standard practice throughout California. This does not imply
that there will be substantial demand on local emergency services. As stated in Section
3.11.6 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority would provide emergency service providers with an
understanding of the rail system, facilities, and operations, and obtain their input for
modifications to emergency response operations and facilities, such as evacuation
routes.

1032-22

CEQA does not consider fiscal impacts to government services an environmental issue.
Environmental impacts related to public services under CEQA are associated with the
provision of and the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the
public services, including fire protection, police protection, and emergency services. No
information provided in these comments or in the comments provided by emergency
service providers indicates that those providers would need to construct new facilities or
physically alter existing facilities to respond to security issues at project construction
sites.

1032-23

Current zoning for the land surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East
Alternative is shown on Figure 3.13-4 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. As
shown on the figure, the alternative station site and most of the land to the south is
zoned industrial. Other zoning in the vicinity of the station site includes single-family
residential, commercial, and agriculture.

1032-24

The overcrossing of Houston Avenue has been redesigned so that Fire Station #4 and
its support facilities will not require relocation. As a result, existing access to the station
will not be impeded. Please see the design drawings provided in Volume Il of the Final
EIR/EIS.

1032-25

As stated in this comment, the Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) has required these
reservoirs to be held at lower levels to avoid failure of the associated dams in the event
of a major seismic occurrence. These reservoirs will be required to remain at reduced
levels until the dams are brought up to current seismic standards as required by DSOD.
The mission of DSOD is to protect people against loss of life and property from dam
failure (see http://www.water.ca.gov/damsafety/). As the state's expert on dam safety,
DSOD has required reduced operational levels of Lake Success and Lake Isabella to
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1032-25

minimize the potential for dam failure. This is adequate information to conclude that the
potential risk of inundation of the HST by failure of these dams is less than significant.

Section 3.9.5.3, subheading “Secondary Seismic Hazards”, discusses potential impacts
of water inundation resulting from the failure of dams including Terminus, Pine Flat,
Success, and Lake Isabella dams. The potential for dam failure is based on evaluation
of California Emergency Management Agency’s dam inundation maps, local planning
agencies estimates for length of time to inundate areas by more than 1 foot, dam
operating restrictions, and other relevant data. For the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the
impacts associated with exposing people or structures to inundation hazards resulting
from seismically induced dam failure are anticipated to result in effects with negligible
intensity under NEPA and less-than-significant impacts under CEQA. This is because
dam failure is unlikely to occur and the amount of time before inundation of the portions
of the HST System (on the order of several hours) would allow for evacuation of people
from the system.

1032-26

As described in Section 2.2.1 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority would conduct a threat and
vulnerability assessment for security during the preliminary engineering phase to
produce comprehensive design criteria for safety and security requirements mandated
by local, state, or federal regulations and industry best practices. A System Safety
Program Plan, including a Safety and Security Certification Program, would be
developed during the final design and construction phases to address security and
emergency response as it relates to the day-to-day operation of the system. The FRA is
currently developing safety requirements for HSTs for use in the United States, and is
working with the Department of Homeland Security with regard to security requirements
for potential terrorist threats. The FRA will require that the HST safety regulations be
met prior to revenue service operations.

The Authority is expecting to maintain its own security force for patrolling and
maintaining security for its trains and stations, including response to terrorist threats.
The Authority will work with existing state law enforcement agencies to develop and
implement this capability prior to revenue service operations. The Authority's security
department would also coordinate with local law enforcement agencies prior to revenue

1032-26

service operations.

1032-27

The emergency service provider would provide the Authority with a bill for the Authority's
fair share of services above the average baseline service demand. As stated in
Mitigation Measure S&S-1, the fair share will be based on projected passenger use for
the first year of operations, with a growth factor for the first 5 years of operation. This
cost-sharing agreement will include provisions for ongoing monitoring and future
negotiated amendments as the stations are expanded or passenger use increases.
Such amendments will be made on a regular basis for the first 5 years of station
operation. After this period, the Authority will enter into a new or revised agreement with
the public service provider.

The Authority will pay for local emergency response services from operating revenues.
The cost of these services has been included in operating and maintenance costs
provided in Chapter 5 of the EIR/EIS.

As indicated in Section 3.11.6 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority will prepare a fire/life safety
program for the project that implements the requirements set forth in the Federal Rail
Safety Improvement Act of 2008. This program will address the safety of passengers
and employees both prior to and during emergency response operations. The program
development and implementation will be coordinated with state and local emergency
response organizations to provide them with an understanding of rail system, facilities,
and operations, and to obtain their input for modifications to emergency response
operations and facilities, such as evacuation routes.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, increased demand on emergency services is not
an environmental issue per se. A project would result in a significant environmental
impact if it resulted in the provision of and the need for new or physically altered
government facilities (the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts) in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public services, including fire protection, police
protection, and emergency services. As described in Section 3.11.5 of the EIR/EIS,
project design features have minimized the potential for train accidents; therefore, local
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1032-27

response to accidents is not expected to be required because any incident would be
extremely rare. This is borne out by the safety record of high-speed trains throughout
the world, which is described in Section 3.11. However, the increase in people in the
vicinity of stations and at the HMF could result in sufficient demand for emergency
services to require provision of and the need for new or physically altered government
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation Measure S&S MM-1 has been designed to mitigate that potential impact.
Information about the South Hanford Fire Station and emergency helicopter service
center can be found in Volume I, Section 3.12.6.4 Affected Environment. The facility
would not be displaced, but a small portion of the property would be acquired for a
retaining wall to support the Houston Ave. road overpass. Impact SO #1 describes the
potential for construction to affect important community facilities and explains that
existing emergency vehicle access for police and fire protection services would be
maintained at all times.

1032-28
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-01, FB-Response-PU&E-02.

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) does propose to construct, operate,
and maintain an electric-powered high-speed train (HST) system in California. See
Section 2.2.6.1 in the EIR/EIS, which describes the method and source of electrification
of the HST.

Please refer to Section 2.2 of the EIR/EIS, HST System Infrastructure, for discussion
and description of system requirements, vehicles, stations, infrastructure components,
traction power distribution, and maintenance facilities. Section 2.2 describes and depicts
the many infrastructure components and facilities that will deliver electricity through the
HST System. Plans for the provision of electricity to this section of track are specifically
discussed in Section 2.2.6, Traction Power Distribution.

Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, discusses the electrical requirements of the
HST System as well as energy impacts associated with the HST System. Please refer to
Section 3.6.5, Environmental Consequences, for more detail.

1032-29

Impact S&S #4 in Section 3.11.5.3 describes accidents caused by vehicles or other
trains entering the HST right-of-way and the design measures that would be taken to
avoid these types of accidents. No records have been found of this type of accident
occurring on any existing HST system in the four decades that HSTs have been in
operation. Therefore, the potential for such an accident is extremely low.

The only alternatives that would eliminate any potential of this type of accident is to
separate the HST from all other transportation facility corridors, which is not consistent
with the requirements of the legislated mandate for the project.

1032-30
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The Authority has determined that the SR 99/UPRR corridor is not practicable for the
proposed project as described in FB-Response-GENERAL-02. Therefore, an alternative
alignment along the SR 99/UPRR corridor need not be carried through the EIR/EIS.

1032-31

Details of the traffic study methodology are contained in the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section: Transportation Analysis Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012), which is
the basis for the transportation section in the EIR/EIS. The peak-hour turning-movement
volumes at the study intersections and operating conditions on roadway segments were
collected during multiple periods in November 2009 (Fresno), March 2011, January
2012, and February 2012 during the peak hours from 7 to 9 a.m. and from 4 to 6 p.m.
Turning-movement volumes at the study intersections for the Hanford East Station were
collected in the Spring, during March 12-18, 2010, between 7 to 9 a.m. and 4to 6 p.m.,
not in November as the comment contends (Appendix A of Authority and FRA 2012).

Collecting the AM and PM peak-hour volumes captures the general commute times for
background traffic when it is considered the highest level that would be experienced
during the day. As such, an evaluation of other periods of the day or night such as the
lunch hour or middle of the day hours during which agricultural equipment is moved
would only show lower impacts and are not reported. These peak periods are then used
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1032-31

for analysis of impacts when the additional project-related traffic is added for each
alternative studied.

1032-32

The upgrade of SR 198 to four lanes (construction beginning in November 2009) was
included in the traffic analysis. This was documented in the HST Fresno to Bakersfield
Section: Transportation Analysis Technical Report, July 2012, page 4-28 (Authority and
FRA 2012n).

1032-33

The intersection at Highway 43 and Lacey Boulevard was determined to operate at LOS
D for existing conditions, in the Table 3.2-8 of the Final EIR/EIS. This is a stop-sign
controlled intersection, and delays can fluctuate within the peak period, which may effect
the the commenter's opinion of the intersections operating conditions. The LOS D
represents an average delay during the peak period. In regards to the comments
recommendation, the intersection analysis provided confirms a LOS for the intersection
of Lacey Boulevard and SR 43.

1032-34

The EIR/EIS describes the proposed station setting with respect to non-motorized
access on page 3.2-103. The stations would include bicycle racks, pedestrian
connections to the existing sidewalks, and bicycle lanes and facilities where they can be
accommodated. Outside of the HST station, future bike improvements would have to be
developed with or by the agency with jurisdiction, including the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and/or the county on or across State Route (SR) 43.

Refer also to Impact S&S #5 — Motor Vehicle, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Accidents
Associated with HST Operations.

1032-35
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-22.

The commenter is correct the speed on Highway 43 between Hanford-Armona Road

1032-35

and Grangeville Boulevard is 55 and not 50. This number was provided as a reference,
and no impacts discussions used speed limit as a threshold criteria. Figure 3.2-12 was
updated in the Final EIR/EIS to reference the speed limit for SR-43 as 55 miles per hour.

The upgrade of SR 198 to four lanes (construction beginning in November 2009) was
included in the traffic analysis. This was documented in the HST Fresno to Bakersfield
Section: Transportation Analysis Technical Report, July 2012, page 4-28 (Authority and
FRA 2012). Refer to Response 461-3142.

1032-36

The Final EIR/EIS states that there is no existing transit service at the proposed Kings-
Tulare Regional Station—East or ~West sites because these sites currently are in
undeveloped areas. The development of the final design of the station will involve
coordination with local and regional transit agencies to accommodate an extension of
their transit systems to the proposed rail station.

1032-37

Page 3.2-48 of the Draft EIR/EIS describes project impacts to air travel at Bakersfield
and Fresno. The document states: "The HST would compete and would be expected to
draw an estimated 16 travelers/day that would otherwise take a plane from or to Kern
County (Meadows Field), and one flight is predicted to divert from the Fresno/Madera
area Airport." Fresno Yosemite International Airport currently has 37 departures/day
(http://www.flyfresno.com/). Because of the estimated change in only 16 travelers/day,
out of a total of 37 plane departures per day at the airport, the effect is reasonably within
an average or every day fluctuation in airport passengers, and is not expected to have
substantial economic consequences and an economic study was not performed. Except
for a small increase in commercial airline departures in 2008, there has been a steady
decline in departures from the Fresno Yosemite International Airport over the past 7
years. The annual departures from the airport totaled 18,493 in 2006 and 12,975 in
2012, a reduction of about 30%.
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1032-38

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12.

1032-39

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13.

In Section 1.2.3.1 Travel Demand and Capacity Constraints of the Purpose and Need of
the Final EIR/EIS, the HST is compared in travel costs to personal vehicle and air travel.

1032-40

This statement is not included in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

1032-41

Table 3.2-12 reference in the comments contains analysis for Intersections Operating at
LOS E or F around the Proposed HMF Locations under Existing Conditions in the
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Refer to Section 5.4.4 Heavy Maintenance Facility
Site Alternatives within the Fresno to Bakersfield Transportation Analysis Technical
Report for analysis and methods of Proposed HMF Stations. The analysis does not
include vehicles diverted from road closures outside of the study area; these number
were determined to be less then significant based on the daily trips on rural roads
proposed to be closed. The HST will not close any Amtrak Stations, although several
alternative may require existing stations to be relocated. Temporary stations would be
provided during construction. HST is a intraregional transit system, competing primarily
with air travel, not local Amtrak service. Finally, increases in growth and traffic were
taken into account in the analysis of impacts; the 2035 study year represents a forecast
of future growth and conditions with the train operating.

1032-42
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02.

Under the discussion of Impact TR #11 on Page 3.2-74, the RDEIR/SDEIS stated that
Lansing Avenue in Kings County would be closed by the BNSF Alternative. As stated,
because the traffic volumes on the roads proposed for closure are low and the detours
would be limited in rural areas, the affects to traffic circulation would not be significant.

1032-43

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

Although the project might change how access is gained to an existing property, the
project would not leave a property with no formal access at all, otherwise the acquisition
of the property and relocation services and/or compensation would be appropriate.
Proposed road closures may require out-of-the way travel, where the closure is on a
relatively low traveled roadway and an overcrossing is not proposed. However,
overcrossings will generally be less than 1 mile apart, limiting the amount of out-of-way
travel with respect to the existing conditions.During the growing and harvesting seasons,
the movement of large agricultural implements (i.e. tractors, combines, mechanical
picking equipment etc.) may occur, and are already occurring on roadways. The
California Vehicle Code allows for the movement of agricultural related vehicles, and
provides both exemptions and restrictions for the movement of such vehicles (California
Vehicle Code, Division 16, Section 36000). These rules involve both the size of the
vehicles (e.g., vehicle width and load), and the distance of the trip (e.g., less than 25
miles on a highway). The project would change periodic trips by shifting the route of
some large agricultural vehicles onto a state highway for short distances (e.g., one or
two interchanges, well within the DMV restriction of 25 miles). The farm vehicle trips
would be occasional as well as seasonal, and this change is not considered a
substantial change in traffic from existing conditions.

Owners who believe they may suffer a loss of property value or financial loss as a result
of the project may address this issue during the right-of-way and acquisition phase of
project development, and file a claim with the State of California’s Government Claims
Board. More information about the claims process may be obtained online at:
www.vcgcb.ca.gov/claims. In general, anyone who wishes to file a lawsuit against the
State or its employees for damages must first pursue an administrative remedy through
the GCP claims process.

1032-44

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

@ CALIFORNIA (\ of Transportaon

High-Speed Rail Authority Federal Railroad

Administration

Page 42-137



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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1032 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1032-44

Refer to Section 2.2.3, Stations, of the Final EIR/EIS. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section
would include a station in Fresno and a station in Bakersfield. The Authority is also
considering a potential station location in the Hanford area, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station.

1032-45

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station serves the area of Hanford projected in the EIS/EIR,
and accounts for future growth that will occur. Drivers will utilize the station, and existing
regional transit agencies (buses) are expected to revise their routes to include a stop at
the stations, but no substantial changes in local transportation modes are foreseen at
this time. The transportation analysis in the EIR evaluates these trips for the current and
future study years. The evaluation is considered representative of the system's potential
use, as well as expansion of use within the future study years presented in the
RDEIR/SDEIS. The air quality and community impacts evaluations are based on the
same forecasted trips, and travel patterns and travel mode. No additional regional
studies are anticipated.

Adequate parking to serve the riders is already proposed at the HST station site. In the
event parking demand is higher than expected, additional parking can be incorporated at
the station in the future. For example, increased demand after decades of population
growth has been met at other regional transit systems (e.g., Bay Area Rapid Transit or
BART) through reconstruction of the parking garages at or immediately adjacent to the
existing station sites. If this were necessary, it would require an individual review and
public input at the time it is proposed. Private property owners can always choose to
provide parking or convert their properties for parking use, but this conversion generally
occurs in more highly developed urban/suburban areas where high parking fees can be
charged. This is not anticipated as it would require that demand and the associated
parking revenue would be so high that it would justify the expense of installation and
operation of such a service. This is not a reasonably foreseeable future event in the
vicinity of this station area, and therefore demolition of private buildings for parking is not
expected or planned.

The Authority may provide a portion of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station Alternative's
parking in Downtown Hanford, Visalia, Tulare, or other nearby cities and communities,

1032-45

with transit connectivity to the stations; although no specific site location(s) have been
determined. Reducing the number of spaces provided at the station area would allow for
more open space areas around the station, discourage growth at the station, encourage
revitalization of the downtowns (by providing direct shuttles between downtown and the
station), and reduce the development footprint of the station. The FRA’s and Authority’s
goals for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station include creating a station that serves as a
regional transportation hub to provide quick transit connections from the station to the
downtown areas regionally local cities and communities.

The Authority prepared and distributed Urban Design Guidelines (Authority [2010]
2011b) available on the Authority’s website to provide assistance in urban planning for
the stations to help achieve great placemaking. The guidelines are based on
international examples where cities and transit agencies have incorporated sound urban
design principles as integrated elements of large-scale transportation systems. The
application of sound urban design principles to the HST System will help to maximize
the performance of the transportation investment, enhance the livability of the
communities it serves, create long-term value, and sensitively integrate the project into
the communities along the HST System corridor. The Authority and FRA have also
provided planning grants for cities that could have an HST station to assist them in land
use planning in the areas surrounding the stations. The stations will be approved by the
local jurisdiction through use permits.

As design progresses and refinements are made, additional information will become
available. The Authority and FRA will consider whether changes in design, changes in
circumstances, or new information will result in a new or more severe environmental
impact. In those cases, subsequent or supplemental environmental analyses will be
undertaken consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 -- 15164 and FRA
Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 FR 101, page 28545, section
13(c)17. This will result in additional CEQA and NEPA review, as required under those
laws.

As stated by the court in the case, San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v.
City and County of San Francisco (2002)102 Cal.App.4th 656, 698: “[T] here is no
statutory or case authority requiring an EIR to identify specific measures to provide
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1032-45

additional parking spaces in order to meet an anticipated shortfall in parking availability.
The social inconvenience of having to hunt for scarce parking spaces is not an
environmental impact; the secondary effect of scarce parking on traffic and air quality is.
Under CEQA, a project's social impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on
the environment. An EIR need only address the secondary physical impacts that could
be triggered by a social impact.” (See also, CEQA Guidelines, § 15131(a).) Notably, in
2010, the California Natural Resources Agency amended Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines to delete parking adequacy from the checklist.

Further, because adequate parking is planned to serve the Project and projected
parking demands, there would not be any indirect impacts, such as air quality or traffic

impacts, resulting from the Project’s effects on parking.

1032-46

Text was corrected in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

1032-47

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

Pedestrian access will be maintained during the construction period, to the extent
feasible. This is considered an element of project design and construction planning, and
Section 3.2.6 has been revised to clarify this commitment. For any construction project,
access through the project's active work areas will fluctuate depending on what activities
the contractor is engaged in and whether safe access can be maintained. The exact
staging of the construction activities is in many cases the responsibility of the contractor,
and will be determined after the construction contract is awarded. Pedestrian and bike
access may at times have to be temporarily detoured safely outside of the construction
area.

1032-48
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01.

Pedestrian access will be maintained during the construction period, to the extent

1032-48

feasible. This is considered an element of project design and construction planning, and
Section 3.2.6 has been revised to clarify this commitment. For any construction project,
access through the project's active work areas will fluctuate depending on what activities
the contractor is engaged in and whether safe access can be maintained. The exact
staging of the construction activities is in many cases the responsibility of the contractor,
and will be determined after the construction contract is awarded. Pedestrian and bike
access may at times have to be temporarily detoured safely outside of the construction
area.

1032-49
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-01, FB-Response-TR-01.

The Construction Period Traffic plan will require safe vehicular and pedestrian access to
local businesses and residences during construction. The plan will provide for
emergency access and scheduled transit access where construction would otherwise
impede such access. Where an existing bus stop is within the work zone, the design-
builder will provide a temporary bus stop at a convenient location away from where
construction is occurring. Adequate measures will be taken to separate students and
parents walking to and from the temporary bus stop from the construction zone.

EIR/EIS Section 3.11.6 explains that the project design would include coordination with
emergency responders to incorporate roadway modifications that maintain existing
traffic patterns and fulfill response route needs, resulting in negligible effects on
response times by service providers. Section 3.11.5, Safety and Security Environmental
Consequences, of the EIR/EIS provides additional detail regarding emergency response
time during HST operations.

1032-50

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

The California High-Speed Rail Authority will continue to coordinate with the City of
Hanford and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) during the
procurement stage to agree on the required level of roadway improvements associated
with the HST project. Table 3.2-31 is updated in the Final EIR/EIS to reference 7th
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1032-50

Avenue and 6th Avenue for these specific intersections.

1032-51
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08.

The California High-Speed Rail Authority will continue to coordinate with the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) during the procurement stage to agree on the
required level of roadway improvements associated with the HST project.

1032-52
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02.

1032-53

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-01.

HSR policy is to provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles, resulting in
no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. In
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be
provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area.

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 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

1032-53

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.

1032-54

Refer to Section 3.2.6, Project Design Feature (Page 3.2-125 of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS) - Protection of Public Roadways during Construction. This
design feature requires repair of any structural damage to public roadways, returning
any damaged sections to their original structural condition. The contractor will survey the
condition of the public roadways along truck routes providing access to the proposed
project site both before construction and after construction is complete. The contractor
will complete a before-and-after survey report and submit to the Authority for review,
indicating the location and extent of any damage. The contractor will then be required to
repair the damage.

1032-55
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08.

As stated in Chapter 6.0, References, of the Fresno to Bakersfield Transportation
Technical Analysis Report, numerous phone conversations and emails were exchanged
between December 2009 to April 2010 with District 6 Claims Officers and Transportation
Engineers. The Authority and FRA have consulted with public agencies during the
process of planning and designing the HST project, including during preparation of the
Preliminary and Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Reports. Chapter 7 of the Revised
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS documents more recent agency consultation activities
(see Table 7-1). In addition, as described in FB-Response- 17, the Authority and FRA
have exceeded the basic requirements for outreach during the CEQA and NEPA
processes.

1032-56

Detailed traffic counts can be found within Appendix A of the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section: Transportation Technical Report (available at the Authority's website). Turning
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1032-56

movements at intersections included in the study are provided in Appendices B, D, E,
and F of the Transportation Technical Report. Existing turning-movement volumes at the
study intersections for the Hanford East Station were collected during March 12-18,
2010, between 7 to 9 a.m. and 4 to 6 p.m. and Dec 8-14, 2011, and between 7 to 9 a.m.
and 4 to 6 p.m. (Appendix A of Authority and FRA 2012). Seasonal and exceptional
events are short-term and do not necessarily increase the peak-hour traffic volumes,
which have already been conservatively modeled to represent a typical day traffic
volumes and are further combined with conservative meteorological and background
ambient air quality recommendations. Footnotes will be added to the air quality analysis
to indicate the source of VMT information utilized in the emissions analysis.

1032-57

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-
Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-12,
FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-TR-01.

At full build-out, the HST would operate separately from the state-supported Amtrak
service.

Details of the VMT (vehicle miles traveled) emission estimates can be found in Appendix
A of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA
2012).

1032-58

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was revised to include information about the
CAFE (future corporate average fuel) 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.

1032-59

Appendix A of the Fresno to Bakersfield Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA
2012f) contains the detailed schedule, equipment list, and emission factors that are

1032-59

necessary to develop the emissions inventory, utilizing the appropriate methodology
outlined by the EMFAC, OFFROAD, and AP-42 documentation (CARB 2006a,
2006b; EPA 2006).

1032-60

Appendix A of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section Air Quality Technical Report (Authority
and FRA 2012f) contains the detailed schedule, equipment list, and emissions factors
that are necessary to develop the emissions inventory, using the appropriate
methodology described in the EMFAC, OFFROAD, and AP-42 documentation (CARB
2006a, 2006b; EPA 2006).

1032-61

The SIVAPCD takes into account emission trends and emission reduction goals when
establishing limits for rules, regulations, and CEQA significance thresholds. In
determining if a Project will cause or contribute to exceedances of the ambient air quality
standards, it is common practice and conservative to use current ambient air
concentrations as background to which the Project dispersed emissions are added to
the background. The vehicle and construction equipment emission factors have taken
into account reductions in emission factors that will affect future emissions such as
regulations and vehicle mix based on CARB’'s EMFAC and OFFROAD models.

1032-62

The intent of a regional transportation plan's (RTP's) unconstrained projects list is for a
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to list the projects that are needed that do
not have a funding source. As stated in the California Transportation Commission's
2010 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, "in addition to the current list of
financially constrained projects identified in the RTP, each Plan should contain a list of
needed unconstrained projects (lllustrative projects). lllustrative projects are additional
transportation projects that may (but are not required to) be included in the RTP if
reasonable additional resources were to become available. This unconstrained list will
identify projects that are recommended by the MPO/RTPA [MPO/Regional
Transportation Planning Agency] without a funding source identified. The list should be
included separately from the financially constrained project list." It is not appropriate for
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1032-62

the HST to be included in the unconstrained project lists in the two RTPs mentioned.
The project will not preclude MPOs from including the HST in future RTPs. The Fresno
to Bakersfield Section of the HST project is not subject to the transportation conformity
rule. However, if the project requires future actions that meet the definition of a project
element subject to transportation conformity, additional determinations and associated
analysis will be completed as may be required.

1032-63

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03.

The project will not preclude the Metropolitan Planning Organizations from including the
HST in future regional transportation plans. Compliance with the General Conformity
Rule for the preferred alternative is required prior to the construction of the HST project,
but may be completed concurrent with EIR/EIS certification. The Fresno to Bakersfield
Section of the HST project is not subject to the transportation conformity rule. However,
if the project requires future actions that meet the definition of a project element subject
to the transportation conformity rule, additional determinations and associated analysis
will be completed as may be required.

1032-64

As stated in Section 3.3.6.3, Impact AQ #1, the BNSF Alternative was used as the proxy
alignment to estimate air quality emissions for the at-grade and elevated alignments for
all alternatives.As stated in Section 3.3.6.3, Impact AQ #1, the BNSF Alternative was
used as the proxy alignment to estimate air quality emissions for the at-grade and
elevated alignments for all alternatives. This alternative was chosen because the length
of this alternative is comparable to the others. In addition, the BNSF Alternative analysis
included the worst case demolition scenarios for each alternative. For example the
proposed North Bakersfield station location was estimated to require more demolition
than the proposed South Bakersfield location, therefore the demolition required for the
North Bakersfield station was included in the construction emission estimates. As such,
the emission estimates are conservative in that they represent the worst case
construction scenario for air quality impacts.In the Final EIR/EIS the construction air
quality and GHG emissions for the Alternatives was calculated based on scaling the
different construction phase activities (e.g demolition, track at grade, elevated track) for

1032-64

each Alternative based on the amount of track or structures needing demolition
compared to the equivalent amount of track or structures in the BNSF Alternative. This
is appropriate since all unique construction phase activities were defined for the BNSF
Alternative. For localized air quality impacts, each unique construction phase activity
was evaluated in the Final EIR/EIS as fully described in Appendix H of the Fresno to
Bakersfield Air Quality Technical Report.

1032-65

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-04.

Regional and local policies were taken into account in both the no build and build
analyses.

1032-66

A summary of the emissions has been added to Table 3.3-7 of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

1032-67

Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Offset Project Construction Emissions through an SJVAPCD
VERA, provides that the Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District 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 will be provided at the beginning of the construction
phase. Therefore, mitigation/offsets will 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. During operation, under various ridership scenarios, the HST will result in a
net decrease in both criteria and greenhouse gas emissions.

Vehicle registration fees are assessed on vehicles registered in the San Joaquin Air
Basin as part of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's alternative fee
collection, pursuant to Section 185 of the Clean Air Act (CAA). The mandatory fee for
non-attainment established by the CAA requires collection of fees equivalent to $5,000
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1032-67

(1990 dollars) per ton of NOx or VOC emitted by stationary sources. However, under
Section 172e of the CAA, the district may propose alternative means of collecting this
fee if it can demonstrate that an equivalent amount of emissions has been collected.
Since mobile sources are a major source of NOx and VOC in the air basin, it was
determined that this source should have incentives placed on it to decrease the
emissions associated with it. This is allowed under the public safety code and vehicle
code of California.

Furthermore, Assembly Bill 2522 (Arambula 2008) authorized additional vehicle
registration fees to be collected in the San Joaquin Air Basin of up to $36 through 2024
only if the area has been reclassified by the EPA from severe to extreme by the end of
the 2012-2013 fiscal year. Any additional fees imposed on motor vehicles would require
amendments to the state law. The fees would not be required once the air basin
achieves attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The fees collected
are used to implement emissions reductions in the air basin and to reduce the vehicle
miles traveled, with at least a portion focused on public health and on communities
disproportionately impacted by the emissions. Therefore, there will be no additional fines
associated with construction of the project.

1032-68

On page 3.3-28 of the Final EIR/EIS, emissions from material hauling have been
quantified. Material hauling includes such things as dirt, concrete slabs, aggregate, and
ballast. Material was estimated to come from both within and outside the San Joaquin
Valley Air Board.

1032-69

Mitigation Measure AQ-5 states the the quantity of emissions that may be needed from
other air basins. This measure states that 3 tons per year of nitrogen oxide (NOx) credits
are needed from the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, and 20 tons of
NOXx per year are needed from South Coast Air Quality Management District. Depending
on the scenario, 6.24 tons of NOx credits may be needed from the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District. Further details are contained in Appendix A of the Fresno to
Bakersfield Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012f).

1032-70

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

The analysis conducted in the Final EIR/EIS did not specifically identify individual
sensitive receivers. Instead, as a generalized classification, sensitive receivers (such as
schools, residences, day care centers, and health care facilities) were analyzed to
determine appropriate distances from the construction operations that would result in
less-than-significant impacts with respect to health risks. Because the
guideway/alignment would run past any specific sensitive receiver for less than 1 year,
the short period and level of exposure are not expected to increase the cancer risk of 10
in a million to sensitive receivers.

Section 5.6 of the Air Quality Technical Report has been revised to explain the
methodology used to identify sensitive receivers (Authority and FRA 2012f). Sensitive
receivers were identified using the Geographic Names Information System to identify
both schools and hospitals (USGS 2011). Residences were identified using parcel and
zoning information. Sections of the HST track that do not have any sensitive receivers
other than residences are not shown, but the whole section of track was analyzed to
identify sensitive receivers within 1,000 feet of the track. The schools mentioned were
more than 1,000 feet from the track.

1032-71
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02.

Emissions generated due to the use of concrete were included in the analysis and were
based on the estimated quantities required to build the project.

1032-72
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-05.

1032-73
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01.
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1032-74

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-AQ-04.

1032-75

Section 3.3.6.3 of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS states that the long-
distance, city-to-city aircraft take-offs and landings within the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section would be reduced by about seven flights per day, and goes on to say that the
latest analysis shows that the HST project would reduce regional long-distance, city-to-
city aircraft take-offs and landings within the Fresno to Bakersfield Section by seven to
five flights per day in 2035 (less in 2009). The number of flights projected to be lost at
the Fresno Yosemite International Airport could range from zero to seven, and would
depend on a number of factors. Considering that the highest estimate of lost flights

is seven throughout the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, this number of lost flights would
not be economically significant when considering the four airports in the vicinity of

this HST section, and no analysis of loss of revenue and jobs is warranted.

1032-76

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03.

The Final EIR/EIS contains an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions during operation
of the HST system in Section 3.3.6.3, Impact AQ #11. The details of this analysis are
supported by Section 7.9 in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Air Quality Technical
Report (Authority and FRA 2012f).

1032-77
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-AQ-03,

1032-78
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-05.

1032-79

According to Mitigation Measure AQ-1, all off-road construction diesel equipment will
use the cleanest, reasonably available equipment, but in no case less clean than the
average fleet mix from the California Air Resource Board's (CARB's) OFFROAD

1032-79

database. The average fleet mix from CARB's OFFROAD database was used in the
analysis; therefore, any equipment better than this will result in emissions reductions.
Furthermore, emissions reductions to offset all criteria pollutant construction emissions
is covered under Mitigation Measure AQ-4 through a Voluntary Emissions Reduction
Agreement with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District .

Vehicle registration fees are assessed on vehicles registered in the San Joaquin Air
Basin as part of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's alternative fee
collection, pursuant to Section 185 of the Clean Air Act (CAA). The mandatory fee for
non-attainment established by the CAA requires collection of fees equivalent to $5.000
(1990 dollars) per ton of nitrogen oxide or volatile organic compounds emitted by
stationary sources. However, under Section 172e of the CAA, the district may propose
alternative means of collecting these fees if it can demonstrate that an equivalent
amount is collected. Since mobile sources are a major source of nitrogen oxide and
volatile organic compounds in that air basin, it was determined that these sources
should have incentives placed on them to decrease the emissions associated with them.
This is allowed under the public safety code and vehicle code of California.

Furthermore, Assembly Bill 2522 (Arambula 2008) authorized additional vehicle
registration fees to be collected in the San Joaquin Air Basin of up to $36 through 2024
only if the area has been reclassified by the EPA from severe to extreme by the end of
2012-2013 fiscal year. Any additional fees imposed on motor vehicles would require
amendments to the state law. The fees would not be required once the air basin
achieves attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The fees collected
are used to implement emissions reductions in the air basin and to reduce the vehicle
miles traveled, with at least a portion focused on public health and communities
disproportionately impacted by the emissions. Therefore, there will be no additional fines
associated with construction of the project.

1032-80
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-13.

The HST would be electrical powered, so there will be no diesel operational emissions
from the train.
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1032-81

The ridership and revenue model was developed by a nationally recognized leader in
forecasting, Cambridge Systematics (2007). The ridership model “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.

1032-82

CEQA only considers the impacts (negative) on the environment. NEPA, however,
considers both the negative and positive (beneficial) effects on the environment. The Air
Quiality analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.3, indicates that
operational emissions are anticipated to result in a net benefit due to the decrease in
emissions from riders using the HST instead of cars and planes.

1032-83

The construction analysis broke the construction into activity phases which included not
only the alignment, stations and maintenance facility, but also included other activities
such as road crossing projects, power substations, and demolition.

1032-84

Research on noise effects on wildlife and livestock by the Federal Rail Administration
(FRA, 2005) suggests that noise levels about 100 decibels (dBA) Sound Exposure Level
(SEL) (the total A-weighted sound experienced by a receiver during a noise event,
normalized to a 1-second interval) may cause animals to alter behavior. Accordingly, the
FRA High Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
manual (FRA 2005) Table 3-3 considers an SEL of 100 dBA the most appropriate
threshold for disturbance effects on wildlife and livestock of all types. The level is based
on a summary of the research and studies referenced in the FRA Guidance Manual in
Appendix A. Given a reference SEL of 102 dBA at 50 feet for a 220-mph HST on ballast
and tie track, an animal would need to be within 100 feet of an at-grade guideway to

1032-84

experience an SEL of 100 dBA. At locations adjoining an elevated guideway, an SEL of
100 dBA would not occur beyond the edge of the elevated structure. Refer to Section
3.4.3.3, Impact Assessment Guidance, and Section 3.4.5.3, High-Speed Train
Alternatives, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS under the heading Noise Effects
on Wildlife and Domestic Animals for further information regarding noise effects on
wildlife and livestock.

Table 3.4-24 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS presents the screening distances
to the HST tracks within which the level would exceed the criteria and therefore may
affect animals for both at-grade and elevated structures. The criterion for assessing
potential noise impact on wildlife and domestic animals is an SEL of 100 dBA from HST
pass-by events. This criterion is based on research into potential effects from HST noise
on animals. These potential effects include relocation, running, physiological effects
such as changes in hormones or blood composition, and startle. The criteria for potential
startle from rapid onset rates of HST noise apply to humans, as the supporting research
is based primarily on human response to rapid onset rates from military aircraft flights.
At this time, there is no conclusive evidence of noise and vibration decreasing
production in livestock or affecting breeding habits.

1032-85

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.

1032-86

Technical Memorandum 6.1, Selected Train Technologies (Authority 2008) and
Technical Memorandum 6.3, Trainset Configuration Analysis (Authority 2009c) provide
the evaluation used to determine the type of trainset for the project. Key factors in the
decision included operating speed, capacity, competition, platform height, and ceiling
height. These technical memoranda are available on the Authority's website.

The noise prediction model consists of more than identifying the number of cars and
speed of the train. Section 5.2 of the Noise Technical Report describes the noise
prediction components that were utilized as part of the project. The (1) propulsion or
machinery noise; (2) mechanical noise resulting from wheel/rail interactions and/or
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1032-86

guideway vibrations; and (3) aerodynamic noise result from airflow moving past the train
are all taken into account in the noise model. If construction goes forward and the HST
project is operational, a train set will be chosen that incorporates the latest
advancements in technology in order to generate the lowest amount of noise possible.

1032-87

Noise measurements were conducted for this alignment. The alignment shifted from
near the BNSF line further east. The land use area where the alignment shifted did not
change, making the existing ambient noise measurements representative of the area.
The noise sources in this particular land use area, which is mainly agricultural, consist of
farming equipment and local vehicular traffic. Additionally, a reasonable number of
measurements were taken for the BNSF Alternative that would have gone through the
middle of town, and this data is sufficient enough to use for noise modeling purposes.
The locations of noise sensitive receivers are show graphically in a Figure 3.4-9 in
Section 3.4 of the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS.

1032-88
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05.

1032-89

The train will be at 99 dBA SEL at a distance of 100 feet. The SEL metric is a different
metric (SEL = Single Event Level) than what is reported for the noise exposure
throughout an entire day (Ldn = day-night noise level). The two different metrics cannot
be summed in order to calculate the noise level at your home.

1032-90

Length of construction can be better estimated once the final design is done, the time
spent near your area will depend on the construction schedule, which will not be known
until a contractor is chosen. At this time all we can say is that the project could take up
to, or as long as, the duration of construction that you experienced with the SR 198
project.

1032-91

The measured existing Ldn values at noise-sensitive receivers located throughout the
stretch of homes where measurements were conducted are comparable to the existing
Ldn values at noise-sensitive receivers located further east and closer to the current
segment of the BNSF Alternative that runs east of Hanford. Additionally, the land use
area where the alignment shifted did not change, making the existing ambient noise
measurements representative of the area. The noise sources in this particular land use
area, which is mainly agricultural, consist of farming equipment and local vehicular
traffic. Evidence of this can be found in Table D-2 of Appendix D in the Fresno to
Bakersfield Technical Report, which identifies the dominant noise sources at long-term
sites 97 and 110 as wind, farm equipment and vehicular traffic.

1032-92

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-02.

Research on noise effects on wildlife and livestock is limited, but suggests that noise
levels about 100 decibels (dBA) Sound Exposure Level (SEL) (the total A-weighted
sound experienced by a receiver during a noise event, normalized to a 1-second
interval) may cause animals to alter behavior. Accordingly, the FRA High Speed Ground
Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (2005) considers an
SEL of 100 dBA the most appropriate threshold for disturbance effects on wildlife and
livestock of all types. The level is based on a summary of the research and studies
referenced in the FRA Guidance Manual in Appendix A. Given a reference SEL of 102
dBA at 50 feet for a 220-mph HST on ballast and tie track, an animal would need to be
within 100 feet of an at-grade guideway to experience an SEL of 100 dBA. At locations
adjoining an elevated guideway, an SEL of 100 dBA would not occur beyond the edge
of the elevated structure. Refer to Section 3.4.3.3, Impact Assessment Guidance, and
Section 3.4.5.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives, of the RDEIR/SDEIS under the heading
Noise Effects on Wildlife and Domestic Animals for further information regarding noise
effects on wildlife and livestock.

Table 3.4-24 of the RDEIR/SDEIS presents the screening distances to the HST tracks
within which the level would exceed the criteria and therefore may affect animals for
both at-grade and elevated structures. The criterion for assessing potential noise impact
on wildlife and domestic animals is an SEL of 100 dBA from HST pass-by events. This
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1032-92

criterion is based on research into potential effects from HST noise on animals. These
potential effects include relocation, running, physiological effects such as changes in
hormones or blood composition, and startle. The criteria for potential startle from rapid
onset rates of HST noise apply to humans as the supporting research is based primarily
on human response to rapid onset rates from military aircraft flights. At this time, there
is no conclusive evidence of noise and vibration decreasing production in livestock or
affecting breeding habits.

1032-93
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The Authority and the FRA's prior program EIR/EIS documents (see Section 1.5, Tiering
of Program EIR/EIS Documents) selected the BNSF Railway route as the preferred
alternative for the Central Valley HST between Fresno and Bakersfield in the 2005
Statewide Program EIR/EIS decision document. Therefore, the Project EIR/EIS for the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments along the general BNSF
Railway corridor.

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway through the city.
The BNSF Railway in the Hanford area has several curves too severe for an HST and
constructing the HST through Hanford would have resulted in a substantial impact to
residential and commercial properties in the city. That is why the preferred alignment for
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section was selected to bypass Hanford in the Statewide
Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Rail System.

1032-94

There are no anticipated noise impacts due to new routes for farming equipment. The
added traffic volumes from farming equipment is expected to be minimal compared to
the existing traffic on these roads, resulting in no perceived changes in traffic noise due
to farming equipment. Additionally, farming equipment, such as tractors, would be
moving at very low speeds compared to existing traffic speeds, and thus generating
lower noise volumes than existing traffic.

1032-95

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05.

1032-96

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05.

1032-97

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-
Response-N&V-05.

1032-98

The utilities will continue to be under the responsibility of whoever installed them.

1032-99

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-01.

1032-100
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05.

1032-101
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-01.

1032-102
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, 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:
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1032-102

* 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 were 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).

Because 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.

California 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
California HST 2x25 kV system create EMFs and static electric fields near the HST
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 California 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.

1032-102

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 California 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.

1032-103

Stray voltages occur when there is a voltage or potential difference between the neutral
conductor on an electrical system and the ground (earth). Stray currents occur when the
earth conducts some of the current of a power system. Stray voltages and currents exist
whenever a power system has more than one connection to the earth, so they are a
general condition in homes, factories, farms, and anywhere electric power is used. As a
result, engineers and power systems have well-established procedures and standards to
provide protection against effects of stray voltages and currents.

Regarding the corrosion effect of stray current, this is a significant concern for electrified
transit systems that use DC power. The one-way current flow of DC power causes a
continuing removal of metal from buried pipelines under some conditions. By
comparison, AC power systems, such as the California HST and utility power systems
around the world, do not cause continuing removal of metal, because the direction of
current switches back and forth in each power cycle, 60 times per second.
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1032-103

The techniques which control stray voltages and currents to prevent against shocks are
described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS under Impact EMF/EMI #8 -
Potential for Nuisance Shocks. These same provisions further reduced the possibility of
corrosion of pipes or other buried metal structures.

Section 3.5 Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference, Impact EMF/EMI
#7, on page 3.5-17 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, evaluates corrosion
impacts on pipelines, cables, and adjoining rail in detail. The analysis states that if
adjacent pipelines and other linear metallic structures are not sufficiently grounded
through direct contact with the earth, the project would include additional grounding of
pipelines and other linear metallic objects in coordination with the affected owner or
utility, as part of the construction of the HST system. Alternatively, insulating joints or
couplings may be installed in continuous metallic pipes to prevent current flow. The
potential for corrosion from ground currents would be avoided by installing supplemental
grounding or by insulating sections in continuous metallic objects in accordance with
standard HST designs.

The California HST traction power and rail designs recognize the need to control stray
voltages and currents to avoid shocks. The bonding and grounding of HST equipment
will fulfill the requirements of EN 50122-1:2011, Railway applications - Fixed installations
- Electrical safety, earthing and the return circuit - Part 1: Protective provisions against
electric shock, Section 9.2.2. This standard was established specifically to protect
people near traction power systems like the one for the HST.

For the California HST, the running rails will be periodically connected to earth all along
the track, and the rails will carry a significant amount of train propulsion current, called
return current. This return current will create a stray voltage along the rails, which also
will be connected to the earth due to the periodic grounding,

The project will calculate the maximum stray voltages, and will provide all necessary
protections against shock from stray voltage, such as grounding procedures for metal
fences, buildings, buried pipes, and aboveground irrigation pipes that run parallel to the
track.

1032-103

The California HST project will avoid damaging buried structures through corrosion and
avoid disturbing or injuring cattle or other animals or people near the HST track by:

* Using the broad knowledge of currents and fields from existing electric railways in the
U.S. and around the world.

* Learning from the experience in preventing adverse effects.

* Performing the HST project actions to apply necessary protections along the HST
track.

A Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan (MMEP) is required to ensure that
adopted project design features and mitigation measures are successfully implemented.
The Authority is the lead agency for the proposed project and is responsible for
implementation of the MMEP. The MMEP will be active through all phases of the project,
including design, construction, and operation. The project will be developed in phases
and may include permits required for implementation of project components. There are
mitigation measures that must be continuously implemented throughout the
development and operation of the HST project. The MMEP identifies those mitigation
measures required by the Authority to mitigate or avoid significant adverse

impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project, identifies the entity
responsible for the monitoring and timing of implementation, identifies the project phase
each measure applies to, and verifies completion. The MMEP is also an aid to
implementing the measures, monitoring their effectiveness, and preparing
documentation. As individual mitigation measures are completed, the compliance
monitor will sign and date the MMEP, indicating that the required mitigation measure
has been completed for the subject period. The compliance monitor will also note the
documentation (title of the monitoring report) that was submitted for each mitigation
measure.

1032-104

As noted above, stray voltages occur when there is a voltage or potential difference
between the neutral conductor on an electrical system and the ground (earth). Stray
currents occur when the earth conducts some of the current of a power system. Stray
voltages and currents exist whenever a power system has more than one connection to
the earth, so they are a general condition in homes, factories, farms, and anywhere

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

Administration

Page 42-149



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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1032 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1032-104

electric power is used. As a result, engineers and power systems have well-established
procedures and standards to provide protection against effects of stray voltages and
currents.

Regarding the corrosion effect of stray current, this is a significant concern for electrified
transit systems that use DC power. The one-way current flow of DC power causes a
continuing removal of metal from buried pipelines under some conditions. By
comparison, AC power systems (such as the California HST and utility power systems
around the world) do not cause continuing removal of metal because the direction of
current switches back and forth in each power cycle, 60 times per second.

The techniques that control stray voltages and currents to prevent against shocks are
described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS under Impact EMF/EMI #8 -
Potential for Nuisance Shocks. These same provisions further reduced the possibility of
corrosion of pipes or other buried metal structures.

For the California HST, the running rails will be periodically connected to earth all along
the track, and the rails will carry a significant amount of train propulsion current, called
return current. This return current will create a stray voltage along the rails, which also
will be connected to the earth due to the periodic grounding,

The California HST project is implementing an Electromagnetic Compatibility Program
Plan (EMCPP) during project planning, construction, and operation to achieve and
ensure electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) with neighboring systems and equipment,
including radio communications. The EMCPP's purpose is to ensure that the HST,
including its trains, traction power system, and communications systems, do not
interfere with neighbors or with HST equipment.

