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BO001-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-06, FB-

Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-05.

See Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO#15 and Volume II, Technical Appendix 3.14-B,

for impacts on confined animal agriculture. The Authority has committed to maintain a

“permit bureau” to help businesses (including confined animal operations) overcome the

regulatory disruptions caused by the project.

The Authority has committed to compensating landowners at a fair market value for any

permanent takings of their land as well as for any temporary or permanent losses of

income they may experience.

BO001-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-06, FB-

Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-N&V-01, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-

SO-02.

BO001-3

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

While the project will result in increased travel time for Wreden Farm, access will

remain. During the right-of-way process a private overcrossing or undercrossing may be

provided, as described in FB-Response-AG-02. Please see Section 3.12.11, Mitigation

Measures, Mitigation Measure SO-4 (Provide access modifications to affected

farmlands) for more information on possible overcrossings or undercrossings.

BO001-4

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

BO001-5

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

BO001-6

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

People and businesses in California use electric power and radio frequency (RF)

communications for many purposes and services, in homes and businesses, farms and

factories. The intensive use of electric power and RF communications in California and

all developed countries has ensured that the potential health effects of electromagnetic

fields and resulting currents and voltages on people and animals have been thoroughly

studied. As a result, the levels at which electromagnetic fields (EMF) and RF fields can

cause health or behavior effects are well established. Broadly used international

standards were created based on intensive investigation, to ensure that:

*  EMF and RF fields and resulting stray currents and voltages are measured and

controlled.

*  Fields do not disturb or injure people or animals.

In regard to dairy production, McGill University conducted a study with cows in pens

exposed to controlled EMF levels of 330 mG and 10 kV/m, the projected magnetic and

electric fields that occur at ground level under a 735-kV line at full load.The researchers

measured the following: melatonin levels, prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat

content, dry-matter intake by cows, and reproductive outcomes. While a few statistically

significant changes in these factors were found, none of the changes was outside the

normal range for cows (McGill University 2008). The study concluded that the EMF

exposure did not harm the cows or reduce milk productivity. Various studies cited by

other researchers regarding EMF and wildlife suggest a range of effects similar for

livestock, from non-existent to relatively small to positive. One study suggests a

beneficial application for ELF-EMF in broiler chickens to fight a common parasitic

infection called Coccidiosis (Golder Associates 2009).

Since 735-kV utility power transmission lines run up and down the state, cattle and

people near those lines are exposed to these levels on a continuing basis. Consistent

with the McGill study, epidemiological evidence does not indicate that cattle or people

near existing 735-kV utility power transmission lines are generally or broadly affected by

the fields.
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BO001-6

HST traction power 60 Hz current will flow in the overhead contact system (OCS) and

running rails to provide power to trains. The traction power system is called a 2x25 kV

system because it uses 25 kV voltage for the trains and uses two nearby cables with

opposite phase of the 25 kV to distribute the power down the tracks. Currents in this

HST 2x25 kV system create EMFs and static electric fields near the tracks. However,

the HST levels will be lower than the fields typical of a 735-kV utility power transmission

line. This is because the separation between HST OCS cables is less, cable-to-cable

voltage levels and cable current levels are less, and the HST cables are closer to the

ground so that they are closer to the reducing effect of the fields in the ground, all

compared to the 735-kV utility power cables.

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

shows that at the closest fence line to the HST tracks, the expected magnetic field is 60

mG, less than one-fifth the level from a transmission line. Since cattle cannot be inside

the fence line and people can only be inside the fence line at  passenger stations, the

possible HST EMF exposure is:

*  Low compared to the 735 kV utility power transmission line.

*  Therefore, below the level at which the McGill study showed no effect on cows and

milk production.

Similarly, the electric field from the HST 25 kV 60 Hz OCS will be low compared to the

exposure from a 735-kV utility power transmission line.

For these reasons, EMF effects on livestock and poultry are expected to have negligible

intensity under NEPA, and the impact would be less than significant under CEQA. See

Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06: Confined Animal Facilities regarding the

impact of EMF emissions on dairies.

BO001-7

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

Response-AG-04, FB-Response-SO-01.

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

BO001-7

10% decrease in milk production.

Wells currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF Railway tracks are subject to

vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated by

HST operations.  Wells are not currently experiencing any of these problems under

existing conditions. Therefore, they would not be expected to experience these

problems with the addition of HST operations.

BO001-8

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

See Mitigation Measure SO-4 in the EIR/EIS: Provide access modification to affected

farmlands. In cases where partial-property acquisitions result in division of agricultural

parcels, the Authority will evaluate with property owner input the effectiveness of

providing overcrossings or undercrossings of the HST track to allow continued use of

agricultural lands and facilities. Farm owners would be compensated consistent with the

Uniform Act and CRAA to provide full functionality for the remaining agricultural

operation. Specific opportunities to restore functionality during and after construction will

be analyzed on a case-by-case bases in the valuation process. The appraisal will

include temporary and permanent losses of property value.
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BO002-1

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

Your opposition to the project is noted.