As one of the EMCPP activities, the project will calculate the maximum stray voltages,
and will provide all necessary protections against shock from stray voltage, such as
grounding procedures for metal fences, buildings, buried pipes, and aboveground
irrigation pipes that run parallel to the track.

1032-105

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-02.

The California High-Speed Train Project is implementing an Electromagnetic
Compatibility Program Plan (EMCPP) during project planning, construction, and
operation to achieve and ensure electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) with neighboring
systems and equipment, including adjacent railroads. The EMCPP's purpose is to
ensure that the HST System, including its trains, traction power system, and
communications systems, do not interfere with adjacent railroads, neighbors, or with
HST equipment.

During the planning stage through the preliminary system design, the Authority will
perform EMC/electromagnetic interference (EMI) safety analyses to identify adjacent
railroad sections and systems, will initiate joint working groups with adjacent railroad
engineering authorities, will assess and calculate specific characteristics of potential
interactions, and will work with the adjacent railroads to implement design provisions
wherever needed.

Adjacent railroads have extensive experience protecting against the 60-hertz (Hz)
electromagnetic fields that are the most likely source of possible interference, because
railroads experience the same effects from adjacent utility power lines that they will
experience from the HST traction power and overhead contact system (OCS).

The HST project would use radio systems for automatic train control, data transfer, and
communications. HST radio systems would transmit radio signals from antennas
located at stations and the heavy maintenance facility (HMF) along the track alignment
and on locomotives and train cars. Radio spectrum would be dedicated for HST use,
and EMI with other users would not be expected. Communications systems at stations
may operate at Wi-Fi frequencies to connect to stationary trains; channels would be
selected to avoid EMI with other users, including Wi-Fi systems at use at nearby schools
(Authority 2011c, 2011f).

Most radio systems procured for HST use are expected to be commercial off-the-shelf
systems (COTS) conforming to Federal Communications Commission (FCC) regulations
at Title 47 Code of Federal Regulations Part 15, which contains emissions requirements
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1032-105

designed to ensure EMC among users and systems. The Authority will require all non-
COTS systems procured for HST use to be certified in conformity with FCC regulations
for Part 15, Sub-part B, Class A devices. HST radio systems will also meet emissions
and immunity requirements (which are contained in the European

Committee for Electrotechnical Standardization [CENELEC] EN 50121-4 Standard for
railway signaling and telecommunications operations) and designed to provide
electromagnetic compatibility with other radio users (CENELEC 2006).

All California HST radio systems will fully comply with applicable FCC regulations,
whose purpose is to ensure that authorized radio systems can operate without
disturbance from all other authorized systems.

The EMCPP will specify and design systems to prevent EMI with identified neighboring
uses, including adjacent railroads; will require compliance with international standards
limiting emissions to protect neighboring uses; and will incorporate these design
requirements into bid specifications used to procure radio and all other HST systems,
including trains, traction power systems, and communication systems. The
implementation stage will include 100% system design and will include final engineering
design, monitoring, testing, and evaluation of system performance.

1032-106

The commenter does not mention any specific impacts with regards to metal pipelines,
and gas, water, and electric lines. However, Section 3.5, Electromagnetic Fields and
Electromagnetic Interference, Impact EMF/EMI #7, page 3.5-17, of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS evaluates corrosion impacts on pipelines, cables, and
adjoining rail in detail. Also, Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, includes a
comprehensive evaluation of impacts on water, gas, and electric lines.

The project will calculate the maximum stray voltages and will provide all necessary
protections against shock from stray voltage (such as grounding procedures for metal
fences, buildings, buried pipes, aboveground irrigation pipes) that run parallel to the
track.

The California HST project will avoid disturbing or injuring cattle or other animals or

1032-106

people near the HST track by:

* Using the broad knowledge of currents and fields from existing electric railways in the
U.S. and around the world.

* Learning from experience in preventing adverse effects.

* Performing the California HST project actions to apply necessary protections along
the HST track.

1032-107
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06.

The intensive use of electric power and radio frequency (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 were 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 nonexistent to relatively small to positive. One study suggests a
beneficial application for ELF-EMF in broiler chickens to fight a common parasitic
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1032-107

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.

California HST traction power 60 Hz current will flow in the overhead contact system
(OCS) and in the 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 HST
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 California 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 California 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 California 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

1032-107

Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06: Confined Animal Facilities regarding the
impact of EMF emissions on dairies.

1032-108

Section 1 of the EIR/EIS provides the purpose, need and objectives of the high-speed
rail system. The decision to construct a system in California was not predicated on a
cost-benefit ratio, but rather the need to address the mobility demands of the growing
population of the state. The possibility of improved air quality in the Central Valley as a
result of new fuel economy rules does not diminish the positive benefits associated with
the HSR system.

On August 28, 2012, the Obama administration finalized its new fuel economy rules,
requiring the fleet-wide fuel economy average of new cars and trucks sold in the U.S. to
double over the next 13 years. The average fuel economy must reach 54.5 miles per
gallon by 2025, up from 28.6 mpg at the end of last year. EMFAC2011, which was
approved by the EPA for use in 2013, reflects the emissions benefits of ARB's recent
rulemakings including on-road diesel fleet rules, Pavley Clean Car Standards, and the
Low Carbon Fuel standard. These changes were considered in the air quality analysis
for the Final EIR/EIS.

1032-109

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04.

The diameter size of water pipelines evaluated is 6 inches and greater. The Revised
DEIR/Supplemental EIS contains a typographical error and has been corrected in the
Final EIR/EIS. Information on utilities was gathered from data provided by local utilities
service providers within the study area and from field survey information gathered in
2009 and 2010. The locations of above-ground and underground utilities (e.g., natural
gas lines, petroleum pipelines, fiber optic, cables, and telecommunication infrastructure)
were verified or corrected based on field observations and were mapped by recording
the GIS coordinates of their above-ground signage. Refer to Section 3.6.3.1 for more
information. In addition, the Authority is actively assimilating information on existing and
planned utilities. The design presented in the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
is based on preliminary engineering. The Authority will coordinate with utility owners to

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

Administration

Page 42-152



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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1032 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1032-109

refine this information, identifying and evaluating all known facilities within the footprint
during future design phases.

Where existing underground utilities, such as gas, petroleum, and water pipelines, cross
the high-speed train (HST) alignment, these affected utilities would be placed in a
protective casing to allow for maintenance of the utility from outside the access-
controlled HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would coordinate
schedules for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner to ensure
the project would not result in prolonged disruption of services. Section 3.6, Public
Utilities and Energy of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges the
Authority’s compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 on compensation for impacts on property owners and
tenants who must relocate if they are displaced by a federally sponsored project. This
Act applies to all real property, including the acquisition of land for relocation of utilities
(including agricultural wells).

1032-110

Both time lines are correct. The current schedule calls for mobilization to begin in 2014
with project construction completed by 2021, a period of 8 years. However, within that 8
years, water demand will be most intensive for 5 years during demolition, land clearing,
earthmoving, construction of elevated structures, construction of track, and the initial
phases of station and HMF construction which will extend from 2014 through 2019.

1032-111

The potential impacts of the HST System on electricity generation and transmission
includes the entire state of California (and western states that produce energy that is
exported to California) because the HST System would obtain electricity from multiple
connection points throughout the statewide grid. Prorating the electricity requirements
for any one segment of the HST System based on statewide demand is a reasonable
approximation due to the operational requirements of HST across multiple project
sections and the power for those sections being provided by the statewide (and multi-
state) electrical grid. The HST System is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s
future electricity consumption. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is
estimated to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing

1032-111

reserves. The HST project would not require the construction of a separate power
source and would not impact power reliability.

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS discusses the
methodology for estimating electricity demand.

1032-112

Should the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative be built, the Authority

would pay for the extension of the City of Hanford's existing sewer trunk line on the east
side of Hanford to the station site. The Authority would compensate the City for this
infrastructure extension. The Final EIR/EIS includes the potential impacts of extending
the City's sewer trunk line in Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Energy.

1032-113

Should the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative be built, the Authority

would pay for the extension of the City of Hanford's existing sewer trunk line on the east
side of Hanford to the station site. The Authority would compensate the City for this
infrastructure extension. The Final EIR/EIS includes the potential impacts of extending
the City's sewer trunk line in Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Energy.

1032-114

Table 3.6-10 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes electricity consumption in
Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties in 2009, as documented by the California
Energy Commission. Electricity consumption depends upon other factors besides
population and land use. Local climate, economic activity, and local policies can all
cause differences in electricity usage between counties. See Section 3.6, Public Utilities
and Energy for more information.

1032-115
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-01, FB-Response-PU&E-02.

1032-116
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-22.
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1032-116

The proposed project’s energy impacts are evaluated both against existing conditions
and against background (i.e., No Project) conditions as they are expected to be in 2035.
Results for both baselines are presented. The results comparing the project with existing
conditions are summarized in this document, and details are presented in Appendix 3.6-
A, Existing Plus Project Conditions Energy Analysis. This approach complies with CEQA
(see Woodward Park Homeowners Assn v. City of Fresno [2007], 150 Cal.App.4th 683,
707, Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Assn. v. City of Sunnyvale [2010], 190 Cal.App.4th
1351, and Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority
[2012], 204 Cal.app.4th 1480) by informing the public of potential project impacts under
both baselines, but focuses the analysis on the baseline analysis more likely to occur.
Court decisions indicate that a projected future baseline is an appropriate means to
analyze environmental effects of a long-term infrastructure project when that future
baseline is supported by substantial evidence (refer to Section 3.36.5).

1032-117

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses the methodology for estimating
electricity demand. In the 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS (Authority
and FRA 2008), the statewide energy impacts of the proposed HSR project were
analyzed using a methodology from the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and
FRA 2005). The 2012 energy impact analysis reflects a refinement to the analysis
presented in those documents. The 2012 analysis utilizes updated conversion factors,
ridership forecasts, train sets and vehicle miles traveled, among other parameters.
Please refer to Appendix 3.6-C and cited references and assumptions for detailed
information on various parameters, along with the values used in the two analyses.

1032-118

The construction energy payback period is the number of years required to pay back the
energy used in construction with operational energy consumption savings of the high-
speed train (HST) alternative prorated to statewide energy savings. The payback period
is calculated by dividing the estimated HST System construction energy by the amount
of energy per year that would later be saved by the full operation of the HST System
(based on the prorated statewide value). The calculations assume that the amount of
energy saved in the study year (2035) would remain constant throughout the payback

1032-118

period.

The construction energy is estimated in Table 3.6-2 in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS. The energy saved is estimated in Table 3.6-12. These estimates have also been
updated to consider revised vehicle miles traveled and other new data.

1032-119
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-SO-01.

Impacts on specific crops have not been evaluated since the crops are seasonal and
depend on soil suitability. The Authority would, however, compensate for losses that
occur due to the proposed project as part of the right-of-way acquisition process.

1032-120

During construction, local utilities would supply water to the Authority's contractors.
Sometimes a small volume of water storage is used on site during construction to
provide temporary capacity that can help reduce lengthy trips for water trucks between
the construction site and a water source.

During operations, it is anticipated that station sites would connect to the existing
municipal systems. The at-grade and below-grade options of the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station — West Alternative are inside the City of Hanford's urban growth area (sphere of
influence) and water service area, and would rely on the city for water service to the
station. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station — East Alternative is outside of the City of
Hanford water service area, and therefore the station would likely pump and treat
groundwater for use as municipal supply. Refer to Appendix 3.6-B for more information.

1032-121

The Authority has signed Policy Directive POLI-PLAN-03 Subject: Sustainability that
establishes construction waste practices of recycling all steel and concrete and diverting
75 percent of total waste from landfill, unless local regulations are higher. These
requirements have been implemented in Construction Package 01 as general provisions
of the contract and will be implemented in subsequent construction contracts. Adopting
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1032-121

these requirements as state policy, incorporating them as defined features of the HSR
project, and specifying them as provisions of the construction contracts ensures
that these practices will be carried out.

1032-122

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

The Authority would work with irrigation districts and landowners to protect irrigation
systems. Canals may be bridged or placed in pipelines beneath the HST right-of-way.
Irrigation pipelines crossing the alignment would be buried to an appropriate depth to
sustain the weight of the HST and placed in protective casing so that future
maintenance of the line could be accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way. The
designs presented in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are based on preliminary
engineering. Therefore, the Authority will continue to work with utility owners during final
design and construction to ensure all utilty conflicts are resolved. Any relocated utilities
would continue to be owned and maintained by the existing utility owner. The project
would not result in the loss of or reduced access to public utility pipes. Refer to Section
3.6.5 for more information.

1032-123

The energy estimate of 28,404.48 MMBtus per day in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS reflects a refinement of the analysis conducted in the 2008 Bay Area to Central
Valley Program EIR/EIS energy assessment (Authority and FRA 2008), utilizing current
conversion factors, ridership forecasts, train sets, and vehicle miles traveled.

This increase in energy consumption represents less than 1% of statewide consumption,
which is equivalent to the consumption for a city of 200,000 people.

1032-124

The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction assumes full project build-out, including a
Kings/Tulare Regional Station. Please note that the energy estimate has since been
refined using current conversion factors, ridership forecasts, train sets, and VMT.

1032-124

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include the King/Tulare Regional Station as part
of the project. This station will be constructed and is no longer a "potential” project
component.

1032-125

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIR/EIS, 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. The proposed 220-mph HST
System would provide lower passenger costs than air travel for the same city-to-city
markets, faster travel time than automobile travel, and additional amenities such as
increased passenger space and comfort, food service, and wireless internet. These
factors would make high-speed rail travel an attractive choice for people when they are
deciding how to move around the state. The HST system would increase mobility while
reducing air pollution, decreasing dependence on fossil fuels, protecting the
environment by reducing GHG emissions, and promoting sustainable development in
the areas near the stations, in comparison to existing trends. By moving people more
quickly and at lower cost than today, the HST System would boost California's
productivity and also enhance the economy. See the discussion under Section 1.2.4,
Statewide and Regional Need.

Substantially more energy is required to move a person by car or by airplane than by
rail. Current estimates indicate that HSTs would require approximately one-third of the
energy required by an airplane. The number of plane flights statewide (intrastate) would
decrease with the California HST System when analyzed against both the future
condition and existing condition baselines because travelers would choose to use the
HST rather than fly to their destination. The average fuel consumption rate for aircraft is
based on the profile of aircraft currently servicing the San Francisco to Los Angeles
airline corridor. The number of air trips removed due to the HST System was estimated
by using the travel demand modeling analysis conducted for the project. This
information is discussed in more detail in Appendix 3.6-A, Existing Plus Project
Conditions Energy Analysis.
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1032-126
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02.

The text in the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect the Authority's policy to use
100% renewable energy and not some increment less.

1032-127

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses the methodology for
estimating electricity demand. In the 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR, the
statewide energy impacts of the proposed HST project were analyzed using a
methodology from the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005,
2008). The 2012 energy impact analysis reflects a refinement to the analysis presented
in those documents.The 2012 analysis utilizes updated conversion factors, ridership
forecasts, train sets, and vehicle miles traveled, among other parameters. Please refer
to Appendix 3.6-C for detailed information on various parameters, along with the values
used in the two analyses.

1032-128

The potential impacts of the HST System on electricity generation and transmission
includes the entire state of California (and western states that produce energy that is
exported to California) because the HST System would obtain electricity from multiple
connection points throughout the statewide grid. Prorating the electricity requirements
for any one segment of the HST System based on statewide demand is a reasonable
approximation due to the operational requirements of HST across multiple project
sections and the power for those sections being provided by the statewide (and multi-
state) electrical grid. The HST System is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s
future electricity consumption. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is
estimated to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing
reserves. The HST project would not require the construction of a separate power
source and would not impact power reliability.

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS discusses the
methodology for estimating electricity demand.

1032-129

The supporting data on this information is provided in the California Energy Commission
Staff Report and is cited as a source in the references. See the "Summer 2010
Electricity Supply and Demand Outlook" (Pryor 2010) for additional information.

1032-130

The Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District released and approved a Plan of Study
for the development of a Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation
Plan (HCP/NCCP) in 2007. The Plan of Study is divided into three phases: (1) Project
Development, (2) HCP Development, and (3) Environmental Analysis and

Review. Because the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District HCP/NCCP has not
been adopted nor is it anticipated to be adopted by the time project construction starts, it
is not included in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS Biological Resources section.

To date, a publicly available draft HCP/NCCP has not been released by the Kaweah
Delta Water Conservation District (draft date is unknown), and no agency notifications or
applications are known. Furthermore, there are no notices on the Kaweah Delta Water
Conservation District website with respect to development of the HCP/NCCP. For
reasons described in the paragraph above, this project is not included in the cumulative
impact analysis and is not considered reasonably foreseeable.

1032-131
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03.

Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, surveys of the Hanford West Bypass were
conducted. The statements “Landowners along the alignment were not contacted...” and
“...site visits were not made along the Kings County Alignment...” made by the
commenter are not correct. Field surveys and site visits were conducted by biologists
between the DEIR/DEIS and the RDEIR/SDEIS. The field assessments were conducted
November and December 2011 for the Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives (as
well as on other occasions, for other project modifications) on parcels within the study
area where permission to enter was granted in King County. Letters requesting
permission to enter the properties in Kings County that would be impacted by the HST
were sent to landowners except in a few instances. Requests for permission to enter
were not made for urban areas (Fresno, Corcoran, Wasco, Shafter, or Bakersfield), for
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1032-131

properties less than 0.5 acre in size or for properties zoned as commercial or industrial.
Requests for permission to enter in urban areas were not made because the effort
required to obtain permission to enter into the thousands of parcels would not likely
result in additional environmental resource findings (including biological). Furthermore,
public access and visible assessments of the urban areas were possible. As stated in
Section 3.7.3.3, access was granted in approximately 40% of the study area.

In many instances, permission to enter was granted by landowners; however,
permission to enter was not available for numerous properties because the request was
denied (not granted), no response was received, or the property owner requested
actions that could not reasonably be met (i.e., indemnification). Details on access and
other survey limitations are provided in Section 3.7.3, as well as in other parts of Section
3.7, of the Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report.

As such, a statement or additional explanation regarding surveys in Kings County as
requested by the commenter is not required.

1032-132
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-01, FB-Response-N&V-03.

As stated in the Section 3.7.4.5, the Fresno to Bakersfield Section HST alignment was
designed to avoid the Tulare Lakebed Mitigation Site. Because the alignment avoids this
area, impacts were not addressed specific to this conservation area in the document,
and it is not included in any discussion of impacts on conservation areas. The Authority
did not conduct a specific study to analyze the impacts of noise, vibration, and the
physical path of HST in relation to specific natural and/or public lands such as the Tulare
Lake Mitigation Site. However, impacts on special-status wildlife and the effects
associated with noise are described in the document under both the construction period
and project period indirect impacts (pages 3.7-56 and 3.7-108). Furthermore, the HST
alignments adjacent to this area parallel existing infrastructure, including the BNSF and
SR 43, which produce significant noise. The Tulare Lakebed Mitigation Site is
constructed and surrounded by an earthen berm that impounds the water and provides
a buffer against noise generated from the train.

1032-133

Impacts resulting from the No Project Alternative are discussed in Section 3.7.5.2.
Analysis in this section is limited to a broad level that focuses on consequences of
continued transportation and infrastructure growth, urban development, and other land
use changes.

1032-134
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03.

Potential impacts on the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle are disclosed in Section
3.7.5 [Direct (BIO #2) Impacts during Construction Period, Indirect (BIO#2) Impacts
during Construction Period, Indirect (BIO #5) Project Impacts, and Direct (BIO #6)
Project Impacts]. The project could result in the elimination of elderberry shrubs, the sole
host plant of the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, which is considered a potentially
significant impact if not mitigated.

As stated in Section 3.7.7 mitigation measure Bio-MM#21 (Implement Conservation
Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle), conservation guidelines will be
implemented which include protocol-level surveys for the valley elderberry longhorn
beetle and its host plant at the project site. The amount of mitigation is directly related to
diameter of the stems, presence/absence of exit holes and whether or not the elderberry
shrubs are located in riparian habitat. In accordance with the conservation guidelines,
this mitigation measure will identify shrubs that would be affected by the project (based
on diameter size class and external evidence of beetle presence), plant replacement
habitat (conservation planting) for affected shrubs, and establish and maintain a buffer
zone around elderberry plants. If the project cannot avoid affecting an elderberry plant
that meets the habitat criteria, the plant may be transplanted to a conservation area
(with possible exemptions based on plant condition or access problems, at the discretion
of USFWS).

This mitigation is defined by the USFWS as the protocol for mitigating for impacts to this
species and is proven successful, as the USFWS has petitioned to delist the species.
Protocol-level surveys prior to the analysis provided in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS would not change the conclusion that this would be a significant impact without
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1032-134

mitigation, and with implementation of the mitigation identified, the impact would be less
than significant.

1032-135
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03.

Permission to enter (access) was not granted for all properties within the project study
areas. As stated in Section 3.7.3.3, access was granted in approximately 40% of the
study area. Requests for permission to enter were not made for urban areas (Fresno,
Corcoran, Wasco, Shafter, or Bakersfield), for properties less than 0.5 acre in size or for
properties zoned as commercial or industrial. Requests for permission to enter in urban
areas were not made because the effort required to obtain permission to enter into the
thousands of parcels would not likely result in additional environmental resource findings
(including biological). Furthermore, public access and visible assessments of the urban
areas were possible.

In many instances, permission to enter was granted by landowners; however,
permission to enter was not available for numerous properties because the request was
denied (not granted), no response was received, or the property owner requested
actions that could not reasonably be met (i.e., indemnification). Details on access and
other survey limitations are provided in Section 3.7.3, as well as in other parts of Section
3.7, of the Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report.

The Authority maintains a log of the permission to enter letters sent to property owners.
The log identifies the county, assessor’s parcel number (APN), the name of the owner
and other relevant information. Furthermore, the Authority maintains on file the
responses to permission to enter request received from land owners. These received
responses generally fall into three categories, do not access, permission to enter
granted, and permission to enter granted with special conditions.

1032-136

Water use was evaluated in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, and in Appendix
3.6-B, Water Usage Analysis Technical Memorandum. Appendix 3.6-A (page 3) details
the assumptions used to derive heavy maintenance facility (HMF) water usage rates.

1032-136

Operational data from the Hayward BART facility (water rate usage of 31 gallons per
employee per day) was selected as a basis for developing a water use factor for the
HMF facility, as the facilities are similar in function (both perform heavy maintenance
and cleaning for electrically powered train sets). The number of train sets and
employees for both the BART (actual numbers) and HST facilities (planned numbers)
were compared and climatic conditions (precipitation, average temperature, humidity)
and landscaping were considered, as well as the expected use of newer water recycling
and reuse technologies at the HMF. Due to these considerations, the water usage factor
for the HMF was adjusted slightly downward to 30 gallons per employee per day. With
the ongoing improvement in water recycling and reuse technologies that would be
employed at the HMF, it is likely that this water use factor may be conservatively high,
but appropriate for use in the analysis.

1032-137

The HST would cross the Kings River channel (Old River) by a bridge which is
connected to an aerial structure. This bridge would have one footing within the banks of
the channel, within a high flow area. The river channel has very little, if any, base flow
during most of the year. However, the Kings County Water District recharges
groundwater by releasing flows into Old River which has a very permeable bottom.
Water that is released into the channel for groundwater recharge would likely remain in
the low flow channel prior to infiltration where there is minimal to no reduction in the
amount of surface area available for infiltration. Also, if water for recharge were to reach
a level that came into contact with the HST structure the amount of surface area
occupied by the HST structure (i.e., the one footing) would be minor compared to the
area available for recharge. Potential inferences from HST infrastructure to groundwater
recharge would be minimal. In addition, KCWD would still be free to release the same
amount of water into Old River for groundwater recharge as they do now.

For information regarding the quality of stormwater runoff from bridges and potential
indirect connections to river channels or groundwater recharge, see Section 3.8.5.3 of
the EIR/EIS.
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1032-138
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-03.

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, discusses the regulatory authority of the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) and requirements associated with
CVFPB-designated floodways and federal flood control projects. The Authority is
working with the CVFPB regarding requirements for the Kings River crossings. The
details of the agreement concerning Kings River crossings have not been finalized, but
agreed upon changes will be incorporated into the design.

1032-139

The Authority is working with all agencies that the alignments cross or impact, including
the

USACE, Kings River Water Association, and Kings River Conservation

District. The project design analyzed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS had
bridges

with 4 feet of clearance of the Cole Slough and Kings River levees

(please see Volume llI: Section A — Alignment Plans). Subsequent

consultation with Kings River Conservation District regarding

levee maintenance activities has led to a modification of the profile

at these crossings to allow 18 feet of clearance at the levees, which is

reflected in the design drawings for the Final EIS/EIR.

1032-140

Induced growth is analyzed in Section 3.18, Regional Growth. The HST's induced
growth in Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern counties is estimated to be 2% to 3%,
depending on the county. Projected water demand under future conditions and water
demand associated with the HST's induced growth are discussed in Section 3.19,
Cumulative Impacts. Projections of future water demand in the Tulare Lake Basin have
been analyzed by the Department of Water Resources (DWR). Overall, estimates by
DWR show a range of possible future trends in water demand in the Tulare Lake Basin,
which vary depending upon several factors, including how climate change is factored

into the model. The majority of the scenarios predict a decrease in future water demand.

Water demand from the HST's induced growth would be partially offset by a reduction in
water demand from irrigated lands. Appendix 3.6-B, Water Usage Analysis Technical

1032-140

Memorandum, discusses HST water uses in relation to SB 221 and 610 for
developments of more than 500 homes (which is equivalent to 250 acre-feet/year).
Because the stations and HMF are expected to require less than 250 acre-feet/year,
water supply assessments will not be needed for these facilities, and no other special
action to secure water from the local agencies will be needed.

1032-141
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04.

Impact HWQ#1, Temporary Changes to Drainage Patterns and Stormwater Runoff,
discusses construction impacts. The Authority will be implementing Best Management
Practices (BMPs) at construction sites to minimize any contaminated runoff from
reaching streams. Numerous studies have been conducted over the years to evaluate
the effectiveness of standard construction site BMPs (see
http://www.bmpdatabase.org/). Farm fields will not need to be re-graded to change
runoff patterns. Agricultural drainage will be accommodated by agricultural drainage
systems on the edges of the fields. Local flooding that drains towards the HST tracks
would pass through culverts in the track embankment.

1032-142
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-05.

The HST track area that is relatively impermeable is only about 40 feet wide. The extra
runoff generated above existing conditions along this 40-foot width will drain from the
tracks to both sides and typically infiltrate locally. The capacities of the swales are part
of the engineering design. Water will infiltrate within the right-of-way or swales will
discharge to the local stormwater drainage system (MS4), or will be handled following
guidance contained in the Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Standards Technical
Memorandum developed as part of the 401 Certification. For small events, it is not
anticipated that drainage will be collected and transported very far from where it is
generated because local soils have a high infiltration capacity. If stormwater drainage
does occur, pollutants could be conveyed with the stormwater. However, most
pollutants will be removed during the physical, biological, and chemical processes that
take place within the swales and best management practices. Potential pollutants and
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1032-142

water quality effects are discussed under Impact HWQ#6. Required engineering
studies, including hydrology studies used to size the swales for stormwater treatment,
will be conducted as part of the engineering design

The Union Pacific Railroad requirements for hydrology studies relate the design
requirements for their drainage facilities next to their tracks. Similar design guidelines
will be used when designing the drainage facilities for the HST.

1032-143

The use of regenerative braking technology will reduce brake pad wear and the amount
of metal particles deposited in the track right-of-way. Anecdotal information from
Britain’s Class 323 fleet trains has indicated that with regenerative braking enabled, the
brake's disc pad life was around 18 months. When the electric braking was switched off,
pad life fell to 18 days (Railway Gazette 2007
[http:/iwww.railwaygazette.com/news/single-view/view/regenerative-braking-boosts-
green-credentials.html]). Additional studies have also been conducted that show
substantially reduced brake wear for high-speed trains (Sjoholm 2011).

For the operation period, the Authority would generally follow the procedures
established in Chapter C2 of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Maintenance Guide to manage vegetation on Authority property (Caltrans 2010a
[http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/maint/manual/-17_Chpt-C2_01-26-11.pdf]). Vegetation would
be controlled by chemical, biological, cultural, mechanical, structural, and manual
methods.

Only Caltrans-approved herbicides would be used in the vegetation control program.
Pesticide application would be applied in accordance with all requirements of the
California Department of Pesticide Regulation and County Agricultural Commissioners
by certified pesticide applicators. Noxious/invasive weeds would be treated where
requested by County Agricultural Commissioners. The Authority would cooperate in an
area-wide control of noxious/invasive weeds if established by local agencies.
Farmers/landowners who request weed control on state right-of-way that is not identified
in the annual vegetation control plan would be encouraged to submit a permit request
application for weed control that would identify the weeds and control method desired.

1032-144

Section 3.10, Hazardous Materials and Waste, discusses the abandonment of oil and
gas wells and the wells associated with landfills. Agricultural water supply wells, if
abandoned, will be done in accordance with local regulations to minimize the potential
impacts on groundwater quality.

1032-145

Potential water quality effects are discussed under Impact HWQ#6 in Section 3.8,
Hydrology and Water Resources, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Train wash
water would be directed to onsite infiltration basins or other best management practices
(BMPs) designed for water quality treatment prior to discharge off site. The selection,
sizing, and siting of BMPs at the heavy maintenance facility (HMF) is part of the
engineering design. The HMF will be permitted by the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under the
Industrial Storm Water General Permit (Order 97-03-DWQ, or as amended), which
requires implementation of BMPs that will achieve the performance standard of best
available technology economically achievable (BAT) and best conventional pollutant
control technology (BCT). The Permit also requires the development of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and monitoring plan for ongoing operations.
Additional measures would be provided, if required, by the SWRCB or RWQCB. No
mitigation measures are required, but water quality design measures that will be
implemented for the protection of water quality are listed and described in Section 3.8.6,
"Project Design Features."

1032-146
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-03.

The project analysis is based on a 15% design, and details for the crossing would be
determined at later stages of design. For the analysis in the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, piers were assumed to be placed in river channels with
spans greater than 120 feet. The cross section of any piers used for construction will be
small relative to the size of floodplains, so they will not increase flood levels.
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1032-147

Stormwater collected from road overpasses would be directed to best management
practices (BMPs) developed for the HST project. The closure of some roads and the
redirecting of traffic to locations with overcrossings of the HST will increase the level of
traffic on those roads with overcrossings. However, data on the quality of runoff from
highways do not indicate a strong correlation between traffic volume and amount of
pollutants in highway runoff except in a broad sense. High-traffic urban roads (> 30,000
average daily trips) have more pollutants than low-traffic rural highways, but within a
category of highway (e.qg., low-traffic rural highways) the level of traffic does not have a
strong effect on the level of pollutants (FHWA 1990). Since it is not expected that the
HST will change the nature of any of the overcrossings (i.e., convert low-traffic rural
highway to high-traffic urban highway), the increase in traffic on some roads should not
result in a significant increase in the pollutants in the runoff from the overpasses.

1032-148

Subsidence from groundwater or petroleum withdrawal is addressed in the Final
EIR/EIS (Section 3.9.4.4, Geologic Hazards). The section states that substantial
subsidence has occurred in the San Joaquin Valley, primarily due to groundwater
extraction; however, the areas with greatest land subsidence are in the western portion
of the San Joaquin Valley where subsidence of nearly 30 feet was recorded between
1926 and 1970. In the area of the HST alternatives, including stations and heavy
maintenance facilities (HMFs), subsidence has been far less dramatic than on the
western side of the valley, with subsidence measured at less than 1 foot between 1926
and 1970 (Faunt 2009; Galloway et al.). Over the last several decades, the use of
pipelines and aqueducts for surface water deliveries from other parts of California has
reduced dependence on groundwater for agricultural use, and land subsidence has
slowed or reversed in some areas of the San Joaquin Valley. During drought conditions,
however, increased reliance on groundwater may result in increased subsidence rates.

Construction and operation of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST would not
change subsidence rates compared to existing conditions. The project does not include
features (e.g., major new sources of groundwater extraction) that would contribute to
subsidence. In fact, the project would cause land (under the preferred alternative) to be
removed from agricultural production. Some of these lands are irrigated with
groundwater, and therefore localized groundwater withdrawals would likely be reduced.

1032-148

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

or operation and maintenance costs are unacceptably high. 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.

Information related to subsidence used in this response was obtained from the following
sources:

Faunt, C.C., ed., 2009, Groundwater Availability of the Central Valley Aquifer, California:
U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1766, 225 p.

Galloway, D.L., D.R. Jones, and S.E. Ingebritsen, 2000, Land Subsidence in the United
States, USGS Fact sheet-165-00. December.

1032-149

The figures cited in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS for the amount of aggregate
and dirt required to construct the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST include all
facilities required for the project.

1032-150
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

Impacts associated with unstable soils would be the same for all alternative alignments,
station alternatives, and potential HMF sites. The project would minimize impacts from
potentially unstable soils through foundation design for site-specific conditions, such as
the use of deep foundations (piles) based on site-specific geotechnical investigations
(for examples, see Section 1802 of the IBC).

Site-specific geotechnical studies would be conducted once an alternative is chosen.
These studies are not needed to assess the potential impacts of construction on
unstable soils. Dealing with unstable soils from an engineering standpoint is fairly
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1032-150

routine, and a number of standard engineering design techniques are available to
reduce or eliminate the impact, as described above. The specific design features used
would depend on the site-specific situation and be determined by final design. In no
case would a structure be built on unstable soils without specifications for reducing the
impact on the structure to less than significant.

1032-151

As described in Section 3.9, soils along the alignments are generally competent
(medium-dense, stiff, or better), although localized deposits of soft or loose soils could
occur at various locations, particularly at water crossings where soft or loose soils
appear to be more prevalent. Geotechnical explorations to be undertaken prior to final
design and prior to construction would identify the locations with the potential for
settlement. In such locations, where subsurface conditions may not be capable of
supporting the additional loading induced by additional fill, standard engineering design
features that address soft deposits of silty or clay soils would be incorporated, such as
preloading to accelerate settlement or adding wick drains if applicable. Site-specific
studies were not required to disclose the potential impacts, nor were they needed to
discuss engineering design features that would reduce the impacts of construction on
settlement-prone soils.

1032-152

The HST project design addresses slope stability by incorporating standard IBC and
other engineering standards and criteria. Detailed slope stability evaluations would be
conducted and impact avoidance measures, such as structural solutions (e.g., tie backs,
soil nails or retaining walls), or geotechnical solutions (e.g., ground improvement or
regrading of slopes), would be implemented, as appropriate, to reduce the potential for
future slumps and slope failures. In the case of elevated structures, the location of the
foundation would be sited during final design to avoid the area of slope failure.

1032-153

Section 3.9.5.3 has been modified to include information on the operating status of
Success Dam. It should be noted that this entire section of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses the potential secondary seismic hazards and

1032-153

discloses potential risks of flooding from failures of local dams, including Success Dam.

1032-154

Fill material for overpass structures would be excavated from permitted local borrow
sites and transported by truck from 10 to 40 miles to the preferred alignment.

The California Geological Survey (CGS) estimates that only about 6% of the total
aggregate resources available have been developed in the areas they studied. The
areas studied by the CGS include 31 regions of the state that range from Shasta County
in the north to San Diego County in the south, indicating that statewide only 6% of
potentially available aggregate resources have been developed.

Aggregate and fill resources for the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield Section HST could
be obtained from five of the areas studied by the CGS. These include the Fresno
(greater Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area), north Tulare County (Visalia/Tulare Area),
south Tulare County (Portersville area), Bakersfield (Oildale to Tehachapi), and
Palmdale. Within these five areas, as of 2006, there were 379 million tons of permitted
aggregate resources, not including the south Tulare County area, which was not
reported because the information is proprietary. Of this permitted material, the proposed
HST segment would require about 2.3 million tons, representing 0.6% (2.3 million
tons/379 million tons permitted) of the currently permitted aggregate resources in these
five areas. These aggregate resources are typically mined from alluvial sources, which
contain large amounts of soils material in addition to the aggregate material. The project
would not rely on any one area for all its material. The text in the Final EIR/EIS, Section
3.9.1, has been updated to reflect this information.

1032-155

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS evaluates whether the project is located on a
geologic unit or on soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable, as a result of the
project. One of the considerations is subsidence from groundwater or petroleum
withdrawal. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS (see Section 3.9.4.4, Geologic
Hazards) states that substantial subsidence has occurred in the San Joaquin Valley,
primarily due to groundwater extraction; however, the areas with the greatest land
subsidence are in the western portion of the San Joaquin Valley, where subsidence of
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1032-155

more than 28 feet was recorded between 1926 and 1970. In the area of the HST
alternatives, including the north-south alignments, wyes, stations, and HMF, subsidence
has been far less dramatic than on the western side of the valley, with subsidence
measured at less than 1 foot between 1926 and 1970 (Faunt 2009; Galloway and Riley
1999). Over the last several decades, the use of pipelines and aqueducts for surface
water deliveries from other parts of California has reduced dependence on groundwater
for agricultural use, and land subsidence has slowed or reversed in some areas of the
San Joaquin Valley. During drought conditions, however, increased reliance on
groundwater may result in increased subsidence rates.

Construction and operation of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would not change
subsidence rates compared with existing conditions. The project does not include
features (e.g., major new sources of groundwater extraction) that would contribute to
subsidence. As described in Section 3.8, the project would cause land to be removed
from agricultural production. Some of these lands are irrigated with groundwater, and
therefore localized groundwater withdrawals would likely be reduced.

The project will be designed so that geotechnical constraints (e.g., subsidence from
groundwater withdrawal, soil settlement from new earth loads) do not result in premature
degradation of the alignment so that speeds are reduced, or operation and maintenance
(O&M) costs are unacceptably high. 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.

1032-156
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16, FB-Response-GENERAL-21.

The number of residential units displaced is an estimate based on parcel-by-parcel
examination of the project alternative alignments as presented in EIR/EIS Volume III.
See Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and
FRA 2012h) for a description of the methodology used in the property analysis.

1032-157

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05.

The sentence cited in the comment was not meant to be applied to the issue of tax
revenues in particular, but to the community assessment and environmental justice
impacts overall.

Section 5.4.4.2 of the Community Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical Report (Authority
and FRA 2012) examines the reduction in property tax revenues that would result from
acquisition of land for project construction. As discussed in Section 3.12 Impact SO#12,
the economic impact from the reduction in property tax revenues is insignificant and
would not be perceptible to community residents, and no mitigation is required.

The short-term reductions in sales tax revenues are discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.12
Impact SO #12, because the need to acquire land will necessitate the relocation of
businesses along the project alignment. With the relocation assistance provided under
the Uniform Act, including assistance in finding replacement properties, moving
expenses, and obtaining permits, temporary reductions in sales tax revenue from
business displacement would be minimal. A detailed discussion of potential sales tax
revenue losses is presented in Section 5.4.4.4 of the CIA. Losses would be an
insignificant amount of the annual revenue from sales tax collected by the cities and
counties. Therefore, the economic impact is measurable, but would not be perceptible to
community residents and no mitigation is required.

Because the construction of a Kings/Tulare Station will be dependent on ridership
demands, if one is not constructed, no additional tax benefits will occur. However, Kings
County will benefit from construction-and operation-related sales tax gains, see Section
5.4.6 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report.

1032-158
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

See the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume |, Section 3.14, Impact AG #4. for
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation
Measure AG-1 for measures to preserve the total amount of prime farmland.
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1032-159
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

As detailed in EIR/EIS Section 3.12 Impact SO#6, in the Ponderosa Road community,
potentially up to half of the existing ranch-style homes could be displaced by the BNSF
Alternative. In this location, residents enjoy a unique blend of amenities and very few
comparable, vacant, developed rural residential homes may be available as
replacement properties. If so, it may be necessary to consider constructing housing of
last resort, including rehabilitation of existing housing or relocation of disrupted
residential area to newly constructed housing elsewhere in the vicinity. Even if
replacement housing were to be constructed to meet these needs, these replacements
would not represent a substantial number of new homes, and therefore the impact would
be less than significant under CEQA.

1032-160
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02.

For information on impacts on schools and bus transportation see EIR/EIS Volume I
Technical Appendix 3.12-B. Lakeside Elementary School is not within the 0.5-mile study
area of the alternatives, it is 1.2 miles from the BNSF Alternative and 2 miles from the
Hanford West Bypass alternatives. Road closures and residential displacements for the
Lakeside Union Elementary School District, which includes Lakeside Elementary
School, were analyzed in this appendix.

The Kings/Tulare fire training center and emergency helicopter service along Houston
Avenue is identified. Information about the South Hanford Fire Station can be found in
EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.12.6.4 Affected Environment. Impact SO #1 describes the
potential for construction to affect important community facilities and explains that
emergency vehicle access for police and fire protection services would be maintained at
all times.

1032-161
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-SO-07.

1032-161

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 a low-income population than the
adverse effect that would be suffered by the nonminority and/or non-low-income
population along the project.

Section 4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA
2012h) identifies the environmental justice populations along the project. 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. EIR/EIS
Volume 1 Section 3.12 Impacts SO#17 and SO#18 summarize these findings.

1032-162

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-01, FB-Response-AG-05, FB-
Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AQ-05.

A detailed Construction Transportation Plan (CTP), (see Section 3.2.6) and the
Construction Management Plan (see Section 3.12.10, Design Features), will be
prepared as the project progresses into the final design phase and more details are
developed regarding construction plans. CTPs are standard means of minimizing traffic
conflicts during construction, and depending on the type and extent of construction,
typically include detours and lane control features such as signage, lighting, and flag
persons.

Section 3.2.6, Project Design Features, in the Final EIR/EIS describes the types of
activities addressed by the CTP. On average, roadway overpasses would be provided
approximately every 2 miles along the track. It is estimated that the proposed project
would result in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the
HST tracks. The air quality analysis has identified emission impacts from the project
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1032-162

during the construction phase. The regional significant construction emission impacts
will be completely offset to below a level of significance through the Voluntary Emission
Reduction Agreement (VERA) between the Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District.

1032-163

See the EIR/EIS, Volume |, Section 3.12, Impact SO #5, Temporary Construction
Employment, for information on the number of construction jobs created as a result of
the project and on the ability of the existing regional labor force to fill the demand for the
direct construction jobs as well as the resulting indirect and induced jobs. Volume I,
Section 3.18, presents the amount of construction- and operation-related employment
created by the project. Over the entire construction period, project expenditures would
result in an additional 2.4% of the total projected 2016 construction jobs in the region
(see Table 3.18-3). This small percentage increase would not be substantial enough to
greatly attract workers to the region because the existing underemployed construction
work force would be expected to fill these jobs.

The San Joaquin Valley has greater unemployment and a lower per capita income than
the state as a whole. The Authority has adopted a Community Benefits Policy, which
requires that design-build construction contracts will be required to adhere to the
National Targeted Hiring Initiative, which states a minimum of 30% of all project work
hours will be performed by national targeted workers and a minimum of 10% of national
targeted workers hours will be performed by disadvantaged workers. This, along with
other hiring policies, will make sure that employment and business opportunities created
by the project are accessible to the local community. For more information on hiring
policies, see the Authority’s website.

1032-164

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-02, FB-
Response-SO-05.

For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see the
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Appendix 3.12-A. For information on
potential HST project impacts on property values, see Section 5.4.4.3 in the Community

1032-164

Impact Assessment Technical Report.

1032-165
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-03.

For information on the HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects,
see the EIR/EIS, Volume |, Section 3.12, Impact SO #3, Impact SO #4, and Impact SO
#12.

1032-166

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts on the regional economy,
see Volume I, Section 3.12, Impacts SO #5 and SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for more detailed information on short-
term and long-term job creation.

Jobs created by construction and operation of the project would likely be filled by
workers in the region. To help offset any disproportionate effects, the Authority has
approved a Community Benefits Policy that supports employment of individuals who
reside in disadvantaged areas and those designated as disadvantaged workers,
including veterans returning from military service. This policy helps to remove potential
barriers to small businesses, disadvantaged business enterprises, disabled veteran
business enterprises, women-owned businesses, and microbusinesses that want to
participate in building the high-speed rail system.

Under the Authority’s Community Benefits Policy, design-build construction contracts will
be required to adhere to the National Targeted Hiring Initiative, which states a minimum
of 30% of all project work hours will be performed by national targeted workers and a
minimum of 10% of national targeted workers hours will be performed by disadvantaged
workers. According to the National Targeted Hiring Initiative, disadvantaged workers
either live in an economically disadvantaged area or face any of the following barriers to
employment: being homeless, being a custodial single parent, receiving public
assistance, lacking a GED or high school diploma, having a criminal record or other
involvement with the criminal justice system, being chronically unemployed, being
emancipated from the foster care system, being a veteran, or being an apprentice with
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1032-166

less than 15% of the required graduating apprenticeship hours in a program. The
Community Benefits Policy will supplement the Authority’s Small Business Program
which has an aggressive 30% goal for small business participation, and includes goals
of 10% for disadvantaged business enterprises and 3% for disabled veteran business
enterprises.

1032-167

See Section 4.4 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for information
on the employment conditions of the local economies. Following the collapse of the real
estate market, the San Joaquin Valley lost about 32,300 construction jobs between 2006
and 2009. Section 5.1.2 shows that during peak construction, project spending would
result in about 3,300 jobs per year. While these jobs would benefit the local labor force,
in the context of total regional employment around 1 million, the percentage of jobs
created by the project is not significant enough to cause a labor market crash after
project completion.

In addition to the temporary construction jobs generated by the project, permanent jobs
will be created to operate and maintain the HST System. See Section 3.12 Impact SO
#13 for more information on long-term job creation.

1032-168

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

Impact SO #7 (Section 3.12, Volume | of the EIR/EIS) acknowledges that in areas where
the project alignment departs from the existing BNSF corridor and introduces a new
linear feature, there would be impacts on agricultural communities. However, on
average, roadway overpasses would be provided approximately every 2 miles along the
track. It is estimated that the proposed project would result in no more than 1 mile of out-
of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. The width of the roadway
overpasses would accommodate both farm equipment and school buses traveling in
opposite lanes. Due to the frequency of roadway overpasses, additional distances
traveled by vehicles to cross the HST tracks are expected to be negligible.

1032-169

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03, FB-
Response-TR-02.

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EIS, 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. The proposed 220-mph
HST system would provide lower passenger costs than would air travel for the same
city-to-city markets, and would provide service competitive with automobile travel. The
HST would increase mobility while reducing air pollution, decreasing dependence on
fossil fuels, protecting the environment by reducing GHG emissions, and promoting
sustainable development in the areas near the stations, in comparison to existing trends.

The Authority is committed to working with agricultural property owners to resolve or
mitigate, if possible, partial acquisitions that result in the division of farmlands resulting
in large farmable lots on either side of the HST alignment. 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 at intervals of 2 miles or less,
with many crossings located at 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 undercrossings at reasonable
intervals (see Mitigation Measure SO-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, rather than provide a crossing, the Authority would offer to
acquire the affected lands or otherwise compensate the farm owner for the loss in value.

1032-170

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-01, FB-Response-S&S-03, FB-
Response-S&S-04, FB-Response-S&S-05.

1032-171

Alignment plans and maps of parcels directly affected by the project, where the whole
parcel or a portion thereof would be acquired by the project, are provided in Volume Il
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1032-171

of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The number of residential units displaced is
an estimate based on parcel-by-parcel examination of the project alternative alignments
presented in Volume Ill. See Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment
Technical Report for a description of the methodology used in the property analysis. All
final determinations on property acquisition would occur during the acquisition process.
See Volume Il, Appendix 3.12-A, for details.

1032-172

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

Please see Section 5.2.2 of the Draft Relocation Impacts Report for more information on
residential displacements and for an analysis of available vacant residential units in all
communities impacted by the HST alternatives, including Hanford and the
unincorporated areas of Kings County.

The displacement of residential, business, and community facilities will be mitigated for
because the Authority will comply with applicable federal and state laws and regulations,
including the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act
of 1970, as amended. The act and its amendments provide guidance on how federal
agencies, or agencies receiving federal financial assistance for a project, will
compensate for impacts on property owners or tenants who need to relocate if they are
displaced. The Authority will compensate all property owners or tenants in accordance
with this act, which applies to all real property. All benefits and services will be provided
equitably without regard to race, color, religion, age, national origins, and disability, as
specified under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The Relocation Assistance
Program was developed to help displaced individuals move with as little inconvenience
as possible and has commonly been used for large infrastructure projects, such as the
HST project, that displace a large number of residences and businesses, and is
considered successful standard practice for mitigating the impacts on individual property
owners.

1032-173

The EIR/EIS states that impacts on the Ponderosa Road community would be of
substantial intensity under NEPA and be a significant impact under CEQA. For

1032-173

information on how potential impacts on the Ponderosa community will be mitigated, see
Volume I, Section 3.12.11, Mitigation Measure SO-1 .

1032-174
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

As detailed in Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#6, in the Ponderosa Road community, potentially
up to half of the existing ranch-style homes could be displaced by the BNSF Alternative.
In this location, residents enjoy a unique blend of amenities and very few comparable,
vacant, developed rural residential homes may be available as replacement properties.
It may be necessary to consider constructing housing of last report, including
rehabilitation of existing housing or relocation of disrupted residential area to newly
constructed housing elsewhere in the vicinity zoned for low density residential use in the
General Plan. For more information on the property acquisition and compensation
process, see the EIR/EIS, Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A.

Given these impacts, the project would affect community character, social interactions,
and community cohesion by displacing potentially half of the households, and by
exposing the remaining rural residential homes to increased noise, visual, and traffic
impacts. This would be of substantial intensity under NEPA and a significant impact
under CEQA. Mitigation Measure SO-1: Implement measures to reduce impacts
associated with the division of residential neighborhoods, was developed to reduce the
impacts associated with the division of existing communities, including Ponderosa, by
conducting special outreach to affected homeowners and residents to fully understand
their special relocation needs. Even with this mitigation, the impact related to the division
of existing communities would remain significant.

1032-175
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AG-02.

For information on the potential for disruption and division, see the EIR/EIS, Volume I,
Section 3.12, Impact SO #6.
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1032-176

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

See Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for a
description of the methodology used in the property analysis. All final determinations on
property acquisition would occur during the acquisition process. See the Volume II,
Appendix 3.12-A, for details.

Information about the South Hanford Fire Station can be found in Volume |, Section
3.12.6.4, Affected Environment. Impact SO #1 describes the potential for construction to
affect important community facilities and explains that emergency vehicle access for
police and fire protection services would be maintained at all times.

For information about the impacts on Baker Commodities, see Volume I, Section 3.12,
Impact SO #11. Information on mitigation measures for this important facility can be
found in Mitigation Measure SO-3. Baker Commodities is also mentioned in Section
5.2.4 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report under agricultural
displacements and in Section 6.4.3 of the Draft Relocation Impacts Report under special
relocation considerations.

1032-177

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03, FB-
Response-SO-01.

For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see the
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Appendix 3.12-A.

1032-178
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04.

Compensation for loss of infrastructure (irrigation facilities, wells, etc.) would be paid,
and the farm owner would have time to restore infrastructure before construction begins
and before the start of the growing season. However, in those cases where construction
would need to occur before infrastructure can be restored or before the growing season,
the farm owner would be compensated for the loss of agricultural production resulting

1032-178

from the disruption.

1032-179
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AG-02.

The study area for each station was established by considering the potential for impacts
on roadway segments and at intersections from new, station-related traffic (i.e., traffic
generated by that station). The traffic analysis considered traffic increases on nearby
streets that would be expected to result from the projected ridership at each station (see
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume |, Section 3.2.4). This analysis included
considerations of parking demand at the stations and their impact on existing parking
facilities (see Section 3.2.5).

1032-180
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-LU-03.

The Kings/Tulare Regional station (either West or East alternatives) is not consistent
with the general plans of either Kings County or the city of Hanford, nor is it discussed in
the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint. The West alternative site is in line with urbanization
trends in the Hanford area; the East alternative, on the other hand, is surrounded by
agricultural land. Development of this station would reinforce the importance of Hanford
as a transportation hub, but would not result in higher-density development in the city’s
downtown. As discussed in Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and
Development, of the EIR/EIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station sites would change the
pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with adjacent land
uses. The presence of a station at either site would be likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

1032-181

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-03, FB-
Response-SO-02.

A comprehensive literature review in section 5.4.4.3 of the Community Impact
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1032-181

Assessment Technical Report presents research studies conducted on the effect of
constructing new commuter rail lines on residential and commercial real estate values.
The research was conducted on the property value impacts of different types of rail
transit and the majority of the studies found that rail transit access had a positive
influence on residential property values, due to a presumed relationship between
property values and improved accessibility (both of residents to regional jobs and of
employers to a larger labor pool). In a study of the property value impacts associated
with a variety of disamenities, such as environmental contamination or proximity to linear
features like roadways and railroads, Simons (2006) reviewed several rigorous studies
(conducted in Ohio, Georgia, and Norway) of the relationship between residential
property values and proximity to rail lines, and concluded that there were negative
property value impacts in the single digits (e.g. 2 or 3%) for residential properties within
750 feet of an active railroad track. Although considerable research has been conducted
on the property value impacts of rail transit, especially on residential property values
near transit stations, no studies were found that examine the specific question of high-
speed rail impacts on real estate property values. Therefore, it is not clear how these
findings would apply to high-speed rail projects and it is unclear whether the property
value impacts would be similar. As a result, a calculation of loss of value of property
adjacent to the project would be speculative.

The Fresno to Bakersfield HST will result in benefits to cities and communities in the
region through job creation and sales tax gains.

See Volume | Section 3.12 Impact SO #5- Temporary Construction Employment, for
information on the number of construction jobs created as a result of the project as well
as the ability of the existing regional labor force to fill the demand for the direct
construction jobs as well as the resulting indirect and induced jobs. Impact SO#13-
Employment Growth, details the long term jobs created to operate and maintain the
project in the region, as well as the jobs created as a result of the improved connectivity
of the region to the rest of the state. The total number of new jobs created is estimated
to be a 3.2% increase in total employment above the 2035 estimate of 1.4 million total
jobs in the region under the No Project Alternative (Cambridge Systematics 2010).

Construction- and operation-related sales tax gains are examined in section 5.4.6 of the

1032-181

CIA. The impacted cities and counties will have considerable additional revenues
attributed to the construction and operation of the HST.

1032-182

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-LU-03.

Future development intensification near the Fresno and Bakersfield stations would
support local land use plan changes near the stations encouraged by the San Joaquin
Valley Blueprint and anticipated in the City of Fresno and City of Bakersfield General
Plans. It would reduce 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, transit-
oriented development envisioned for the areas around the stations. The Kings/Tulare
Regional Station West—Alternative site is in line with urbanization trends in the Hanford
area; the East alternative, on the other hand, is surrounded by agricultural land.
Development of this station would reinforce the importance of Hanford as a
transportation hub, but would not result in higher-density development in the city’s
downtown.

1032-183
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05.

As described in Section 3.12, overall, property and sales tax revenues are expected to
increase as a result of the project. Short-term reductions in property tax revenues
caused by private property being acquired for a public transportation purpose, and
related sales tax revenue reductions associated with relocating businesses, will cause a
tax revenue reduction. These revenue losses, however, are expected to be more than
offset by both short-term increases in sales tax revenues from construction spending
and long-term increases in the regional property and sales tax bases resulting from
increased property values and new economic development through improved
connectivity of the region to the rest of the state.

The analysis in Section 3.12 describes how a short-term reduction in property tax
revenues may occur due to property acquisition by removing parcels from county tax
rolls. This estimated amount is 0.2% in Kings County. The intensity is negligible for all
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1032-183

alternatives because the economic impact is measurable, but would not be perceptible
to community residents.

The short-term reductions in sales tax revenues are discussed in Section 3.12 Impact
SO #12, because the need to acquire land will necessitate the relocation of businesses
along the project alignment. With the relocation assistance provided under the Uniform
Act, including assistance in finding replacement properties, moving expenses, and
obtaining permits, temporary reductions in sales tax revenue from business
displacement would be minimal. A detailed discussion of potential sales tax revenue
losses is presented in section 5.4.4.4 of the CIA. Losses would be an insignificant
amount of the annual revenue from sales tax collected by the cities and counties.
Therefore, the economic impact is measurable, but would not be perceptible to
community residents and no mitigation is required.

Additionally, the expected annual gain in sales tax revenue from project spending is
greater than the expected loss from business relocation. Construction- and operation-
related sales tax gains are examined in section 5.4.6 of the CIA. The impacted cities and
counties will have considerable additional revenues attributed to the construction and
operation of the HST.

1032-184
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

For a detailed analysis of the effects of the HST project on agricultural production, see
Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. The analysis in
this appendix provides these results by county and by project alternative in terms of the
number of acres of agricultural production loss, the resulting annual revenue loss in both
dollar and percentage terms for each type of agricultural product, and the employment
loss. For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume 1l, Appendix 3.12-A.

1032-185
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06, FB-Response-SO-01.

1032-185

See the EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #15, and Volume I, 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.

1032-186
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

Please see Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for all
of the methodological detail, discussion of assumptions, and exact estimates of
reduction in agricultural production. The analysis conducted has been thorough and
takes into account the unique circumstances of agricultural production in the four-county
region.

In brief, this analysis examined potential losses in revenue resulting from: (1) the loss of
agricultural production on agricultural land acquired in the project right-of-way and (2)
potential yield losses occurring up to 500 feet away from the project as a result of factors
such as the reduction in crop growth from dust, wind effects resulting in reduced
pollination benefits, and difficulties and limitations imposed in applying pesticides near
the project, etc.

These are the direct effects of the project on agriculture. To determine the resulting
indirect and induced effects to economic activity in other related sectors, such as
agricultural processing and transportation, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) RIMS I
multiplier for agricultural production in the region is used. The BEA estimate is a
multiplier of 1.96, or for every dollar of agricultural production lost in the region, an
additional 96 cents of output is lost across related sectors. Therefore, it is reasonable to
almost double the estimate of loss to agricultural production to get an overall estimate.

1032-187
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The property lines of agricultural parcels tend to reflect the township/range surveys of
the 19th century and are typically oriented along north-south and east-west axes. The
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1032-187

Central Valley is aligned along an axis that trends from northwest to southeast. The
Valley's urban corridor and the transportation infrastructure connecting its cities are
similarly aligned along this northwest to southeast axis, diagonal to most property lines
in agricultural areas. As a result, there is no practicable alignment that would meet the
objectives of the project and the demands of an HST alignment, while also running
along north-south property lines.

1032-188
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-01, FB-Response-AG-06.

Contrary to the claim, there is no substantial evidence to support the assertion that dairy
cows produce less milk when exposed to levels of noise expected from the proposed
project. Based on existing research, the FRA has established a threshold for HST noise
effects on livestock of 100 dBA SEL (FRA 2005). As discussed in the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, the term SEL, or the sound
exposure level, represents the noise generated during a single event, such as the train
passing a given point. At a distance of 100 feet, the SEL for project operations at all
dairies along the alignment in Kings County would be less than 100 dBA SEL. Facilities
on operations not located at least 100 feet from the project would experience moderate
noise and vibration effects. (See Appendix B of Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, for
details on these effects to animal operations.) Because no significant impact on milk
production would occur, no adverse economic conditions would result, and no mitigation
is needed.

1032-189
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

See the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume |, Section 3.14, Impact AG #4, for
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation
Measure AG-1 in Volume I, Section 3.14, for measures to preserve the total amount of
prime farmland.

The commenter has not submitted any evidence to support the statement that suitable
replacement land cannot be found. There is no reason therefore to assume that all

1032-189

revenue losses would be permanent.

1032-190
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02.

The EIR/EIS states that impacts on the Ponderosa Road community would be of
substantial intensity under NEPA and a significant impact under CEQA. For information
on how potential impacts on the Ponderosa community will be mitigated, see Section
3.12.11, Mitigation Measure SO-1.

1032-191
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

1032-192

As described in Section 3.12.10, Project Design Features, of the Final EIR/EIS, the
Authority must comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act). The Authority has developed more detailed
information about how it plans to comply with the Uniform Act and the California
Relocation Assistance Act. The Authority has developed three detailed relocation
assistance documents modeled after the California Department of Transportation's
(Caltrans') versions. The documents are included in Appendix 3.12-A, Relocation
Assistance Documents. Before any acquisitions occur, the Authority will develop a
relocation mitigation plan, in consultation with affected cities and counties. Included in
this plan will be an ombudsman to act as a single point of contact for property owners,
residents, and tenants with questions about the relocation process. The ombudsman will
be charged with representing the interests of the public and will be a mechanism for
keeping the Authority accountable.

1032-193
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

As detailed in Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#6, in the Ponderosa Road community, potentially
up to half of the existing ranch-style homes could be displaced by the BNSF Alternative.
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1032-193

In this location, residents enjoy a unique blend of amenities and very few comparable,
vacant, developed rural residential homes may be available as replacement properties.
If so, it may be necessary to consider constructing housing of last resort, including
rehabilitation of existing housing or relocation of disrupted residential area to newly
constructed housing elsewhere in the vicinity. Even if replacement housing were to be
constructed to meet these needs, these replacements would not represent a substantial
number of new homes, and therefore the impact would be less than significant under
CEQA.

The commenter's assertion that the Authority’s ability or intention to construct
replacement housing has changed is incorrect. The Authority has always had the option
to utilize a method called Last Resort Housing. Last Resort Housing allows the Authority
to construct, rehabilitate or modify housing in order to meet the needs of the people
displaced from a project. The Authority can also pay above the statutory limits of $5,250
and $22,500 in order to make available housing affordable. For more information on the
housing of last resort see Volume Il Technical Appendix 3.12-A. This will be determined
during the right-of-way property acquisition and compensation process.

1032-194

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-16.

1032-195

For information about the impacts on Baker Commodities, see the EIR/EIS, Volume I,
Section 3.12, Impact SO #11. Information on mitigation measures for this important
facility can be found in Mitigation Measure SO-3. Baker Commodities is also mentioned
in Section 5.2.4 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report under
agricultural displacements, and in Section 6.4.3 of the Draft Relocation Impacts Report
under special relocation considerations.

1032-196
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

As discussed in FB Response-GENERAL-02: Alternatives, due to HST engineering and

1032-196

operational needs, the HST alignment in the Central Valley cannot feasibly be built
solely within the existing transportation corridors. Existing corridors are not sufficiently
straight nor are their curve radii long enough to support high-speed operation along their
full lengths. Safety considerations also dictate the need to separate the HST from roads
and conventional rail (see Section 2.4.2.A, Alignment Requirements). Impacts on land
uses, including agricultural lands, from the alternatives are discussed in Section
3.13.5.3, Land Use, and Section 3.14.5.3.

1032-197

All residential impacts are detailed in Section 3.12 Impact SO #6- Disruption to
Community Cohesion or Division of Existing Communities from Project Operation. This
discussion includes the potential divisions resulting from the removal of homes,
businesses, and important community facilities as well as other environmental impacts
such as increases in noise or traffic in the Ponderosa Road community.

In the Ponderosa Road community, potentially up to half of the existing homes could be
displaced by the project. Remaining homes would be close (less than 200 feet) to the
new HST guideway, which would be elevated 40 feet above ground level. The
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative would be built on the elevated guideway
in the immediate vicinity of this community, just north of the existing freight-rail tracks.
Given these impacts, the project would affect community character, social interactions,
and community cohesion by displacing potentially half of the households, and by
exposing the remaining rural residential homes to increased noise, visual, and traffic
impacts. This would be of substantial intensity under NEPA and a significant impact
under CEQA. Mitigation Measure SO-1: Implement measures to reduce impacts
associated with the division of residential neighborhoods, was developed to reduce the
impacts associated with the division of existing communities, including Ponderosa by
conducting special outreach to affected homeowners and residents to fully understand
their special relocation needs. Even with this mitigation, the impact related to the division
of existing communities would remain significant.
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1032-198

As discussed in Section 2.4.1.1, the San Joaquin Valley is projected to grow at a higher
rate than any other region in California. The four counties of Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and
Kern are projected to continue to grow at an average of 2.9% per year. General plan
updates in each of the counties and incorporated cities in the region have occurred
since 2002 in preparation for this projected growth. Fresno County would require nearly
185,500 new units and almost 23,200 acres of land for housing, Kings County would
require approximately 37,000 new units and 5,000 acres of land, Tulare County would
require 113,100 dwelling units and 21,300 acres of land, and Kern County would require
214,000 dwelling units and 36,600 acres of land.

Collectively, this would result in 86,100 acres of land needed just to accommodate future
housing. However, this does not take into account commercial, transportation, and
supporting infrastructure such as parks, water treatment, and medical facilities. With
necessary supporting infrastructure, including commercial, office, transportation, parks,
and schools, a typical density for an area similar to the San Joaquin Valley would result
in 8 to 10 people per acre of land development. Under this scenario, the total four county
growth projections would result in approximately 173,000 acres of needed

development.

As discussed in Section 3.13.5.2, local jurisdictions are currently working to address
what this growth means for their communities. One planning tool is the San Joaquin
Valley Blueprint Process that engaged Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties. The
San Joaquin Valley Blueprint committee adopted smart-growth principles and worked
with each county to identify its preferred growth scenario. Although infill development
could occur without the HST to act as a catalyst, it is not likely much transit-oriented
development would be attracted to the downtown areas of Fresno and Bakersfield with
the No Project Alternative. As an example, newly planned residential development
proposed in the four counties would primarily be located on currently undeveloped lands
planned for that use. The current pattern of low-density development (four to eight
dwelling units per acre) would likely persist until an incentive develops to do otherwise.

The regional transportation plan/sustainable communities strategies (RTP/SCSs)
adopted by the regional agencies pursuant to SB 375 are expected to direct future
transportation funding in a manner that will discourage sprawl and encourage more

1032-198

compact growth as a means to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from autos and light
trucks. The RTP/SCSs will be integrated with the Regional Housing Needs Allocations
that affect city and county general plan housing elements, which would be an impetus to
provide new housing opportunities in a manner that encourages more compact growth
patterns. However, the extent to which SB 375 will result in compact growth depends
upon the extent to which cities and counties decide to reflect the RTP/SCSs in their land
use decisions. This factor cannot be known at this time.

The general plans of Fresno and Bakersfield include goals and policies that support
development of an HST system to achieve their economic development goals. Overall,
the No Project Alternative would not be as strong a catalyst for the development
envisioned in these general plans and other planning documents as would the HST
alternatives.

1032-199

Because the Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located outside of a city center,
growth is not desirable. Therefore, the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and
Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station by restricting onsite
parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown Hanford, Visalia, and
Tulare, and purchasing agricultural conservation easements from willing sellers of
adjacent agricultural lands. The presence of the station is likely to result in some
unplanned changes in the use of existing adjacent land. Therefore, the land use effect of
the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East and Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West would
have substantial intensity under NEPA, and the impact would be significant under
CEQA. See Section 3.13.5.3 for discussion of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station and the
potential for future increased density and transit-oriented development at the station.

1032-200

Construction impacts on agricultural land are discussed in Section 3.14.5.3, including
temporary use of agricultural land outside the permanent right-of-way, disruption of
some utilities and infrastructure, and the temporary disturbance of confined animal
facilities. Economic impacts on the regional agricultural community are discussed in
Section 3.12.8.2.
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1032-201

Given the size and complexity of the HST project, construction work would occur in
phases over 7 years and vary depending on the project component being

constructed. Impacts during construction are temporary, such as temporary construction
staging, because they will cease when construction is completed. Construction impacts
on agricultural land are discussed in Section 3.14.5.3, including temporary use of
agricultural land outside the permanent right-of-way, disruption of some utilities and
infrastructure, and the temporary disturbance of confined animal facilities. Economic
impacts on the regional agricultural community are discussed in Section 3.12.8.2.

1032-202

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and purchasing agricultural conservation easements from
willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of the
station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional

1032-202

Station—East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land,
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the EIR/EIS does
acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to occur.

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, the
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative. However, it is likely
that at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the
vicinity of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the
City of Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development
is envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative.
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West would change
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1032-202

the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with adjacent
land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned changes in
the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’'s western Planning Area
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to business and residences by creating a direct
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the EIR/EIS acknowledges that the potential for indirect effects on land use in
the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative is high.

1032-203

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown

1032-203

Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land,
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to
occur.
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1032-203

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, the
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West. However, it is likely that at least
transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity of the
station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is
envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative.
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative would
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative is high.

1032-204

For the direct effects on land use, the study area includes the construction footprint and

1032-204

the proposed HMF sites. Not all land inside the construction footprint would remain in
permanent use by the HST. The analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS
represents a conservative analysis and took into account a larger area than would be
needed to reconfigure a property. Therefore, the acreage provided is an estimate based
on the best technical knowledge available at the time of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS. As each agricultural operator may choose to reconfigure their property and
operations differently, it is not possible to provide a more accurate estimate than is
provided in Table 3.13-1.

1032-205

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, would be
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1032-205

incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned changes
in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to
occur.

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, the
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West. However, it is likely that at least
transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity of the
station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is
envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative.
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative would

1032-205

change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’'s western Planning Area
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative is high.

1032-206

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
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1032-206

by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land,
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEISdoes acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to occur.

1032-206

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses the fact that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West
Alternative would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-East Alternative,
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West. However, it is likely that
at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity
of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is
envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative.
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative would
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—-West Alternative is high.

1032-207

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
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the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and purchasing agricultural conservation easements from
willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of the
station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, would be
incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned changes
in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the

1032-207

Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to
occur.

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses the fact that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West
Alternative would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-East Alternative,
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West. However, it is likely that
at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity
of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is
envisioned closer to SR 198 than to the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative.
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative would
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
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designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative is high.

1032-208

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional

1032-208

Station—East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land,
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to
occur.

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, the
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative. However, it is likely
that at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the
vicinity of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the
City of Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development
is envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative.
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely
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focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative would
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative is high.

1032-209

The potential for future increased density and transit-oriented development at the Kings
Tulare Regional Station is discussed in Section 3.13.5.3.

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

1032-209

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land,
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
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conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to
occur.

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-East Alternative, the
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West. However, it is likely that at least
transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity of the
station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is
envisioned closer to SR 198 than to the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative.
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative would
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area
Boundary and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for

1032-209

indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative is high.

1032-210
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13.

The potential for future increased density and transit-oriented development at the Kings
Tulare Regional Station is discussed in Section 3.13.5.3.

Environmental analysis of subsequent sections of the HST System that are planned to
connect Bakersfield to Los Angeles is currently underway. The Central Valley sections
of the HST System are an integral portion of the statewide system connecting San
Francisco and the Bay Area to Los Angeles and Anaheim.

1032-211

San Joaquin Valley Blueprint principles are listed in Section 3.13.2.3, and consistency is
discussed Section 3.13.2.4. Land use policy consistency is further discussed in
Appendix 3.13A-1.

1032-212
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Proposition 1A requires that the HST alignment follow existing transportation or utility
corridors to the extent feasible. HST operations impose design requirements that do not
always fit within the alignment of the existing transportation corridors, and therefore the
HST cannot feasibly be built solely within those corridors. Existing corridors are not
sufficiently straight nor are their curve radii long enough to support high-speed operation
along their full lengths, and in many cases they cannot maintain the speeds necessary
to meet the Prop. 1A travel time requirements. Additionally, safety considerations dictate
the need to separate the HST from roads and conventional rail (refer to Section 2.4.2.1,
Alignment Requirements). Therefore, it is not always feasible to follow the BNSF
corridor, and alternate routes were considered. In the Hanford area where it is not
feasible for the HST to be adjacent to the BNSF corridor, the Hanford West Bypass 1
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and Bypass 2 alternatives, which run to the west of the city of Hanford, were considered
as they are feasible alternatives.

San Joaquin Valley Blueprint principles are listed in Section 3.13.2.3, and consistency is
discussed Section 3.13.2.4.

1032-213

As discussed in Section 2.4.1.1, the San Joaquin Valley is projected to grow at a higher
rate than any other region in California. The four counties of Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and
Kern are projected to continue to grow at an average of 2.9% per year. General plan
updates in each of the counties and incorporated cities in the region have occurred
since 2002 in preparation for this projected growth. Fresno County would require nearly
185,500 new units and almost 23,200 acres of land for housing, Kings County would
require approximately 37,000 new units and 5,000 acres of land, Tulare County would
require 113,100 dwelling units and 21,300 acres of land, and Kern County would require
214,000 dwelling units and 36,600 acres of land.

Collectively, this would result in 86,100 acres of land needed just to accommodate future
housing. However, this does not take into account commercial, transportation, and
supporting infrastructure such as parks, water treatment, and medical facilities. With
necessary supporting infrastructure, including commercial, office, transportation, parks,
and schools, a typical density for an area similar to the San Joaquin Valley would result
in 8 to 10 people per acre of land development. Under this scenario, the total four county
growth projections would result in approximately 173,000 acres of needed development.

As discussed in Section 3.13.5.2, local jurisdictions are currently working to address
what this growth means for their communities. One planning tool is the San Joaquin
Valley Blueprint Process that engaged Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties. The
San Joaquin Valley Blueprint committee adopted smart-growth principles and worked
with each county to identify its preferred growth scenario. Although infill development
could occur without the HST to act as a catalyst, it is not likely that much transit-oriented
development would be attracted to the downtown areas of Fresno and Bakersfield with
the No Project Alternative. As an example, newly planned residential development
proposed in the four counties would primarily be located on currently undeveloped lands

1032-213

planned for that use. The current pattern of low-density development (four to eight
dwelling units per acre) would likely persist until an incentive develops to do otherwise.

The Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies (RTP/SCSs)
adopted by the regional agencies pursuant to SB 375 are expected to direct future
transportation funding in a manner that will discourage sprawl and encourage more
compact growth as a means to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from autos and light
trucks. The RTP/SCSs will be integrated with the Regional Housing Needs Allocations
that affect city and county general plan housing elements, which would be an impetus to
provide new housing opportunities in a manner that encourages more compact growth
patterns. However, the extent to which SB 375 will result in compact growth depends
upon the extent to which cities and counties decide to reflect the RTP/SCSs in their land
use decisions. This factor cannot be known at this time.

The general plans of Fresno and Bakersfield include goals and policies that support
development of a HST System to achieve their economic development goals. Overall,
the No Project Alternative would not be as strong a catalyst for the development
envisioned in these general plans and other planning documents as would the HST
alternatives.

1032-214

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
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Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land,
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to
occur.

1032-214

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, the
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative. However, it is likely
that at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the
vicinity of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the
City of Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development
is envisioned closer to SR 198 than to the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West
Alternative. Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to
be largely focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West
Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be
incompatible with adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in
some unplanned changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area
Boundary and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to business and residences by creating a direct
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—-West Alternative is high.

1032-215
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-GENERAL-16.
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The public outreach process for the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the HST has been
extensive and includes public meetings and briefings where public comments have been
received, participation in community events where participation has been solicited, and
educational materials have been developed and distributed to encourage feedback.
Public outreach prior to the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Report included 12 public meetings aimed at soliciting community feedback
and informing impacted communities of the project status. These efforts are cited in
Chapter 7 of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Public notification regarding
the draft environmental documents took place in the following ways: A notification letter,
informational brochure, and NOA were translated in English and Spanish and sent to
landowners and tenants within 300 feet of all proposed alignment alternatives. The
letters notified landowners and tenants that their property could become necessary for
construction (within the project construction footprint) of one or more of the proposed
alignment alternatives or project components being evaluated. Anyone who has
requested to be notified or is in our stakeholder database was sent notification materials
in English and Spanish. An e-mail communication of the notification materials was
distributed to the entire stakeholder database. Public notices were placed in English and
Spanish newspapers. Posters in English and Spanish were posted along the project
right-of-way.

The basic route corridor for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section was defined in the 2005
Statewide Program EIR/EIS and the Record of Decision (ROD) (published by the FRA)
as the BNSF corridor. Kings County was invited to participate in the environmental
review process for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS. The Kings County Board of
Supervisors was notified of the availability of the Draft Statewide Program EIR/EIS in
2004 and invited to comment on the document. No comments were received from the
County during the 6%-month public review period for the draft document. The County
Board of Supervisors was also notified of the availability of the Final Statewide Program
EIR/EIS in 2005.

Since June 2007, the Authority has met with Kings County officials and staff 21 times to
gain input on the County's concerns and policies and to discuss project alternatives. The
Authority also responded to a letter from Kings County listing questions by various

1032-215

County government departments. The Authority has consulted with Kings County as
required by federal and state regulatory requirements.

Chapter 7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS outlines that the Authority has been
in contact with the County regarding this project many times during the CEQA/NEPA
process. All notices required under CEQA and NEPA have been sent to the County in a
timely manner. The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County
representatives and community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue
about the project. The Authority again 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.

1032-216
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
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to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land,
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned
changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to
occur.

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses the fact that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West
Alternative would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-East Alternative,
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West. However, it is likely that

1032-216

at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity
of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is
envisioned closer to SR 198 than to the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative.
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West would change
the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with adjacent
land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned changes in
the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to business and residences by creating a direct
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative is high.

1032-217

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station
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Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, would be
incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned changes
in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is high.

1032-217

Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to
occur.

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses the fact that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West
Alternative would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative,
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative. However, it
is likely that at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place
in the vicinity of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses.
Although the City of Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial
development is envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative. Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site
continue to be largely focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land
and would be incompatible with adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely
to result in some unplanned changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct
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transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities.
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative is high.

1032-218
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

1032-219
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-07.

The Authority has complied with the requirements of the FPPA. The Authority and FRA
have taken into account the adverse effects on farmland and selected several
alternatives for analysis. The Authority and FRA did not coordinate with the USDA or the
NRCS in selecting the alignments, but are not specifically required to do so (NRCS
2013).

1032-220
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03.

Please see Chapter 3.14.3 in the Final EIR/EIS for more information on the remnant
parcel analysis. The identification of remnant parcels that were too small to farm was
made by right-of-way experts with experience in acquisition of agricultural lands. This
analysis was conducted by Bender Rosenthal Inc. who provides experienced real estate
appraisal and right of way services throughout California. The staff members who
conducted the study (Bill Kouris and Nicole Cornell) both have over 10 years of
experience in real estate appraisals and have knowledge of federal land acquisition
practices. The number of remnant parcels and their total acreage are provided in
Section 3.14.

The approach used to determine whether or not a parcel was a remnant parcel involved
examination of the parcels that are split by the HST and evaluation of the remaining land
on the basis of access (does the project result in restricted or no access to a parcel so

1032-220

as to make it unavailable for agricultural use?), size (does the project cut a parcel
creating a portion so small it is not likely to be viable to support a stand-alone
agricultural operation or large enough to be acquired by a neighboring agricultural
operation?), and shape (is the remnant parcel too oddly shaped to be viable for
agricultural use, i.e., angled or narrow making equipment turn around difficult?). If the
parcel is identified as being a remnant parcel, that impact was added to the total
agricultural lands impacted calculation total for the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.
All parcels that are impacted by the HST will be reanalyzed once the right-of-way
process begins, and the right-of-way agents will work with the farmers to determine
whether or not a parcel is farmable, with compensation adjusted accordingly. The
purpose of the remnant parcel analysis for the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was to
provide the most accurate measure of agricultural acreage lost due to the HST.

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.

The right-of-way acquisition process (which cannot begin until the EIR/EIS is certified
and the Fresno-Bakersfield project approved) is a property-specific negotiation between
the Authority's agents and the property owner that may result in accommodations such
as undercrossings that would allow an owner access to lands separated by the HST
right-of-way. As a result, the EIR/EIS cannot reasonably provide a precise enumeration
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of the viability of remnant parcels for continued agricultural use. The

conservative approach utilized in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS ensures that
the potential impact is not underestimated and provides decision makers with sufficient
information to make an informed decision.

1032-221

The NRCS-CPA-106 forms provided to the Natural Resources Conservation Service are
provided in Appendix 3.14-A of the EIR/EIS. This is described in Section 3.14.3.

1032-222
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04.

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 its
identification of agricultural lands); 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.

1032-223
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

1032-224
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05.

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural
issues. The working group is composed of representatives from universities,
government agencies, and agri-business 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 there would be no need for new spraying regulations around the
HST, as it would be treated like any other transportation corridor.

To conduct 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, either by
ground application or aerial application. For aerial application, for example, these
restrictions include, but are not limited to: setbacks from sensitive land uses, 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 on 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 application of pesticides, an absolute
statement of no spraying within a certain distance 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
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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 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 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 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

1032-224

by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1.

1032-225

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01.

1032-226
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-LU-03.

The statements in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are based on projections of
the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint project under an existing conditions scenario, and are
reflected in trends in agricultural conversion under the existing general plans and zoning
ordinances. For example, during the period between 2008 and 2010 (corresponding with
the economic downturn), the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program reports that
645 acres of farmland (including grazing land) was converted to rural uses that removed
it from production. This does not include several thousand additional acres of
agricultural land that has been approved for solar energy facilities since 2010 and also
removed from production. The HST project in no way requires counties and

cities to amend their general plans or approve zone changes for development of
agricultural land. Those decisions remain within the authority of the counties and cities.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS recognizes and discloses that the Kings/Tulare
Regional Station would be growth-inducing (see Section 3.18).

The stations in Fresno and Bakersfield would bring thousands of travelers to these
downtowns once the HST System is in operation. That will greatly increase the number
of people using the downtowns, providing an economic incentive for new business and
residential development there. This is supported by recent studies, as noted in Standard
Response GENERAL-03.

1032-227
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10.
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Table 3.14-5 in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS shows that Kings County would
experience a total of 839 acres of impacts to Important Farmland. Kern County is shown
to be the county with the greatest amount of important farmland affected, at 995 acres.

1032-228

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,
, FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01.

The HST system is not like a freeway or road. Access is limited to the stations. Routing
the alignment along SR 99 would not increase access because that would not change
the locations of the stations. As discussed in Standard Response GENERAL-02, SR 99
was previously considered as a potential alignment and rejected because it is not
technically feasible. No comparison is required by either CEQA or NEPA between a
project alternative and an alternative that has been rejected.

1032-229
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05.

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 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 2.3 miles per hour at
30 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 applicable and are not directly comparable to the
wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. The typical HST trainset is
sealed, with windows that cannot be opened, and no gaps between cars. If pesticide
applicators apply pesticides adjacent to the HST in accordance with the existing

1032-229

regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet those regulations, the
applicator would be liable for damages.

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: setbacks from sensitive uses, 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 on 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 ground or aerial spraying
practice as a result of 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
the remainder parcels, such as, cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing
wells, providing buffers for aerial spraying, etc. The difference between these “before”
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and “after” values is termed as severance damages and will reflect any loss in value
for the remainder parcels due to the construction in the manner proposed.

Land that may be affected by new ground or 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 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.

As a result of implementation of existing regulations on ground and aerial application of
pesticides and herbicides there is no potential for the project to adversely affect human
health to a greater extent than existing conditions. Further, even if changes are
necessary in current ground or aerial application approaches for a particular site, such
changes will not result in the conversion of agricultural land. Therefore, the project will
not have an adverse effect.

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.

1032-230
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03.

Please see Section 3.14.3 in the Final EIR/EIS for more information on the remnant
parcel analysis. The numbers in Table 3.14-9 were generated using the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) form CPA-106, which was calculated in
conjunction with NRCS. The identification of remnant parcels that were too small to farm
was made by right-of-way experts with experience in acquisition of agricultural lands.
The number of remnant parcels and their total acreage are provided in Section 3.14.
The analysis used a conservative approach to determine whether or not a parcel was
determined to be remnant. All remnant parcels will be reanalyzed once the right-of-way
process begins, and the right-of-way agents will work with the farmers to determine
whether or not a parcel is farmable.

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.

1032-231
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

The statement from the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is an explanation of some of
the factors that led to rejection of an alignment that remains solely within existing
transportation corridors.
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1032-232
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

The activities described in the excerpted section of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS are part of the HST project, and are not mitigation measures. Therefore, they are
not subject to the provisions described in the comment. Section 3.14.6 describes a
number of project design features, including establishment of a parcel consolidation
program to assist in the sale of remnant parcels to nearby property owners, and the
Authority has committed to working with property owners during the process of acquiring
right-of-way to resolve access issues, where possible. The Authority is committed to
these activities as integral parts of its project. They will be implemented at the time of
property acquisition in the case of the resolution of access issues with landowners,
which will be in advance of final project design, and after property acquisition in the case
of the consolidation program.

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.

1032-233

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

The situations of individual properties are not the same. Further, the project's design is

1032-233

undergoing additional refinement, so its effect on a given property cannot be known with
certainty at this time. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS makes a good faith effort at
disclosing impacts, however the Authority's ability to resolve all issues cannot be
guaranteed. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discloses that fact in the cited
statement. This issue has been addressed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS to
the extent possible without resorting to speculation.

The Authority will pay fair market value for all properties taken, mitigating impacts to
farmers through removal of farmland from production. Fair market value takes into
account the value of the land, the improvements on the land, as well as the future
income the land and improvements can generate. The Authority will take responsibility
for identifying adjacent landowners and selling them the land, if they are willing buyers.
This process is described in the project design features identified in Section 3.14.6 and
will be implemented as an integral feature of the project. It is not a mitigation measure
and is not subject to the provisions for mitigation measures described in the comment.

1032-234
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05.

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural
issues. The working group is composed of representatives from 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 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 2.3 miles per hour at
30 feet from the train, not 10 to 15 mph as claimed in the comment. These induced wind
speeds are comparable to and under the meteorological data for daily average wind
speed from both the Merced and Fresno airport reporting stations. In other words, the
HST produces no additional wind beyond typical existing conditions. The HST right-of-
way standard when at grade is 100 feet wide with the two tracks being centered and
16.5 feet apart. The distance of 30 feet falls well within the HST right-of-way.

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

Administration

Page 42-193



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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1032 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1032-234

Note that HST trainsets are very streamlined and applicable and are not directly
comparable to the wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. The
typical HST trainset is sealed, with windows that cannot be opened, and no gaps
between cars. If pesticide applicators apply pesticides adjacent to the HST in
accordance with the existing regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet
those regulations, the applicator would be liable for damages.

Documented personal communications with an expert is a valid type of reference and is
commonly used in CEQA and NEPA practice.

1032-235

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 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 are all considered
"transportation corridors." Transportation corridors are recognized as a 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 with crops next to a widened transportation
corridor will be managing their pesticide applications with the same use restrictions that
were previously implemented because they were near an existing corridor.

1032-235

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 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 before
the construction of the rail line 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 be made in compliance
with all applicable laws, regulations, and conditions.

As to the question about buffer zones, their use will only be required where such

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.

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is 114 miles long and construction would not occur
along its entire length all at once. 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
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. The commenter's assumption that "there will be multiple claims" against
aerial appliers is speculative.

1032-236

Both the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative are analyzed in detail in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS and depicted in simulations (the East Alternative is depicted on Figure 3.16-42,
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1032-236
and the West Alternative is depicted on Figure 3.16-55).

1032-237

Both the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—West Alternative are analyzed in detail in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS and depicted in simulations (the East Alternative is depicted on Figure 3.16-42,
and the West Alternative is depicted on Figure 3.16-55).

1032-238

This sentence was an error and has been removed in the Final EIR/EIS.

1032-239
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03.

The growth-inducement analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS considered
the potential for people to move from the coast to less-expensive housing in the Central
Valley, including commuters. However, the future conditions necessary to identify the
sites where such commuters might live—including the location of employment centers,
types of employment, range of salaries, price of fuel, regional and local land use plans
and regulations—are unknown. Therefore, projecting the extent and specific locations of
growth resulting from relocations from the coast would be a speculative endeavor and
has not been undertaken.

Some commenters assert that the shortened travel time between the San Joaquin
Valley, with its relatively low housing costs, and the Bay Area and Los Angeles Basin,
which both have higher salaries and higher housing costs, would result in substantial
numbers of coastal residents moving to the Central Valley and commuting to work on
the HST System. However, travel time alone does not determine a reasonable commute
mode and commute distance. Willingness to relocate to save housing costs is a function
of housing cost, the quality of available housing (including quality of schools), commute
time, and cost of the daily commute. The HST System would not be a below-market-
cost, subsidized commuter rail service; instead, it would provide rapid long-distance
travel, priced at commercial market rates. HST fares are expected to be tied to typical

1032-239

airplane fares. The cost of the fares will discourage relocation and a daily commute to
and from the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin.

1032-240

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

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) is available on the
Authority's website. The documents were available for public review at the time they
were prepared in draft form. Since 2005, environmental analysis and corresponding
section-specific design work have continued on portions of the HST System, including
refinement of the alternative alignments and station locations identified in the 2005
Statewide Program EIR/EIS. The Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is
not reliant on old data. To the contrary, the Final EIR/EIS for the project analyzes the
environmental impacts, both adverse and beneficial, of implementing the HST System
between Fresno and Bakersfield based on more-detailed project planning and
engineering and current environmental information. The analysis therefore tiers from the
earlier decision and analysis contained in the Program (Tier 1) EIR/EISs, but also relies
on current information to provide more site-specific detail and design as well as more
detailed analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section of the HST System than was presented in the Program EIR/EISs.

1032-241
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03.

The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint is specifically mentioned in Section 1.3.1 of the
EIR/EIS and discussed throughout the other chapters of Volume | regarding issues of
higher-density development. The Blueprint is a voluntary guide to future regional
development; its provisions are not mandatory. Therefore, the land use pattern
described in the Blueprint's adopted Scenario B+ is not binding on city and county
decision-makers. The Blueprint does not have a level of importance to the
environmental analysis beyond any other plan or document referenced in the EIR/EIS to
warrant its inclusion as an appendix to the EIR/EIS. It is readily available online at
http://www.valleyblueprint.org/ or in print at the Authority's offices for those who wish to
review it.
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1032-242
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts on the regional economy,
see Impact SO #5 — Temporary Construction Employment , and SO #13 — Employment
Growth, in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of
the Final EIR/EIS. See also Section 5.1.2 of the Community Impact Assessment
Technical Report for more detailed information about short-term and long-term job
creation (Authority and FRA 2012h) .

1032-243
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

The discussion referenced by the commenter is in the context of agricultural land
indirectly converted for urban uses as a result of project-induced growth. The EIR/EIS
conclusion is correct in that county and city general plans already anticipate the
conversion of substantial amounts of agricultural land in the future to accommodate
urban and suburban development.

The comment refers to the separate issue of direct conversion resulting from the
installation of the HST System. As described in EIR/EIS Volume | Section 3.14,
Agricultural Lands, and throughout the entire EIR/EIS, the project would have a direct
effect on agricultural production through conversion of agricultural land and agricultural
operations in Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties and a resultant indirect effect on
the agricultural economy. See Impact AG#4 in Volume | Section 3.14 for information on
the permanent conversion of agricultural land; see Mitigation Measure AG-1 in Volume |
Section 3.14 for measures to preserve the total amount of prime farmland.

1032-244

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12, FB-Response-GENERAL-13,
FB-Response-LU-03.

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station (whether considering the East Alternative or the West

Alternative) is not consistent with the general plans of either Kings County or the City of

1032-244

Hanford; nor is the Kings/Tulare Regional Station discussed in the San Joaquin Valley
Blueprint. The site for the West Alternative is in line with urbanization trends in the
Hanford area; the site for the East Alternative, by contrast, is surrounded by agricultural
land. Development of this station would reinforce the importance of Hanford as a
transportation hub, but would not result in higher-density development in the city's
downtown. As discussed in Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and
Development, of the Final EIR/EIS, either of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station sites
would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible
with adjacent land uses. The presence of a station at either site would likely result in
unplanned changes in the use of existing adjacent land.

1032-245

Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report prepared for the
Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2012) includes a complete description
of the methodologies used for the analysis of project-related job creation. This technical
report is available for review on the Authority's website for the Fresno to Bakersfield
EIR/EIS.

1032-246
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03.

The 2007 analysis by Cambridge Systematics, Inc., cited in Section 3.18, Regional
Growth, of the EIR/EIS indicates that with the HST project there is a small
(approximately 3%) incremental effect on population growth compared with the
forecasted growth in the Central Valley (Cambridge Systematics 2007). Section 3.13,
Station Planning, Land Use, and Development, of the EIR/EIS discusses the effect of
the permanent conversion of land for the project, including HST-induced population
growth.

1032-247
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03.
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1032-248
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-LU-03.

The land use impacts of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station (whether considering the
East Alternative or the West Alternative) are discussed in Section 3.13, Station

Planning, Land Use and Development, of the EIR/EIS. Neither alternative station is
consistent with the general plans of either Kings County or the City of Hanford; nor is the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station discussed in the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint. The site of
the West Alternative is in line with urbanization trends in the Hanford area; the site of the
East Alternative, by contrast, is surrounded by agricultural land. Development of this
station would reinforce the importance of Hanford as a transportation hub, but would not
result in higher-density development in the city’s downtown. As discussed in Section
3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and Development, of the Final EIR/EIS, either of the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station sites would change the pattern and intensity of the use of
the land and would be incompatible with adjacent land uses. The presence of a station
at either site would be likely to result in unplanned changes in the use of existing
adjacent land.