There are three proposed alternative alignments in the vicinity of Corcoran: the BNSF

Alternative (west side of BNSF tracks), the Corcoran Bypass Alternative, and the

Corcoran Elevated Alternative (east side of BNSF tracks). Each alternative would have

its own set of different effects.

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input

from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included

consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in

Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as the objectives and criteria

in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts.
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Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #308 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/17/2012
Response Requested : No
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Date : 10/17/2012
Submission Method : Website
First Name : John
Last Name : Maartin
Professional Title : CEO
Business/Organization : American Refuse Inc.
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Wasco
State : CA
Zip Code : 93280
Telephone : 661-331-7916
Email : madog979@aol.com
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

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

Wake up-----------NOW
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Official Comment Period : Yes
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BO003-1

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

As clearly illustrated on Figure 2-21 in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, a

"Wasco-Shafter Bypass" is being considered as one of the alignment alternatives. This

alternative would avoid impacts in both Shafter and Wasco.
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BO004-1

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

See Volume I Chapter 3.14 section 5.3 for information on the construction period

impacts to agricultural lands. For information on the property acquisition and

compensation process see Volume II Technical Appendix 3.12-A.

BO004-2

Qualitative and quantitative discussions of health impacts during project alignment

construction were provided in Section 3.3.6.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.

HST would be electrical powered. Therefore, there will not be any direct combustion

emissions from HST to cause health concerns such as asthma or other respiratory

diseases during operation. Fugitive dust emissions due to HST travel are not expected

to be a significant source of pollutants either (See Appendix 3.3-A of the Final EIR/EIS

for details). For localized health impacts of the Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF), the

cancer and non-cancer chronic and acute hazard risk analyses conducted for the

RDEIR/SDEIS was for a prototypical facility with conservative estimates of equipment

operations and locations, and the locations of nearby sensitive land uses. A decision on

the HMF location will be made following certification of the San Jose to Merced Final

EIR/EIS. A site specific Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for the HMF operation will be

conducted once a final HMF site is selected and detailed design information becomes

available.  Quantitative cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indexes due to HMF

operation will be evaluated in the final HRA. Mitigation measures, if necessary, would be

included to ensure that the health risk significance thresholds are not exceeded at the

sensitive land uses.

BO004-3

Temporary would be up to five years. The temporary construction sites were identified

as possible locations for project construction laydown and staging areas. The Authority

cannot require the landowner to lease these areas to the state for the project; therefore,

construction activities may not take place at this location without the agreement of the

property owner.

BO004-4

As discussed in Section 3.11, because the HST would carry passengers and be elctric-

powered, there would be no safety hazard associated with HST cargo or fule. The

hazard associated with the derailment of an HST is the physical mass and speed of the

train colliding with a structure or people, which could only occur adjacent to the right-of-

way.

Since HSTs began operating in 1964, there has only been one case where a train within

a dedicated HST right-of-way has left the operational corridor. That was an accident in

China in 2011 described in Section 3.11.1 of the EIR/EIS. A formal government

investigation identified the cause of the accident as a system-wide lack of emphasis on

safety, both in terms of equipment development and operating personnel training, by the

management of China's HST system. Where industry standards for design,

maintenance, and operation have been employed, this type of accident has not occurred

over the four decases of HST operation. Therefore, if an HST derailment were to occur

in the vicinity of the family home, there is a very high probability that the train would

remain within the HST right-of-way. Because the train would be contained in the HST

right-of-way and would not contain cargo or fuel that would result in a fire, explosion, or

the release of toxic substances, the project would not substantially increase hazards to

this property.
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BO005-1

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

BO005-2

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

BO005-3

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

Environmental documents are written to a specific and legally required standard. Fact

sheets, brochures and summaries were provided to ensure widespread understanding

of the environmental documents and ease in finding pertinent information. Additionally,

public workshops were designed to answer and solicit feedback on the documents and

to assist the public with finding pertinent information. The documents were provided to

47 community centers, public agencies, and libraries, which were chosen with a diverse

range of hours to solicit public comment. The hours of the repositories were considered

upon selection of the locations, thus the diversity in the types of repositories that had

evening or weekend hours.

BO005-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,

FB-Response-AG-01.

BO005-5

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

Response-AG-04.

The Authority has committed to compensating land owners at a fair market value for any

permanent takings of their land, as well as any temporary or permanent losses of

income they may experience.