@ CALIFORNIA ') of Tranepertation
Page 42-197

High-Speed Rail Authority Federal Railroad

Administration



California Hi h-S?eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfi

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012)

1033-1

1033-2

AARON FUKUDA

7450 Mountain View Strect. Hanford, California 93230
email: afukuda?7@gmail.com

1033-2

October 18, 2012
1033-3

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments

Attention: California High Speed Rail Authority Board Members
770 L Street. Suite 800

Sacramento. California 95814

Subject: CEQA/T
Baker:

Dear Chairman Richard and California High Speed Rail Authority Board:
1033-4
My name is Aaron Fukuda and my wife and | are landowners within the proposed right-of-way
for the BNSF Alignment through Kings County. My property resides at 7450 Mountain View
Street, Hanford California (APN 014-920-017) and will be severely impacied to the point where
1 can no longer live on the property. Our property is uniquely situated in the county affording us
a rural lifestyle with access to urban amenities in the city of Hanford, Our property and its
characteristics are nol a common commeodity within the area and has recently been eliminated by
Kings County in an attempt to preserve agriculture and minimize rural development. My wife

and [ had planed our future, including our dream home and family around this property. Like

many other Americans, we have worked hard to enjoy the freedom to achieve our dreams, 1033-5

however we find this project and the process by which it is being implemented troubling both for |

our situation and our future, as it infringes upon the rights of our ownership and dreams without 1033-6

the single act of proper notification on behalf of the California High Speed Rail Authority |

(Authority). 1033-71
” . SN - i S : 1033-8|

I am a registered Professional Civil Engineer in the State of California with a background in

project design and construction. My background also includes participation in numerous federal

and state grant applications and project administration. Included in my daily work is the

environmental review proeess for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the

National Environmental Protection Action (NEPA). With over 12 years of work experience in 1033-9

these areas. | have seen many small and large projects through the design. environmental review |

process and construction. 1033-10

The following comments were developed based upon a review of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report / Envi | Impact 5 t (DEIR/EIS) for the Fresno 1o Bakersfield
section of the California High Speed Rail (HSR) Project. The comments contained in this letter

will enumerate the numerous violations of CEQA and NEPA and provide clear evidence that

1033-11 |

1033-12 |

under the guidelines and requirements of NEPA and CE
Authority (Authority) and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) may not approve the

Fresna to Bakevsfield DEIR/EIS Comments Page 2 0f 92

DIER/EIS nor approve any preferred alternative until the conuments provided are addressed

and a adequate and comprehensive DEIR/EIS is prepared and circulated for public review
and comment,

I would also like to caution the Authority that under my review | along with many others who
attempted to read. comprehend and respond to this DEIR/EIS were unable to complete a full
review. This hefty document presented a significant time commitment that simply could not be
met when combined with my daily work sehedule and other commitment. One of those
commitments is assisting other landowners with their ability to read and comprehend this very
technical document. The Authority should be prepared to aceept. address and respond to future
comments that 1 may submit as my review will continue beyond the deadline of October 19,
2012 set by the Authority.

GENERAL CEQA/NEPA FINDINGS

The intent of CEQA is to ensure that state and local agencies consider the environmental impacts
of their decisions when approving a publie or private project. Per my analysis and findings the
follpwing can be concluded in regards to CEQA:

1. The DEIR/EIS does not properly describe the current setting in which the project will be
imposed upon. Missing information. incorrect descriptions and failure to identify
features are all features the DEIR/EIS contains. Therefore the decision makers and
public cannot appropriately ascertain the level of impacts or significance.

3. The DEIR/EIS does not appropriately disclose to decision makers and the public the
significant environmental effects of the HSR Project.
3. The DEIR/EIS does not provide ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage when an

impact is identified.
4. The DEIR/EIS does not prevent environmental damage by analyzing feasible alternatives
or mitigation measures.
5. The DEIR/EIS has failed to foster interagency coordination in the review of the project.
6. The DIER/EIS has failed to enhance the public participating in the planning process.

The intent of NEPA is to help public officials make decisions based on the understanding of
environmental consequences and take actions that protect, restore and enhance the environment.
Per my analysis and finding the following can be concluded in regards to NEPA:

1. The information provided does not provide an accurate representation of the projeet or
the imy thereft isleading the decision maker and public.

3. There is an imbalanced review of the significant cnvironmental impagts and a lack of
reasonable alternatives which could avoid impacts or enhance the quality of the human
environment.

3. The project does not realistically provide alternatives that can address impacts. Many so-
called alternatives simply have the same impacts in a different location.

4. The DEIR/EIS was not fully vetted through coordi with local ag
that local policies and programs were not in conflict with the project.

o ensure
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1033-13

1033-14

1033-15

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/ELS Comments Page 3 uf 92

DEIR/EIS COMMENTS

L THE DEIR/EIS FAILED TO PROVIDE A MEANINGFUL AND APPROPRIATE
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

The Authority originally released the DEIR/EIS on July 20, 2012 for a 60-day public review
period, which was soon extended to a 90-day review period leaving the public review to close on
October 19. 2012. The Authority publically applauded the initial release of the document touting
it as a generous review period for the public. which for typical public works project would be
appropriate, however for the size and scope of this project and the DEIR/EIS, it is simply
unrealistic to expect an effective public comment period to take place within 90 days.

Several observations would lead anyone. including decision makers to conclude that the public
was not afforded the appropriate time to analyze and comment on this project. The complete
DEIR/EIS is approximately 15,000 pages of documents, which translates to reading and
comprehending approximately 167 pages per day. If the average reader can read and
comprehend approximately 200 words per minute. and the average number of words per page in
the DEIR/EIS is approximately 600 (verified by sampling various pages in the DEIR/EIS for
word count), then the average reader would take 3 minutes per page to read and comprehend. It
should be noted that this does not include the time needed 1o take notes or provide comments. A
decision maker or the public reading the document would therefore need approximately 500
minutes per day (3 minutes x 167 pages) to completely read all the materials in the DEIR/EIS.
This translates to 8.33 hours per day required to read and comprehend the DEIR/EIS.

The normal working public in their attempt to read and comprehend the DEIR/EIS would have to
an entire new workday within each day to accomplish reading the entire DEIR/EIS. The
Authority further complicated the ability to afford the public a realistic review by releasing the
DEIR/EIS during the summer scason when many farmers in the Central Valley are working long
hours to raise their crops, and more specifically the review period coincided with the harvest of
many agricultural commodities including raisins (August). almonds (September). walnuts
(September/October). silage corn (August. September. October). pistachios (September). and
alfalfa (August/September/October). Landowners and farmers have had a difficult time
accommodating enough time towards their normal work duties and reviewing and analyzing the

DEIR/EIS.

What the above analysis does not include is the ability to read, correlate and comprehend
thousands of pages included in the Technical Reports or the need to read previous documents
such as the Program EIR/EIS which was conducted in 2005, These issues along with a request to
extend the comment period to a 180 day review period was sent to the Authority on October 4.
2012 (See Attachment A), Given these reasons and numerous others that have all been
highlighted to the Authority in public meetings and letters. the Authority severely restricted the
ability of the public to fairly participate in the public review process. The DEIR/EIS should be
revised based upon the comments provided and re-released for another 180-day review period,
therefore allowing the public a total of 180 days to review the enfire revised DEIR/ETS,

1033-16

1033-17

1033-18

1033-19
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y THE DEIR/EIS IS BASED UPON INCOMPLETE DESIGNAND REVIEW
PARAMETERS

The DEIR/ELS is based upon 15% construction plans and a failure of the Authority to meet with
Jandowniers to discuss impacts. including environmental impacts. The Authority and its
consultants have only obtained 15% of the information needed to proceed with this project
leaving the other 85% to be determined at a later day. CEQA and NEPA ask that the lead agency
making a diseretionary decision about a project weight the impacts. mitigation and benefits to
determine an appropriate level of sig nee and appropriately choose a praject alternative.
Basing the largest infrastructure project in the State of California and potentially the nation on
15% design plans is simply irresponsible and fails to ensure that the principles and protections
afforded in CEQA and NEPA are met. The DEIR/EIS cannot ensure that the decisions made
hased on this document comply with the law under CEQA and NEPA.

As evidenced in this comment letter and numerous others submitted. the DEIR/EIS is
significantly deficient in the information required to make an appropriate determination of the
baseline conditions. potential impacts and subseq itigati . Information
regarding biological impacts, facility impacts, groundwater deepwell impacts, utility impacts and
social impacts have all been disregarded by the DEIR/EIS.  Soil studies required to determine
the integrity of the project alignment have been left 1o be conducted at a later date. Biological
investigations including surveys of endangered species and special status species have been
deferred 1o a later date. Analysis of hydrologic impacts including potential to flood have been
ignored. Traffic studies around road closures and changes in road alignments have not been
conducted. This list of missing information only represents a small fraction of the data that is
required in CEQA and NEPA to make determinations and a decision on the least impactive
alternative, however remain elusive to the DEIR/EIS.

Other agencies such as the United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) require a certain
level of design plans to make appropriate determinations of impacts. The following statement is
taken from page B-5 of the Memorandum of Understanding signed between the USACE, FRA
and Authority regarding the HSR Project':

“A 60 percent or greater engineering design as well as any { inf ion specified in the fa)
October 23, 2006, CECW-PB Memarandum for Major Subordinate Commeands, SUBJECT: Policy aned
Procedural Guidance for the Approval of Modification and Alteration of Corps of Engineer Projects and
by November 17, 2008, CECW-P'B Memoranedum from the Director of Ci vil Works tisled "Clarification
Guidemee on the Policy and Procedural Guidance for the Approval of Modifications and Alteration of
Corps of Engineers Projects " is vequirved for a USACE District to provide a preliminary
recommendation. "

The MOU highlights the substantial level of detail required for other agencies to provide an
analysis and recommendation. [t should also be noted that per the cited documents, the USACE

! Memorandum of Understanding, United States Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration.
California High-Speed Rail Authority. United States Environmental Protection Agency, United States Army Corp of
Engineers. Integration Process for the Califormnia High-Speed Train Program. November 2010
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cannot perform a legitimate analysis of the DEIR/EIS nor provide a recommendation towards the
Least [ ing Project Al ive (LEDPA) without design plans at the 60% level.

The public and the decision makers have been forced to assess the environmental, social and
economic imp of this me | project on the faintest quantity of information the
Authority could muster, The format. information provided. and lack of clarity on issues forces
one to believe that this project-level EIR/EIS is more suitable to being used as a programmatic-
level EIR/EIS. Once this document is approved the Authority should move into higher levels of
detail to ensure under CEQA and NEPA that the appropriate level of detail and analysis of the
projcet is obtained. The DEIR/EIS cannot be accepted as a certified document until all studies
and analysis are conducted that would yield the public and Authority the appropriate level of
detail to ascertain the significance of the impacts and the feasibility and effectiveness of
mitigation measures proposed to address impacts.

3. THE DEIR/EIS FAIL TO PROVIDE A REASONABLE AND COMPLETE
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a clear and concise Project Deseription for the public to clearly
understand the nature of the project. Courts have clearly recog! the need for an accurate,
stable and finite project description (County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal App.3d795.810). A

prehensive evaluation of the envi tal ramifications of a project can only be achieved if
a comprehensive project description is provided to the public in the DEIR/EIS. All current
standards for environmental review require the DEIR/EIS to asses the following:

1. The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project.

2. A clear written statement of the projects objectives. including the underlying purpose of
the projeet.

3. A general deseription of the project’s technical, economic and environmental
characteristics.

The DEIR/EIS does not provide a clear distinction of the boundaries that apply to the project.
The DEIR/EIS makes clear the impacts that were analyzed pertain to the alignment and the
various right-of-way widths required. but fails to clearly identify the ancillary appurtenances that
are a part of the project. These other features that are required but not elearly denoted as a
project component in include 1) overpass structures. 2) underpass structures. 3) overhead
caternary system, 3) electrical power distribution system, 4) communication towers, 5) electrical
buildings. and 6) access poinis o the alignment.

The DEIR/EIS also fails to include remnant parcels created by the alignment as impacted areas.
therefore requiring them to be part of the project. As the project fragments properties the
DEIR/EIS explains that they will be obtained and mitigated for. however they are not included in
the project deseription. The DEIR/EIS also intertwines new projeet component as the document
progresses. yet they are not included in the Project Description. For example the project includes
the removal of existing transportation services such as the Corcoran. Wasco and Hanford Amtrak
stations, yet they are not discussed in the Project Description.

1033-26
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The objectives of this project are not clearly stated and often become contradicted as the
DEIR/EIS tries to navigate through the explanation of what is going to be built and what is going
1o be the outcome of the project. The DEIR/EIS makes no distinction of the lack of funding
required to complete what is described in the Project Description. Therefore, the DEIR/ELS fails
to properly describe the objectives. The DEIR/EIS then continues to introduce various other
objectives, leading the public to believe that there are multiple uses of this project. The
introduction of Amtrak service on the HSR project alignment leads the reader to confuse the
intent of the project as a high-speed rail s ¢ or an improved Amtrak service, Given the
current identified funding, the public and decision makers could conclude that the objective of
the project is to provide new tracks for the Amirak service.

The DEIR/EIS also includes a irrational approach to the objective of placing the HSR Project in
urban setting to encourage Transportation Oriented Design projects and a more efficient
transportation system for the State of California. The DEIR/EIS lauds this as a project objective
and acclaims the benefits, yet quickly and briefly address the wandering alignments through
Kings County. The proposed alignments through Kings County place the alignment several
miles outside of Hanford. and place the "potential” Kings/Tulare HSR station several miles from
any urban devel or down center. It actually has a d ing impact on the
community of Hanford by removing Amtrak service to downtown Hanford.

4. FAILURE TO ADDRESS AMTRAK SERVICE AS A COMPONENT OF THE
PROJECT

The DEIR/EIS explains that the section of track that is being installed will not be utilized to
operate the Amtrak service called the San Joaquin in the following statement:

The interim use of the 108 first consiruction track for upgraded Amtrak service conld lave enviranmental
impects that differ from those analyzed in this EIREIS. However. there are no plans for this service al
this time and such plans will require futnre cooperative agreements benveen the Authority and entities

associated with operation of the Amirak San Joaquin service. As a result, the aperational characteristics

af that inferim nse are wiknown af this time and an analvsis would be speculative, For that reason,
fnttering wse heas not been analyzed in this EIR/EIS. Service wpgrades for the Amtrak San Joaguin service
and its potential for environmental impacts would be assessed, as appropriate, v the aperating agency
before the initiation of that service.

This statement is contradictory to the details outlined in the Revised 2012 Business Plan which
was approved by the Authority in April 2012, In this document the Authority clearly outlines
that the section will become operational with the San Joaquin Amtrak Service traveling on the
corridor. The Revised 2012 Business Plan’ states the following:

The segment will hecome operational by allowing Caltrans to operate expanded San Joaguin service
hetween Bakersfield and Merced on the first 108 section. To achieve this, irack connections waould be
buill i conmect to the BNSF Raitway line at the northern and southern ends of the first constructed
segment. Relatively minor invesiments would be made in rail systems (signaling, positive train control)

® Gae Revised 2012 Business Plan, Page 2-14
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and other investments 1o augment the base infrastructure so that the San Joaguin service can operate on

it. Combined with improvements described earlier, this would alfow trains to travel ai speeds up 1o 125

mph or more in the Central Valley, which would reduce travel times on the San Joaguin service between

Narthern and Southern California—already one of Amtrak s five busiest corvidors in the country—by at
least 45 minutes and likely well over ome howr.

The HSR Project relies upon the ability to place Amtrak service on this section of track to obtain
federal funding under the "indep utility" clause of the FRA. Given that the Amtrak
service is being utilized as a component of the project to meet the "independent utility” clause,
the DEIR/EIS should recognize it as a component of the project.

As a component of the project, the placement of Amtrak service on the newly placed HSR
project should be analyzed for its environmental impacts. The DEIR/EIS recognizes that impacts
will occur and further indicates that they would be different that those under HSR service.

California law clearly indi that projects cannot be seg 1 by limiting the analysis of
proposed actions (and their effects) to discrete issues or geographic regions. CEQA requires that
the DEIR/EIS must describe in its entirety the project, including all "r ble and fi ble”

future actions (/4 Cal. Code Regs. § 15378, Thomas v. Peterson, 733 F.2d 754, 738 (9th Cir.
1985); Laurel Heights, 47 Cal 3d. 376-395 (1988)). The omission of key parts of a project from
an EIR analysis serves to hide potential important ramifications of a project from the view of the
public and the decision maker. Withholding analysis of the potential to utilize Amtrak service on
this section of track obscures the true aggregated impact of a comprehensive project proposal.
and undermines the core goals of CEQA and NEPA, which ensure the sustainable development
of a environmentally sensitive surrounding for both humans and nature.

California case law supports the inclusion of Amtrak service as foreseeable action under the case
of San Joaguin Raptor Society v. County of Stanislaus. In this case the Court rejected an EIR for
a large subdivision for failure to include the plans and analysis for a nearby water treatment
facility that was to serviee the subdivision. The Court found that the EIR, which did not contain
any information about the water treatment plan knowingly omitted the analysis and had
artificially segmented the project. It was d ined that the plant was a fi
component of the subdivision. Therefore. the Court ordered the EIR to analyze the subdivision
and the treatment plan together within the EIR.  Under this case the potential for Amtrak w0
become a passenger rail service on the installed alignment should be fully analyzed in the
DEIR/EIS.

i

California case law has also clearly determined the process in d ining what is a "fo
action” within an EIR analysis. In the case Lawrel Heights, 47 Cal. 3d., 376-398 (1988). the
Court d ined that the of the University of California into building also included
their future plans to expand the labs. The Court found substantial and credible evidence that the
University intended to expand in the future and therefore the plans were deemed “reasonably

fi ble" conseq of the proposed action and the plans were ordered to be included in
the EIR. Under these circumstances the Authority has clearly stated within the Revised 2012
Business Plan that the Amtrak service (commonly referred to as the San Joaquins) will be
operated between Merced and Fresno on the Initial Operation Section (108), of which the F
to Bakersfield section of track is located. Other sources have also identified the utilization of
Amirak on the HSR Project. including Californians Advocating for Responsible Rail Design

S0
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(CARRD). which has clearly pointed out the invelvement of the Amtrak service as a part of the
communications between the Authority and the FRA.

At a federal level the inclusion of the Amtrak service on the HSR project is more critical. The
Center for Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines require agencies to implement an expanded
scope of review for cases that involve two or move connections, cumulative and similar actions
within a single EIS (40 C.F.R. § 1508.25; Thomas, 733 F.2d at 758-59). These guidelines
indicate that where one action would be "irrational or at least unwise" to undertake without the
other, the actions are connected and therefore must be analyzed. Therefore under NPEA the
agency should analyze the impact from both project components together. As the Authority
wishes to use the Amtrak service to gain "independent utility” it is eritical for the DEIR/EIS to
provide a full analysis of it impacts within the document. If the DEIR/EIS fails 1o analyze the
Amitrak Service as a part of this project, the ability to use the track need to be fully analyzed ata
later date, and "independent utility” cannot be guaranteed. Without a guarantee of "independent
utility" the Authority cannot access Federal funds for this project.

As was proven, under CEQA and NEPA the law requires the DEIR/EIS to analyze the impacts of
Amitrak Passenger service if it is being proposed asa p ial al tive to be impl ion
the project rails.

5 DEIR/EIS FAILS TO PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE ANALYSIS OF, AND
MITIGATION FOR IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

CEQA requires that for each significant impact the DEIR/EIS must discuss the feasibility of the
measure to avoid or substantially reduce the project’s significant environmental effect. In
practice the DEIR/EIS should clearly explain the objectives of each mitigation measure, which
include how it will be impl 1. who is responsible for its impl ion, where it will
oceur and when will it occur. To be considered adequate. mitigation measure should be specific,

feasible actions that will actually improve adverse environmental conditions.

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a sulficient discussion of mitigation measure for significant
impacts. Many constitute deferral or are otherwise unenforceable due to a local of specific
standards or a commitment to achieve or maintain those standards. The DEIR/EIS fails to
provide a general analysis of each mitigation measure identified. Each mitigation measure lacks
the level of detail required under CEQA and NEPA to fully comprehend the measure being
proposed and its reality of providing mitigation to an impact.

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a sufficient level of detail in identifying mitigation measures, how
they are implemented. when they are implemented and the outcome of each measure. A realistic
deseription of a mitigation measure is key 1o the CEQA and NEPA process so that the public and
decision maker have a clear idea of what is being proposed. Ofien the DEIR/EIS provides
limited and confusing descriptions of mitigation r . Most mitigati described
also lack a discussion of how each measure will be carried and on what time frame they will be
carried out. Lastly. there no description within the DEIR/EIS of how each mitigation measure

@
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Most importantly it is unclear within the DEIR/EIS when mitigation measures will be
implemented. Per the Revised 2012 Business Plan the Authority does not have full access to any
funding and only has potential to utilized approximately 6 billion in funding. It is unclear
through the DEIR/EIS what is being funded within the Fresno to Bakersfield section as a part of
the authorized $6 billion. The DEIR/EIS should provide a discussion and analysis of the funding
available and the realization of mitigation measure as key junctures of the project. This in
essenee provides assurance to the public that mitigation meastres will be implemented and
address impacts in a timely fashion.

The DEIR/EIS as currently presents mitigation measures that do not meet the threshold of

CEQA. The public and decision makers cannot determine the feasibility of implementing any of
the mitigation measure, nor th ility to successfully address any significant impacts, The

DEIR/EIS is required to provide the standard level of information required of mitigation
measures before being approved.

6. THE DECISION TO ELIMINATE THE INTERSTATE 5 AND HIGHWAY 99
WERE CAPRICIOUS AND ARBITRARY, THEREFORE SHOULD BE
CONSIDERED AS A VIABLE ALIGNMENT FOR ANALYSIS IN THE
PROJECT DEIR/EIS

California Public Resources Code Section 21001 states "The Legislature finds and declares that
it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve profects as proposed if there
are feasible alternatives....". Based upon the 2005 Program EIR/EIS the Authority has
eliminated the analysis of the Interstate 5, Highway 99 and BNSF trough Hanford altematives.
Although these alternatives have been capriciously removed from the Draft EIR/EIS process, the
conditions surrounding California and changes in the project scope and objectives would
necessitate that a further review of these alternatives should be included in the DEIR/EIS.

a) Decisions Based on Program EIR/EIS were inconsistent with further justifications.

In Reviewing the Program EIR/EIS it is clear that decisions that climinated or directed the
Authority towards a certain alignment were guided by arbitrary and capricious information. For
example the Program EIR/EIS on page 6A-16 stated the following:

“However, these results do not indicate a significant difference between the BNSEF and UP alignment
options that vary between 106 to 111 miles in length. The BNSF aption was determined 1o have fewer
potential impacts to floodplains (22,116-23,227 linear feet less), streams (500-850 linear feet fess)..."

This same analysis was not provided when comparing the Interstate 5 options with the BNSF and
UP alignment to arrive at a true allemative analysis. An alignment located on Interstate 5 would
have significantly few impacts of waterways of the State or any critical water features. The
alignment along Interstate 5 would also reduce conflicts with floodplains.

b) Conditions and cir es Surr the high-speed rail project have changed.
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Since the Programmatic EIR/EIS was approved in 2003 the economic and details surround the
project have changed. As planned in 2005 the project was to be executed under provisions that
were later laid out in the Proposition 1A, which was put to a vote in 2008 and passed. The
conditions under which the high-speed rail project were to be carried forth included a dedicated
high-speed rail system from San Francisco to Los Angeles for approximately 343 billion. Today
the system is no longer a dedicated high-speed rail system and the cost for the project is liberally
estimated at $68 billion with experts warning that costs could soar upwards to 5150 billion.

The commitments and project components described in the Programmatic EIR/EIS are no longer
being proposed by the Authority. The Authority recently adopted plans to utilize blended
systems in the Bay Area and Southern California (o appease local concerns over construction of
a dedicated track. The adoption of this approach changes the level of service of the HSR system
and the impacts on a Statewide scale. Therefore the project level DEIR/EIS cannot rely upon the
Programmatic EIR/EIS for its basis.

7 THE AUTHORITY HAS FAILED TO ADDRESS THE EMOTIONAL AND
PHYSICAL STRESS ASSOCIATED WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
HSR PROJECT

The Authority has been actively pursuing the HSR project for over 20 years. In the last 5-6 years
the Authority has been aggressively pursuing this project in an attempt to award contracts and
begin construction. When the concept of high-speed rail was introduced to citizens around the
state the economy and the State were enjoying a blossoming cconomy and were sold the concept
of high-speed rail between San Francisco and Los Angeles on "transportation corridors”. What
has historically and currently been lacking is a transparent and landowner focused approach to
the implementation of high speed rail in California.

The HSR project is poised to be the large infrastructure project in the State of California and
potentially the nation. The project will require large quantities of land and disrupt. if not
climinate from existence, significant number of homes and businesses. What has been ignored
by the Authority. its staff and cadre of consultants is the human nature of the process to take
personal property and the subsequent emotional and physical distress caused to landowners.
These is a large case study and history surrounding the psychological and physical impacts to
landowners subjected to the eminent domain process. Landowners often feel sadness and ager
associated with being forced to leave behind many memories and attachments to the land and/or
home". Landowners associate a sense of safety and comfort as their identity 1o their property and
the threat of losing this can cause emotional distress. These factors have been largely ignored by
the Authority in implementing this project and fails to address the long-term impacts associated
with large land takings within the DEIR/EIS.

A brief description of the current atmosphere established by the Authority prior to the release of
the DEIR/EIS will help the establish the need for the DEIR/EIS to address this critical feature
and ensure it is mitigated during the construction and implementation of high-speed rail service.

* Srudent Anticle: The Psychological Cost of Eminent Domain Taking and Just Compensation, 30 Law & Psychal.
Rev. 215, Jeffrey T. Power, Spring 2006.
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Early in the outreach program led by the Authority many landowner attended meeting to discuss
the project with Authority ¢ Land voiced and even offered advice, yet
many walked away with no response and greater levels of frustration. Alignments proposed in
Spring 2010 were later discovered on January 2011 to be invalid and new alignments were
created in secrecy by Authority staff and consultants from Spring 2010 to January 2011, The
public was not notified of a change in alignment until Spring 2011, at which time the public in
Kings County began to ask critical questions. Comment cards were filled out. questions were
submitted and an attempt to hold a public question and answer session were done. After the
minimal effort was put forth landowners were left with more questions and an immense level of
frustration. To date, many landowners are still asking the same questions. waiting fora
semblance of an answer. Comment cards have never been responded to and the Authority
continues to hold informational only meetings.

In order to address concerns of local citizens a group of landowners formed a grassroots
organization. Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, of which I am a Co-
Chairman address the fears and concerns that landowners had. CCHSRA was implemented to
find answers and provide some comfort to landowners. There was a recognition that people by
nature will feel threatened with eminent loss of property and | ions and left i
can lead to anger. depression, anxiety and potentially overall physical and mental deterioration.
As Co-Chairman of the group I have spent number hours talking with people who have sharced
their story of stress and anxiety with the potential to lose land and history, some of which have
been moved to the point of erying. | have received frantic calls from landowners who had
Authority consultants entering private property without permission. What [ have come to
discover is the power of an "answer". A questions lefi unanswered festers into anxiety, anger
and can manifest itself in depression.

The Authority and its eadre of consultants have maintained a huge separation from landowners
that stand to lose property to ensure an emotional disconnect. Al every slage of the process
legitimate concerns have been addressed with the following general category of response:

1. Your concern will be address in the EIR/EIS.
2. Your concern is a right-of-way acquisition q

until we appraise your property.
3. You will be paid "fair market value" for your property.

and we cannot talk to you about this

These three responses have been utilized by every staff and consultant working on this project.

In relation to a question submitted by landowners. the reality that three responses address every
concern is unrealistic and has elevated the anger and frustration of landowners. In the case of the
Answer #2. | have approached the Authority and asked what law says they cannot talk to
landowners about impacts. Current State and Federal law does not allow appraiser or Authority
staff to enter into property acquisition ¢ however discussions with landowners is not
forbidden by law, and is actually promoted amongst project advoeates to ensure that as many
impacts and details are discovered prior to construetion.

The DEIR/EIS also does a minimal job at addressing environmental justice protocols within
CEQA and NEPA, therefore concentrating mental stress impacts upon those communities that
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lack the coping mechanisms that more affluent communities may have. Looking along the
alignment the only alternatives being proposed impact agricultural land and lower income
(environmental justice) communities. Many of these low income communities have not been
properly notified and are still learning of the potential to lose their homes, No analysis was done
by the DEIR/EIS to ensure that relocation efforts or housing stock met the need of low income
communities. Often the tools and finances required to be utilized in the taking under eminent
domain are not reasonable for low income people. Knowing the eminent domain process and
ensuring that all impacts are addressed will induce a great deal of stress and worry amongst the
low income communities. This is all information yet to be shared with most of the low income
communities along the alignment.

The deseription above pertains to the process leading up to the DEIR/EIS and does not take into
account the process condueted during construction. Given the complete lack of attention paid to
personal emotions and concerns while planning the project. the inclusion of a discussion of the
emotional and physical health of landowners associated with this project is paramount 1o a
complete and effective DEIR/EIS.

8. THE DEIR/EIS FAILS TO CONTEMPLATE AND DISCUSS THE POTENTIAL
OUTCOME OF A PARTIAL COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT VERSUS A
COMPLETED PROJECT

The DEIR/EIS as stated above does not provide a clear and concise Project Description.
therefore the public and decision maker are unclear of what is exactly being proposed for this
project. Given the current combination of Federal and State funding available at this time. the
Authority only has enough funds to install rolling stock. the associate track bed, and acquire
right-of-way. It is unclear and highly unlikely that funding is available for the other features
such as stations, mitigation measure, overpasses, relocation of public utilities and facilities,
electrification, ication facilities, control system and acquisition of high-speed
rail trainsets. The DEIR/EIS however is approached from the vantage that all of this is
implemented.

The question becomes when will all of this be implemented. based upon funding and what is the
potential that the entire project is not realized. A discussion of the timing and realistic ability to
achieve all phase of the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the track in concert with the entire
system. and the implementation of high-speed rail service is critical to determining the impacts
and benefits of this project.

For example the DEIR/EIS claims that HSR service will drastically improve air quality in the
state of California, At the same time the DEIR/EIS recognizes the immense amount of air
pollution that will be created by the construction of the project. It is estimated that the
construction of the HSR Project will add as much as 10 million metric tons of Carbon Dioxide
per year' during construction. 1 the HSR project is unable to attain funding to continue the
project beyond the Fresno to Bakersfield section, the Central Valley will have a new increase in

Pollution, Baruch Feigenbaum, June 14, 2012,
eed-rail-will-ing
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air quality pollution. The DEIR/EIS does not contemplate a failure to achieve its projects goals
and the impacts that will be encountered.

9. DEIR/EIS IMPROPERLY CHARACTERIZES SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

The DEIR/EIS improperly identifies the i associated with NEPA in each section utilizing
a criteria formulated around the term "substantial” versus significance. Traditionally NEPA
analyzes impacts based upon its potential significance. The usc of the term "substantia
confuses the public and decision maker. The DEIR/EIS is also inconsistent in the terminology
utilized throughout the sections. In many of the sections under the NEPA analysis the term
"substantial” is used. but in the cumulative section the term "significant” is used. The DEIR/EIS
does not properly nor consistently apply the significance terminology utilized by NEPA.

The DEIR/EIS should be modified per the guidelines of NEPA to utilize the appropriate
terminology. Once the adjustment has been made, along with the other commens provided in
this letter, the DEIR/EIS should be provided to the public for another 180 day public review
process.

10. LACK OF DETAIL REQUIRED FOR CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 404
ANALYSIS

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the potential for impacts to natural waterways and wildlife habitat.
The intent of the DEIR/EIS is to setve as the environmental documentation required for the
United State Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) to complete their Section 404 permitting under
the Clean Water Act (CWA), In order to meet these requirements the DEIR/EIS must meet the
detailed requirements of CWA 404(b)(1) Guidelines of 40 CFR Part 230 (Guidelines). As such.
the information provided in the DEIR/EIS fails to meet the requirements of the Guidelines

The Guidelines provide the following requirements:

1. An Alternatives Analysis - An investigation must be conducted to determine if there is a
less environmentally damaging alternative that would protect waterways and habitat,

2. Protect the Water Quality of Sensitive Species - must prohibit the discharge of water that
will degrade water quality.

3. Prohibit Long Term Degradation - Must eliminate or reduce the amount of long term
discharges that would degrade water quality.

4. Provide Mitigation - Must be provided to reduce adverse impacts.

1. ENSURE US ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS COMPLIANCE
In reviewing comments provided by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers {(USACE )the questions

and clarification pertaining to the Fresno to Merced section of the project should be reviewed to
ensure compliance with the requests of the USACE is maintained throughout the project. and
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specifically in the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the project. Comments provided to the
Authority are hereby submitted as Attachment B and [ request that the questions listed in
attached letter be accounted for and addressed in the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the HSR
Project. Of notable mention the DEIR/EIS must address these ilems:

*  Address Sut e for aquatic fe s from Fresno to Bakersfield where the
HSR Project will have an impact (40 CFR 230.11(a) and 230.20).

s Address impacts to substrate and the restoration of temporary fills around water features.

o Address the potential for contaminants in fill material and provide an analysis or
procedure for identifying the quality of fill material (40 CFR 230.60. 230.61).

o The identification of turbidity and suspended particulates is not clearly analyzed as a
potential contaminant in the DEIR/EIS. During construction and/or during operation
there exists the potential for the introduction of turbid water impact streams and rivers.
which should be analyzed and discussed in the DEIR/EIS (40 DFR. 230.21)

« Impacts to non special-status species should be addressed. Included in this analysis
should be fish. cr lusks and other org in the food web (40CFR
230.021) and (40 CFR 230.32)

« Clarification needs to be provided for parking lots constructed for HSH stations. Itis
unclear if the Authority will be paying for parking lots of local jurisdictions. The
DEIR/EIS should also clarify the timing and potential for full parking lot build out.

s The DEIR/EIS should spec v reference the screening eriteria that was used in the
elimination of alternatives, This includes the criteria utilized to eliminate the Interstate 5
and Highway 99 alternatives.

o The DEIR/EIS needs to clarify the criteria utilized to eliminate and analyze alternatives.
I'he DEIR/EIS attempts to utilize the criteria of placing alignments near a transportation
corridor. yet for many sections it depart from transportation corridors.

»  Construction impacts near waterways need to be carefully examined as the DEIR/EIS
characterizes these impacts as temporary. However given the length of construction near
waterway the temporary impact may become a permanent impact without a proper
reclamation plan.

o Indirect impacts to waters of the .S, need to be addressed and to the degree possible
quantified.

« The DEIR/EIS should provide specific elements of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan Best Management Practices that will be implemented. In this fashion the public will
know what to expect as a mitigation feature otherwise there is no way to determine if it
will properly for the potential for polluti

12. ENSURE US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY COMPLIANCE

In reviewing comments provided by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) the
questions and ¢larification pertaining to the Fresno to Merced section of the project should be
reviewed to ensure compliance with the requests of the U.S. EPA are maintained throughout the
project. and specifically in the Fresno to Bakerstield section of the project. Comments provided
to the Authority by the U.S. EPA are hereby submitted as Attachment C and [ request that the
questions listed in attached letter be accounted for and addressed in the Fresno to Bakersfield
section of the HSR Project. Of notable mention the DEIR/EIS must address these itlems:
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The DEIR/EIS will be used to determine the Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEPA) and based on the information in the document here is
currently insufficient information to adequately compare the direct. indirect and
cumulative impacts to jurisdictional waters resulting from an appropriate range of
practicable range of alternatives. The EPA and the USACE had previously
recommended that the Authority include alternatives that were once eliminated. It should
be further noted that the DEIR/EIS should include the analysis of the Interstate 5 and
Highway 99 alternatives given the change in times and the change in cconomic
conditions.

The DEIR/EIS should quantify indirect impacts 1o aquatic resources. In order to
determine the LEDPA the EPA will require that there is a discussion of indirect impacts.
The DEIR/DEIS clearly draws the conclusion that temporary impacts are associated wit
construction and permanent impacts are associated with HSR operations. This is not
founded in any qualitative data provided in the DEIR/EIS and allows the document and
the Authority to overlook permanent impacts that can be an outcome of construction
activities. For example loss vegetation and biological resources will occur during
construction, but the loss is a permanent impact. This clarification needs to be consistent
throughout the DEIR/EIS and a renewed analysis of permanent versus temporary should
be investigated.

The DEIR/EIS points to stormwater being directed to urban stormwater collection system
when located near a city or to drainage swales located in the rural arcas. However. the
DEIR/EIS provides not data or evidence that this is allowed or appropriate in each
jurisdiction. The DEIR/EIS also further concludes that there are no water quality impacts
associated with the stormwater from the alignment or the Heavy Maintenance Facility
(HMF), however there is no evidence provided in the DEIR/EIS that the water quality of
the stormwater runoff will be void of any contaminants.

The DEIR/EIS does not provide a clear and concise description that would lead agencies
permitting this project that water resources will not be degraded. According to 40 CFS
230.10(c) a permit cannot be issued to the project unless there is a reasoned. specific and
detailed argument that the project will nether contribute nor cause any significant
degradation of waters.

The DEIR/EIS should assess and address the impact of air quality degradation on health
impacts. Respiratory ailments in children and elderly people have been shown to be
caused and heightened during poor air quality days.

The DEIR/EIS does not recognize or analyze the inerease farming expense to deal with
the HSR alignment through farming operations, The DEIR/EIS also does not lend the
appropriate level of impacts to dairies. The DEIR/EIS does not aceount properly for
permitting and environmental concerns with relocating and retrofitting dairies o adjust
for the HSR Project.

1033-82

1033-83

1033-84

DEIR/EIS FAILS TO ADDRESS TRACK BED STABILITY AND CONCERNS
FOR SPEED RESTRICTION, COST, AND SAFETY

Internationally the issue of track bed stability has caused high-speed train operators to operate at
speeds blow the capacity of the train system. This has caused a significant loss in income and

Fresno 1o Bakersfield DEIR/ELS Comments Page 16 092

profitability to operators, The vibrations caused by high-speed train systems also induces and
increased wear and tear on the equipment and structures that support high-speed rail systems,
therefore significantly impacting operations and mai e costs. International operators have
also witnessed settlement of soils and facility damage outside of the high-speed rail footprint
increasing safety concerns and limiting the ultimate speed of train systems. [n order to combat
the vibration impacts of high-speed train system, international operators have gone to very
expensive and technical measures to prevent damage and safety issues. These measures are a
significant cost item to be considered when balancing the cost/benefit of installing a high-speed
rail system. The DEIR/ELS is deficient in its general acknowledgement of the safety, cost and
stability issues facing high-speed trains traveling at speeds greater than 150 miles per hour and
specifically fails to address any concerns with trains traveling at 220 miles per hour.

Train speeds on an international basis are currently averaging approximately 185 mi/hour
(China, Germany. ltaly. Japan and the UK). The highest speeds are 195 mi/hour in Spain and
200 mifhour in France”. What is significant about the average and highest speeds achievable by
steel-on-steel high speed rail is that California is relying upon 220 mi/hour speeds to accomplish
its mandated goals per Proposition 1A. Given the international experience and limits, we can
expect that the goal of 220 mi/hour will be either unachievable or come at a significant cost.
which the Authority has not addressed technically nor in the Draft EIR/EIS.

If there are issues with achieving 220 mi/hour speed the ability of the HSR Project to reach it
desired travel times of 2 hours 40 minutes between San Francisco are highly suspect. If the HSR
Project is unable to achieve its time requi then the ridership and foundation of the project
begins to be unrealistic. Once the ridership and time requirements become anything other than
what is proposed the envi | benefits will be reduced and the impacts will outweigh the
benefits. The DEIR/EIS must address track stability to ensure the overall objectives of the HSR
Project are upheld.

High Speed Train Vibration Impacts
The international high-speed rail e ity has been i gating and analyzing the impacis of
speed on deformations of track due to the stiffness of the underlying track bed materials. What
has been discovered is that rail deformation are a function of”:

1. Axle load

2, Thickness of the embankment fill

3. The elastic properties of the sub-soil and the dampening effects within the track bed

system
4. Train speed

As trains move at high speeds there are significant vibration velocities that travel through the
rails into the immediate track bed. The velocity of the vibrations are so high they often are not
dampened by the ballast material and find their way into the underlying soils. Vibrations are
introduced through different sources:

ged_rail
" R.F, Woldringh & B. ew. “Embankment design for high speed trains on soft soils”. Geotechnical
Engincering for Transportation Infrastructure, Barends et al. 1999 Baikema, Rotterdam
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1. Train wheels are not entirely circular, Due to braking and other various interactions

between the steel wheels and the stecl track, the wheels tend to develop flat spots that can

induce a vibration in the track when the flat spot is in contact with the track.

As trains move along the tracks there is a upward heaving of the track ahead of the train

and an immediate downward movement as the train engages the upward track,

3. As trains move along the track and from one sleeper (the common term is railroad tie) to
the other. the free span of the track is allowed to deflect.

[}

Onee vibrations are transmitted into soils can begin to compact and lose integrity. Soils that tend
10 have low shear wave velocities and would present a problem include: SM (Silty Sand). ML
(Inorganic Silt and Very Fine Sand) and CL (Inorganic Clays of low to medium plasticity).

Fach of these soils are considered "soft” and as soft soils are exposed to vibrations on a frequent
basis the strength of the soil will degrade. A situation will occur where the pore pressure w ithin
the soil will increase. An increase in pore pressure can cause soils 10 begin to collapse and settle,
Settlement of the underlying soil will cause track deformation and significant risk 1o the train.
Many of the soil types are characteristic of those found in the Central Valley and within the
Fresno to Bakersfield section of the HSR Project.

Train Speeds

There are two critical speeds at which a train can have significant amplifications. One speed is at
several hundred m/s and is controlled by the stiffness of the rail & embankment stiffness. The
other speed is at the Rayleigh Wave Velocity of the soil. Rayleigh waves are a type of surface
wave that travel near the surface of solids. Rayleigh waves include both longitudinal and
transverse motions that d exy ially in litude as distance from the surface
increases. There is a phase difference between these component motions. A study conducted in
Canada found that train induced vibrations that approach the Rayleigh wave velocity of soils can
cause significant amplifications in the soil and can cause soil instability”.

An important finding was that "resonance” occurs at a fairly slow speeds (270 km/h or 168 mi‘h)
which causes a significant deformation of the track rails. therefore causing excessive
maintenance or reduction on train speeds. Data presented indicates that train speeds of
approximately 120 km/h (75 mi/h) can cause deformations as large as 15 mm (.60 inches). Most
studies showed that speed at approximately 168 mi/h in soft soils have induced 12 mm (.47
inches) of settlement.

Solutions That Have Been Investigated
Solutions to minimize failure include:
1. ‘Track beds supported by piled concrete foundations.
3 Construction of the track bed on a sandy material to a depth of approximately 3 m (16.4
feet).
3. Construction of the track bed as a continuous conerete slab.
1. Soil stabilization methods including lime/cement treatment of underlying soil.

* . Motazedian, "Raflway train induced ground vibrations as low Vs soil layer overlying a high Vs bedrock in
Canada®. Soil Dynamics and Earthquake Engineering, February 9. 1.

1033-87

1033-88

1033-89
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Case Example®

West Coast Line between Giteborg (Gothenburg) and Kungsbacka in Switzerland. Traffic with
high speed trains (X2 trains) started in spring 1997 with a speed of 200 km/h. Shortly afterwards,
excessive vibrations were observed at the Ledsgard site. located some 25 km south of
Gothenburg. These vibrations were in the order of ten times greater than those measured earlier
from heavy train traffic in soft soil conditions and had been regarded as worst case. Train speed
of the X2 trains was reduced to 160 km/h and later to 130 km/h to ensure safety within the soft
soil arcas. A countermeasure program was carried out in June and July 2000. Train speed was
increased to 160 km/h in August 2000.

14.  THE DEIR/EIS FAILS TO RECOGNIZE THE CONCEPT OF LIABILITY
THEREFORE IGNORING THE FULL IMPACT OF THE PROJECT

In the analysis 1o determine the impacts of the HSR Project the DEIR/EIS ignores the importance
of liability and therefore misses critical impacts that will be associated with the project. Three
immediate liability impacts not accounted for in the DEIR/EIS include:

1. Liability associated with accidents impacting the traction control system.
Liability issues facing the aerial application of pesticides.
Liability associated with the ability to effectively and efficiently meet the safety needs of
the community.

w

The DEIR/EIS details the construction of a fully grade sef i high-speed alig; that does
not allow any object into a 100" right-of-way alignment. Specialized fences located
approximately 50' on either side of tracks can detect the intrusion of any object, which can shut
down the high-speed rail system to prevent an accident on the HSR alignment. What is not
contemplated. is the potential for activity along the tracks to frequently trigger the traction
control system that will alarm the high-speed trains and stop them. Farming operations often
utilize significantly large equipment, and as equi travels near fences or tums at the fence
line there runs the risk of intruding upon the fence line. In this situation the responsibility for the
liability to fix the accident and to accommodate the delay in the HSR train system has not been
addressed or identified.

The recommended solution to this problem is to establish a setback from the safety fence to
ensure that equipment cannot intrude upon the fence. As a new setback is required there is more
land adjacent to the alignment that will be required for the project and taken from agriculture.

The DEIR/EIS add the aerial application of pesticides and herbicides without addressing
the liability concerns that have been shared with the Authority on numerous occasions. With the
presence of construction activity near farming operations, aerial applicators may be unwilling to
apply chemicals due to the liability issues facing the applicator. During operation the same
liability may exist as they applicators may be unwilling to apply chemical near the train.
Currently applicators do not spray around the BNS train due to issues with drifling chemicals to
adjacent ficlds. Crop dusters can anticipate the BNSF freight trains and hold until the trains have

* Goran Holm, Bo Andreasson, Per-Evert Begtsson, Anders Bodare, Hakan Eriksson. "Miligation of Track and
Ground Vibrations by High Speed Trains at Ledsgard, Sweden”. Svensk Djupstabilisering, August 2002,
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passed. However high-speed rail service plan to include 6 trains per hour in each direction. This
would make flying holding patterns very lengthy and inefficient,

The DEIR/EIS lastly does not address the impacts to insurance rates of homeowners in the rural
community that will be impacted by ability for emergency services to access landowners. The
HSR Project alignment presents a fully grade-separated track that will force emergeney response
vehieles to make longer trips to access properties, The HSR Project also eliminates Station #4
on Houston Avenue. These impacts all will cause insurance rates to be adjusted. As it becomes
harder for emergency services to access property or longer times, the cost of insurance increases
to landowners”.

e

Section 1.0 Project Purpose and Need
15.  Lack of Project Deseription

The DEIR/EIS lacks a Project Deseription as required under the CEQA Guidelines §15124 . The
intent and purpose of providing a detailed Project Description is to provide the reader with an
understanding of what is being proposed and what the potential environmental impacts may be
incurred. The DEIR/EIS does not initially include a section titled Project Description therefore
leaving the reader with the inability to determine where to find such information.

16. Page 1-1: Definition of "Potential” should be provided for an appropriate level of
analysis.

The DEIR/ELS states the following:

“The Fresno to Bakersfield HST Praoject section wondd connect a Fresno station, a potential Kings/ Tulare
Regional stenion in the Henford/ Visalia Tulare area, and a Bukersfield starion.”

The DEIR/EIS at its foundation requires clarity to achieve an understanding of the impacis to the
environment, therefore it is incumbent upon this document to define what "potential” means
when referring to a potential Kings/Tulare R | station. By defining "y ial" a reader and
the public can determine the plausibility of a station. The DEIR/EIS also does not make it clear
to the reader if the analysis conducted within the document is from the basis of the inclusion of a
station or no station. Given that possibility of the lack of a station, the DEIR/EIS should at a

ini i both the inelusion and the lack of a station in the Kings/Tulare area.

igal
Lack of elarity minimizes the ability to clearly understand the impaets associated with the
inclusion or absence of'a high speed rail station in the Kings/Tulare area.

17. Page 1-3: DEIR/EIS lacks a recognition and description of the Alternatives Analysis
process.

* g www homeinsurance om's distance-1o-eim vesgrvices=anid-lhe-price-of
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1033- p
93 The DEIR/EIS state the following:

“Tier 2 af the HST development process includes additional engineering and design and preparation of
project-level EIREISs for all HST project sections. This Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR'EIS (Tier 2)
evaluates proposed alignments and stations in site-specific detail to provide a complete assessment of the
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the praposed action, considers public and agency participation
it the screening process, and was developed in consultation with resource and regulatory agencies,
including EPA and USACE. FRA and the Awthority intend this document to be sufficient to support
Section 404 permit decisions and Section 408 permir decisions (s apy licable) for i/ modi i
aof campleted federal flood risk management facilities and any associated operation amd maintenance, and
real estale permissions or insiraments (as appiicable).”

The DEIR/EIS lacks a discussion of the Alternatives Analysis process that took place between
the Tier | and Tier 2. The use of the Alternatives Analysis was not subject to the standards of
CEQA. not carried out with appropriate public notice and transparency. Decisions made in the
Alternatives Analysis report were also tainted by false reports by Authority staff that issues were
non-existent. Please refer to the Alternatives Analysis report delivered by Jeff Abercrombie.
Regional Director from the High Speed Rail Authority at the May 2011 Authority Board
Mecting. During this report, Mr. Abererombie stated to the Authority Board that "all” issues in
Kings County had been addressed.

1033-94 2 Gy
It should also be noted that 1 had made contact with Mr. Abercrombie prior to the May 2011
Board meeting to request a description of the material to be covered during the Alternatives
Analysis report for the Fresno to Bakersfield section. He indicated that the Authority staff and
consultants would be focused on reporting that the tracks through Fresno would now be located
at-grate versus aerial. The intent was to notify landowners in the Kings County area to
participate in the public mecting given the Authority Board would be making a decision on the
report. This was made very clear to Mr. Abercrombie, Upon watching the May 2011 Authority
Board meeting | discovered that the Authority staff and consultants not only reported on the
Fresno section of the alignment. but reported that there were no issues in the remainder of the
alignment and approved the Alternatives Analysis report. Under the circumstances I notified Mr.
Abercrombic and have notified the Authority that the decision made at the May 2011is not
official and cannot be used as an authorized document. Included as Attachment 1 is a copy of
the email send to Mr. Abercrombie after the May 2011 Board meeting, which was never
answered.

oSEs CEQA §15126.6 (¢) requires the DEIR/EIS to identify any alternatives that were considered by
the lead agency. but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and to briefly explain
the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. Ali that were di d during
the Alternatives Analysis phase were not presented in sufficient detail within the DEIR/ELS as
mandated by State law. This discussion is not included for the reader, leaving one to believe that
the presented alignments were the only alignments investigated through the Central Valley.

05256 CEQA also requires the "rule of reason”. which requires the DEIR/EIS to include those
alternatives that shall substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. As
presented in the DEIR/EIS the alternatives present the same impacts, but slightly differing

@
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1033-96 magnitudes. For the 28 mile linear length of alignment through Kings County the alignment fails
to follow any transportation corridor. The DEIR/EIS has arbitrarily and capriciously eliminated
alignments through the Altematives Analysis process to yield two similar altematives through
Kings County.

1033-97 State law and federal law does not provide for an Alternative Analysis process outside of the

official review and documentation within an EIR/EIS. Therefore the analysis conducted by the
Authority outside of the DEIR/EIS is not considered by law a legitimate anal, The analysis,
findings and determinations should all be included in the DEIR/EIS. Also as stated above the
1033-98 public noticing and participation during the Alternative Analysis as implemented by the
Authority did not provide sufficient public noticing under CEQA and NEPA.

1033-99
18.  Page 1-7: Statement that alludes to the urban sprawl that will be created by the
Project.

The DEIR/EIS provides hints that the Project if implemented will ereate a sprawl to Central
Valley communities such as Fresno and Bakersficld. This exodus of urban dwellers in arcas
such as the Bay Area and Southern California are not appropriately addressed in the documents.
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

4 I

Miuch of this population growth will be ace 1 in the metroy coastal aveas or in Southern
California’s Inland Empive. However, growth and development in these reglons are increasingly
chafl: { because of envi 1 anndl queality-of-life issues, including the high howsing prices. These
areas are finding it imcreasingly difficult 1w ace fate new devel - aned desprite i
pressure fo grow, the combination of rising costs and local apposition is fikely to push a substantial
mimber of people to seek homes and employment elsewhere. The San Joaguin Vatley is a likely outlet for
this population pressure; with a youthfil population, it is also @ mafor sowrce of growth in its own right
from both the local papulation, as well as immigration (Teiz et al. 2003).

As the above statement in the DEIR/EIS makes, urban homeowners will be secking housing in
the rural areas both for financial reasons and for a less congestive way of living. As this exodus
from urban areas oceurs and high-speed rail ¢ such m nis, the impacts both

e ically and envi lly will acerue to the Central Valley. As urban homeowners
move their incomes towards the Central Valley, rural homeowners will soon be competing with
urban salaries causing a discrepancy and unbalance competition. Also as urban dwellers push
towards rural arcas there will be an increased pressure t develop more farm ground into housing.

1033-100 19.  Page 1-20: DEIR/EIS does not coincide with the goals of AB 32

The DIER/EIS makes the following statement in regards to AB 32:

“To avoid these consequences, AB 32 requires the California Air Resowrces Board (CARB), the state
agency charged with regulating aiv quality, o create o plan and implement rufes to achieve “real,
quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of. ) gases " in Calffornia. AB 32 requires CARB 10
design and imple sissions limits, regulations, and other measures to reduce statewide GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, This plan was developed by CARB in 2008 as the Climate Change

1033-100

1033-101

1033-102

1033-104

Fresno to Bekersfield DEIR/EIS Comments Page 22 of 92

Scoping Plan (California Air Resources Board 2008), the state’s road map to reaching the GHG
reduction goals requived by AR 32."

The DEIR/EIS does not make recognition in this statement nor in full analysis that the Project
will induce air pollution problems during construction that will potentially not be recouped for
over 30 years. The DEIR/EIS also does not make mention that the Project will be potentially
aceessing AB 32 Cap-and-Trade funds. The utilization of Cap-and-Trade fund for this project
can and will have an impact of environmental concerns. The recognition of the use of these
funds should be mentioned to the reader.

20.  Page 1-28: DEIR/EIS makes a false statement in regards to the review of
alternatives between the Tier-One analysis and the project level review.

The DEIR/EIS makes the following misleading and incorrect statement:

“This project-level EIRVELS evaluates nine alignment alternatives, further vefining the preferred
alignment identified in the firsi-tier environmental process, "

I'he DEIR/EIS incorrectly reports the process that was used in analyzing alternatives. During the
Program Level (Tier one) analysis the project identified preferred alignment. Between the Tier
One analysis and the Tier Two analysis the Authority investigated several other alignments
through a process called the Alternatives Anal This process investigated 1o a limited extend
other ali ts-and elimi i ali based on criteria that was similar to a CEQA and
NEPA analysis. but far from the level of analysis required under CEQA and NEPA. It should

1033-103 also be noted that landowners were not notified according to CEQA and NEPA of the process

nor involved to any significant measure.

21.  Page 1-32: Inconsistent statement with the Draft Business Plan
The DEIR/EIS makes the following incorrect statement:

“The interin use of the 108 first construction track for upgraded Amtrak service could have
environmental impacts that differ from those analyzed in this EIR/EIS, However, there are no plans for
this service af this time and such plans will requive fiture conperative agrecments between the Authority
andl entities associated with operation of the Amirak San Joaguin service.”

I'he Draft Busingss Plan states on page 2-14 that the Initial Operating Segment (10S)

“will become operational by allowing Caltrans to aperate expanded San Joaguin service
henveen Bakersfield and Merced on the first FOS section. To achieve this, track conection woul
be build fo connect to the BNSF Raitway line ai the northern and southern ends of the first
consiructed segment”

The Business Plan further states
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“ Planning for early interim service on the 105 segment I already underway, with the goal of 1033-106

c ing Amivak O as soon as possible afier construction is complete in 2017, The

Autharity is already collaborating with its ransportation partners to identify and address the
technical and policy issues that would be associated with developing early service,”

1033-107

It is recognized that the Authority has identified the lack of funds to provide a high-speed rail
service on the 10S which includes tracks from Fresno to Bakersfield. which are covered by this
DEIR/EIS, Initial construction efforts do not include power systems, traction control systems or
communications systems needed for high-speed rail service. The Authority has also indicated
that high-speed trainsets are not included in the initial funding. T herefore, in order to gain
“independent utility” which is a requirement of the FRA. the Authority has initiated the
movement and eventual elimination of Amtrak service within the Central Valley.

1033-108

It stands then that either:

1. The Authority has failed to provide an analysis of the Amtrak Serviee operating on the
Fresno to Bakersfield section of the newly installed track and right-of-way. which would
indicate that the Authority does not have the ability to reach independent utility therefore
eliminating the ability to access federal funds from the FRA.

The Authority does intend to provide Amitrak service on the new installed track and right-
of-way and must remove the DEIR/EIS from public review, revise the DEIR/EIS 10
include the impacts from diescl run trains operated by Amtrak, and re-release the
DEIR/EIS for another public review period.

5]

1033-109

From indications drawn through the DEIR/EIS and other documents such as the Revised 2012
Business Plan, the public can infer that placement of Amtrak service will be moved to the first
completed section of track. Therefore Amtrak service, which is different than high-speed rail
service and vields different noise, vibration, socioeconomic and air quality impacts should be
considered a realistic component of this project and analyzed in the DEIR/EIS.

Section 2.0 Alternatives

22, Page 2.0-3 DEIR/EIS Incorrectly Describes Findings
The DEIR/EIS make the following unsupported statement: 1033-110

Based on substantive comments received during the public and ugency review af the Draft
EIR/EIS, the Authority decided to reintroduce aligmment alternatives west of Hanford and an
addeditionel alternative drough the Bakersfield area.

Upon reviewing the comments provided by the public. a reference to inclusion of the Hanford
West alignment could not be found. The Authority ori nally reported to the media that

landowners within the Kings County area, specifically landowners along the cast alignment
requested that the western alignment be included, however upon notification at the public
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meeting held at the Sierra Pacific high school, the Authority retracted their comments. Ihe
statement provided above is incorrect in its base and should be removed.

Also. given that the DEIR/EIS indicated that if the public comments indicated the want or negd
investigate other alignments, that it is realistic to do so. Therefore the refusal at the request of
many to include options along Highway 99 and Interstate 5 to be studied should be
acknowledged and included in the DEIR/EIS.

23, Page 2.0-10 Clarification Required Between Design and DEIR/EIS
The following comment in the DEIR/EIS requires clarification:

"these overcrossings would generally occur approximately every 2 miles fo provide contined mohility
for local residents anc farm operations.”

According to the design drawing provided in the DEIR/EIS there is an overpass or underpass
structure at every mile. The DEIR/EIS should provide a clarification statement to ensure that the
appropriate level of mobility is maintained.

24, Page 2.0-12 Failure to Included Facilities in DEIR/EIS Review and Impacts
The DEIR/EIS includes the following statement regarding power lines and sub stations:

“The project would not inclide the construction of a separate power source, although it would
include the extension of power lines to a series of power substations positioned along the HST
covridor. These power substations are needed to even out the power feed to the train system. "

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the need to construct power lines and power substations to deliver the
clectrical power to the HSR project. The DEIR/EIS however does not includes these facilities in
its analysis of impacts throughout the DEIR/EIS. To include these facilities within the project
per CEQA and NEPA the must be included in the Project Deseription and studied asa
component of the project.

25, Page 2.0-19 Failure to Provide Evidence

The DEIR/EIS provides the following statement without evidence. therefore drawing attention to
the potential to study this altemative:

“Use af the 15 corvidor would also encourage sprawl develapment, which is the opposite of whar the HST
system i intended to achieve, and which was opposed hy numerous agencies, including the LS.

Environmenial Protection Agency (USEPA)"

The statement above comes with no supporting evidence. The Interstate 5 altemative was
climinated based on biased and dated studies. The realistic ability to create communities along
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Interstate 3 is a remote possibility. however the sprawl of urban communities into rural 1033-113
communities such as Fresno and Bakersfield will far surpass the ability to develop along
Interstate 5. Recent comments from Chairman Dan Richard would support the fact that
development could not occur along Interstate 5. He indicated that there is not access to water
along Interstate 5, hence the reason for not placing the HSR. project there. Without water
development cannot occur.

1033-114

26.  Page 2.0-19 Failure to Provide Evidence

The following statement is made in the DEIR/EIS:

“Residents along the BNSF/UPRR/SR 99 corvidors lack a competitive transg al ive fo the
automobile, and ridership analysis showed that they would be ideal condidates to use an HST
system (Ancharity 2010c). In addition, the -3 corridor would not be compatible with curvent land
wse planming in the Central Valley, which focuses and accommodeates growth in e commnities
along the BNSE/UPRR/SR 99 corridors. The concept of linking the -5 corridor to Fresno and
Bakersfield with spur lines was considered at the program level, but dismissed because it wonld
adddd considerably to the 1-3 corrvidor capital costs, and would still have the same lower vidership
fignres when compared ta the SR 99 corvidor.”

1033-115

Residents on the cast side of the Central Valley have access to Amurak (San Joaquins). This
service is a subsidized public portation that is quite successful. This track is the 5th busies
Amitrak line in the Country. Fares are affordable and service is accessible, making the train 2
viability alternative. Ridership has been increasing the last several years. The HSR project fails
to acknowledge this service. vet at the same time has plans to eliminate the service once HSR
service begins.

27. Page 2.0-21 Inconsistent Use of Criteria for Alternatives Selection

The following statement was used to describe the reason for eliminating the Fresno West Bypass
from the DEIR/EIS:

“The Fresuo West Bypass Alternative would not be consistent with the profect purpose aned need
ar with the eljective of wsing existing transportation corridors 1o the maximum extent possible.
The alternative wonld also require acquisition of substantially more right-of-way than an
alternative that goes through Fresno, and would therefore have suhstanifelly more impacts on
environmental resowrces, including agricuitural lands, The Fresno West Bypass Altermative was
alser apposed by boul the City and Cownty of Fresno. For these reasons, this alternative was not
carried forward for further consideration.”
T'he statement above can be utilized for the ing to eli from discussion the by
alternatives around the City of Hanford. The DEIR/EIS improperly applies eriteria in one arca to
alignments in another area. What is good for one are secms to be bad in another. The
application of this faulty analysis indicates that the DEIR/EIS may be based upon a false
application of eriteria. This makes it eritical for the DEIR/ S o make a full analysis of cach
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alignment so that the public and the decision makers can fully comprehend the full extent of the
altermatives.

28, Page 2.0-21 Inconsistent Use of Criteria for Alternatives Selection
The DEIR/EIS again inappropriately applies criteria in the following statement:

"Additionedly, alternatives D-1 and D-2 would have approximately 30 and 43 miles, respectively. of
alignment owtside of an existing transporiation corridor, which is inconsistent with praject
objectives. Alternatives E-1 and E-2 also crass a wildlife refige protecied under Section 4(f) of
the 1.8, Department of Transportation Aci. For these reasons, UPRR alternatives D-1/D-2 and E-
1/E-2 were not carvied forward for further consideration.”

The use of criteria to eliminate alternatives D-1 and D-2 because they are notina transporiation
corridor for significant mileage is not applied to Hanford bypass alternatives w have
mileages upwards of 28 miles not along a transportation corridor. The DEIR/EIS should either
put the Hanford section on a transportation corridor or add alternatives D-1 and D-2 back into the

analysis,

29.  Page 2.0-58 The DEIR/EIS Cannot Ignore the Laws of Physics
The DEIR/EIS provides the following statement that violates laws of physics:

At locations where stormwater swales paraltel the embankment, the approach to wildlife
crossing strucinres would be designed in such a way as to prevent water from panding within
the siruciure. This would be accomplished by terminating the swales on cither side of the
wiledlife crossing structire and engineering a high point distal to the entrance of the structire
1o create a micro-watershed, limiting the rafnwater catchiment area (o a sl isolated, and
discrete depression hetween the high point and the entrance to the serucinve. To allow
wildlife free passage through the crossing struclures, HST right-of-way fencing would he
diverted toward the toe of the slope, up the embankmient. and arommnd the entrance of the
structure. At locations where an intrusion protection harrier parallels a proposed wilediife
crossing steucture, the crossing structure would be extended and designed to pass throngh
the barrier to allow wildlife free passage. Figure 2-31 shows the wildlife crossing elevation
and eross section, as well as the drainage detail.”

Water follows the principle that it will find the lowest spot to rest. Storms in our area have been
known to develop 2-3" of rain in a 24-hour period. With storms this large, sheet flow will find
its way to the habitat erossing and created an impound. In this situation the water will remain
there until such lime as it is pumped out or evaporated. During the winter months the culverts
could remain with standing water for several months until the weather is warm enough to
cvaporate the water,
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30.  Page 2.0-58 The DEIR/EIS Unrealistically Estimates Ridership

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

1033-116
In Table 2013 the DEIR/EIS estimates ridership from the Kings/Tulare Station at approximately
400,000 boardings per year in 2020 and 1.2 million en 2035. When contrasted against today's 33, Page 3.4-3 Figure 3.4-1 is Misleading
Amirak ridership standing at approximately 180.000 boardings per year, the imate provided
by the DEIR/EIS is unrealistic. No evidence is provided within the DEIR/EIS for the public or 1033-121 The DEIR/EIS presents the following diagram for Figure 3.49-1
1033-117 the decision maker to believe these numbers a credible. When combined with the estimated cost
of tickets, which could increase fares upwards to 6 to 7 times the current cost to ride Amtrak. the High-Speed Trains dBA Other Sources
DEIR/EIS fails to ensure that the ridership forecast indicated is appropriate or legitimate.
~—  Ouldoor Indoor
1033-118 = =T= =
3l Page 2.0-105 Statement Contradicts Alignment Choices from Fresno to Bakersfield 100) Rock Delll
The Following statement is given to direct the reader and decision maker as to the criteria set 350 mph = Shop Tocis
forth by the DEIR/EIS. however is it not applicable to the alignments from Fresno to K meh B i
150 mph —————= i i
Heavy Truck, S5mph
THST stations “be located i areas with good access to local mass ransit or other modes of 90 mph ———— Matro Teain, S0 mph
ransportation. The HST sysiem also shall he planmed ancl constrncted in a manner that 0 Bus, 55 mph
minimizes wrhan sprovwl and impacts on the natural environment ™ including “wiledlife corridors.” . .
uto, 55 mph Faod Blender
1033-119 The stations being investigated in the Hanford are include stations that are located several miles o Mt
from the heart of the city and remote from any transportation opportunities. In both instances
there are no city services, no public transpiration services. nor any residential or commercial Ciothes Washei
development located near the stations. They are located in rural areas which do not fit the Commercial
statement above. In the case of the Hanford East (BNSF) station it is significantly different from A - Ak CondNionst
the statement made above given that it is located several miles outside of town and between an Air Condiionss
area that is blighted and deemed urban reserve. This areais a forgotten and underdeveloped
section of the community and as you travel eastward out of Hanford the town become desolate 50
and void of public attractions such as shopping centers or services.
Redrgerator
If the DEIR/EIS wishes to include statement of eriteria, it should provide a detailed and clear PR w|
analysis of the reasons for not following the criteria. | anatiooh atarson | [ aian |
@
1033-120 z 2
32.  Page2.0-109 Table 2-17 Missing Design Phases This figure is misleading to the reader as the comparison of HSR noise is compared to other
Presented in Table 2-17 is a schedule for the project. however what is missing is the design Ouftlﬂor and Indoor noi._w aenczators ot different dism[\ces is‘an inappropriate rn.':lmmr in
phases of this project. The DEIR/EIS explains that this project will be constructed under the which to represent 1h.c .slgnltlL‘almcc of soun_d. ‘lcr‘cis.h ‘[E‘tiw l'-‘l‘d‘—'::c‘“ :}‘: ["d"gr‘:‘“d 3.‘“ I‘:\' he
Design/Build concepts, which will allow the contractor who builds the system to also design it. Emperinne ‘.\h“f“ m"f";”f“dﬁl_‘; 100 ool ‘l"b'."m_c} ‘m'r ]\;2; i la mL.rﬂu." ;.[r]s!ranl 1: f’ b‘;:‘
This process however does not eliminate the need for design. The current status of the plans are reader. .{h" I)I_.IRI T "m.l_ by w.‘m'& - % tpActs o) i L\L_° ml‘,“d‘.lln“, o Idc: di ":
at 15%, which is significantly under designed for a DEIR/ELS analysis. and requires the 1033-122 comparson. 1fa S hiahi llo‘culgd f\!thm 30 fut f“ the alignment, s 1_““‘:'?‘ f\?u ml llL_'i =
contractor to carry the g.] out to 100%, There is not time allocated in this unrealistic time | that the sound would be significantly Inudurl than what is reported. The DEIR/I ._IE\ should also
schedule to allow for design. ensure that all sound measurement are consistently represented from the same distance.
I033'123| The DEIR/EIS also provides the following findings in regards to the sound levels through Kings
County:
CALI FORN A U.S. Department
I ' of Transportation
. o d Federal Railroad
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"Afier crossing Conejo Avenue, the project alfgument furns to the southeast, away from the BNSF right-
af-way, fo bypass the commmity of Laton and to run around the eastern side of Hanford where the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station is proposed. The land wses in the area continue 1o be primarily
agricultural, The measured ambient noise fevels between Laton and SR 198 ranged from 47 to 63 dBA
L, These noise levels are cansistent with a rural environment with some vehicular traffic. The profect
aligmment runs on the eastern side of SR 43 as it tuns south ronward Corcoran. It runs halfway between
Tih Sireer and Sth Street. The land uses along the alignment between SR 198 and Corcoran are primarily
dhatiry furms and fields of alfalfa. The measued ambient nobse levels in this area range from 32 dBA Ldn
al the homes away from busy roadways fo 72 dBA Len for the homes adjacent to the main arterials.”

This information is also depicted in Figure 3.4-6. which shows the locations where noise levels
were monitored along the BNSF alignment. The DEIR/EIS relies upon nois¢ levels that were
consistently taken outside of the impact zone (identified earlier in the DEIR/ELS as within 2.500
feet of the track alignment). The sound levels are not indicative of the ambient noise levels
given their closer proximity to Highway 43, which is a transportation corridor and typically has
higher noise levels associated with a transportation corridor. The noise samples are also located
along a path of agricultural operations and industries that are much more intensive than the areas
located east, given their close proximity to Highway 43.

The DEIR/EIS relies upon ambient sound readings that would reflect a higher ambient noise
level and therefore lower differential between the ambient noise and the HSR levels. The
DEIR/EIS should revisit the study conducted and provide noise samples closer to the proposed
BNSF alignment given the current information does not correctly represent the ambient noise
levels within the HSR alignment impact zone (2,500 feet). The DEIR/EIS should then be revised
and re-cireulated for public review and comment.

34, Page 3.4-26 Small Sample Size

ize for the vibration analysis:

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement as to the sampling s

“Vibration measurements were conducted ar 9 locations representative of actual patentially impected
areas that were within 220 feet of u HST jve ali anted within approxi v 2500 feet of an
existing active rail line”

The inclusion of only 9 sampling locations for 114 miles of track is insufficient to provide a
realistic and statistically representative sampling of the potential impacts and ambient ground
vibration ditions along the alig of the HSR system. Given that soil type and quality is a
sienificant variable in the vibration analysis the alignment currently passes through far greater
than 9 different soil regions in the area. The DEIR/EIS should provide a statistically
representative sampling such that a full array of s0il types can be taken into consideration.

Samples were also only taken along existing railroad corridors, which does not take into account
the numerous alignment options located outside of railroad corridors. The arcas sampled have
been exposed to over a century of various ground vibrations which has consolidated and

comp d the i {iate area. Vit studies in this area can be anticipated to be different
than studies conducted in the rural area of the alignment. The DEIR/EIS provides a select and
narrow sample size and type, therefore limiting the analysis and findings.

1033-127

1033-128

1033-129

1033-130

1033-131
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The failure to provide a significant analysis along the alignment to measure and observe
vibration impacts is a significant shortfall in the environmental analysis of the DEIR/EIS. In
later sections of these comments it will be shown that vibration impacts are high dependent upon
the soil characteristics of the location, Without a proper and exhaustive analysis of soils and
vibrations, the Authority risks significant impacts to the integrity of HSR structures and an
inability to maintain 220 mph travel speeds.

Without a proper sample of soil vibration readings the DEIR/EIS w ill be inadequate to address
future issues that could arise. Leaving analysis to a future time is not contemplated or allowed
under CEQA and NEPA, The DEIR/EIS has the responsibility to provide the appropriate level
of analysis such that the public and decision maker can determine the appropriate level of
significance. In the case of vibration analysis the DEIR/EIS falls significantly short.

35, Page 3.4-33 DEIR/EIS Improperly Defers Analysis
The DIER/EIS provides the following statement:

Al alternarives would result in severe and'or moderate notve impacts that wonld have suhstantial fnrensite winder
NEPA and would be significant under CEQA. Profect elemens, such as the specific vehicle type, track structure and
other elements, may change during engineering and design, resulting i changes 1o the noise impact assessarent. As
project elements affecting noise either change or ave refined, additionat analyses will be conducted to reflect these

changes."

The DEIR/EIS relies upon future analysis to determine impacts and mitigation measures for the
HSR Project. The DEIR/EIS cannot under CEQA defer analysis or impacts and should reflect
the most conservative and worst case scenario for analysis. This ensures that the public is
presented with the most impactful scenario. Although the ability to identify the exact trainset
and car configuration cannot be determined at this point. the DEIR/ELS can easily present
information gathered from other international HSR project and provide the most conservative
data for analysis.

Under CEQA the EIR shall identify mitigation measures for each impact (see CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4 subdivision (a)(1)(A)). The mitigation measure must be fully enforceable
through permit conditions. agreements or other legally binding instruments. The Lead Agency is
also precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the record shows that all
uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been resolved: and the agency may not
rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy of feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v.
City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App.3d692. 727-728). The EIR/ELS improperly defers the
analysis and mitigation measure to some point in the future. Recommendation: The EIR/EIS
must address the current proposed impacts and cannot assume a later adjustment.

36, Page 3.4-48 Improper Conclusion with Analysis or Data

The DEIR/EIS makes the following finding:

@

CALIFORNIA e o Tiansporaton
High-Speed Rail Authority Federal Railroad

Administration

Page 42-212



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

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1033-132

1033-133

1033-134

1033-135

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/ELS Comments Page 31 of 92

"t the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the maximum train speeds would be 220 mph. At this speed, the
distance from the centerline of the tracks within which annovance or surprise can occur would be 43 feer,
which is within the profect right-af-way where people and animals will be exclueed with fencing. For
these reasons, rapid onset noise events are considered to have an effect of negligible intensity wider
NEPA, and a less than significant impact under CEQA™

The DEIR/EIS does not provide any analysis or information regarding the effects of annoyance
or the thresholds. The DEIR/EIS also does not provide any evidence that would justify the 45
foot impact zone that would ereate a noise annoyance. A study conducted by Schomer and
Associates in April 2001" found that the World Health Organization believes that noises at 55
dB would generate a serious noise annoyance and 50dB would generate a moderate noise
annoyance. Given that the DEIR/EIS indicates that at 100 fieet from the alignment the HSR can
generate a sound level of approximately 92 dBB, by World Health Organization standards there is
a significant chance of creating a sound annoyance.

The report provided indicates evidence that the analysis condueted by the DEIR/EIS is faulty.
The DEIR/EIS is required to provide a realistic and factually support analysis of impacts. With
the provided information the DEIR/EIS should be redrafied to consider these impacts and
provide mitigation measures as necessary.

37.  Page 3.4-48 Improper Conclusion with No Supporting Analysis or Data
The DEIR/EIS makes the following finding:

At locations adjacent to the UPRR, BNSF, or SR 99 where the existing noise is afveady high, there would
be no effects under NEPA and no impacts wnder CEQA™

The BNSF and UPRR tracks typically see sound levels around the 75-85 dB range as evidenced
by sound studies conducted along these tracks and reported in the DEIR/EIS. Both of these
systems run dozens of trains per day, whereas the HSR system will be running upwards of 6
trains per hour in each direction. The DEIR/EIS fails to address the significant increase from
ambient (BNSF/UPRR) sound and the significant increase in frequency of noise. Without this
information the DEIR/EIS falsely reports the finding of no effects under NEPA and no impacts
under CEQA.

38 Page 3.4-52 Inad ¢ for Construction Noise

gquate Mitigation M
The DEIR/EIS provides by which a can mitigate for excessive noise under
N&V-MM#1: Construction noise mitigation measures. Although these measure can be
implemented and can be effective. the mitigation measure fail to provide a compliance and
response mechanism that would allow the residents, businesses and facilities located near the
construction zones to seck assistance in addressing noise impacts to their operations or homes.
Without such a program, these people will likely rely upon law enfi to lodge complai

' payl Schomer, Ph.D), P.E. A White Paper: Assessment of Moisg Annoyanee. Schemer and Associates, Inc. 2001
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therefore adding a burden to the local law enforcement which is not critical and will divert their
attention away from serious crimes.

The mitigation measure does not provide a significant amount of detail that the public or
decision maker can ascertain its effectiveness. For instance the measure states that noise
mitigation measure will be implemented "as necessary”, yet fails to define when and where the
mitigation measures will be implemented. Will a contractor be required to implement measures
if noise exceeds a certain limit or will they require them if there are complaint? What is the
criteria for impl tation of the measures?

The mitigation measure also does not indicate to what degree the measure will alleviate the
impact. The measures do not indicate if they will reduce impacts by a certain numerical number.
The public and the decision maker cannot properly determine if the measure will be effective if a
measure of reduction is not provided.

Lastly, the cost of the mitigation measure is not provided. which leaves the implementation of
these measure as suspect. If measure are significantly costly and not accounted for in the project.
they may not be feasible or realistic.

39, Page 3.4-33 Mitigation Measure is Ambiguous and Insufficient

The DEIR/EIS provides mitigation measures for HSR noise under N&V-MM#E3: Implement
Proposed California High-Speed Train Project Noise Mitigation Guidelines. The mitigation
analysis provided is incomplete and ambiguous. The reader is unable to determine the impact of
implement the mitigation measure given the DEIR/EIS does not indicate precisely where and
what mitigation measure will be implemented. Although tables are provided where they
anticipate sound barriers (he measure further explains that they will work with local entities w0
select and site barriers. which would lead the reader to believe that more barriers could be
installed to accommodate the sensitive receivers as outlined in Figures 3.4-15 to 3.4-19.

40.  Page 3.4-65 No Evidence to Prove Uneconomical Status
The DEIR/EIS makes the following finding:

“Naise receivers severely impacted in the Fresno, East Hanford, Pixley, ane Allensworth areas, as well

as those noise receivers severely impacted in Corcoran, Wasco, Shafier, and Bakersfield, would not be

mitigated by a sound harrier; because they are shown to be economically unfeasible, they would receive
ather forms of mitigation, such as building insulation or payment of property noise easements.”

The DEIR/EIS provides this statement without providing citations or evidence that the
installation of sound barriers is "economically unfeasible”. The public is unable to verify and
understand the failure to provide noise mitigation given the presence of sensitive receivers within
the impact zone. The DEIR/EIS should provide the public with the ju tion for this finding
and re-release the DEIR/EIS for public review and comment priot to finalization of the
DEIR/EIS.
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This statement also fails to provide data, examples or a description of the "other forms of
mitigation” as stated. The DEIR/EIS leaves the public with the concept of "other” mitigation
measures. yet fails to provide enough evidence that would allow the reader to conclude the
impact on the surrounding environment, The DEIR/EIS should provide a deseription and
discussion of "other” mitigation measures that would be utilized.

There also seems to be an inconsistency in impact analysis which governed the economical
justification for barriers. For example there are approximately 231 severe noise impact sites on
the Hanford West Bypass Alternative | and for Barrier 1 of the Bakersfield Hybrid section only
224 severe noise receivers. The DEIR/EIS provides no evidence that the inclusion. and or
exclusion of barriers was warranted or economical.

41.  Failure to Analyze Ground Vibration on Underground Facilities

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the significant environmental impact of ground vibrations on
underground facilities such as underground water lines. deepwells, electrical lines and gas lines.
As vibrations from the HSR trains propagates outward impacts to these facilities that are
underground could be significant. In the case of underground irrigation lines. the impact could
be broken lines and subsequent crop damage due to lack of imrigation water. Many of the
pipeline systems that have been utilized by farmers have been shown to fail under fatigue. such
as vibration. Old pipeli techite pipelines and vitrified clay lines tend to
reinforcement and are very brittle, 1f exposed to intense ground vibrations, these pipelines will
begin to fail. Over time cracks may form and when pressure is applied they will rupture.

Under CEQA the EIR shall identify mitigation measures for cach impact (see CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4 subdivision (a)}(1)(A)). The mitigation measure must be {ully enforcable
through permit conditions, agreements or other legally binding instruments. The Lead Agency is
also precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the record shows that all
uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been resolved: and the agency may not
rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy of feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v.
City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d692, 727-728). The EIR/EIS improperly defers the
analysis and mitigation measure to some point in the future. Recommendation: The EIR/EIS
must address the current proposed impacts and cannot assume a later adjustment.

42.  Lack of Sound Attenuation Study

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide the public with an analysis of the noise attenuation surrounding
the HSR system. As sound is generated from the track it will propagate outwards, 1t would be
critical to know where the sounds attenuates such that it is not audible by the human ear so that
the impacts to facilities within that area can be properly accounted for. The DEIR/EIS also does
not discriminate between ground borne noise and noise generated on elevated tracks. As sound
is elevated it will have fewer sound interruptions such as trees and buildings. therefore the
sounds will radiate outwards. As it stands, the noise levels from the BNSF alignment though
Hanford can be audible several miles outside of town. As the HSR trains travel on the elevated
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tracks 45" above ground the noise will radiate outwards unimpeded and cause noise interruptions
to businesses, schools and residences within Hanford.

43.  Lack of Analysis and Impact Due to Train Vibration

In May 1988 a study titled the Effect of Train-Induced Vibrations on Houses - A Case study was
produced by J.H, Rainer and G. Pernica'’. The study was delivered at the Symposium on
Serviceability of Buildings (Movements, Deformation. Vibrations. The study found that ground
vibrations can have an impact of building up to 250 m (820 ft) from the source. The DEIR/EIS
only studies an area 275 ft from the edge of the right-of-way. therefore only 325 fi from the
centerline of the track. The study also found that due to resonance of vibrations. homes and
structures could see amplifications of 9 to 10 times larger.

Another finding was the consolidation or compaction of surrounding soils which caused a
significant settlement of structures. As soils that are fine grained become wet and vibrations are
applied the grain structures begin got collapse. Given the variation of soil types along the
alignment, the DEIR/DEIS does not analyze or provide data on the impacts of ground vibrations
10 s0il ¢ lidation and paction. This settlement can be a significant impact of structures
ineluding irrigation pipelines, farming structures (ie. dairy barns, storage facilities. groundwater
wells), homes, etc. The DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of the ve al and horizontal
vibration impacts on soil stability to ensure that the long term impacts of vibrations are not
detrimental to the surrounding environment.

Section 3.5 Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic
Interference

44, Page 3.5-16 Conflicting Findings Requiring Further Review and Discussion
T'he DEIR/EIS addressed electrical field impacts dairy cows in the following statement:

I regard o dairy production, MeGill University conducted a study with cows in pens exposed to

contralled EMF levels of 330 mG and 10 kVim, the projecied magnetic and eleciric fields that ocewr at
grownd level wnder a 735 KV fine ai full load, The researchers mea: 1 the following: mel in levels,
prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat content, dvy matter intake by cows, and reproductive oulcomes.
While a few staiistically significant changes in these factors were formd, none of the changes was outside
the normal range for cows (MeGill University 2008). The sty concluded that the EME exposure dlicd not

D the cows or reduce milk producii ariows stidies cited by other researchers regavding EMF
anal wildiife suggest a range of effects similar to livestock from mon-existent to velatively small to posttive.
One study suggests a beneficial application for ELF-EMF in broifer chickens 1o fight a common parasitic

infection called Coceidiosis (Golder Associates 2009). For these reasons. EMF effects on livestock and

in-Inducted Vibrations on Houses - A Case Study. National

'" J.H. Rainer and G. Permica et al.
Research Coneil Canada. 1988
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pouliry would have negligible intensity under NEPA and the impact would be less than significant wnder
CEQA"

According to Donald Hillman, Charles Goeke and Richard Moser in a paper titled Electric and
Magnetic Field Affect Milk Production and Behavior of Cows: Results Using Shiclded Neutral
Isolation Transformer they concluded that animal behavior including milk production of cows is
negatively impacted by "stray voltage" from power sources'?. Tests were run on 12 farms and all
showed animal behavior. health and milk production impacts. What was also discovered was
that EMF's less than 1 Volt can cause damage to a cow, and a cow did not have to be touching
metal for harmonies to occur and interfere with milk production,

Other evidence has been provided that shows that secondary impacts from EMF's can cause
impacts to dairy cows. In an article titled "Are Electromagnetic Fields Negatively Impacting
Your Cows?, Peter Webb identifies the consequences of EMF's on dairy produclion”. Mr.
Webb reported that grounding of electrical systems can impact groundwater wells, which causes
electrolysis and the fonization of groundwater wells. This causes a "metallic taste” and lessens
the surface tension of the water. causing cows to lap water and not drink the required amount for
optimal milk production.

Another critical element pointed out by Mr. Webb and recently experienced by a dairy in Kings
County is the impact of EMF's on cow behavior. They have been shown to cause problems with
sore feet and swollen joints and failure to cooperate in the milking process. An article written by
Kelly Holleran' indicates that stray voltage on a dairy causes impacts to milk production. cow
illness and aborted calves. Another case was documented in dairy located near Seattle,
Washington. In this case stray voltage from power lines near the facility caused small voltages
in dairy equipment and nearly closed the dairy down'’, Voltages that were allowed to travel
through the ground were conducted through metal dairy structures and created small voltages
that cause impacts to the dairy herd.

Stray voltage can be expected as the electrified trains will take power delivered from the
overhead caternary system into the steel wheels and into the rails. The rails leak stray currents
into the soil as it tries to find the path of least impedance. The soil under the ballast and tracks
conduct current very well and allow it to surge though soil. Often these currents can induce
voltage on metal object including diary fences and milking equipment.

With the dairy industry being the leading agricultural commodity in Kings County. the
DEIR/EIS fails to appropriately address the concerns and potential for EMF's and Stray Voltage

and Behavior or Cow ¢ a Cransiy cl 5. July 2004,
" Peter Webb. "A |
it www . caniadiandow
* Kelly Holleran. "D
hitped waw madisonrecird com/news 24
distress March 1, 2012

¥ \Warren Comwell; "Dairy Farmer Wins S1.1 Million Against Ltility™:

vs/ 2003309985 dairy 18m.html: October 4, 2012

MAF-COWS

tray Volage Made Catle 11l and Caused Emetion;

Farmer-stray-voliage-made-catt motional-

hitps/ seattetimes,com hitmloca
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on milking cows. The alignment proposed in the DEIR/EIS travels through and adjacent to
several dairy operations. which could potentially impact milk production and herd health. The
R/EIS should provide further review on the topics identified and re-release the DEIR/EIS for
public review and comment.

45.  Page 3.5-18 Failure to Completely Address Impact

The DEIR/EIS attempts to address the increased potential for corrosion to surrounding facilities
by making the following statement:

"If adjacent pipefines and other linear metallic siructures are not sufficiently grownded through the direct

comtact with earth, the project would include additional ling of pipelines and other linear wetallic

abjects in coordination with the affected omwner or wrility. as part of the construction of the HST System.
Alternasivelv, inswlating joints or couplings may be installed in comtinuous metallic pipes to prevent

current flow.”

“The potential for corrosion from ground currents would he avoided by installing supplemental
arownding or by i ing sections in ¢ metallic objects in accordance with standard HST
designs. Becanse the potential for corvasion is stight and would be avoided by stardard design
provisions, the effect wanld have negligible intensity wder NEPA. Under CEQA, the impact would be
less than significant.”

Although the DEIR/EIS recognizes the impact associated with currents that flow through soils
and cause increase corrosion to metal facilities. it does not appropriately address and provide for
a thoughtful and prehensive mitigation process. The DEIR/EIS responds to the impact by
providing to impl t increased gi fing and insul efforts for landowners,
however the statement leads the public and the decision maker to believe that mitigation
measures are only being implemented on HSR facilities. What the DEIR/EIS fails to details is
how this shall be carried out. The public is left without the ability to determine the effectiveness
of this mitigation measure given the lack of detail provided.

Questions that would be mandatory to answer prior to making a determination is:

e How far should electrical current travel, which could impact underground metal facilities
and metal structures that are not grounded properly?

s How does the Contractor and the Authority intend to ide all potential metallic
facilities and structures that could be exposed to an increase in corrosion potential?

«  What techniques would be implemented in differing situations. Examples: How to
provide protection for groundwater deepwells, long irrigation pipelines, metal pole-barn
structure, metal shade structures at dairies, ete.?

«  What happens if a landowner finds excessive corrosion to an facility after HSR service
has begun?

The DEIR/EIS provides a very cursory identification of the problem. a very limited explanation
of the mitigation and no description of the effectiveness of the mitigation and how it will be
exceuted. The reader and the public cannot determine the severity of the impact. nor the
effectiveness of the mitigation measure given the information provided in the DEIR/EIS.

@
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1033-157
46.  Failure to Address EMF Impacts of Crop Production

The EMF created by the HSR alignment will induce an EMF in areas that are surrounded by
agriculture. Given the close proximity to crops and farming, the DEIR/EIS fails to address
impacts on crop production. Recent reports have show negative impacls of EMF's on ¢rop
production. A thesis done by S. Somasckaran at the School of Energy. Environment and Natural
Resources at Madurai Kamaraj University in India looked at the impacts that EMF's can have on
crop production. Mr. Somasekaran discovered that plants grown under an EMF showed
reductions in shoot length, root length, leaf area. leaf fresh weight, specific leafl weight.
short/root ratio, total biomass content and total water content'®. Reduced growth and
physiological parameters were caused by the reduction in cell division and cell enlargement.

The study further looked at production rates of crops located near EMF's and crops located
without an EMF, Crops under EMF's were generally stressed and produced less. which in turn
had an economic impact in the communi

The DEIR/EIS should provide a thorough review of the impacts associated with EM
life, with an emphasis of agricultural crop production.

“'s on plant

1033-158
47, Failure to Address EMF Impacts on Bee Hive Activity

The Use of bees for pollination of agricultural products such as almonds and fruit trees is
essential to the economic viability of our agricultural community. As the HST alignment passes
randomly and irresponsibly through some of the most valuable fruit and nut tree crops in Central
California, the caternary and eleetrical system required to support electrical service to the HSR
alignment could potentially have impacts on bee colonies that are used to pollinate crops. The
1033-159 following science has been discovered concerning electrical impacts to bees:

» Bioelectromagnetics. 1981:2(4):315-28.
Biological effects of a 765-kV transmission line: exposures and thresholds in
honeybee colonies.
Gireenberg B, Bindokas VP. Gauger JR.

Honeybee colonies exposed under a 763-kV, 60-Hz transmission line at 7 kV/m show the
following sequence of effects: 1) increased mator activity with transient increase in hive
temperature; 2) abnormal propolization; 3) impaired hive weight gain: 4) queen loss and
abnormal production of queen cells: 5) decreased sealed brood: and 6) poor winter
survival, When colonies were exposed at 5 different E fields (7. 5.5.4.1, 1.8, and 0.65-
.85 kV/m) at incremental distances from the line. difterent thresholds for biologic
effects were obtained. Hive net weights showed significant dose-related lags at the
following exposures: 7 kY/m, one week: 5.5 kV/m, 2 weeks: and 4.1 kVim. 11 weeks.

Muthuchelian, C.5¢
itv. School of Energy.

ect of Electromagnetic field on Some Selected Crop Plans™: Madurai Kamaraj
vironment and Natural Resources: December 2007,

1033-159
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The two lowest exposure groups had normal weight after 25 weeks. Abnormal
propolization of hive entrances did not occur below 4.1 kV/m, Queen loss occurred in 6
of 7 colonies at 7 kV/m and 1 of 7 at 5.5 kW/m, but not below. Foraging rates were
significantly lower only at 7 and 5.5 kV/m. Hive weight impairment and abnormal
propolization oceur at lower E-field intensity than other effects and limit the "biological
effects comridor” of the transmission line to approximately 23 m beyond a ground line
projection of each outer phase wire. Intrahive E ficlds of 15-100 kV/m were measured
with a displacement current sensor. Step-potential-induced eurrents up to 0.5 microA
were measured in an electrically equivalent bee model placed on the honeycomb in a hive
exposed at 7 kKV/m. At 1.8 kV/m body currents were a few nanoamperes, ot two orders of
magnitude lower. and these colonies showed no effects. [:-field versus electric shock
mechanisms are discussed.

« Bioelectromagnetics. 1989:10(1):1-12.
Laboratory investigations of the electrical characteristics of honey bees and their
exposure to intense electric fields.
Bindokas VP, Gauger JR. Greenberg B.
Bees exposed to 60-Hz electric (E) fields greater than 150 kV/m show field-induced
vibrations of wings. antennae, and body hairs. They also show altered behavior if
exposed while in contact with a conductive substrate, Measurements indicate that
approximately 240 nA is led to a bee ling on a conductive substrate ina 100-
kV/m E field. In lab experiments, bee disturbance and sting result from exposure to E
field greater than 200 kV/m (bee current greater than 480 nA) and reduced voluntary
movements at greater than 300 kV/m (greater than 720 nA bee current} only if the bee is
on a conductive substrate, It is hypothesized that in the latter situation coupled bee
current drains through the lower thorax and legs to the conductive substrate. and that the
resulting enhanced current density in these regions is the cause of observed responses.
I'he observation that bees exposed to intense E fields on an insulator show vibration of
body parts but no behavioral response suggests that vibration contributes little to the
disturbance of bees in intense E ficlds. Lab measurements of bee impedance from front-
to-rear leg pairs were made on wet and dry conductors. Measurements validate the
selection of 1 M omega as a middle value for bee impedance used in the design of
devices used to generate step-potential-induced currents in bees.

s Bioelectromagnetics. 1988:9(3):285-301.
Mechanism of biological effects abserved in honey bees (Apis mellifera, L.) hived
under extra-high-voltage tr ission lines: impli derived from bee exposure
to simulated intense electric fields and shocks.
Bindokas VP, Gauger JR, Greenberg B.
This work explores mechanisms for disturbance of honey bee colonics under a 765 KV,
60-Hz transmission line [electrie (E) field = 7 kV/m|] observed in previous studies.
Proposed mechanisms fell into two categories: direct bee perception of enhanced in-hive
E fields and perception of shock from induced currents. The adverse biological effects
could be reproduced in simulations where only the worker bees were exposed to shock or
to E field in elongated hive entranceways (= tunnels). We now report the results of full-
scale experiments using the tunnel exposure scheme. which assesses the contribution of
shock and intense E field to colony disturbance. Exposure of worker bees (1400 h) to 60-
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Hz E fields including 100 kV/m under moisture-free conditions within a nonconductive
tunnel causes no deleterious affect on colony behavior. Exposure of bees in conductive
{e.g.. wet) tunnels produces bee disturbance, increased mortality. abnormal propolization.
and possible impairment of colony growth, We propose that this substrate dependence of
bee disturbance is the result of perception of shock from coupled body currents and
enhanced current densities postulated to exist in the legs and thorax of bees on
conductors. Similarly, disturbance occurs when bees are exposed to step-potential-
induced currents, At 275-350 nA single bees are disturbed: at 600 nA bees begin
abnormal propolization behavior: and stinging occurs at 900 nA. We conclude that
biological effects seen in bee colonies under a transmission line are primarily the result of
electric shock from induced hive currents. This evaluation is based on the limited effects
of E-field exposure in tunnels, the observed disturbance thresholds caused by shocks in
tunnels, and the ability of hives exposed under a ion line to source eurrents 100-
1.000 times the shock thresholds,

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the impact of electrical fields on bees. As agriculture utilize
bees to pollinate erops and also produce honey, the DEIR/ELS should provide recognition of the
impact and an analysis of i nificance. The determination of significance should also

tate a discussion of mitigation measures their feasibility.

Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Electricity

48.  Page 3.6-11 Improper Basis for Caleulation and Assumption

of power requirements for the

The DEIR/EIS makes the following explanation for the
section of HSR from Fresno to Bakersfield:

T iddentify the projected energy demand of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST Sysrem,
estimated energy impuct for the entire HST System was provated based on the proportion of the lTength af
HST gwideway within the Fresno to Bakersfield Section stuely area.”

The method for calculating the power requirements for this section of track is incorreet and
inappropriate. The energy (power) required for this section of track cannot simply be prorated as
a section of the overall system. The power requirements should be specifically caleulated to
determine the most accurate system requirements. As the HSR system is designed to travel at
220 mph through the Central Valley and only 125 mph in urban areas the amount of power
required in the Central Valley will be significantly higher. The DEIR/EIS fails to properly
address the power requirements for the public to understand the impacts of this project on the
California power-grid.

Power is directly related to speed, the higher the speed the more power required for the system.
Also the extreme weather in the Central Valley will cause a significant increase in power
consumption to run climate control systems within the high-speed tainsets. The only appropriate
way to determine the impacts of power requirements is to correctly identify the power grid

1033-161
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requirements for a specific location with a specific speed. The analysis should also be
considered given the manner in which power is required to meet the system requirements. Will
the power be consistent, or will power be cyclic when the demand is required to power the train?
Essentiaily the DEIR/EIS should address the ient power requi 15 as a lrain passes
through an area.

49, Page 3.6-18 Failure to Identify SCE Mascot Sub Station
The DEIR/EIS makes the following findings:

"Fhere ave two substations in the studv arvea, both in Kings County. One station owned by Southern
California Edison is approgi Iy 9 fect north of Fromt Street o the west side of 13th Avenne
adfacent to the potential Kings/Tudare Regional Station-West Alternative. A second substation, owned by
PG&E, is af the northwestern corner of the intersection of Kewt Avene aned Sownly 111l Aveme, south of
the city of Hanford, and acjacent to the Hanford West Alternative and proposed overcrossing Kent
Avemie,"”

The DEIR/EIS fails to identify the SCE Mascot Sub Station which is currently being constructed
on the southwest comer of 7 1/2 Avenue and Grangeville Boulevard. The Mascot station is
directly adj to the HSR ali and potentially within the footprint of some of the HSR
supporting facilities. The DEIR/EIS should ensure that SCE and the County of Kings is
consulted to appropriately address the impacts to this newly constructed substation.

50.  Page 3.6-19 Failure to Address Kings County Ed Wireless C
System

The DEIR/EIS fails 1o address the wireless internet system that the Kings County Education
Depariment provides to schools and residents. There are currently towers located throughout the
City of Hanford and rural areas that conneet the schools and residents to a high-speed internet
system. On the BNSF system there are two communication towers that could potentially be
impacted. A tower located within the City of Hanford communicates with a tower located at Kit
Carson School. Given the height of the track and the electrical interference the DEIR/ELS should
identify these facilities and determine if there is an impact. If there is an impact a mitigation
measure should be studics, presented and implemented.

51.  Page 3.6-37 Failure to Address Co-Existing Easements and Priorities

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the conflict that will arise between existing utilities such as power and
water. however falls short of providing evidence that the co ence of the utilitics in one space
at one time is fully understood and addressed. The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

“fi would be standard practice that agreements related to wility relocation or encasement require wility
awners and operators to notify the Authority in advance of monitaring or maintenance of their focifitics
that remin in the HST right-of-way affer construction of the guideway. 2
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The DEIR/EIS fails to anticipate the day-to-day or emergency requirement to access existing utilities that
must be relocated as a function of the HSR project. If an electrical line must be placed under the HSR
alignmmu irack the power company must have absolute rights to access that line in an emergency
situation 1o restore power quickly and cfficiently. The inability to address access and responsibiliti
have a significant impact of communities and potentially those who rely upon power for life support
systems.

oS can

The co-existence of utilities also creates a liability issue that is not addressed by the DEIR/EIS. For
example, an irrigation line is relocated as a part of the project and placed below the track-bed and due to
the fatigue of vibrations from the HSR trains passing 225+ times a day the line fails. Typically irrigation
lines are maving $00-2.000 gallons per minute of water. This volume of water can immediately wash an

bank including a track-bed. As expected the train system will be shut down and service will be
interrupted. Who assumes liability for this accident? This scenario could be seen in any of the other
utilities that may be relocated as a part of this project.

52, Page 3.6-43 Improper Basis for Calculation and Assumption

The DEIR/EIS again falsly relies upon a proration of energy consumption from the entire system to
ine the power req for the 144 miles of track contemplated in this analysis

stem vwould cantribute approximately 14% 1o the
s, as compared with the energy wse of conventional

“The Fresno to Bakersficld Section of the HS.
statewide estimates of HST energy demand and sav
means of transporiation. The anticipated electricity use would be approximetely 14% of the wal HST
System power use, or 1104 to 16,35 gigmwett-hours (G IWIy per day, depending wpon the fare scenario.
The pavback period for energy wsed demeand dwring HST construction wondd e appreximearely 2 fo 4
years. "

The DEIR/EIS should make a fair and scientific calculation of the power requirements needed to
support 114 miles of 220 mph high-speed rail service contemplated in this section. This is
eritical to know the impacts of meeting this requirement given the current capabilities of power
suppliers.

53, Page 3.6-55 Failure to Analyze Power Line Installation and/or Upgrades

The DEIR/EIS does not address the environmental impaets associated with upgrades in power
lines or the installation of new power t ission facilit 1 1o deliver power (o the HSR
alignment. The DEIR/ELS makes the following statement:

"Because these upgrades would be condncred in accordance with applicable regulations. the effect of
these modifications on existing efecteical infrastruchire wendled herve negligible imtensity under NEPA.
Under CEQA, the impect would be fess than significant.”

The DEIR/EIS scems to vaguely recognize the need to connect the existing power network to the HSR
alignment. What is missing is analysis and envi 1 impacts d with installing and/or
upgrading power lines to deliver power to he HSR system.
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54, Page 3.6-57 Verification of Gas Line Under Ponderosa Street

There is no evidence that the analysis provided recognition of a natural gas line located under
Ponderosa Street on the BNSF alignment. This natural gas line serves approximately 25 rural-
residential homes and it a critical and valuable asset. The DEIR/EIS should provide clarification
so that the reader and the public can clearly distinguish where the natural gas and other
alignment conflicts arise.

55. Page 3.6-60 Incomplete Analysis of Water Impacts
The DEIR/EIS recognizes water infrastructure as an impact. however only addresses a limited

list of water facilities, which falls well short of the realistic number and classification of water
facilities that will be impacted. The DEIR/EIS provides the following limited and misleading

“Table 3.6-13 identifies the number of low-risk potential conflicts between the BNSF Aliernative anel

associated station areas and existing water facilities. The BNSE Aliernative would cross at feast 129

water lines, valves, pumps/Tydrants, irrigation pipefines, and canals. The majority of these crossings
would be in the ciry of Fresne and other urban areas where the HST would be on an elevated guideway.”

The number and identification of irrigation lines in the rural areas scems lo be missing. Thisis
also supported by the fact that the tcam responsible for the DEIR/EIS has not spoken to any
landowner about the location of existing irrigation pipelines that are utilized to move water
throughout the region. These pipelines constitute a large number of facilities that will eross the
HSR alignment. These crossings are critical to each operations, which is considered a business,
Given that each business relies upon these irrigation lines to meet erop demands, the replacement
and timing of sueh replacement it critical 1o ensure that businesses are not impacted. This
includes the minimization of the risk to eliminating irrigation water from permanent crops. which
would be a severe impact.

The DEIR/EIS provides no evidence that measures are in place to ensure that landowners can
suceessfully replace irrigation lines in a appropriate manner, Details are not provided as to
intricate process required to identify. locate, replace and develop a long-term program to situate
irrigation lines under a heavily traveled and vibrated corridor. This also includes the lack ofa
plan to address future pipeline failures and liability.

56.  Page 3.6-62 Incorrect Statement

The DEIR/EIS makes the following incorrect statement:

"I awllition, local water-use efficiency gouls lated stetewide under AB x7-7, the Warer Conservarion
Act, would partially offver the additional water demend expected from the HST station operation.”

The DEIR/ELS incorrectly refers to the statewide bill as AB x7-7. which should be SB x7-7.

@

CALIFORNIA e of Tranapostaion
High-Speed Rail Authority porsrintime i

Page 42-218



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

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1033-174

1033-175

1033-176

1033-177

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments Page 43 of 92

57.  Page 3.6-66 Failure to Address Lack of Wastewater Treatment Availability

The DIER/EIS fails to address the lack of wastewater treatment availability to the BNSF station
on the east side of Hanford. Given the location of the station is in the rural area of Kings County
and on the east side of Highway 43. the City of Hanford has not extended sewer lines to that
area, The DEIR/EIS fails to address the need to extend sewer service or include provisions for
septic systems at the station location.

58, Page 3.6-67 Failure to Address Stormwater Analysis

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide the reader and public with an appropriate analysis of the potential
impacts to stormwater drainage and the potential systems it will impact. The DEIR/EIS makes
the following statement:

"As discussed in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, the project would result in
increases in stormwater rinaff. The project design would specifically address stormwater
volumes and flow requirements, During final design, an evaluation of each receiving stormwater
systen's capacity to accommodate project runoff would be conducted.”

The DEIR/EIS defers the stormwater analysis including volume and flow calculations to a later
date. This information is critical for the reader. public and Authority to properly assess the
impacts to stormwater features. This type of analysis is typical and necessary in the CEQA and
NEPA process. For example. included in Attachment 77 is a study conducted by URS for the
Interstate 710 Corridor Project. The report was titled, Water Quality and Stormwater runoff
Study. Final Report, Interstate 710 Corridor Project Between Ocean Boulevard and The State
Route 60 Interchange. This report was included in the 1710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS and
provided calculation of potential flows, water quality issues and mitigation measures tailored to
the impacts associated with the project.

The DEIR/EIS fails to reach the minimum threshold for suitable information required to make a
determination of impacts per CEQA and NEPA. The DEIR/EIS cannot defer analysis to after a
decision on behalf of the lead agencies. The DIE should prepare a suitable drainage
analysis for the public.

59, Page 3.6-77 Incorreet Cal of Power C

"The project would increase eleciricity demand. Because of the anticipated times of peak rail travel,
impacts on elecrricity generation and transmission facilities waniled be particularly focused on peak
electrivity demand periods (4 pn. 1o 6 p.m.). According 1o the Statewide Program EIRELS (dwhority
and FRA 2003), the HST would increase peak efeciricity demand on the state’s generation and
iransatission infrastenctire by an estimated 480 MW in 2020, Based on the assumption thet this peak
demeand wordd be evenly spread throughow the system, the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would require

Jpproxi v 78 MW of additional peak capacity.
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T'he DEIR/EIS again provides no evidence on how values were caleulated. Given previous
assumptions of the DEIR/EIS that power « ion is prorated tf hout the system. the
number provided are inaccurate.

Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Resources

istantly

60.  Page 3.8-1 Failure to Apply a Criteria and Design Feature Cor

e alternative would wse existing transportation corridors and raif limes to reduce new
crossings, changes to drainage. and encroachments on Waler resources. i3

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize that for several miles the alignments proposed from Fresno to
Bakersficld are not located along any transportation corridor. Specifically, the alignments
through Kings County fail to follow any transportation corridors. This creates a very unfortunate
situation where the acerual of hydrologic impacts are increased in the Kings County area. The
DEIR/EIS docs not address the reasoning for apply a design and alignment philosophy in one
area and not in another. The DEIR/EIS should provide a detailed analysis for the public and the
decision maker regarding the need to deviate from this approach when traveling through Kings
County. Without out such analysis the reader and the decision maker are unable to determine if
the alignment is the least damaging altemnative given as it is known that an alignment near a
transportation corridor will reduce impacts as stated above.

61.  Page 3.8-11 Failure to Analyze the Cumulative Impacts of Groundwater Pumping
Due to the Project

The DEIR/EIS addresses the ¢ tion of ground L h only addresses the

[ ption of g dwater ¢ ing facilities such as the HMF and HSR Stations, The
DEIR/EIS fails to completely address the increased pumping required to supply water to the
influx of urban residents that will be introduced to Central Valley communities.

In section 1.0 Project Need and Purpose the DEIR/EIS establishes the following statement on
Page 1-7:

"Much of this papulation growth will be ace fated in the metrog coastal areas or in Southern
California’s Intand Empire. However, growth and development in these reglons are increasingly
challenged because of environmental and quality-of-life isswes. including the high housing prices. These
areas are finding it increasingly difficult to aecommodate new development: and despite economic
pressure fo grow. the combination af rising costs and local opposition is likely fo prsh a mh\.rmmu!'_
nmber of peaple 1o seek homes and employment elsewhere. The San Joaquin Valley is a likely omlet for
this population pressure: with a vauthful popdation, it fs also a najor source of growtln in its own rigeht
from both the local popidation. as well as inmigration (Teiiz et al. 2005)."

This statement sets the state for an urban movement towards the affordable and spacious Central
Valley communities. HSR allows residents in urban settings such as Los Angeles and San
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Francisco to access rural settings such as Fresno and Bakersfield. Traditionally urban incomes
are higher than Central Valley incomes and land and homes in urban setting are significantly
higher than in the Central Valley. The average cost of a home in San Francisco currently sits at
approximately $710,000 (http: i i ilifornia’) while the
cost of a home in Fresno current

{hup trulia.com/real_estate/Fresno-Californig/market. This represents a cost
differential of $585.000. If the average price of a round-trip ticket between Fresno and San
Francisco costs $100, and a commuter used the train every day of the week (minus holidays and
two weeks of vacation) that commuter could travel between the two cities for 25 years with the
cost savings. Many of these commuters will realize the buying power of their salaries in the
Central Valley and opt for the larger homes, which coincide with larger lots in lucrative
communities.

The information above provides evidence that a realistic analysis of the potential influx of
homeowners from the urban areas of California to the rural and affordable regions of the Central
Valley should be conducted. Ec icp L € prices, average salaries. family
dynamics and educational opportunities should all be investigated in determining the potential to
induce a exodus from the urban setting to the Central Valley.

With the increase flux of people comes the increased flux of water consumption. The Central
Valley, which is a conjunctive use basin relies upon the delicate balance between surface water
and groundwater pumping. Most cities within the Central Valley rely upon groundwater to meet
residential needs. The exception is the City of Fresno, which has a surface water treatment plant.
As commuters begin to move towards Central Valley citics there will be an increased pressure on
already over-allocated water supplies to meet the drinking water needs. The DEIR/ELS fails to
identify or analyze the i ground ption within the Central Valley created by
the influx of commuters moving the Central Valley.

The DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of the potential increase in groundwater pumping
required to meet future population demands created by the high-speed rail project. This should
include an analysis of current supplies and future supplies needed to meet the demand. Also
required is an analysis of the ability to meet demand with groundwater and surfacewater.

62, Page 3.8-27 Ground Subsidence

The DEIR/EIS identifies the presence of ground subsidence due to the excessive groundwater
pumping, however fails to address this phenomenon as an impact and its potential impact on

i ) [ jon. The U.S. Geological Survey has found that between 1920 and 1977 the
Central Valley subsided by 29.6 feet, which is approximately 6.25 inches per year'”. This
significant amount of subsidence has not been identified or addressed by the DEIR/EIS. The
DEIR/EIS does also not address the variation in subsidence throughout the valley.

" R L. Ireland, J.F. Poland and F.S. Riley. Land Subsidence in the San Joagquin Vallev, California as of 1980,
USGS Paper 437-4: 1984,
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Recent experiences in Taiwan show the impact of groundwater pumping on HSR systems.
Included in Attachment are two articles recently produced that document the impact of
subsidence on HSR system and the mitigation measure to ensure that track deflection is not
beyond the tolerance of HSR systems. Although the impact of subsidence can be viewed as an
engineering feature, the only case example for mitigation of subsidence is provided in the
examples found in Tiawan, which was to restrict agricultural pumping Taiwan addressed the
problem by restricting agricultural pumping in 1,000 deepwells for 10 years to reduce the
subsidence down to 3 em'®. This also cost a significant amount of money, totalling 51.83 billion
in2011 duJJars, which would be significant higher in the highly productive Central Valley of
California

The DEIR/EIS should address the potential for subsidence to impact track deflection and the
potential mitigation measures to avoid any track subsidence that will coincide with ground
subsidence. Once the mitigation measures are identified the environmental impacts should be
analyzed and their significance both on a CEQA and NEPA basis should be provided to the
reader.

63.  DEIR/EIS Use of Septic System Without Appropriate Analysis

The DEIR/EIS loeated the potential HSR Station along the east alignment in an area that is not
currently accessible to public utilities such as water and sewer systems. The DEIR/ELS fails to
address the implementation of a septic system to handle a large public facility such as a HSR
station in a rural arca. The DEIR/EIS contemplates a potential ridership forecast of upwards of
3,000+ riders per day through the station. Public facilities o handle this volume of sewage
material if a urban sewer system is not available would be a significant source of groundwater
pollution. OFf notable contamination will be the discharge of nitrates to shallow groundwater
sources,

I'he potential for a significant septic system to dispose of large volumes of sewage on the HSR
station site is not mentioned or analyzed for environmental impacts, Currently the Central
Valley is undergoing a movement to identify contributors to contaminants that cause the
pollution of drinking water wells. Once source of pollutants such as nitrates and nitrites has been
septic systems. [f the system requires and on-site ;eplic system that allows sewage material to be
percolated into the local groundwater. the DEIR/EIS should document the potential and analyze
the environmental impact. Many of the local houses nearby will be exposed to an increased
amount of sewage percolation and potentially be exposed to contamination in shallow aquifers,
which are currently being accessed for rural drinking water.

64.  Page 3.8-13 DEIR/EIS Incorrect Housing Statement

I'he DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

"* Shih Hsiu-chuar ovemnment 1o act on high-speed rail subsidence problem™. Taipei Times. July 26. 2011
¥ Meg Chang. "Taiwan tackles land subsidence with water project™. Taiwan Today, July 26, 2011,
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1033-186 " . ’ 5 : e ;
Becanse the project will not construct any honsing and relocation of residents as a result of the

project would not catise construction of new howsing (see amalysts in Chapter 3.12,
Socioecononics, € ities, e Envi gl Justice), placing howsing within a 100-year
flood hazard area is not addressed.”

The DEIR/EIS incorrectly assumes that housing will not be created as a result of relocation. As stated in
previous sections the relocation of two communities referred to as the Ponderosa Community and the
Newark C ities are being Jated for a full relocation by the Praject. Given details have not
been outlined in the DEIR/ELS, the potential to site these two communities within a flood zone could be a
1033-187 potential. The DEIR/EIS also incorrectly assumes that homes that are taken by eminent domain will not
be replaced by the construction of new homes. Many homes that are located near the Kings River or
canal systems may find that relocation will be within a flood zone.

1033-188 65, Page 3.8-38 Failure to properly address Floodplain Impacts

The DEIR/EIS make the following conclusion regarding impacts to floodplains impacts:

“Effects to flood risk af the ai-grade sections of the track would have negligible intensity under NEPA,
and impacts would be less than significant imder C EQA”

The DEIR/EIS provides no evidence within the document to substantiate this finding. The HSR
1033-189 alignments through the area intersect numerous floodplain zones identified by FEMA. The
average height of the at-grade section of the alignment is approximately 8-10 feet. This type of
track bed essentially creates an elevated levee perpendicular to the flood zones. The DEIR/EIS
provides a statement of Page 3.8-28 that recognizes the importance of a man-made levee:

“The Tulare Lake Basin is relatively flat, with broad, shallow floodplains that are cither uncontained, or
are uncontained at higher flows due to levee overtapping. In the vicinity aof the proposed alignments, o
netahle facior contributing fo the size aof the floodplains is the exisring BNSF Railway enbankment, which
avts s an impediment to water moving from east 1o west tenward the Tulare Lake Basin.”

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide an adequate analysis to reach the conclusion of impacts under
1033-190 NEPA and CEQA. The DEIR/EIS provides a minimal attempt to address the impacts by
describing that culverts will be properly sized to carry water across the alignment. The analysis
fails to address the impacts of collecting flood waters that sheet-flow across lands and will be

imy ded against the alig until it reaches a culvert. As water flows across lands to reach
the low-point on the valley floor, water is currently allowed to naturally find its way. however
with the creation of a 8-10 foot levee alang the entire stretch of the valley floor, water will
impound against the levee beginning with those against streams. Water will then flow along the
levee until a culvert is encountered. This change in flood water path will have significant
impacts to those landowners on the upstream side of the alignment.

0SS Est The DEIR/EIS also fails to analyze and address impacts to those landowners on the downstream
side of culverts. Currently water is allowed to naturally sheet-flow across land, however with the
placement of a levee and a culvert, water will be focused to those culverts and discharged on
downstream lands, In the event of a 100-year storm. these flows could be significant and the
1033-192] impacts and damages will also be significant. The alteration of the floodplain changes the way
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in which landowners will be exposed to future flooding, and therefore it will impact the fees and
potential for flood insurance.

Supporting documentation reveals that the HSR alignment passes along 24 miles of floodplains
and 60% of this length (14.4 miles) will be constructed on fill (Hydrology and Water Resources
Technical Report, Page 5-12). This fill based alignment has the potential to reroute and impede
flood flows. This is a significant impact.

66, Page 3.8-30 Failure to address timing of canal eneroachment and construction

The DEIR/EIS identifies numerous locations where the HSR alignments will intersect irrigation
canals. The DEIR/EIS establishes the replacement of these systems, however fails 1o address the
timing of the replacement. The timing is erucial and can have significant environmental impacts
on the surrounding area. Two scenarios that have not been addressed are 1) impacts from
construction during flood season and 2) impacts from construction during irrigation season.

If construction occurs during the winter months during which flood releases occur. the channels
that are identified will not be able to be utilized to move flood flows through the valley. This
could have a significant impact on the area, including other upstream areas that will have 1o carry
excess Mood waters that would typically be conveyed in the cl 1s through the alig area.

If construction oecurs during the summer irrigation months the inability to deliver water through
these channels would be envir tally and economically devastating. The farmi

community relies upon surface water delivered through these channels to meet irrigation
demands. Many crops in the Kings/Tulare/Kem area are permanent. Lack of water for one
irrigation season could have a devastating outcome. Landowners who have wells can
supplement the surface water. however the DEIR/EIS should address the environmental impact
of forcing landowners to use groundwater.

67.  Page 3.8-39 Inadequate analysis to reach CEQA and NEPA conclusion

The DEIR/EIS makes the following garding p ial for water quality impacts:

“The trains and tracks would not be expected to be significant pollutant sources; however, the
stations, the new road overpasses, and the HMF facility coudd ereate new sources of potentially
contaminated runaff. Project stornmvater system design woudd accommaodate project vunoff and
wonld provide stormmwater quality treatment for the new and replaced roads and highways fsee
Chapter 2, Alternatives), train stetions, and HMEF facility. Runoff from these facifities would be
direcied o treatment BMPs and should not result in water guality changes 1o Tacal water bodies.

Effects to water quality during project operation would have negligible intensity wider NEPA cnd
impacts wonld be less than significant wnder CEQA™

The DEIR/EIS provides an inadequate analysis to reach the CEQA and NEPA impacts. The
i ¢ of the HSR ali would itate the application of herbicides and pesticides
to control weeds and other biological intruders like gophers and ground squirrels. As the
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1033- i . 3 L o £ 4
33-197 application of these chemical are not directly a water quality impact, the manner in which the

alignment is being designed and handling water runoff does present a significant water quality
impact. The DEIR/EIS has established a self-contained corridor in which all drainage is kept
along the alignment in drainage swales and moved parallel to the tracks, At some point this
material should be either collected or discharged to a stream to move the water away. As the
alignment will be constructed with a higher level of compaction than the sur ding farm
ground. the corridor will not have the absorptive capacily and will generate a significant amount
of runoff, This material will be laden with chemicals and pollutants that are collected within the
corridor. Under the local Regional Water Quality Control Board Irrigated Lands Program, and
collection of storm runoff and discharge either to a channel or groundwater is considered a
pollution source.

1033-198

Section 3.9 Geology, Soils and Seismicity

8. Page 3.9-2 Insufficient Findings to Draw Conel

1033-199

The DEIR/EIS attempts to ignore an analysis of the available aggregate supplies for the area
based upon a false finding. The statement made in the DEIR/EIS is as follows:

“Permitted aggregate resowrces in the project area equal approximately 380,000,000 fons. The
California Geological Survey (CGS) estimates that only about 6% of the total aggregate
resources available in the areas they studied, which include the counties that the Fresno fo
Bakersfield Section of the California HST System crosses, have been developed (CGS 2006).
Based on this estimate, there would be sufficient aggregare and fill available to provide material
for the project without harmfully depleting available sources Therefore, borrow sites are not
evaluated in the analysis of geology. soils, and seismicity. "

The DEIR/ELS fails to identify what is meant by the “area” which could have a significant
impact of local resources available or local projects. For example, many of the aggregate mining
facilities located in the Tulare County area are running out of material and there is only one new
aggregate site permitted for construction in the near future. If this project relies too heavily on
local supplies in the Tulare County area, aggregate that would have been available for other local
projects such as roads, buildings. homes and other infrastructures project will not have the
necessary local aggregate available,

1033- o 2 wropr e 2
3-200 The study cited indicates that there are large amounts of aggregate resources available, however

those sources are not permitted for immediate access. Often mining operations have taken up to
20 years to permit. The DEIR/EIS fails 1o leave the reader, decision maker and public with the
appropriate analysis of available aggregate recourses to meet the demand of the project.
Therefore, the DEIR/EIS improperly concludes that the availability of aggregate resources and
potential borrow sites are not evaluated as a part of this project.

1033-201

The DEIR/EIS shall provide further analysis and data to the reader, decision make and public as
to the exact aggregate resources available and its impact on other local projects that would need
such identificd available aggregate. If the analysis shows that there is insufficient aggregate

1033-202

1033-203

1033-204
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1033-201 PERMITTED for mining, the DEIR/EIS shall provided an environmental analysis on the need

for additional borrow sites, including the location and timing of the mining operations.

69, Page 3.9-23 Deferral of Analysis Leads to Incomplete Analysis

The DEIR/EIS attempts to defer an analysis of the “difficult excavation” areas until the
construction of the project. The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

“Further site-specific subsurface geotechnical investigations and geotechnical design
evaluations would be conducted during the design of the project to determine specific locations
where difficult excavations mey ocewr and 1o plan for this during construction.”

The DEIR/EIS postpones an analysis of the potential difficult excavation sites. which could
provide a misleading analysis to the readers, decision makes and public when utilizing this
document to ascertain the environmental impact of this project. In determining the scale of
impacts or the LEDPA the reader. decision maker and the public cannot ascertain as to the
alignment that may lead to the LEDPA or minimize the costs of dealing with a difficult
excavation site.

70.  Page 3.9-23 Impaets with Lack of Alternatives

The DEIR/EIS provides the following statement regarding corrosive soils:

"Mapping shown in the Fresno to Bukersfield Section: Geology, Soils. and Seismicity Technical
Report (Authority and FRA 2012) suggests that The HST alternative aligmments from just north
aof Cross Creek south through Kings County and most of Tulare County would be located in soils
" thar would be of high corrosivity to concrete while the remainder of the alignments waonld he
located on soils of low to moderate corrosivity to concrete. The HST alternative alignments from
Fresno to just north of Conejo would be located on soils predominantly of moderate corrosivity
10 uncoated steel while the remainder of the afignments would be located on soils of high
corrasivity to uncoated steel. Highly erodible soils occur intermittently along the HST
alternative alignments from Fresno to Bakersfield.”

Given the identification of highly corrosive soils on concrete and metal. the DEIR/ELS provides

no analysis of potential alternative that would avoid these environmental concerns. CEQA and

NEPA require that the DEIR/EIS look at alternatives that could avoid these situations while
imultaneously ing the purpose and need of the project.

71.  Page 3.9-28 Failure to Analyze

The DEIR/EIS acknowleges the potential for linear settl t along the aligi t over time.
I'he following statement is made:
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e 3 2 g 1033-;
"Soil setifement could occur during project construction if imposed loads cause compression of 206

the underlying materials. It is a time-dependent process. and is most problematic at locations
where sof deposits exist, such as silty or clay soils that have not previously been consolidated by
laads of the same levels as would be imposed by new construction. Such loads would be
experienced at approach fills for elevared guideways or from embankments constructed to
support track structural sections; for example, ballast and sub-ballasi. placed to meet mrack
arade requirements.”

The Central Valley Water project underwent a process called Hydrocompaction after the
construction of the project. This issue was only discovered after the project was developed and
added significant costs to the project. The DEIR/EIS recognizes the potential for short-term and 1033-207
long-term settlement of the alignment. however fails to address the concern appropriately The
DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of the potential for settlement along with any mitigation
measures that could avoid the situation.

72.  Page 3.9-28 Improper Treatment of Historical Potential and Environmental
Consequences 1033-208

The DEIR/EIS identifies a potential historical feature in Downtown Fresno in the following
statement:

"The city of Fresmo reportedly contains tunnels, which were allegedly consirucred by Chinese
immigrants, in the vicinity of the Fresno station alternatives (USA Today 2007), If these tunnels
exist under the HST righi-of-way, they would be located during geotechnical drilling conducted
as part of final engineering design. Following appropriate cultural resources evalwarion of any 1033-209
discovered tunmel, it woudd be filled so that it wonld net constitute a hazard to the HST alignment
and station constriction.”

‘The DEIR/EIS improperly draws the conclusion that historical tunnels under Downtown Fresno
will be "filled” to prevent damage to the HSR system. The DEIR/EIS should evaluate the
significance of the tunnels and allow the public and decision makers come to a con lusion of the
importance and need to preserve the tunnels for historical significance. The DEIR/EIS provides
no analysis or mitigation measures to address these historical features and falsely assumes that
they will be destroyed.

73, Page 3.9-29 Lack of Blasting Analysis and Mitigation Measures
1033-210

The DEIR/ indicates that in hardpan situations blasting may be utilized for excavation. The
following statement is made:

“Excavations in these soils may require blasting if conventional machinery is not adequate.

Sxecavations in these types of soils are relatively common, and contractors are familiar with
methods to handle excavations in hardpan.”

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/ELS Comnnents Page 52 0f 92

CEQA and NEPA require that a EIR/ELS include the analysis of impacts associated with blasting
as a means for excavation. The noise and vibration impacts should be analyzed and taken into
consideration within the DEIR/EIS.

Section 3.11 Safety and Security

74, Page 3.11-11 Figure Misrepresents Project

In Figure 3.11-4 the DEIR/EIS indicates the Kings County Fire Station #4 on Houston Avenue.
Given the proposed alignment this station will be eliminated and relocated. The DEIR/EIS
should either remove the station from the figure or note that it will be impacted and moved if the
BNSF Alignment is chosen. The overpass structure impedes on the entrance of the station
therefore restricting the movement of fire trucks, The DEIR/EIS is advised to appropriately
address the impact of losing and relocating Station #4.

Within the impacts to moving or impacting Station #4 the DEIR/EIS should analyze and
determine the significance of the future ability to meet standard and requirement for response
times. Involved with this concept is also the ability to meet 1SO requirements for fire insurance.
If the station is moved the potential arises for changes to homeowner fire insurance rates.

75, Page 3.11-24 Missing Element in Critical Structures

The DEIR/EIS provides a list of tall structures that have a potential for falling on to the HSR
alignments. What is missing from the list are numerous PG&E towers located along the BNSF
alignment from approximately Fargo Avenue until approximately Hanford-Armona Road, These
power lines are approximately 63 fect tall and will be within the path of the HSR alignment if
one is to fall. Given the large and continuous ground vibrations there is evidenee that concrete
fatigue could increase the likelihood that the foundations of the power lines will become
unstable. A study conducted by Wong found that high speed trains resonance w ithin structure
can cause increased impacts to buildings and structure in certain soils™

The DEIR/EIS should provides these power lines as a potential impact.

76.  Page 3.11-26 Failure to Address Impact to Emergency Serviees

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the increased need to respond to medical and/or safety responses
during construction. The DEIR/EIS however fails 1o address the increased reliance upon
emergency services such as ambulance and paramedic services. Ifthere is an increased number
of incidences during construction, the already limited staffs associated with these emergency

* Hung Leung Wong. Analysis of Vibrations and Infiastructure Deterioration Caused By High-Speed Transit.
Metrans: December 2005,

@

CALIFORNIA e of Tranapostaion
High-Speed Rail Authority porsrintime i

Page 42-223



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

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18,

2012) - Continued

1033-210

1033-211

1033-212

1033-213

1033-214

1033-215

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments Page 53 of 92

sorvices will be stretched thin. 17 it exists that a normal emergency response is neglected or the
response lime is increased due to the increase in cases due to the HSR construction there will be
a significant impact.

The DIER/ELS fails to identify and/or address the potential increase in response requirements by
emergency services during construction. Because the impact is ignored the DEIR/EIS provided
not analysis of the impact nor any mitigation if required, The DEIR/EIS should make an attempt
1o estimate the increase in responses during construction and determine if local emergency
services can appropriately handle the increase.

77.  Page 3.11-28 Failure to Address Increased Crime to Surrounding Area

The DEIR/EIS anticipates typical crimes rates associated with commaon construction sites, The
DEIR/EIS provides no analysis or data to indicate the crime rates anticipated. The reader.
decision make and public are unable to make an educated analysis of the impacts associated with
crime due 1o the lack of information provided by the DEIR/EIS.

The DEIR/EIS also does not anticipate or estimate any additional crime that may oceur on
adjacent property as a consequence of criminal activity within the construction site. If eriminals
begin to target the construction site, existing homeowners, landowners or farmers near the
construction site may also see an increase in crime. The DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of
the potential impact of crime on surrounding parcels.

78, Page 3.11-29 Failure to Address Emergency Response Protocol

The DIER/EIS intends to implement a monitoring system that can sense an intrusion or conflict
on the HSR train path. The system will stop while during such an emergency. The DEIR/EIS
makes the following statement:

“If a foult occurs within the HST network (i.e., intrision, derailment, significant natiral event such as
earthguake). the automatic irain control sysiem will immediately slow ar stop the train and minimize or
eliminate a potential hazard."

The DEIR/E to analyze the impact to local law enforcement and emergency response
teams given the system alert and shutdown. The DEIR/EIS does not provide any analysis of the
response required for such an event, nor any protocol once an emergency oceurs and all trains
are stopped. If law enforcement or emergency response leams are alerted. how will the system
notify local emergency teams to where the problem is and how 1o respond. This is a significant
impact to loeal emergency teams if a system is not established to outline how to reach and where
1o react to. If a protocol or response program is nof established. emergency response teams will
be exposed to an unidentified trouble in an unidentified area.

79, Page 3.11-34 Safety Impacts at Overpasses

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement in regards to overpasses for the project:

1033-216

1033-217

1033-218
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“As indicated in Chapter 2 (Alternatives), road overcrossings in rural portions of the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section would be designed in accordance with cotty standards that fake it aecount the
movement of large farm equipment, Overcrassings wonld have two 12-fout wide lanes. Depending on
everage daily rraffic (ADT) volumes, the shoulders would be 4 to 8 feet wide. Therefore, the paved
strface for vehicles would be 32 1o 40 feet wide. Most farm equipment would be able to travel within one
fene, passibly overlapping anto the adfacent shoulder. Particularly large equipment may be so wide that
it would cross aver the centerling even when using the shoulder of the roadvay. In accordance with
stemelard safety practices, it is assumed that warning vehicles would be placed at either end of the
overcrossing when this large a picce of equipment was being moved. Becase of the widih af the
avercrossings and the nse of standard safeiy practices, the effects on motor vehicle safety from the
ioverient of farm equipment on overcrossings woudd have negligible intensity under NEPA and impacts
would be less than significant wnder CEQA."

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the impact of narrowing roadways to accommodate large farm
equipment that must be moved throughout rural areas. 1 he DIER/EIS relies upon the judgment
and availability of safety cars to shepherd large equipment across overpasses. however fails to
analyze or address the lack of extra safety personnel.

The DEIR/EIS also fails to address overpass structures that are out of alignment with existing
roadways. Several overpass structures jog to the north or south of east-west road alignment to
travel over the HSR alignment. As cars are traveling down roads they will be required to
navigate bends in the alignment at high rates of speed. This out-of-alignment driving path of
overpasses introduces a significant safety concem that the DEIR/EIS has not analyzed. This is
further complicated in the fog if drivers cannot quickly comy for the adj in the
alignment and risk accidents as they try to navigate bends in the road alignment.

80,  Page 3.11-37 Incomplete Safety Analysis

The DEIR/EIS provides a limited analysis and fails to fully identify risk in the following
statemnent:

s discussed above. project design features have minimized the potential for frain aceldents; therefore.
focal response to aceidents is not expected to be required, becase any incident would be extremely rave.
For emergency prepavedvess, however, the Authority would collaborate with local responders to develop

a Fire and Life Safety Program for emergency response bn case of an accident or other emergency fsee
Sections 3.11.6, Project Design Features, and 3. 11.7. Mirigation Measures). Becanse the profect has been

designed fo avoid accidents, average response times are not expected to change. and new or physically
altered government facilities that would create phsical impacis on the envivanment are not anticipated.

Consequently, there would be no effect under NEPA amed no fmpact wnder CEQA™

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide sufficient evidence that emergency services such as law
enforcement and fire will need to respond 1o an emergency or aceident. A simple statement that
an accident would be a "rare” occurrence is unacceptable when concerning public safety. The
DEIR/EIS should be approach emergency preparedness as if an incident will occur and
mitigation (safety programs) are in place to respond. The availability of training and a plan
would render a judgment of no effect under NEPA and no impact under CEQA.
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1033-219
The DEIR/EIS also fails to address emergency response requirements for oceurrences of medical
attention. In the event that a passenger is experiencing a medical incident such as a heart attack,
asthma attack. stroke. insulin shock, etc., the DEIR/EIS does not describe how local emergeney
services will identify and respond to the issue. Without any discussion of this item, the reader
and decision maker cannot appropriately estimate the impact to our communities. A study and
analysis of medical emergencies and the appropriate response mechanism should be included in
the DEIR/EIS.

1033-220
81, Page 3.11-37 Incomplete Safety Analysis

ysis of emergency response requirements in and
around niew HSR station facilities. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a recognition or analysis of
increased law enforcement and medical response to station facilities. Incidences such as
vandalism, vehicle theft, petty theft. increased vagrants. ete. was not included in the discussion.
Emergeney medical responses such as heart attacks. strokes, asthma attacks. etc. were also not
included in the discussion. If local law enforcement begins to see an increase in these services lo
stations. the existing level of service may be impacted. Without a discussion and analysis of’
these impacts. the DEIR/EIS cannot make a realistic determination under NEPA and CEQA.

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a sufficient analy

1033-221
§2.  Page 3.11-40 Incomplete Safety Analysis Hazardous Impacts

The DEIR/ELS fails to provide sufficient evidence that the HSR system and alignment is safe
from external safety concems. In the rural areas the incidences of agricultural equipment
adjacent to the alignment is significant. When of 1

large equipment near the alig
farmers may not be able to judge di and turning radiuscs appropriately, therefore entering
the HSR right-of-way and potentially causing a shut-down of the HSR train system. The
DEIR/EIS provides no analysis of this potential and the subsequent response procedures.

1033-
033222 The DEIR/EIS also fails to address the large number of crop dusting that will oecur around the
alignment by airplane and helicopter. Although there are few incidences of these applicators
crashing, typically they do oceur around power lines and poles. The HSR alignment will include
a overhead caternary system, which will include an new set of power lines that will impact flight
paths, The DEIR/ELS fails to address the coneern.

1033-223 83, Page 3.11-42 Incomplete Analysis of Criminal Activity

The DIER/EIS fails to provide a sufficient analysis of criminal activity on the HSR system in the
following statement:

SCpimingl acrivity, such as theft and violence, could acenr on trains and of starion facilities. Tervorisis
could target the stations, rracks, or trains for the potential to inflict mass casualties and disrupt
transportation infrastruciwe, The HST design wold inelwde access control and security moniforing
systems that conld deter such acty and focititare early detection. They would also help fo prevent swvicicde

1033-223

1033-224

1033-225

1033-226
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artempts. The system features include sensors on perimeler fencing, closed-circuit television, and security
lighting where appropriate. These system features would reduce the potential for successfil criminal aned
tervarist acts to a negligible intensity wider NEPA, and less-than-significant impact wder CEQA."

The DEIR/EIS cannot rely upon simple statements to substantiate findings under NEPA and
CEQA. The DEIR/EIS fails to fully identify and analyze criminal behavior that could be present
on HSR trains during operation. Examples include and are not limited to:

« Disgruntled passengers have an altercation on the train.

o Luggage or personal belongings are stolen.

« Vandalism of the HSR system.

s Loud or improper behavior of a passenger.

*  Child abduction.
These and many other criminal activities could be present on the train during operations. The
DEIR/EIS first fails to identify them then fails to discuss them and provide evidence that they
will be mitigated or addressed.

The DEIR/EIS also fails to provide evidence that the HSR operations has been cleared by the
Transportation Securing Administration (TSA) and that practices and policies that will or are

re ded to be impl 1 are being utilized. Currently TSA has stringent requirements
for the boarding and traveling of airline | The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a discussion
or analysis of the need to utilize or ignore TSA security measures for the HSR system.

84, Page 3.11-43 Deferred Safety Mitigation is Inappropriate

The DIER/EIS provides the following mitigation for i d ¥ resp

“Upon approval of the Fresmo to Bakersfield Section, the Authority will monitar service levels in the
vicinity of the Fresno, Kings/Tulare, and Bakersfield stations aned, et such time as an HMF site is
selected, monitor service levels at the HMF site, to derermine baseline service demands. “Service levels™
consist af the monthly volume of calls for fire and police protection, ay well as cily- or fire profection
district-funded EMT/ambulance calls that ocewr in the station and HMF s i b

? SETVICE s,

The DEIR/EIS intends to defer the establishment of a mitigation measure until after the impact
has occurred. CEQA and NEPA specifically require mitigation measures to avoid an impact. As
proposed the DEIR/EIS will incur the emergency response then provide a fair-share payment to
the local emergency response agency. When approaching safety concems. local law
enforcement rely upon preparedness and prevention. Under the current approach the DEIR/EIS
is going to allow the safety concern to arise and then address it via its cost impact.

The DEIR/EIS should provide a thorough analysis of the potential emergency response scenarios
that would be required of the HSR em. Once the scenarios have been identificd the
DEIR/EIS can provide preparedness and prevention programs that can be implemented. These
plans and programs would essentially be the mitigation measure. Included in those mitigation
measures would be the cost to implement and carry the preparedness and prevention programs at
the local emergency response level.
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1033-227 -
85.  Elimination of Fire Station #4 in Kings County

The DEIR/EIS fails to address the impacts to Fire Station #4 in Kings County (#4 Station).
Upon an initial review it looks like the overpass structure on Houston Avenue will impact the #4
Station with a potential for relocation of the facility. The DEIR/EIS does not provide evidence
nor an analysis of the impacts to the #4 Station or its potential relocation. Locating a fire station
is a very careful and thoughtful process, which ensures reliable response times to residents. The
1033-228 DEIR/EIS fails to realize or analyze the fact that the relocation of #4 Station will impact many
residences and businesses in Kings County. If the station is relocated the insurance rates for
current residents may changes due to their proximity to the station.

1033-229
86.  The DEIR/EIS Fails to Address Future Transportation Safety Administration

Requirements

The DEIR/EIS fails to identify and discuss the requirements that the Transportation Safety
Administration may have concemning the safety of passengers on high-speed rail. According to a
report in the Progressive Railroading newsletter the TSA has been meeting and working on the
implementation of standards for highs-speed rail service in the United State?', A discuss of the
requirements that are pending from the TSA can and will establish the significance of potential
security problems.

Section 3.12 Socioeconomic, Communities and Environmental
Justice

87.  Page 3.12-3 Inconsistent Statement
The DEIR/ELS makes the following statement in regards to the adoption of a Title VI plan:

"t March 2002, the Authority adopied a Title VI policy and plan. The policy states:
* The California High Speed-Rail Awhority (Authority) is committed to ensuring that no person in the
state of California is excluded from participation in, nor denied the benefits of, its pragrams, activities,
and services on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex, or disability as afforded hy Title V1 of
the Civil Rights At of 1964 and Related Stanues.

« The Authority, as a federal grant recipiem, is required by the Federal Railroad Administration to
conform to Tite VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 el related statutes. The Awhority's sub-recipients
and contractors ave required to prevent discrimination and ensure non-discrimination in all of their
programs, activities, and services.

» As permitted and anthorized by Title VI, the Authority will aelminister a Tidde VI Progrem in accordance
with the spirit aned intent of the non-discrimination laws and regulati

“Securing sccurity measures: TSA works 1o implement standards for LS. HSR Sy
measures- TS A-works-to-implems

' Angela Cote
hitp:/www hst w50 m/ news/d

HSR-systems=-1101. HSR Updates, January 16. 2012

1033-230

1033-231

1033-232
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The Title Vi Plan includes a commitment to inclusive public involvement of all persons affected by the
higgh-speed train profect (Authority 2012)."

The DEIR/EIS should be corrected to identify that the Title VI program adopted by the Authority was
maodified in August 2012 1o include an Environmental Justice component (EJ). The presentation
delivered during the August Authority Board Meeting can be found on the Authority website. The
DEIR/EIS should note where the Authority has complied with required EJ Policies and where it has not
complied. given the adoption of the policy comes at the end of environmental review process.

88.  Page 3.12-6 Unclear Analysis of Replacement Propertics

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement regarding the identification of vacancies utilized
for the analysis within the document:

“The analvsis was conducted in July 2010, Therefore. the real estate manhers represent the vacancies af
thar time. However, the recavery from the recession af 2008-2009 has been very slow i the region, and
the economic conditions have remained exsentially constant (Central Valley Business Times 2011;
University of the Pacific 2012). Therefore, market conditions in 2012 are considered generally
comparable to those evall {in 2010, A il full parcel acquisition was identified if the project
would displace existing structures or acquire enongh of @ property v affect the property’s intended wse."

The DEIR/ELS does not make a clear ction of the methodology to identify vacancies. A
general approach to identifying properties such as simply accumulating the number of available
housing or parcels available in a region may not specifically address the usage of the parcels. A
local real estate marked may have available housing, however there is a distinction between rural
housing and houses within communities, Further review would also indicate that sub-regions
within communities have special characteristics that would necessitate further review of

ilability of suitable repl within a region. For example, if a rural home is removed by
means of the alignment. suitable housing may need to be found in close proximity to their
existing home due 1o the relationship between the home and a farming operation.

89.  Page 3.12-6 Lack of Analysis Leads to Improper Analysis of Impacts

The DEIR/EIS provides the following justification for failing to provide a thorough analysis of’
property acquisition (temporary, permanent. partial and full):

At this stage of praject design, idenifving the individual circumstances surraunding each partial
acquisition of parcels is not possible. To be comservative and 1o avoid underestimaring displacements and
relocations, aff residences and businesses on partially acquired parcels, including those thet may
ultimately be temporarily affected —for example, fmpacis associated with construction that are not
expected to last through project operation—are counted as full displacements requiring relocation. This
assmpiion allms for g worst-case assessment of potential property acquisition impects. The final full
and partial parcel acquisition decisions would ultimarely be determined on o case-by-case basis during
the land acquisition phase of the project. See Appendix 3.12-4, which provides a sunmary of the rights
and benefits of displacees wnder the Uniform Relocation Assistance program. o

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide the necessary level of analysis required under NEPA and CEQA
10 make a educated determination of impact. Given that the DEIR/EIS was developed utilizing
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1033-233

1033-234
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aerial photography which was outdated and only limited field observations, the document cannot 1033-237
ensure to the reader and decision maker that the i impacts inflicted will be realistic. Although the
DEIR/EIS indicates that a fully conservative approach was taken to relocate all impacted parcels.
there still leaves the potential for identification of further intricate relocation situations, For
example. along the BNSF alignment the HSR path climinates a home that is located adjacent to
other homes nearby that are family members. The house that is eliminated is a caregiver for one

of the other homes that is not impacted. 1033-238

90,  Page 3.12-8 School Impact Analysis Requires Further Analysis

The DEIR/EIS provides a limited analysis on the impacts to local schools in the following
statement:

"The total mumber of howsing wiits thar niay be displaced in a sehool district was compared with the
mmber of vacant howsing units in the nearby vicinity to determine i a substantial number of families with
enralled students may be forced 1o relocate owside of their current school diserict. School fumding
impacts may oecur in an area where a large munber of displaced residents would need 1o relocate to
homes in a new school district.”

1033-239

The DEIR/EIS provides an unrealistic analysis of the specific homes available within a school
district. The DEIR/EIS should provide clear evidence that suitable housing options are available
\\uhm a given school district. The broad statement made does not provide enough technical

: for the reader or decision maker to conclude if an impact is observed or its s
The DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of the number of homes within each school district as
the bascline and compare it to the available housing stock within that neighborhood to provide

the public and the decision maker with the appropriate level of information to make a
e

1033-240

determi of si

91.  Page 3.12-8 Irrational Analysis

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the loss of agricultural land due to the project in the following
statement however provide misleading and confusing information:

"The profect woudd acquire agricudtural land and comvert i to HST wse: therefare, sone agriculural
production would be lost. Compensation for any lost production would be incorporated into the property
acquisition compensation paid to owners. However, some production weuld probably ot be easily
relocated, and the production that is relocated wauld take time to become re- u\mHMmF Therefore, some
share-term veduction in agricaliureal production cowld occur.”

The first statement that is not supported by law or fact is the concept that landowners will receive
s.ompcnsalmn for lost production. L .indcr current eminent domain law, the lost future production
of agricultural crops is not idered or allowed in an eminent domain taking. For example, if
the alignment takes two acres of @ walnut orchard that is 10 years old and has a life expectancy
of 50 years. The landowner is not entitled to 40 years of lost walnut production. The DEIR/EIS
shall clarify this statement and include the case law or legislation as evidence.

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments Page 60 of 92

The next statement leads the reader to believe that there are only short-term reductions in
agricultural production. This is a false statement given that the alignment being proposed will
remove parcels in a manner that will not allow for the relocation of the production.

92, Page 3.12-36 Incorrect Description of Existing Conditions
The DEIR/EIS provides the following incomplete region description:

“Hamblin and the Ponderosa Road community—also called the Ponderosa—are rioal residential areas
along this part or ﬂfh:' alfgnment. These commumities are on the omskires of Hanford and do not have ey
: ¥ . but resicdents place a high value on living a rural lifestvle in proximity to ciy
services. The one key conmmity facility identified in e study area in the Ponderosa Road vieinine is the

Kit Carson Elementary School. " )

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the close proximity of community facilities provided by the City of
Hanford. These communities are able to enjoy the benefits of a city, yet maintain a rural setting. This
also includes access to two highways that allow the residents to travel in any direction. The DEIR/EIS
also fails 10 notify the reader and decision maker that current zoning policies do not allow such rural
housing to be developed. The DEIR/EIS provides the reader and decision maker with a limited
description of the ng conditions, therefore hampering the ability to make a reasonable determination
of the significance if impaet.

93, Page 3.12-45 Unsub iated Stat of Benefi

i t ot of benefi

The DEIR/EIS makes the following

"The HST stations in the cities of Fresno and Bakersfield would have the potential to encowrage
redevelopment, attract new businesses, and revitalize the dewntowns, vesulting primarily in beneficial
social impacts in these areas, though meany displacements wonld ocer in Bokersfield "

field

T'he statement of benefits to local downtown areas around Fresno and Bak are not sub iated

with any data, study or information. The reader and decision maker are not given any facts that would
lead one to believe that stations located in these downtown areas will revitalize the areas. Local planning
do . future business growth or a di ion of actions to be taken are not provided. This statement
of benefits misleads the reader and/or decision maker into a false belief that revitalization “will" occur,
This leads to a miscl ization of the | ial and could infl the determination of impacts to the
general arca. The DEIR/EIS should remove this statement and/or provide evidence that a revitalization
will oceur. This should inelude how the revitalization will occur, when it will occur and the feasibility of
such revitalization.

94, Page 3.12-47 Failure to Provide Evidenee

The DEIR/EIS make the following statement without provide the technical information to
support the finding:

@
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1033-241 "All of the HST al ives require residential property acquisitions, b these acquisitions are not 1033-244 DEIR/EIS fails to analyze the increase in local services needed to accommodate impaets from
expected to have any negative effects on school districts becense theve are adequate numbers of vacant the mass replacement of homes and businesses.
replacement properties available in each sehool district and there would be negligible long-term effocts
related to property e collection.” 1033-245 If local agencies increase stafl and services to accommodate the HSR construction, and utilize
the increase sales tax to meet these needs. the DEIR/E) s vt s ddress the long
The DIElRa’l-',]SIprovid‘u no evidence within the document to support the findings that there are conse;r:ungc;u(l’:'ﬂ;:\[':lL::‘:;a;:a.l ::]:;:i :d;:j: 31.‘ ILRH {S dﬁ‘t;:;; :3:3.““ The fong-tesd
sufficient housing options within each school district to not have an impact. In the Kit Carson
School District the HSR. project will remove approximately 25 homes. Currently within that
district there are an insufficient number of available rural homes to replace 25 rural homes. 1033-246 97, Page 3.12-54 Incomplete Jobs Analysis Concludes in an Improper Significance
Finding
1033-242 ? s -
95.  Page3.12-50 U 1 and Unsupported Finding The DEIR/EIS make the following incomplete statement and analysis concerning jobs creation
) A . : ) o ) ) ? and therefore leads to an incorrect significance statement
The DEIR/EIS provides a misleading and unsupported finding regarding the impact of
construction along the HSR right-of-way: It is estimated that approximately 22,000 one-year, full-time job equivalents would be created within
) Fresno, Kings, Tilare, and Kern couniies over the entive construction period of the BNSF Alternative,
“To the extent feasible, construction would occur within the right-of-way acguived for the project, Direct jobs in the constriction sector comprise arownd 33% of this total estimate—or 7,300 one-year,
although some areas ouiside the right-of-way would he uved for staging.” full-time job equivatents—while annual indirect and induced jobs created in the region comprise
- 2 - . i , approximately 67% of this total. This job creation would peak during the years of heaviest project
The DEIR/EIS provides no evidence to the reader or decision maker that indicates that construction can canstruction (2014-2008), and during thase years would represent a need for around 3,300 workers
stay within the right-of-way. This statement simply stands as an a ion without any technical annually (with approximately 1,100 divect jobs in the construction sector and 2,200 indirect and induced
information or description to support its findi The reality of construction is that large equipment jobs in other sectors).”
tends to require large areas to perform their work. For example, the fenci long the alignment will be
very cl_osc to the riglll_-ui'-w::_w. therefore d:nri_ng some cun.-.lrun_:liun there v I be the need 1o install :fnd The DEIR/EIS provides a job creation statement that identifies the number of jobs to be created.
work from the outer fence. Most transportation projects require a construction casement along their both directly and indirectly. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide any citation or analysis to verify that
groject s Evsure thut suitablés space b availabls for crnatruction: validity of the jobs created. More importantly the statement fails to provide a recognition or
analysis of the jobs lost due to the project. As businesses. homes and land are taken on behalf of
1033-243 96.  Page 3.12-54 Incomplete Sales Tax Analysis Concludes in an Improper Significance the project. jobs will be lost. Providing only half the analysis, which only identifies the |
Finding : bcncﬁ?lal aspeets is misleading to the reader and decision maker, therefore the analysis is flawed
and misleading.
The DEIR/EIS fails to fully analyze the sales tax impact to local communities therefore
concluding in an misinformed significance finding: 1033-247 ’
98. Page 3.12-55 Incomplete Job Type Analysis
"The sales tax revenne generated from constriction activities would increase local government revenes ) ] . e N )
during the construction period, and would be a beneficial effect wder NEPA. However, given current The DIER/EIS makes the following broad and limited statement regarding the availability of
budget deficits for local county and city jirisdictions, the context is one of challenging funding workforce to meet the job needs of the project:
constraints for the provision of governmental and public services.”

1033-244 B ) i . _ “In terms of warkers to fill these jobs, the annual average unemployment across H’n’_!mmww_a(r region
The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the time frames when analyzing the impacts of sales tax waas 14920 in 2000, with 139,300 persons out of work (CEDD 2010b). In addition, a 2009 CEDD sy
revenues. The DEIR/EIS fails to identify the time which the region can expect (o see an influx reported a foss of 32,300 construction-specific jobs in the San Joaguin Valley during the curvent
of funds. If a local region is only going to experience a short influx of sales tax revenue. the recesston (Eherhardt Sehool of Business 2009). As sueh, the existing J'uga‘_mm!f labar force is {mﬁu}mﬂ'_‘!m
reader and decision maker can properly assess the significance. An analysis should also be done Be sufficient to fill the demeand for ithe ‘j\.m.rm.rwh!r'n.wpr ¢ ] c'n:lxw-ucnmr ferbs, s well ax ohe resalting
to assess the increased services needed to be handled by local g such as planni indirect and indyced jobs.
review, h}uldmg reviews, inspection and g¢11¢rd| Te\'lc\\'.f“ the HR projeet “fh’;c un.dcr T'he DEIR/EIS fails to identify the types of jobs available versus the available workforce. An
construction, During construction the HSR alignment will relocate numerous homes and siiriedd i o T R B 1% S )
bisitosss wht : - ol ey e identification of job types that are currently unemployed would yield an understanding of the

usinesses which will require added local services to process permits and other services. The L 2 PR i : 5
ability to meet the project workforce with the currently unemployed.
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1033-248 99, Page 3.12-55 Failure to Provide Mitigation Measure 1033-251 surrommded by agricultural wses, so it may be difficult to find comparable replacement housing nearby for
dn;u’mn:."J'mr;v:'.famfnl’\ Even if replacement housing were 1o be constructed to meet these needs, these
The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a detailed mitigation measure therefore incorrectly drawing a ref wande ot rep 1 a substantial number of new homes, and therefore the impact would be
significance conclusion in the following statement: less than stgnificant wnder
“Because the displacement of the Fresmo Rescwe Mission would result in the division of a community and W'.lhm the StAlemEnt ”:"" DHR.'FF'IS TRROgIZES !ht.‘_CUI‘Ilph.‘x:ll}'.aI]]d L.ilmculu n n_npac:mg 2
the loss of access 16 an important community resource, the intensity would be substantial wnder NEPA, unique community. What b‘:g"_“ as an attempt 1o identify a mitigation mca:iufc."lt ey bc X
and the impact would be significant wnder CEQA. With mitigation, this impact would be reduced io fess necessary to consider constructing housing of last resort” fails to completely fulfill the mitigation
than significant.” identification requirements under CEQA and NEPA. The DEIR/EIS should provide a discussion
of how the mitigati will be cond its feasibility and its costs. Without full
The DEIR/EIS indicates that the relocation and impacts to the Fresno Rescue Mission are analysis and disclosure of the mitigation measure the DEIR/EIS cannot correctly determine a
substantial under NEPA and significant under CEQA, and indicates that the impacts would be level of significance and therefore reader and decision maker cannot property use the document
reduced with mitigation. However, the DEIR/ELS does not provide any detail as to what the for decision making purposes.
mitigation measure is, how it will be executed, the feasibility or the cost to carry out the
mitigation measure. Therefore the reader and decision maker cannot correctly draw the
conclusion that the mitigation measure will alleviate the impacts 10 a less than significant level. 1033-252 102, Page 3.12-88 Inadequate Analysis of Suitable Repl Busil Vi i
The DEIR/ELS should clearly state the mitigati to be imp d and include the
feasibility and cost to carry out such a mitigation measure. The DEIR/EIS provides an analysis that show the number of business to be relocated in each
region along with the available vacancies. For example. in the Kern area there are 321
businesses that will need to be relocated and there are 430 vacancies, Although numerically
100, Page 3.12-79 Limited and Misleading Analysis these seem to work. the DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the many differing businesses that will need
to be relocated and any special requi that may preclude any ption that one of the
1033-249 The DEIR/EIS provides the following limited and misleading analy 430 vacancies will work. The DEIR/EIS does recognize the complication with auto repair shops.
but fails to continue that analysis further into other specialized businesses.
“Vacant residential properties identified in zip codes along the project alignment in unincorporated
Fresno, Kings, and Kern cowntics mumbered 342, 389, and 2,044, respectively. These vacancies are more
Hm.u sufficient for the respective 56, 40, and 23 poremtial displacements in these locations, and do not 1033-253 103.  Page 3.12-102 Unsupported and Unrealistic Determination
inelude consideration of existing adfacent vacant land where the curvent units could be moved "
The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a sufficient level of analysis to determine the availability of The DEIR/EIS makes the following unrealistic and unsupported determination:
! homes for dential properties in the rural sections of the alignment. For instance. " The project would acguive agricaltural land, this removing it from production (see Secrion 3,14,
in KII’IL& County the zip code 93230 expands over a very large distance. If homeowners are Agricultiral Lands, for a detailed description of these lands). Althongh a large percentage of this
displaced on the eastern alignment, it most likely means their farm ground in on the eastem production would refocate, some of it could not be easily replaced given the limited availability of
alignment. Homes attributed to available on the western side of Hanford should not be suitable repl lands (e.g.. limitations on prime farmiand and new locarions for animel
1033-250! considered. The number of home available is also very suspect. aperations),”
101, Page 3.12-80 Vague and Incomplete Statement The DEIR/EIS provides no evidence that the statement made above is valid. The case can and
should be made that the land taken from produetion will not be replaced given the removal of
The DEIR/EIS add 5 the Pond Road Cc ity in the following statement: strips of agriculture through individual farming operations. If a farmer has a stand of walnuts
that covers 1 square mile. the alignment will take 1.21 acres. The farmers will not seek
"One viwal residential subdivision in wnincorporated Kings Countv—in the vicinity of Ponderosa Road replacement of 1.21 acres of trees in a different location. The DEIR/EIS should recognize the
el Bl Wy east of Hanford fwhich is affecred by the BNSE Alternatives—is an exception to this loss of agricultural land.

fineling of a sufficient smanber of current vacant vesidences. In this location, residents enjoy o unigue
blend of amenities {spacious fors, city services, and a couniry seiiing close to town). Very few
comparable, vacant, develaped rural residential howes may be available as replacement properties. If so,
it may be necessary 1o consider constructing housing of last resors, ineluding rehahilivation of existing
housing or refocation of disrupted residential areas to newly construcied Iowsing elsewhere in the
vicinity. Similarly, the rural residential community of Crome in mnincorporated Kern County is
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104.  Page 3.12-116 Deferral of Mitigation Measure 1033-256

The DEIR/EIS provides notice that a Property Acquisition Mitigation Plan will be developed
after the project begins. The DEIR/EIS under the provisions of CEQA and NEPA is required to
fully analyze and explain all mitigation measure at the time that the environmental impacts are
identified and discussed. The DIER/ELS should provide a full description of the mitigation
measure. its feasibility and the cost such that the reader and decision maker can d ine the
significance of the impact to the environment and community.

1033-257
105, Page 3.12-117 Failure to Fully Analyze and Detail Mitigation Measure S0-1

The DEIR/EIS describes its mitigation measure to address unique relocation situation in the
following statement: 1033-258

"The Autharity will minimize impacts associared with the BNSE Alrernative in the rural residential areas
around Panderosa Road' Edma Way cast of Hanford, the Newark Avenue vicinity northeast of Corcoran,
aned Crome by condicting special outreach io affected homeowners and residents to fully undersiand
their special relocation needs. The Awtharity will make ot 1o locate suitable replacement
properties that are comparable to those currently enjoyed by these residents, including consiructing
suitable replacement facilities if necessary. In cases where rexidents wish o remain in the immediare
ity. the Awthority will take meastres 1o purchase vacant land or buildings in the area. and consule
with local authorities over malters such as zoning. permits, and moving of homes and replacement of
services and wiilities, as appropriate. The Authority will conduct compnmity workshops to obtain inpe
from those hameowners whose property would not be aequived, but whose conmumity would be
substemiiaily altered by constraction of HST facilities, including the loss of many neighbors, to identify
measures that comld be taken 1o mitigare fmpacts on those who remain (including placement of sound
walls and landscaping. and porential uses for renmant parcels that conld benefit the conmumity in the
long term).”

1033-259
The DEIR/EIS fails 1o fully analyze the deseribe the mitigation measure being proposed for
unique relocation measures within the alignment. The DEIR/EIS fails to address the exact
mechanisms for relocating rural homes and offers statements such as "will make every effort” yet
fails to provide assurances that the mitigation will be impl d and successful. The
DEIR/EIS fails to provide a feasibility analysis to determine if the mitigation measure can be
implemented. Given many local jurisdictions restriction of replacement rural housing, the
DEIR/EIS fails to address how replacement homes could be constructed on unavailable rural
lots. The DEIR/EIS also fails to detail how homeowners will be relocated. reconstructed or
simple moved to new area and what the timing would be. Lastly there is no cost analysis of what
this mitigation measure will cost.

106,  Page 3.12-117 Failure to Fully Analyze and Detail Mitigation Measure 50-2

The DEIR/E

5 make the following statement to describe Mitigation Measure S0-2:

"As a part of this program, before fand acquisition, the Authority will consule with officials and
representatives of commumity facilities affected by significant noise fmpacts fe.g., churches, schools, and
the veserinary hospital if the sowthern alignment is selected) to identify switable noise abatement

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Conments FPage 66 0f 92

measures or io help affected businesses and arganizations find more-suitable locations in the
compnmity. "

The DEIR/EIS fails to outline the basic features, feasibility and cost associated with Mitigation
Measure SO-2. The DEIR/EIS describes that the mitigati will be detailed after the
DEIR/EIS has been completed. Under CEQA, mitigation measures must be fully analyzed and
described within the environmental review process to allow for a proper understanding of the
impact and mitigation to make a reasonable estimate of significance. The DEIR/EIS should
provide the suitable noise ab within the dc their implementation. the
feasibility of each measure and the cost. such that a reasonable conclusion of significant can be
made, The deferral of analyze and description of this mitigation measure violates CEQA,

107, Page 3.12-118 Mitigation Measure SO-4 Violates the Purpose of CEQA and NEPA

As proposed by the DEIR/EIS the Authority will approach sensitive and unique facilities after
the environmental process has been complete to determine an action plan for their relocation.
CEQA was established to address impacts before they oceur and to develop mitigation measures
such that the public can be assured that impacts incurred by a project will be addressed. The
DEIR/EIS provides no description of a mitigation measure, but only indicates something will be
done in the future. There is no analysis or description that would lead the public to believe than
anything described will be feasible or successful. The cost of implementing these mitigation
measure is also not included. The public has no assurances that this mitigation measure
addresses the impacts described, therefore there is an inability to determine if the significance of
the impact will be addressed.

108, Page 3.12-118 Mitigation Measure SO-4 Violates the Purpose of CEQA and NEPA

The DEIR/EIS intends to provide overpasses or underpasses to stranded parcels. The DEIR/EIS
however fails to provide the necessary detail to determine if the mitigation measure is feasible or
cost effective. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a deseription of the overpass and/or underpass
structures including sizes, frequency and secondary impacts required for additional land to
accommaodate such structures, The cost of this altermative is also not provided. Therefore this
mitigation measure fails o meet the mini analysis requi of CEQA.

Section 3.13 Station Planning, Land Use and Development
109, Page 3.13-6 Failure of DEIR/EIS to Address Incompatibility with Fresno General
Plan

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement in regards to the County of Fresno General Plan:

frord:

"The intent of the policies is not to | imensive develoy Dt tor elirect it to minimize foss of
agricultwre and open space, The BNSF Alternative and the Fresno Works—Fresno HMF Site alternative
wanld be located on lands designated primarily as industrial and agricuforal. ™
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1033-265
The DEIR/EIS establishes early on that the Fresno County General Plan has a priority on
developing within city limits to protect agri | areas. The alig sighted by the
DEIR/EIS focuses the track along the agricultural areas. The DEIR/EIS fails to address how
plan to implement the system are consistent with the ¢ of the Fresno County General
Plan.

110.  Page 3.13-8 Unsubstantiated Justification for Inconsistency with Kings County
General Plan

The DEIR/EIS provides the unsubstantiated claim in regards to policies and planning within the
2035 Kings County General Plan:

"The General Plan states that becanse the county has the highest futtre growth rate in the Central Valley,
the existing vehicular tremsportation system has insufficient capacity to meet eurvent and expected future
travel demand. This fack of tramsportation choices and capacity can potentiully be fulfilled by the HST
Svsten. The General Plan also staves the need for imy { intercity 51 it fa improve air
quality, travel reliability, and reduce ravel congestion and wravel times, The HST System wonld achieve
all these objectives by reducing regional dependence on the autamobile.”

In an attempt to provide a consistent link between HSR and the 2035 Kings County General Plan

the DEIR/EIS states that HST will improve intercity transportation for Kings County. The

DEIR/EIS however fails to provide any concrete evidence in any section that would indicate the

guaranteed improvement of intercity transportation for Kings County. In its initial attempt to

rain independent utility the HST line will be wiilized by Amtrak. With this practice the line will

eliminate many cal downtown stations and links. The station located in downtown Hanford

will be eliminated. This is a focal point for Hanford and acts as a very successful transportation

hub. Stations that connect Hanford to other communities like Corcoran. Wasco and Fresno will

no longer be viable, 1033-266

A station for Kings County has been labeled "potential”. The DEIR/EIS provides no clarity as to
its intent to construct and/or when a station will become "reality” versus "potential”. Without a
station Kings County will be disconnected from its ability to move people between cities via a
public mode of transportation. People will have o travel to either Fresno or Bakersfield to
access HSR, The DEIR/EIS along with the 2012 Revised Business Plan also make it clear that
with the onset of HSR service, Amtrak will be eliminated.

1033-267
Therefore, the DEIR/EIS falsely provides this statement and further fails to provide consistency
with the 2035 Kings County General Plan. The DEIR/EIS should provide evidence that it is
consistent with the general plan or strike the comment. Further the DEIR/EIS should provide a
realistic analysis of its ability to comply and support the 2035 Kings County General Plan by
providing evidence and support.

Fresno to Bukersfield DEIR/EIS Comments Page 68 of 92

111, Page 3.13-13 Failure to Comply With CEQA
The DEIR/EIS provides the following misleading and incorrect statement:

v with

“As such, it is wot required to be consistent with local plans. However, the HST project s consish
Tocal plans is described here, by alternative. in order to provide a context for the project.

The DEIR/EIS fails to communicate properly the intent of CEQA and NEPA. CEQA n_.-quircs an
EIR to provide a discussion of inconsistencies with any local plans under Section l?l?.)(r:i} of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The seetion states the following:

(d) The EIR shall discuss any incc b the proy i project andl
applicable general plans, specific plans and regional plans, Such regional plans include,
but are not limited 1o, the applicable air quality attainment or mainienance plan or State
Implementation Plan. areawide waste treatment and water quality control plans, regional
transportation plans, regional housing allocation, regional blueprint plans, greenhouse gas
reduction plans. habitat conservation plans. natural community conservation plans and
regional land use plans for the protection of the coastal zone. Lake Tahoe Basin. San
Francisco Bay, and Santa Monica Mountains.

I'he National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Regulations (40 CFR Panis 1500-1508)
specifically address policy analysis, The NEPA Regulations require that un_]:I |3c_!udc
discussion of possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of federal, State.
regional, and local land use plans (40 CFR 1502.16[c]}. The NEPA Regulations further state that
to better integrate envire 1 impact into state or local planning processes.
statements shall disc inconsisteney of a proposed action with any approved State or local
plan. Where an inco y exists. the should describe the extent to which the
ageney would reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law (40 CFR 1506.2[d]).

Cleary the DEIR/EIS has failed to clearly address CEQA and NEPA. The DF,?R.-'E[S s_hm:ldl
recognize the need to address not only consistencies with local plans, but provide an discussion
and analysis of the inconsistency with local plans. The analysis and discussion would also
include a discussion of technigues to address or mitigate the inconsistencies with local plans.
The DEIR/EIS should be redrafted with a focus on inconsistencies and include the required
information under CEQA and NEPA stated above.

112, Page 3.13-15 Incorrect Statement Concerning Land Use Around Hanford East
Station

The DEIR/EIS provides the following incorrect statement regarding the Kings/Tulare East

Station: ’ ” .
“The station area is zomed as fight industrial by Kings County and the station would be compatible u-:r{.l"

this zoning: however, the adjacent land is zoned as agriculiure el would be under pressure to develop.
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The DEIR/EIS provides and incorreet evaluation of the Kings/Tulare station by indicating that it
is zoned for Light Commercial however the 2033 Kings County General Plan has the land
associated with the station zoned as Limited Agriculture with a 10 acre minimum™,

The DEIRJEIS also provides a limited description of the surrounding arca which provides a false
understanding of the sur ding area. West of the proposed station is Highway 43, which acts
as a barrier to the development of housing from Hanford. To the north, ease and limited to the
south is agricultural zoning. The only consistent zoning for an HSR station is a small parcel
located to the southwest of the station which is zoned for light commercial.

The DEIR/EIS provides very little evidence that the station location along the BNSF alignment is
consistent with local plans. In context of the overall surroundings the station does not conform
to land use policies established in the 2035 Kings County General Plan.

113, Page 3.13-34 Lack of Evidence for Finding

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide the necessary level of evidence required to make a finding in the
following statement:

"The lands would be restored as close as possible 1o their pre-construction condition at the end of
construction and retrned to the landovwner (see Section 3,14, Agricultural Lands, for more details),
Because lands used for temporary construction wordd be acquived from willing landmwners and restored
tar their previows condition ar the end of the construction period, long-term land uses would not change,

adfacent land wses wonld not change, and there would not be a substanticl change in the long
pesttern o intensity of fand wse imcomparible with adiacent land nses. For these reasons, the effect of the
temporary wse of fand for profect construction staging, laydawn, and fabricetion would have negligible
intensity under NEPA, and the impact would be less than significant wider CEQA."

The DEIR/EIS will require the temporary use of property for construction. Outline in the
statement above is a simple statement that the project will return the property to its previous state
after construction. however provides not description or analysis of the methods for returning
property to is previous condition. In order to a true review under CEQA and NEPA the
DEIR/EIS is required to provide a thorough analysis of any mitigation measure. The DEIR/EIS
fails to provide a reclamation plan that would lead the reader or decision maker to believe that
the land could be returned 1o its previous state and that this impact would be less than significant

and have a negligible impact.

114.  Page 3.13-37 Incomplete Analysis Leading to Unsupportable Finding

The DEIR/EIS makes the following finding concerning the significance of converting land to
differing local zoning determinations:

* Kings County. County of Kings 2035 General Plan-Land Use Element.

1033-271

1033-272

1033-273
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“Chverall, the effect of the permanent conversion of land for the project would have moderate intensity
wder NEPA. The project would require acquisition of land that is not curently in iransporiation wses.
hewever, if would not change existing adiacent land nses excepit possibly af the Kings/Tulare Regional

Statienm alrernative sites.”

The DEIR/EIS includes the conversion of parcels that are obtained through the acquisition
process for the project footprint. however what is not included are remnant parcels that are
created by the alignment and cannot be used for future farming practices and will be hampered
by their size, configuration and access. Given the length of track no following a transportation
corridor, the number of these t parcels is signifi The DEIR/EIS should provide a
calculation based upon all potential conversions of land. not just the direct footprint impacts.

115, Page 3.13-37 False Statement Without any Support

The DEIR/EIS in its attempt to minimize the impact of the project on adjacent parcels makes the
following incorrect and unsupported statement:

“The HST tracks and supporting facilities would not inhibit contimuation of existing nses on adjacent
Temls, mer would they induce growtf.”

The statement provided by the DEIR/EIS is incorrect and does not provide any evidence that the
statement can be valid. Given the alignment and facility locations some examples of failure o
ability to use sites after are:

o Overpasses, alignments. facilities eliminate numerous homes and farming facilities and
many cannot continue their existence on that site.

»  Several propertics will be isolated without access unless the HSR Project can provide a
secondary access point. The DEIR/EIS provides not evidence in any section that
stranded parcels will have a viable access point.

» Conversion of lands surr stations will be ¢l
stations cannot coexist.

ged due to the fact that farming and

116. Page 3.13-47 Improper Deferral of Parking Study

The DEIR/EIS improperly defers the study of future parking structures and requirements 1o a
later date in the following statement:

“However, fo discourage mplanned grawih in the area surrownding the station sites, the Autharity plans
to provide fess parking at the stations and to work with local commimities stch as Heanford, I’mlehrt. cannd
Tulare to provide parking at satellite lots in those commmities, with transin service to the stations, A
future environmental review of these satelline fors wondd be conducted by the Authority if this approach to
serving the HST station is implemented.”

The DEIR/EIS establishes a need for parking given the proposal is to not provide the necessary
parking for the stations in the Kings/lulare arca. The deferral of future studies o investigate
how to meet the needs of parking violate the principles of NEPA and CEQA to identify impacts.
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1033-273 asses them and provide a determination of significance. If significant, mitigation measures 1033-276
should be provided and assessed to determine their impact on signilicance.

1033-274
117, Page 3.13-47 Improper Deferral of Parking Study

The DEIR/EIS make the following statement regarding parking in downtown Bakersficld for the 1033-277
HSR station:

“The downtown Bakersfield Station wauld provide up to 4.500 parking spaces after the station is
completed, although the full 2033 parking demand is estimated to e 8, 100 spaces. It is wnknow at this
tinie how the additional parking spaces would be provided. The 4,300 spaces wendld be provided fir one or
o steuctures, depending on the alternative chosen for the station, In addition, four parking fois are
located approximately 0.5 mile. or less, fram the proposed station location, although some parking
spaces in these lots are wsed on a daily basis and are not available for HST parking. Additional parking
areas are heing identified in the downtown area to accommaodate both passengers anned visfiors fo the
station area, and to encourage land wses that would support ofher development ipes.”

Under CEQA/NEPA the lead agency must utilize the DEIR/EIS to identify and address impacts
associated with the HSR project. It is alarming to see this DEIR/EIS actually create an impact
within its description. The knowledge that the HSR station will require upwards of 8,100
parking spaces. yet only design for 4,500 spaces is a significant impact to the City of
Bakersfield. There is no discussion or analysis of the shortage of parking given there is no
realistic ability to meet the future parking needs.

1033-275 118, Page 3.13-48 Unsupported and Incorrect Conelusion Statement

Ihe DIER/EIS makes an incorrect comparison and conclusion in the following statement:
1033-278
ot the BNSF Raitway and UPRR cross through the sowth San Joaquin Valley and have not prevented
recent development of residential neighborhoods in elose proximiiy fo the lines, For example. there has
heen substantial residential develoy along the BNSF Raifway alignment on the wesiern side of
metropolitan Bakersfield over the past 30 years.”

The DEIR/EIS falsely compares freight-train service systems to HSR in order to draw the
conclusion that they do not impede development. The DIER/EIS however fails to address the
differences in the system that might lead to the ability to develop near the tracks. Freight
systems typically do not run at speeds, noise levels and frequency that the HSR system intends to
operate at. The HSR system as described in the DEIR/EIS will be louder, travel at a much higher
speed and be at a much higher frequency. These factors should be deseribed and balanced to
determine if there is a potential that the alignment can and will act as a barrier,

1033-276 119.  Page 3.13-50 Failure to Include Cited Report in the DEIR/EIS Information

The DEIR/EIS cited the following report as the basis for findings within the DEIR/EIS:

The Transit Oriented Development Design Report for Fresno Final Report (UC Berkeley 2010

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Conments Page 72 0f 92

The report was not included in the information provided to the reader. The report could not be
found included with the DEIR/EIS information provided online, via CD or within the published
documents. This information is eritical in reviewing the ability to meet the TOD requirements
and making a significance determination. The DEIR/ELS should publish this information with
the DEIR/EIS and re-release the document for another 90-day review period.

120.  Page 3.13-50 Failure to Provide a Full Analysis of Impacts to Urban Areas Around
Stations

The DEIR/EIS improperly analyzes the impacts to local property around a station in the
following statement:

“fudirect effects on surrownding land uses are considered to have moderate fntensity under NEPA
because the HST stations may induce grawth, but they wonld be consistent with applicable plans. Indirect
impacts would be less than significant wider CEQA becanse land wse changes wanld be compatible with
adjacent land uses. Indirect effects on swrronnding land wses would be heneficial, enconraging more
efficient land wse patterns that are consistent with Fresno and Bakersfield planning aoals.”

The DEIR/E

fails to provide an analysis worthy of a significance finding given that the

analysis made is based upon ptions pported by findings or facts. The DEIR/EIS
that develof will occur according to proposed and undeveloped plans by the City
of Fresno and the City of Bakersfield. The DEIR/EIS includes information that not a single

urban infill project is being currently planned for the City of Fresno and only two projects are
currently being proposed in Bakersfield. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide an analysis addressing
the failure to develop the areas surrounding the HSR stations with TOD projects and other high
density infill projects. The DEIR/EIS should provide the outcomes and impacts if the
assumptions made in the previous sections fail to be realized.

121, Page 3.13-57 Unclear and Unanalyzed Mitigation Measure

1S alludes to the future development of satellite parking and transportation hubs
Is 1o address these as a mitigation measure in the following statement:

"The Authority could provide less parking at the Kings/Tulare Regional Station site than described in
Chapter 2 by working with local commumities such as Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare io provide parking af
satellite lots in those communities with frequent transit service 1o the stations.”

The DIER/EIS alludes to the inclusion of future satellite parking and transportation hubs to
supplement parking requirements at a Kings/Tulare HSR station. This scems 1o bea mitigation
measure and also a project feature. The DEIR/EIS does not fully describe this feature or provide
any analysis of impacts such as traffic and land use planning for these stations. The DEIR/EIS
cannot include such unclear and unanalyzed features. The DEIR/EIS should remove this feature
or provide the appropriate level of analysis required under CEQA and NEPA as a project feature.

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranapostaion
High-Speed Rail Authority porsrintime i

Page 42-233



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

Fresno to Bakers

eld Section

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1033-279

1033-280

1033-281

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Commenis Page 73 0f 92

Section 3.14 Agricultural Lands
122, Page 3.14-4 Inconsist

Between Alig t and Blueprint

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

“The San Joaguin Valley Bluepring planming process resulied in a regional plan—the 8+ Scenario—rthar
is intended to help preserve agricultural land by focusing new development in weban cemters. The San
Jaaguin Valley Blueprint sets ows 12 smart-groweh principles. including “Preserve open space, farmiand.
natteral beauty, and critical environmental areas, ™ b these are not mandatory for any city ar cownty
land wse decision.”

Of the 114 miles of alignment currently being contemplated for construction, approximately 28
miles of the alignment through Kings County is not located on a Transportation Corridor, which
was required as a part of Proposition 1A. Proposition 1A recognizes that the placement of the
alignment on a transportation corridor would minimize the impacts associated with the HSR
Project. By placing the alignment out in the open farm land with sweeping curves the
alignments consume larger portions of prime farm ground, disrupts existing aesthetics and
impact environmental areas. Another way to interpret the impact of not utilizing a transportation
corridor is to look at the percentage of impacts. Of the 114 miles of track, approximately 25% of
the track is not located on a transportation corridor, most of that concentrated in Kings County.
Not placing the track along a transportation corridor increases the impact by double given the
alignment is not adjacent to a corridor and the impacis are felt on both sides of the track, and
there is a significant number of overpass and underpass structures required. Therefore the acutal
impact to not being on a transportation corridor is double and 50 % of the overall impacts are
concentrated in the 28 miles of tracks located in Kings County not adjacent to any transportation

corridor. The currently proposed al gly fiet the foundations of the San
Joaquin Valley Blueprint and the DEIR/EIS does not provide any recognition of this
discrepancy.

The DEIR/EIS does not provide a justification to concentrate impacts to agriculture on the Kings
County region, nor provide any evidence that a transportation corridor is not feasible. The
DEIR/EIS is required to provide feasible aliernatives that can minimize impacts, therefore under
CEQA and NEPA the DEIR/EIS is required to provide a sufficient analysis of a high-speed
alignment located along a transportation corridor.

123, Page 3.14-6 Project Inconsistency with Local Plans

In Table 3.14-1 the DEIR/EIS establishes the local policies and ordinances that govern
development on agricultural land. From a Kings County perspective, where the alignment
departs from a transportation corridor (BNSF Railroad) the policies established by Kings County
and the Cities i 1 by the alig arei istent and ¢ dictory. Kings County
policies and ordinances promote the preservation of agricultural lands by maintaining large
parcel sizing (ie. parcels greater than 20 acres) and by promoting Williamson Act contracts. All
alignments being proposed through Kings County violate these policies and pringiples,

1033-282
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Sweeping curves and alignments being place away from transportation corridors creates
hundreds of small parcels, many of which are unfarmable and convert large swaths of acreage to
non-farming uses.

Policies and ordinances in Kings County also promote the development of new housing within
the urban sphere of influences and promote an inward development regime. The alignments
being proposed in Kings County "proposed” HSR stations on the periphery of the City of
Hanford in what has been zones agricultural land. Both proposed stations are several miles from
downtown Hanford and are located outside of the City Limits. If development around a station
proceeds as the HSR project believes, this will cause an outward sprawl of businesses and
homes. which direetly violates local policies and ordinances.

The DEIR/EIS contemplates the local policies and ordinances that are established by local
governments and elected officials to meet regulations and local needs and wishes. The
DEIR/EIS fails to address or provide mitigation for the overall failure to meet local policies and
ordinances. The DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of an alignment that meets local policies
{0 ensure that the public and readers understand the full analysis.

124, Page 3.14-8 Failure to Provide Criteria for Analysis
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

"t addition, analysts examined farmiand severance on a parcel-by-parcel basis for each alternative o
identify where severance would create twe parcels, and result in remmant parcel(s) that would be too
small or too physically constrained 1o be farmed economiceally.”

The DEIR/EIS indicates that there was an analysis to determine parcels that could remain in
farming and those that would cither be too small or be constrained such that they could not be
farmed, The DEIR/EIS does not provide the reader with the criteria utilized to make such a
determination in the dc or the supporting documents provided with the DEIR/EIS. Given
the lack of communication between Authority consultants that prepared the DEIR/EIS the
landowners and readers of this document should be allowed to understand how determination:
were made and the opportunity to comment on what is a legitimate criteria and what is not.

The DEIR/EIS should provide the reader with the process and eriteria used to determine a
farmable or non-farmable parcel.

125.  Page 3.14-9 Failure to Provide Agricultural Technical Group Findings

Ihe DEIR/ELS indicated that an Agricultural Technical Group was created to study the impacts
associated with the project and alignments. This Group should have been established years ago
to assist in directing the choice of ali however as proposed the Group is simply
formulating mitigation measures. If the Group has created any documentation that was a part of
the DEIR/EIS, it should be provided in the document or any supporting documents.
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1033-290
126.  Page 3.14-9 Provide Definition
The DEIR/EIS establishes the threshold for negligible, moderate and significant impacts to farm
ground. The acreages associated with each threshold were not defined as to their source. It 1033-291

should be noted that many farmable and profitable operations can be smaller than 10 acres. It
should also be noted that temporary impaets such as equipment storage areas can have a
significant impact on farming operations for 5 years, which is a long period of time to be without
the profitability of that land.

127.  Page 3.14-9 Strike Statement
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

“When originally established, farms in the project vicinity were rectangnlar parcels that followed
rownship and remge survey patterns, which were compased of many similarly shaped parcels. Over time,
constriiction of the railroads, state highways, and local roads divided some farms, creating irregularly
x E ; 1033-292
shaped percels,

This statement misrepresents the actual development of farming within the Central Valley. The
roads and streets in the area surrounding the alignment are on a grid system with roads provided
approximately every | mile in the north-south and east-west direction. On occasion there are
roads provided on the 1/2 mile. This allows for farming to take place in blocks. The DEIR/EIS
should eliminate this 1t as it misrep: ts the develop and status of roads and farm
ground in the vicinity of the alignment and the Central Valley.

1033-293
128, Page 3.14-33 Mislcading Statement

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

"The No Project Alternative would result in extensive farmland conversion to accommodate anticipated
future growth in the region. In comparison, the HST alternatives would convert farmiand for construction
af the profect but would also provide opportunities for focusing future grawtl on lamd that is already
wrbanized, approved for development but not built on, or planned for wrban uses. This conld reduce the
amont of farmland converted to urban wses to accommadate futire growth within the region.”

The DEIR/EIS misleads the reader by making an over generalized statement about the potential
development of surrounding communitics. The alignments proposed through the Hanford area
(both the ease and west alternatives) have sited station locations on the edges of the City center,
far removed from urban influences and more akin to farming. The alignments have the potential
to foeus development to consume more farm ground as homes and businesses begin o move
towards the HSR stations.

Fresmo to Bakersfield DETR/ELS Comments Page 76 of 92

The DEIR/EIS should eliminate the statement that the HSR project will provide opportunities to
focus growth on urbanized land given there is no evidence within the document that this will be
pursued.

129.  Page 3.14-33 Improper Statement of Findings/Lacking Analysis and Evidence for
Findings

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

“Wind effects on bees and adiacent cropland wowld be of negligible intensity wnder NEPA and not affect
agricultural productivity, including pollination by bees. Noise from HST operations could impact
livestock and powlivy where the HST is within 100 feet of confined animal facilities. The fmpacts to
livestock amd poudiry. ™

The DEIR/EIS does not provide any evidence that the two statements made in regards to wind impacts on
bees and noise and vibration impacts on confined animals are as stated.

130.  Page 3.14-41 Improper Analysis of Temporary Impacts to Agriculture

The DEIR/EIS contemplates the usage of large acreages of agricultural land for temporary uses
such as staging areas and equipment storage yards. For the BNSF alignment this could be as
high as 1,519 acres of land. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a suitable analysis to make the
subsequent findings of negligible impacts under NEPA and less-than-significant under CEQA
given the failure to address potential environmental impacts associated with the temporary
activity on the agricultural land and the failure to provide a reclamation plan.

As with other activities carried out such as mining operations. the proponent must provide a
reclamation plan to ensure the return of land to a usable produet. The DEIR/EIS fails to prov ide
any plan to retum temporarily seized land to agricultural usage once the HSR project is
completed. The upper layers of soil that is utilizes for farming (commonly called topsoil) has a
makeup that is conducive to plant growth. In a sense itis a living organism that supports plan
life. Farmers are applying supplements, fertilizers and organic matter in a fine balance to ensure
a productive operation. During HSR construction efforts. heavy equipment will travel over the
ground and introduce compactive effort chemicals and debris, This is also in conjunetion with
the lack of irrigation and field supplements. Essentially the ficld will yield a "dead” dint. The
DEIR/EIS provides no evidence that would ensure that a field would be retumned to its farming
state, therefore the impact has the potential to be long-term or permanent,

I'ie article published by Vern Grubiner "Soil Organic Matter: The Living, the Dead and the
Very Dead" establishes that soil organic matter is only a small percentage of most soils, but it
has a drastic impact on soil properties and therefore agricultural produ . The report finds
that:

"Frequent tillage, periods of bare ground, and removal of crop residues all contribute to
reductions in soil organic matter."
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131.  Page 3.14-43 Confusing Sentence
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement which is confusing to the reader:

“The BNSF Alternative would come within 100 feet of one confined animal facility in Kings Cownty, three
confined animal facilities in Kings County, and two confined animal facilities in Tulare Couniy.”

s County twice leaving the reader with the impression that 4 confined

The sentence repeats K
in 100 of the BNSF alignment, The DEIR/ELS should clarify this

animal facilities are wi
conflict in the FEIR/EIS.

132, Page 3.14-44 Lack of Evidence or Analysis to Support Findings

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement in regards to the impacts of loud noises on
confined animals:

"Responses to lowud noises include the startle response, freezing (hecoming temporarily stationary), and
flecing from the sound source. As the project construction noise is Below the levels idemified in the
literatiire to impact milk production, effects on these confined animal facilities are not canticipated.

Temparary noise impacts on adfacent farm animals would therefore not lead to the conversion of
Important Farmband to a non-agricultural use, becanse the current use would contime. The impact
would have a negligible intensity wnder NEPA, and the impact would be lesy-than-significant wnder

CEQA"

The DEIR/EIS provides no analysis or data to indicate that the impacts would be "temporary”.
Sound impacts from construction equipment can be expected for several years. Ifa confined
animal facility is subject to several years of reduced milk production and/or frightened cows. the
dairy may experience financial losses, which will not be recoverable under the standard property
acqu n process outlined by the Authority. Ifis dairy is forced to close the future use of the
dairy facility and its supporting farm ground is unknown. The DEIR/EIS does not contemplate
nor analyze the realistic outcome of a prolonged temporary noise impact on a confined animal
facility.

T'he DEIR/EIS also is not elear as to the source of the sound. The DEIR/EIS indicates that the
train could introduce a sharp and abrupt sound at the 90+dB range for as many as 12 bursts per
hour. This will oceur 7 days a week for as long as the train is in service. Although the confined
animals will be desensitized to the noise over time. the dairy business operates by losing cows
and introducing new cows. As new cows are introduced they may be startled by the noise until
they are accustomed. however for that time period it can be expected that the dairy will not
recieve its full milk production from that cow, The cow may also become startled and resless in
the midst of the other cows that are accustomed to the noise. which may scare the other animals
and cause loss of milk production or other impacts.

1033-298

1033-299

1033-300
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133.  Page 3.14-45 Lack of Evidence or Analysis to Support Statement

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement which is not supported by evidence or historical
proof:

"If the commumities zone o take advantage of this increase in land vafues, the growth can be redirected
1o fimit low-density development, which has been consuming large amonis of fand area. There fs an
apporiunity to encourage walkable. more-concentrated development patterns to meet new growth
demands and reduce the rate and occnrrence of low-density development, which erodes the valuable land
resomrees. Providing opportunittes for foctsing fitire develapment on land that is already in
nenagriculiural wses would reduce the amennt of farmiand converted to uses other than agriculture. This
would be consisient with the preferved B+ (Blueprint) Scenarin, which incorporates the HST system, and
ferrmland conversion wordd be reduced from 327,000 acres {the bissiness-as-uswal, or A" Scenaria) to
209,000 acres, a reduction of 118,000 acres.”

Although all communities in the Central Valley have strived for this principle in planning. it has
not been successful nor observed. The reality is that many communities on outskirts of urban
communities have been taken over by commuters that consume more farm ground for
subdivision developments.

134,  Page 3.14-45 DEIR/EIS Requires Clarification

The DIER/EIS provides the following statement in regards to the permanent conversion of farm
around:

“estimates of the permanent conversion of Important Farmlands under the BNSF Alternative, based on
the land that would be permanently converted as a result of the project right-of-way, and ancillary
facilities such as substarions and the Fresno, Kings/Tulare and Bakersfield HST stations."

The statement and the DEIR/EIS is not clear as 1o the inclusion of the overpass footprints in the
conversion of farm ground. The DEIR/EIS should clearly state if the quantity reported includes
or fails to inelude the footprint required for overpasses, rights-of-way. easements. ancillary
facilities and power facilities (including those required to transmit power to the rail system),

3.15 - Parks, Recreation and Open Spaces
135.  Page 3.15-26 Failure to Analyze Impacts to Baseball Stadium

The DEIR/EIS identifies the Chukchansi Baseball Stadium within 850° of the proposed HSR
alignment and Fresno HSR station without properly addressing construction impacts:

"Chubchansi Park (Fresno). Construction of the HST wonld not require temporary’ e af Chikclatisi
Park property and would not eveate any direct impacts. As shown on Figure 3.15-6, Chukchansi Park is
approximately 810 feer from the cemterline of the BNSF right-of-way and less thar 100 feet from the study

area for a grade separation required for the BNSF Alternative. Indirect impacts wounld include noise.

cdust, anl visual change, which could indivectly affect the stadim and wsers. However, these indirect
impacts are wot anticipated 1o substantially affect normal use becanse of the existing urban nature of the
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facility: therefore, the effects of the project would have negligible intensity wnder NEPA, aned would be
less-than-significent fmpact under CEQA.”

The DEIR/EIS fails to address all potential impacts to the Chukchansi Park in Fresno due 1o
construction. Although the DEIR/EIS provide recognition that there will be noise, dust and
visual changes, a simple statement is made that indicates that they will not substantially affect
normal use. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide any analysis or proof that would substantiate these
findings. Events such as daytime soccer games, community outings. beer and wine events and
movies in the park could be impacted due to construction noise and visual impacts. The
DEIR/ELS should provide an analysis of the potential impacts to attendance and provide a
mitigation measure to minimize the impacts.

One of the important impacts that is not addressed is the impacts to local traffic and parking
around the stadium. The DEIR/EIS should provide a description of the impacts to traffic
patterns. potential road closures and the availability of parking to meet stadium needs while
construction of the HSR alignment and station are underway. Figure 3.15-6 shows the
construction impact to oceur over most of the existing parking facilities for the stadium. During
construction the DEIR/EIS does not identify substitute parking arrangements, therefore
attendance will be impacted. If there is an impact to the stadium and park. the DEIR/EIS should
provide a CEQA/NEPA qualified mitigation measure and analysis that would lead to an
appropriate significance determination.

Under the information provided and potential for significant impacts the DEIR/EIS fails 1o
provide a sufficient discussion of construction impaets on Chukehansi Park.

136, Page 3.15-27 Failure to Address Construction Impacts to the Pixley National
Wildlife Refuge

The DEIR/EIS provides the following limited impact analysis:

“Pixley National Wildlife Refuge (Tulare County). The right-of-way for the BNSF Alrernative would
vequire construciion activities within 193 feet of Pixley Natiomel Wildlife Refuge lands. However, these
activities would be separated from Pixley National Wildfife Refuge by SR 43 and would not create any

direct or indivect impacts. HST construction effects on Pixley National Wildlife Refuge wanld ave o

negligible intensity under NEPA, and fpacts would be Jess than significant wnder CEQA"

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the construction impacts to the park due to the noise visual and
vibration impacts on the wildlife. During construction it is anticipated that loud and sharp noises
will startle the wildlife in the refuge and will drive them away from the edges of the refuge. This
will change the character of the park during construction and may have a lasting impact of the
wildlife in the refuge. Dust created from the construction may also drive into the refuge. causing
wildlife 1o be impacted.
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1033-306

1033-307

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments Page 80 of 92

Section 3.16 Aesthetics and Visual Resources

137.  Page 3.16-60 Incorporation of a Mitigation Measure After Finalization of EIR/EIS

The DEIR/EIS improperly implements a mitigation measure after the finalization of the
DEIR/EIS in the following statement:

“During final design of the elevated guideways, the Authority will coordinate with local furisdictions an
their design so that the elevared guideways will fit in appropriately with the vister comext af the areas
wear them. The Authority will establish a process with the city or county with Jurisdiction over the land
along the elevated guideway to advance the final design through o collaborative, context-sensitive
solutions approach, The working groups will meet on a regular basis to develop a consensis on the wrban
design elements to be incorporated into the final guideway designs. The process will include activities to
solicit commumity input in the affected neighborhoods. "

The DEIR/EIS improperly relies upon a mitigation measure that will be developed and
implemented after the DEIR/EIS is finalized. The intention is 1o coordinate with local
jurisdictions after the DEIR/ s implemented versus prior to finalization to ensure that the
appropriate impacts and mitigation measures are identified and implemented as a part of the
CEQA and NEPA process. The DEIR/ELS should coordinate ahead of the DEIR/EIS to ensure
that appropriate mitigation measures are identified, analyzed for feasibility and cost and
realistically summarized for an appropriate level of significance as a part of the DEIR/EIS.

138.  Page 3.16-60 Failure to Address Impact

The DIER/EIS identifies an impact in the following statement that is not addressed in this. nor
any other section of the DEIR/EIS:
"Since some of these strictures along with the piers can be targets for graffit. they can incorporate

textured surfaces and artistic paterns thet discomrage graffiti and add viswel interest to the landscape;
aeldition surface coatings can be applice to them o fucilitate cleaning and the removal of graffisi.”

The prevalence of graffiti in the Central Valley is ant. The impact has been identified in this
section, however no analysis or mitigation measure is identified in the DEIR/EIS. As graffiti takes place
the DEIR/EIS does not account for the reporting of such vandalism to local law enforcement agencies.
The DEIR/EIS does not provide an analysis of the potential for graffiti. however only indicates it could be
a probl IF it b s a problem, local law will be charged with responding to the
vandalism and preparing reports to address such vandalism. This has not been analyzed as a potential
impact to local law enforcement capacity.
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139.  Page 3.16-61 Verify Information and Provide Clarification
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

"Ihe height from grownd level 1o the top of rail wordd typiceally be a miniman of 4.5 feet, but wotdd
fuctuare wp to as much as 8 feet depending upon topography.”

In reviewing the technical drawings for this project. there are sections of track that are
approximately 10" above grade. The above statement indicates that the highest would be
approximately 8. The DIER/EIS should be consistent with all information provided.

The DEIR/EIS also fails to indicate the presence of a chain link fence along the entire length of
track. This is a visual barrier that breaks the consistency of the view.

The DEIR/EIS also fails to address items such as the power traction facilities and radio
communication towers. Most importantly the DEIR/EIS fails to identify overpass structures as
visual barriers, These structures are approximately 35" tall and can extend for approximately 3/4
mile.

The DEIR/EIS fails to properly identify the impacts associated with visual resources because it
has failed to address facilities appropriately and has failed o include all features.

Section 3.18 Regional Growth

140.  Page 3.18-1 Failure to Recognize Changes in Time Between Programmatic EIR and
Project Level DEIR/EIS

The DEIR/EIS improperly relies upon date information from the Programmatic EIR in the
following statement:

“The Final Program EIREIS for the Proposed California HST System (Sratewice Program EIREIS)
(Authority and FRA 2005) and the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR'EIS (Authority and FRA
2008, Arthority 20007 did not identdfy growth impacts vequiring mitigation for growth bevond HST design
and program objectives and mitigation for other impacts. Siice hat time, economic recession conditions
have largely stiffed new graweh in California and the Central Vallev. As a result, there is an oversupply
it the San Joaguin Valley of approved, but unbuilt development projects. When econontic conditions
improve, new growth is expected to occur in thase locations first, The analysis in this document indicates
growth inducement for the Fresno to Bakersfield section is not expected to be greater than that analyzed
in the Program EIRVEISs.”

I'he DEIR/EIS relies upon findings from the Program EIR/EIS to estimate impacts to regional
growth at the Project level. The Program EIR/EIS was done prior to 2005 (2000-2004) and does
not properly reflect the current day markets and growth patterns that could potentially impact
movement of residents from urban areas to the rural areas.
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Included in Attachment 77 are the average costs of homes from January 2000 to present as
presented by trulia.com, which is a real estate value tracking system. From the information
provided the Program EIR/EIS was developed during a period in which the real estate market
was in a extraordinary boom. while we currently find ourselves and significantly less value in
our real estate, however the urban areas did not suffer the decline in property value as Central
Valley communities did. Below is a table of the findings:

[ 2000 205

T $90.000 | $303.000 |

4 1 3 _= A | FE—
| Los Angeles [ sie [ $575.000 f $300,000
| San Francisco ~ $430,000 | $835.000 600,000

Given the collapse of the housing markets throughout the state, the Central Valley has currently
an inventory of very low cost homes. In the market today the cost of a home in the Central
Valley versus San Francisco and Los Angeles is two-times and four-times respectively cheaper.
The Project level DEIR/EIS cannot rely upon the analysis done in the Program EIR/EIS given
there has been such drastic changes in the economy and housing markets.

141, Page 3.18-13 Key Statement that Undermines the Findings of the DEIR/EIS
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

“The econamic growth study condueted for the Bay Avea Pragram EIRVEIS found thet the overflow of
peaple from urban coastal areas seeking affordable housing within commuting range of major
metrapolitan areas drives the high growth projections for these San Joaguin Valley coumies.”

Historically the ability to commute via a public trasportation system has opened up once small
communities to the urban sprawl concept. Communities such as Tracy. Pleasanton. Livermore,
and even as far as Los Banos have all experienced large housing demands due to the urban
sprawl from large urban centers such as San Jose and San Francisco. In Southern California the
same exists between communities such as Castaic and Palmdale and their close proximity to Los
Angeles.

Although the DEIR/EIS recognizes the large influence that the urban areas can have on the
Central Valley, this is the only statement that attributes or attempts to address the concern.

142.  Page 3.18-19 Failure to Provide Analysis
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

“"The analysis shows the HST alternatives would create additional employment and business opporiunities
anel attract higher-wage jobs in comparison to the No Project Alternative. The HST alternatives,
however, would only raise the projected population and employment arowth by abow 3% bevond growth

anticipated imder the No Project Altermative.”
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The DEIR/EIS infers that there was an "analysis” that was done 1o make the stalement above.
however the DEIR/EIS does not provide the analysis. Therefore, the DEIR/EIS fails to provide
the necessary level of detail warranted under CEQA and NEPA. The DEIR/EIS should provide
the analysis that was done to draw the conclusion made, or eliminate the statement and
conclusion. The analysis provided earlier in the document is flawed given the lack of recent
detail in the cconomy and housing market.

143, Page 3.18-22 Lack of Analysis Leading to Unsupported Findings
The DEIR/EIS provides the following limited analysis of job creation:

“Over the entire constrnction pertod, profect expenditures wnder the BNSF Alrernative would result in the
creation of a total af 7,300 direer and 14,600 indireet and induced annual fob years. This is a lotal of
21,900 adelitioned amual fol years created by the project in the four-county arca over these 8 years
Duiring the peak period of construction, the additional 1,100 direct-canstruction fobs created would

comprise an additional 2.4% of the total projected 2016 construction jubs in the region (see Table 3.15-
3). This small percentage increase would not be substantial enongh to greatly attract workers to the

region because the existing underemploved consiruction wark farce would be expected 1o fill these
Jobg 3"

The DEIR/EIS draws the conclusion that the local markets will supply the necessary workforce
1o meet the construction needs of this project. Although there are numbers of unemployed
construction workers within the local markets to meet the need, the DEIR/EIS does not provide
any information or policies that would support the finding. The DEIR/EIS fails to address the
type of construetion work needed, the ability of construction forces to meet specialized needs or
the ability of larger construction companies outside of the area mobilizing 1o the Central Valley
to acquire work.

144.  Page 3.18-30 Lack of Analysis Leading to Unsupported Findings
The DEIR/EIS makes the following unsupported analysis:

“The HST alternatives contribuite a relatively small incremental increase in the prajected growih for the
J-county region associated with the No Prafect Alternative. The HST Project would result in a 2-3%
population increase and 34 employment increase compeared fo current projections. While increasing
jected population and emplo) growih, the HST project would alse result in the benefits over the
Na-Project condition ineluding reduced auwomobile travel on major freeways, reduced long-term air
poliuant emissions. andl alditional ecoromic activity that may bring the San Joaguin Valley's
chronically high wemployment rate 1o a level that is more in line with the rest of the state.”

[;

The DEIR/EIS provides no analysis or data that would support the fact that they project would
result in a 2-3% population increase or a 3% employment inerease. The DEIR/ELS cannot make
statements based upon unsupported analysis. The DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis or
evidence that would support the above statements or remove them from the document.
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145.  Page 3.18-31 Lack of Analysis Leading to Unsupported Findings
The DEIR/EIS makes the following unsupported analysis:

“The HST is designed for intercity travel to provide an alternative to the personal automobile and
airplanes for rapid travel berween the major urban centers of the state. It is not intended as a commuter
vatil service and tickets prices would not be subsidized, as is tvpical for commuter rail. At a ticket price
equivalent fo S0-50% of airfare, it would not he cost-effective for most people to live in one urban areq.
say Fresno, und commte to another urban area, stich as San Francisce.”

The DEIR/EIS provides no analysis of the potential for the HSR to utilized as a commuter rail
service, Simply stating that the cost will not induce commuter traffic is not sufficient under
CEQA and NEPA. The DEIR/EIS should provide evidence and/or data that wiould show that the
cost associated with HSR tickets will not induce commuter traffie.

Under the promotion of HSR the Authority has tuted the ticket prices as affordable and
unsubsidized. However, throughout the world other HSR systems have been impl d and
utilized as commuter services. One example would be the Shinkansen in Japan.

146.  Page 3.18-32 Failure to Address Potential Buying Power of New Landowners

The DEIR/EIS makes a simplificd analysis that is does not fully address potential coneerns of
land consumption in the following statement:

"4 shown in Table 3.18-18, the HST would increase population hy approximately 2-3%, or
approximately 110,630 people over the 2035 population farecasted for the four-county region. As
indicated abave, communities in the region have adeg space to ace fate planned growth by
2035 amd HST-induced growdh within their current spheres of i fl If the current population densiny
af approximately 10 persons per acre (see Section 2.4, No Project Alternative — Existing and Plamned
Improvements) were i continue with the HST, 11,063 acres of land waouiled be needed o accommodate
this adeivional popudation.”

The DEIR fails to address its carlier statement that homeowners along the coastal
communities, which typically have higher incomes will be the landowners that will move
towards the Central Valley. Given the larger buying power and higher incomes made in the
Coastal Communities. the DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of the realistic person per acre
that will be caused by the HSR project.

ted Policies and Plans

147, Page 3.18-33 Unrealistic Reli Upon Undoe
The DEIR/EIS relies upon future plans and policies to address future growth in the following
slatement:

15 described in Section 3.13. Land Use, Station Planing. and Development, the Authority Brers
develaped guidelings for station area development (HST Station Area Developmeni. General Principles
and Guidelines), as identified in the Bay Area to Cemral Valley HST Program final andl revised final
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1033-319 EIR/EIS documents (Authority and FRA 2008 and 2000) and is working with the city of Fresno on station
area plans throngh o matching planning grant progream and hes offeved the city of Bakersfield the same
opporunity, Ultimarely. the cities and county would be respansible for developing local land use
requirements that would focus the growth in the HST station areas; but ax deseribed above. the project
would encourage the cities and county to take full advantage of the HST station potential. "

Under CEQA and NEPA, the DEIR/EIS cannot rely upon unrealized plans and policies 1o
mitigate for an impact. The DEIR/EIS wishes to rely upon plans yet to be developed by ]ucu_i
agencies such as the City of Fresno to direct urban development around the Fresno HSR Station.
These policies have not been developed nor approved by any local jurisdictions.

1033-320 A further problem ensues given that areas surrounding the Fresno HSR station, but not within its

footprint have distinet identities and even historical significance. Arcas such as the old
Chinatown and other areas of important to the Japanese culture are located one-black to the west
and several blocks to the north and the south. During the policy process these communitigs may
rally to preserve their heritage. therefore leaving future development around the H5SR Station
stagnant,

1033-321 The City of Bakersfield has not accepted any funding to proposed such plans, therefore leaving it
highly s'kcplical that Bakersfield will adopt any of the HSR development policies. Therefore, the
DEIR/EIS cannot utilize future policies and plans to offset sprawl and growth induced by the
HSR Project.

1033-322 i
148.  Page 3.18-33 Unrealistic Reli Upon Und d Policies and Plans

Ihe DIER/ELS the following mitigation stalement without any analysis. support. feasibility or
cost analysis:

Conservation and man-govermmeniol agencies fo purchase agricultural conservation easements aronmicd
the station to keep the land in agricwliural production to discourage divect ar indirect growil around this
station.”

The DEIR/EIS fails to meet the standards of CEQA and NEPA by providing a ||\'llig,:1}iﬁn )
measure without providing the reader or decision maker with the appropriate level of unal}'gs
that would lead to a significance finding. The mitigation measure of buying development rights
from surrounding landowners is not analyzes for its feasibility and cost.

Section 3.19 Cumulative Impact
149.  Page 3.19-7 Lack of Parking Adds to Cumulative Transportation Impacts

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 2 .
“Locally, even without implementation of the HST alternatives, up to 107 of the 226 intersections and ,i.f
of the 134 roadway segments within the three station study areas wowld operate at :muuvprub.h: LOSE
orF) by 2033, The HST project in conjunciion with ather planned projects in these three station areas

“Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California Depariment of

1033-323

1033-324

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/ELS Conments Puge 86 0f 92

would result in cumudative impacts due (o increased raffic associaved with people rraveling 1o and from

starians, as described in Section 3.2.5, Transporiation. Implementation of the HST alternatives would he
expected 1o reduee already unaceeptable LOS fevels by ar least 4 seconds ab up to 51 intersections in
either the morning or afternoon peak howr and increase the volume-to-capacity ratio on 13 roadway
segments by 20335, The profect would reduce LOS from acceptable levels to wacceptable levels ar 10

intersections in either the morning or afternoon peak hour and 3 roadway segments. Therefore, due 1o the
reduction in LOS, the project s cumulative effect would have substantial intensity wnder NEPA. In the

context af the number of intersections and roadway segments that wounld operate ar an wnacceptable LOS

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable futmre profects, the cunnlative impact of the profect would
be significant under NEPA. The coniribution of the project 1o traffic ¢ fon would be eumud: )

considerable under CEQA.™

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the increased traffic that will be induced around proposed station.
However. the DEIR/EIS fails 10 address the potential failure to identify suitable parking
accommodations to meet HSR station needs in the future. If the project is unable to meet the full
parking demand, traffic in the area will be compounded by vehicles traveling around the area 10
find parking, further diminishing the serviceability of the area.

150. Page 3.19-7 Failure to Recognize the Funding Impacts

The DEIR/EIS makes the following incomplete analysis and

“As described in the 2003 Statewide Program EIR/EIS and the 2008 Bay Area to Central Vailey
Program EIR/EIS. implememation of the HST Sysiem as a whoele could benefit intercity
highways. ™

The DEIR/EIS references a document that was done at a time when the project could not identify
its funding. Currently the project can only identify a small portion of funding. and has yet to
realize the majority of its funding to meet its full build and HSR service. As the project begins to
seek future funding there will be an increased pressure to take funding that would support other
transportation project and concentrate them on the HSR project. This cumulative impact has not
been identified, nor addressed.

151, Page 3.19-9 Failure to Address Air Quality Fines
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement:

“Construction of reasonably foreseeable fitire projecis in the SIVAB would be a significant
cumulaiive air quality impact wnder NEPA and CEQA because the basin is not in artainment for
ozene, PMI0. and PM2.3 and construction of any project causes emissions of 0zone precursors

(NO and VOCs) and particulates. The SIVAPCD has developed plans to help bring
concentrations of these pollutants into attainment; however, the HST construction emissions
were not included in these plans. Because the unmitigated construction emissions for the Fresno
10 Bukersfield Section wonld exceed the SIVAPCD thresholds for NOx, VOC, PMI0, and PM2.5,
the air guality effect would have subsigntial imtensity wide, PA. Since the SIVAPCD
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m“;{::f;?m p!fm:\ f"-"-’.h"“ fmm;m{:f.\ :Ifu uof u:;c'urm.r:lﬁ‘lr, ;Jf?fm r.-m_:.\-.-rm'.ra':m emissians, this 1033-327 The DEIR/EIS does not pmvi_dc an analysis or fiala thal_\vuu_ld ir_:d_icalu that vehicle miles \\:ou!d
4089 '”""}f'rmﬂm CHIRaUYA tHpaLE under NEPA. The project would also have a be decreased. From information gathered within the DEIR/EIS it is safe to deduce that vehicle
cumdlatively considerable contribution 1o .rff\e air quality impact associated with reasonably miles traveled in the Central Valley would be increased. If VMT in the Central Valley increases,
foresecable profects in the SIVAB. ™ the air quality issues that are already problematic will only increase. Evidence that VMT may
1033-325 The DEIRVETS sddresses the coicems it broisct sonstiiot i e increasg include: ) . T _ .
beyond the Lum:nt ai.T. ;E'I.lil\u standards fi Phj‘- . : mfu.(:n “I. LRI I P"Humm“ 1033-328 1. The 2012 Revised Business Plan indicates that the new HSR tracks that will be installed
X the current air quality standards for the area. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to address the could be used for traditional Amtrak Service. Under the current design proposals,
current situation which faces the Central Valley. Due to air quality violations. residents and the O . ; , R i e
San Joaquin Valley Air Quality Control Board are facing fines. Fines in the amount of $29 Amtrak stations in Hanford, Wasco zmdlturcnr.m will be cium:@lcd, I'he cum‘nl‘
million annual and a $12 per vehicle charge are being levied against residents. If the air quality traveling public that uses this service will be forced to travel 1o Fresno or Bakersfield to
standards are exceeded for anything greater than 1 hours, future fines will be levied. The i access Amtrak. For the community of Hanford, this represents approximately 180,000
I)I-.'IRJ'!{_I.' [:a‘ils 10 address the rzclcnlial for future fines, who will pay them or the impact on local passengers per year. These people will either drive to Fresno or simply drive to their
economies if such fines are levied during the construction of the project. destination.
1033-329 2. Asthe HSR system is built, the DEIR/EIS indicates that the population will increase in
152, Page 3.19-9 Failurc to Address Timing and Air Quality Impacts thcl (‘cn.lml \’all.n.‘y dL!c 1o the abilill)- 1o access cheap .and ai:ibrdubl? housi_ng. The
DEIR/EIS provides little to no evidence to supy its ofa 3% se and
1033-326 T'he DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: current market forces and local real estate costs would indicate that this number would be
much larger. As these people move into the Central Valley they will also be bringing
“Operation of the HST wonld help the region attain air quality standards and plans by reducing increased traffic to the Central Valley. The additional VMT from sprawl will intensify
Bg:::f:tﬂm ;;,; ,;-:RJ:,’:-!:’{’Iy.hu;:fj”.;r“#:j a_ﬂfnf P_mw{!f'_}f' an uF.r_t.'lr:J'_?:m'.\'t‘ mode of I.f'{.m‘\';.wm.rfrm. our already critical air quality status.
: se the HST project would help to decrease emissions .-g.l'luHc‘n{:{;uﬁrmmn. it would result 1033-330 3. The DEIR/EIS also fails to address the timing of the air quality impacts. During
in a net benefit to regional aiv quality. Therefore. operation of the HST alternatives wonld have a e b S the HSR Proiect the ai ity will be
beneficial contribuation wnder NEPA and no cumulative impact wnder CEQA. ™ constraclion _Ehu_C_'cntral Valley pun:un_u[ the Illb!_{ Froject thet ule quakity i
& diminished significantly. Anticipated air quality fines have not been addressed or
The DEIR/EIS fails to provide the appropriate level to detail to make the findings presented in analyzed by the DEIR/EIS and the long term balance of air quality impacts to benefits is
this statement. During construction the HSR project will increase the air quality problems missing. [f the Central Valley will be the subject of poor air quality for decades before
"igniﬁ‘-'_ﬁ””)'- The Revised 2012 Business Plan indicates that upon completion of the Merced to HSR service is started. the DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of the timing of HSR
E!akL‘rSTmld s ection, which is anticipated to be 301 7. 1_he ul_ig‘umlem will not have power and ) service versus the date at which the realization of air quality impacts are accrued. The
.'\mtlrn!\_wr\-mc mll_ix operating on the !:nc. The Il)l-,lkfl;is I’allIs to analyze the 1r_1creas_¢d air DEIR/EIS cannot simply state that benefits will come to the Central Valley at a later date.
quality impacts carried forward without implementing HSR. service upon completion of the . : ; “isi :
tracks. There will also be increase vehicle miles traveled to access Amtrak sations and to by not provide analysis and data that would show the reader and decision mater when and
maneuver around the HSR alignment. how those benefits will be realized.
153.  Page 3.19-9 Failure to Address Timing and Air Quality Impacts 1033-331 154.  Page 3.19-15 Failure to Address Cumulative Impacts of Noise Given New
1033-327 Transportation Corridor
The DEIR/EIS fails to address the timing of air quality impacts and unsubstantiated air quality
benefits in the following statement: The DEIR/EIS does not recognize the importance and significance of the section of track through
Kings County as a new transportation corridor. The alignments chose travel several miles
"Operation of the Merced to Fresno and Fresno to Bakersfield sections of the HST would help outside of town and separate from any transportation corridor, including the BNSF railroad. The
the region attain aiv quality standards and plans by reducing the amownt of regional vehicular BNSF railroad currently travels through the City of Hanford and has a noise level at
traffic and providing an alternative mode of transportation. Becawse the HST project would help approximately 88dB. This sound from the homs and steel-on-steel tracks can be heard several
to decrease emissions of criteria poll it waondd vesult in a net benefit 1o regional air miles radiating outward from the tracks. As the HSR project is constructed it will add an
quality. Therefore, operation of the HST alternatives would have a beneficial contribution under additional louder sound (at 95+ db) at the edge of the existing limits of the BNSF sound. The
NEPA and no cumulative impact under CEQA." HSR will be introducing a loud and sharp noise every six minutes 1o the existing condition which
represents the limits of an existing noise pollution source (BNSF train). The cumulative impact
of adding another transportation corridor will severely impact the quiet and serene rural
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1033-3311 aumosphere for miles. This is avoidable and actually contemplated in Proposition 1A, given that 1033-336 156.  Page 3.19-19 Failure to Address Added Consumption of Groundwater Due to
1033-332 the law requires the alignments 1o be placed on transportation corridors and for Kings County the Sprawl
alignment is nowhere near a transportation corridor,
The DEIR/EIS indicates under anticipated growth that the HSR project will induce an additional
3% inerease in population of the Central Valley. Much of the increase is due to the access of
155.  Page 3.19-18 Confusing and Incomplete Analysis affordable land and labor and the exodus of high dollar coastal and urban communities into the
Central Valley. As pointed out earlier. the 3% increase is underestimated and this figure could
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement about electrical supply: be significant higher. In relation to the cumulative impacts of this project the DEIR/EIS fails to
analyze the impacts to water resources both surface and groundwater to meet the increase
"The electrical demand, inclusive of transmission losses, for the propulsion of the trains for the population growth in the Central Valley caused by the HSR project.
HST alternatives, for the aperation of the rains at terminal scations, and in storage depots and
maintenance facilities has been conservatively extimated to be 36,600 MBtus per day. The 1033-337 For example: The DEIR/EIS estimates that the population increase to the Central Valley due to
projected average summer power supply statewide in 2000 was forecast at 76,968 MW, or the HSR project is 110,650 people. According to the United State Census Bureau the average
6,303,007 MBrus per day, with an additional 92,000 MW planned to be available by 2030, persons per houschold in California is 2.89. This means that there will be an additional 38.287
Conservatively. the HST System elecivical demand would be 0.9% of 2010 elecirical production, household required in the Central Valley to accommodate the increase in population due to HSR.
and 0.4% of planned 2030 elecirical production. Although electricity supplies for 2035 are Ihe DEIR/EIS indicates that an average household uses 2.55 AF/year. This means that on
uncertain, given the available planning peviod and the known demand from the project, energy average the HSR project will increase water consumption by 97,631 AF per year. Being the arca
providers have sufficient informetion to include the HST in their demand forecasts, which will relies heavily upon groundwater, each surface water supply is completely appropriated and the
inform fitnure decision regarding new infrasiructire necessary to meet energy demaned. In Central Valley i to lose valuable water lics to urban d ds and envi 1
addition, to enhance the benefits of the HST, the Authority has set a goal of procuring renewable concemns. the DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis and mitigation measure to compensate for
eleciricity to provide power for HST operations. Therefore, the comulative impact of the HST this significant impact.
alternatives and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects on elecirical
infrastructure and energy demeand during operation would not be a stgnificant impact under
NEPA and would be a less than significant impact wnder CEQA."” 1033-338 157.  Page 3.19-38 Failure to Provide Alternatives
I'he DEIR/EIS provides the following statement in regards to alignments outside of
1033-333 The DIER/ELS confuses the reader by switching power consumption and supply units from transportation corridors and through agricultural land:
MBius per day to KWH (or MW). This occurs throughout the statement and often within one
sentence. The reader cannot make fair comparisons of ption versus availability unless "Potential construction-related cumulative impacts on land use and development would be
the units of the energy are consistent. similar for all alternatives. However, potential operations-related cumulative impacts would be
greater for portions of the BNSF that pass through agricwliural lands and are not locared in the
1033-334 The DEIR/EIS also fails to provide a sufficient level of detail for an appropriate level of existing rail right-of-way, Hanford West Bypass | and Hanford West Bypass 2, Corcoran
significance to be determined. The DEIR/EIS indicates the amount of energy the system would Bypass. Allensworth Bypass, and Wasco-Shafier Bypass alignments, and the Kings/Tulare
take in the summer and the amount of power supplied by power e i 2010. The Regional Station afternatives.”
DEIR/EIS then explains what percentage of the 2010 supply the train would take, however fails
to address if the power supplied in 2010 met the needs of customers or was deficient. The The DEIR/EIS identifies and properly applies the significant impacts associated with the HST
DEIR/EIS provides no empirical data that would show that the appropriate level of power supply project as it deviates from transportation corridors and magnifies the impacts associated to lands
will be available. through and adjacent to the proposed HSR Project. The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize this impact
by failing to provide alternatives that address these impacts. The BNSF and Hanford West
1033-335 The DEIR/EIS also indicates that typical projects must apply for power to be supplied to their alternatives provide similar and almost identical impacts. therefore the DEIR/EIS fails the test of
project. Through an environmental review and permit from the power companies a project can CEQA and NEPA in providing differing alternatives that achieve the purpose of the project. yet
determine what level of power will be available. The DEIR/EIS does not provide this provide alternatives to the impacts.
information.
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1033-339 158, Page 3.19-39 Failure to Fully Analyze Temporary Agricultural Impacts 1033-342 for another puhllic review process. | I\i;__\h‘iv\ recommend a 180-day public review process to
ensure the public is allocated the appropriate time needed to properly asses the impacts and

The DEIR/EIS provides a limited and improper analysis of temporary impacts to agriculture in mitigation measures associated with the HSR Project.

the following statement:
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments,
"Consiruction of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects could alse result in the
temporary conversion of farmland for construetion-related uses. The land temporarily used for
construction of the HST project would be restored and retwrned to agriculiwral use after
construction is completed. Therefore, project consiruction activities wonld not coniribute to the
cumulative impact of conversion of agricultural land

Sincerely,

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the complicated relationship that farmer have with their ground
and their finances. This project is intended to last upwards of 5 years. The loss of income from
this acreage could significantly impact a farmer. Farming relies upon loans to accomplish their
production. Land is the collateral used to secure those loans. 1f a landowner must temporarily
release land to the Authority. the DEIR/EIS has provided no evidence that it will impact their
loaning capacity.

Aaron Fukuda

1033-340 The Dairy industry is currently facing a catastrophic failure and losing dairies at an alarming
rate. The fine line between profit and debt is hard to maintain as feed cost soar, regulations
require funding and the cost of milk either drops or stays the same. The DEIR/EIS provides no
evidence that the land used for the temporary construction will be safe from dairy offset ground.
Many farmers in the area utilize their ground to move manure waste, which in turn allows them
to maintain a certain permitted herd size. As land is removed from availability to apply dairy
water the herd must be reduced, A few acres of lost land can mean millions of dollars in lost
milk production and a even larger loss to the agricultural community.

The DEIR/EIS fails in is goal to analyze the cumulative impacts of the project. As the impact to
land occurs. the profitability and loaning capacity of farmers is reduced.

Conclusion

CEQA and NEPA were developed to be the seminal laws to protect the environment and the
social fabric of society. In order to accomplish these lofty goal, specific and details laws and
1033-341 guidelines were developed to require the development of the DEIR/EIS. Unfortunately the
/ d for the HSR Project fails to offer a detailed Project Description, fails to
the baseline conditions. fails to clearly identify all of the potential impacts. fails
ion measures and clearly lack the analysis and date required 10 make
nificance and a determination of the least impactive alternative,

properly identify
to identify legitimate mit
clear determinations of s

is required to

1033-342 In order to meet the laws that govern the CEQA and NEPA process the Authori
address the idemified questions and comments provided in this letter by modifying the
DEIR/EIS. Once modifications have been made the Authority must ensure that the DEIR/EIS
meets the rigorous requirements of CEQA and NEPA which includes re-releasing the DEIR/EIS
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1033-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-LU-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-16.

1033-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

The comments provided in this submission have been responded to in this volume of the
Final EIR/EIS.

The procedural and technical requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during
the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section.

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 the least overall impact on the environment and local
communities, cost, and constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated.
For more detail please refer to Chapter 7, Preferred Alternative, in this Final EIR/EIS.

1033-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

1033-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-22.

1033-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

1033-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-N&V-05, FB-
Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

1033-6

The purpose of an EIR is to analyze and document the environmental impacts of a
project. The fact that a project alternative will result in environmental impacts is not a
violation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
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). This range
of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

1033-7
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08.

The Authority and FRA consulted with cooperating agencies under NEPA and with
trustee and responsible agencies under CEQA regarding the specific resource areas
associated with these agencies. Interested local, state, and federal agencies were also
consulted throughout the process. A full listing of the meetings can be found in Chapter
7.

1033-8
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16.

1033-9
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-21.

1033-10

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

The purpose of an EIR is to analyze and document the environmental impacts of a
project. The fact that a project alternative will result in environmental impacts is not a

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

Administration

Page 42-244



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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F

Response to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1033-10

violation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
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). This range
of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

A reasonable range of alternatives adequate to provide meaningful decision making is
identified in the EIR/EIS. As described in the EIR/EIS, two to three alternative
alignments were identified in each of the Hanford, Corcoran, Allensworth, Wasco-
Shafter, and Bakersfield areas, which represent roughly 75% of the corridor between
Fresno and Bakersfield. As shown in the table below, there are 7 important
environmental factors including impacts to waters of the U.S., Important Farmland, and
residential housing that clearly differentiate among these alternatives. In addition,
impacts to properties protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation
Act differentiate among alternatives in the Hanford, Allensworth, and Bakersfield areas.
Division of a local community provides differentiation among alternatives in the Hanford
and Corcoran areas. Impacts to environmental justice communities differentiates
alternatives in the Wasco-Shafter area. Finally, impacts to key community facilities
provides another measure that differentiates among alternatives in the Bakersfield area.

1033-10
Alternatives
Hanford Area Corcoran Area Allensworth Area M Bakersfield Area
Hanford Wasca-
s | "V | mver | S | S | e | Mo | mr | S | e || e
Bypass p E Bypass ol
Parmanent Impacts = i i P = e T
i fomae) || D 13 951 951 330 92399 2513 0 0 0.76 0.56 0.56
Parmanent Impacts
to Waters of the 4887 | 4830|4238 | 4486 37.09 | 14434 | 15202 | 2760 | 172 | 4345 | 3356 33.69
USS. acres)
TImpostant Farmland
Comperad to o= || i 809 260 106 1 46 386 576 66 0 0 0
agricultucal Usas
(scras)
Williamson Act
foml emembeite: || o, 411 249 93 92 298 276 129 247 o o o
Non-agricultural
Uses (acres)
Number of
Receptors Sevarly .
' E 3
Impactsd by Noise 178 28 9 2 m 4 0 304 L3 10 61 61
After Mitigation.
Commarcial and
Industrial Businsss | 3 @ 16 1 0 0 0 b5} 4 302 135 280
D
Hoaron e 62 0 2 3 31 9 0 23 18 26! m 186

1033-11
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 (Authority and FRA 2005). The
Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route
(SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision for the
Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the Preferred Alternative for
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The I-5 and SR 99 corridors were again considered
during the environmental review for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but were
eliminated from further consideration, as described in Standard Response FB-
Response-GENERAL-02.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR
99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the I-5 corridor and determined that these
alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings
County has not provided any new information that would change these conclusions.
Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental
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1033-11 1033-11
Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are
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impacts to properties protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation
Act differentiate among alternatives in the Hanford, Allensworth, and Bakersfield areas.
Division of a local community provides differentiation among alternatives in the Hanford 1033-12
and Corcoran areas. Impacts to environmental justice communities differentiates —
alternatives in the Wasco-Shafter area. Finally, impacts to key community facilities

provides another measure that differentiates among alternatives in the Bakersfield area.

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

The Authority and FRA consulted with cooperating agencies under NEPA and with
trustee and responsible agencies under CEQA regarding the specific resource areas
associated with these agencies. Interested local, state, and federal agencies were also
consulted throughout the process. A full listing of the meetings can be found in Chapter
7.

1033-13
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

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 to increase the ease of finding pertinent
information. Also, public workshops were designed to answer questions and solicit
feedback on the documents and to assist the public with finding pertinent information.
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Response to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued

1033-14
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

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 to increase the ease of finding pertinent
information. Also, public workshops were designed to answer questions and solicit
feedback on the documents and to assist the public with finding pertinent information.

1033-15
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

1033-16

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

The Authority and FRA have followed the procedural and substantive requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). No factual information has been provided in this comment to indicate that
the procedures and requirements of NEPA and CEQA were not followed in the
environmental review process for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System.

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (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). Abundant substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the
project description in the EIR/EIS is more than adequate. 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; the project footprint 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/EIS with 100% of the

1033-16

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]).

1033-17

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-22, FB-Response-GENERAL-21,
FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

Biological impacts are addressed in Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS, facility impacts are
addressed throughout Chapter 3.0, groundwater impacts are addressed in Section 3.8,
utility impacts are addressed in Section 3.6, and socioeconomic impacts are addressed
in Section 3.12.

1033-18

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03, FB-Response-HWR-03, FB-
Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-TR-02.

With respect to geological information, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides
existing regional data from which the potential geologic hazards are identified and
discussed in relation to the project. Site-specific design features, such as the specific
depth of foundations at a given location, will be determined after site-specific
geotechnical investigations are conducted. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is
based on the level of engineering and planning necessary to identify potential
environmental impacts and to identify the range of appropriate mitigation measures.

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. 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. While this change
would be an inconvenience, continuous access would be provided and the
environmental impacts would be less-than-significant under CEQA and of negligible
intensity under NEPA.

@ CALIFORNIA (\ of Transportaon

High-Speed Rail Authority Federal Railroad

Administration

Page 42-247



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

Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name D-F
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1033-18

With respect to potential Impacts on flooding and floodplains, these are discussed in
Chapter 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

1033-19

The Authority and FRA have prepared materials in support of Checkpoint A and
Checkpoint B and have received concurrences and agreement with those Checkpoints
from the EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The Authority and FRA
have also prepared materials in support of Checkpoint C. These materials include a
Summary Report, Conceptual Mitigation Plan, and Watershed Evaluation Report,
utilizing information provided in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, associated
technical reports, and Final EIR/EIS to provide the required information for the USACE
to make a preliminary Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA)
determination.

The cited references in the comment are in respect to and are required as part of the
Section 408 requirements when a project requires USACE headquarters approval.
Because the HST is expected to have “low impact, or minor modification” on federal
flood control projects, the level of documentation has been coordinated with the USACE
District and local sponsor. A 60% design or greater is not anticipated or required to date
by these agencies. The Authority and FRA continue to consult with local sponsors and
will provide the appropriate level of detail and design required to meet the local sponsor
and USACE requirements to satisfy Section 408 requirements.

1033-20

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

The EIR/EIS provides a sufficient level of detail regarding the impacts of the proposed
project to allow the Authority and other decision makers to make an informed decision
on whether or not to approve the project.

1033-21
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

1033-22
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-21.

Please see Appendix 3.1-A, Parcels Within the HST Footprint, for a clear depiction of
project boundaries that apply to the project. This project footprint depicts the maximum
extent of potential physical disturbance that would be either temporarily or permanently
affected by the project. Project engineering design drawings include plan and profile
views of project facilities and are provided in Volume Il of the EIR/EIS, Alignments and
Other Plans.

1033-23

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-21.

Please see Appendix 3.1-A, Parcels within the HST Footprint, of the Final EIR/EIS for a
clear depiction of the boundaries that apply to the project. The project footprint depicts
the maximum extent of potential physical disturbance that would be either temporarily or
permanently affected by the project. Appendix 3.1-A includes the project features,
including but not limited to roadway modifications, over- and underpass structures, the
overhead contact system and electrical power distribution system and facilties,
communication towers, and access points to the alignment. Project engineering design
drawings include plan and profile views of project facilities and are provided in

Volume 3, Alignments and Other Plans, of the Final EIR/EIS.

The Authority and FRA have followed the procedural and substantive requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). No factual information has been provided in this comment to indicate that
the procedures and requirements of NEPA and CEQA were not followed in the
environmental review process for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System.

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (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
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1033-23

Cal.App.4th 20, 36). Abundant substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the
project description in the EIR/EIS is more than adequate. 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; the project footprint 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/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]).

1033-24

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

Chapter 2.0 includes the description of the project and its alternatives, and not a
discussion of environmental impacts.

1033-25

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12.

Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section provides a description of the project and its alternatives, but is not a discussion
of environmental impacts.

The decision whether to continue Amtrak service on the San Joaquin line (using the
existing BNSF Railway infrastructure) is outside the purview of the Authority. The HST
project includes no plans to discontinue Amtrak service to the Hanford station or any
other station or platform along