BO005-6

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

BO005-6

Prior to construction being completed to widen the existing roadway, SR 198 was

modeled conservatively as one lane in each direction as existing, and widened to two

lanes in each direction.  Construction to widen to two lanes has been completed, and

the evaluation of two lanes in each direction is now consistent with existing conditions.

The Authority is committed to working with agricultural property owners to resolve or

mitigate partial acquisitions that result in the division of farmlands with large, farmable

lots on either side of the HST alignment. See Exhibit Ag 269.1 for examples of how

severance could affect farm operations. Efforts to minimize these impacts include

frequent public road crossings in the project design. For example, most of the new

public road overcrossings would be located on intervals of 2 miles or less, with many

crossings located on intervals of 1 mile or less. Areas with longer intervals between road

crossings would generally occur in areas with no current crossings (i.e., no change from

existing conditions). Additional access across the HST right-of-way may be preserved by

creation of private overcrossings or undercrossing at reasonable intervals (see

mitigation measure SO-MM#4). This may include the construction of grade-separated

equipment crossings to allow farm equipment continued access to bisected land

holdings. However, if the cost of such a crossing would exceed the value of the affected

remainder lands, the Authority would offer to acquire the affected lands or otherwise

compensate the farm owner for the loss in value rather than provide a crossing.

Changes to roadway access as a result of the HST are addressed in Chapter 3.2,

Transportation. Similar to other road underpasses in Central Valley floodplains, road

underpasses at HST crossings would require pump stations that will pump runoff out of

the low point of the road. SR43 would be modified at the HST crossing just north of Cole

Slough. The SR43 underpass is not located within the 100-year floodplain, as mapped

by FEMA FIRMs. In the event of extreme storm events such as the 100-year event,

flood flows would continue to be pumped out of the underpass and discharged to

adjacent areas.

BO005-7

Changes to roadway access as a result of the HST are addressed in Section 3.2,

Transportation. Similar to other road underpasses in Central Valley floodplains, road

underpasses at HST crossings would require pump stations that will pump runoff out of

the low point of the road. SR 43 would be modified at the HST crossing just north of

Cole Slough. The SR 43 underpass is not located within the 100-year floodplain, as
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BO005-7

mapped by FEMA FIRMs. In the event of extreme storm events such as the 100-year

event, flood flows would continue to be pumped out of the underpass and discharged to

adjacent areas.

BO005-8

The manner in which the project distinguished between temporary (construction) and

permanent (project) impacts is discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS,

Section 3.1.3, Approach to the Analysis. Construction period impacts are described as

“[t]emporary (short-term and long-term) impacts associated with the construction of the

HST alternative. The construction period includes testing of the HST system prior to

passenger service.” Project period impacts are described as “[p]ermanent impacts

related to the project operation and maintenance of the HST alternative. Project

operations include HST system operations and related project improvements, such as

roadway modifications, maintenance of power supply components, and maintenance of

the HST and HMF site operations. Some permanent impacts initially occur during

construction but because they are permanent, they are associated with the project

impacts (for example, conversion of agricultural lands to transportation uses).”

To be conservative in this analysis and avoid underestimating displacements, it was

assumed that residences and businesses located on acquired parcels, including those

only temporarily impacted, were counted as permanent displacements. The analysis on

health effects considered both construction and operation-related impacts.

BO005-9

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

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

BO005-10

A discussion of impacts from an HST derailment is provided in Section 3.11 of the

EIR/EIS.

BO005-11

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

In areas with concentrated flow, such as rivers and streams, openings in the

embankment (e.g., bridges and culverts) would allow the same volume of water to pass

along the same flow path. In overland areas subject to shallow flooding during the 100-

year event, flood water is ponded and drains slowly with minimal energy due to the flat

topography and shallow land gradient. Openings in the embankment (e.g., culverts)

would continue to allow drainage to pass in the down-gradient direction. Water would

continue to pond on both sides of the embankment with adequate culvert capacity.

These conditions are similar to existing conditions, and new impacts to upstream or

downstream landowners would not occur due solely to a change in flow path. The HST

crossing of Cole Slough, Dutch Johns Cut, and the Kings River would be sized to allow

conveyance without increasing the water surface elevation in the 100-year floodplain by

more than 1 foot, or as required by state or local agencies.  The Authority is working with

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board to

develop a crossing design that meets the goals of these agencies.

BO005-12

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

Potential water quality effects are discussed under Impact HWQ#2, Impact HWQ#6, and

Impact HWQ#7 in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. To reduce project-related impacts, the Authority will be

implementing best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites to minimize any

contaminated runoff from leaving the site and reaching local streams and waterways.

Section 3.8.6 describes project design features for stormwater management and

treatment. Swales, infiltration/detention basins, and other control features for containing

runoff are included in the project design.

BO005-13

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

Response-AQ-01.
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BO005-14

Mitigation Measures for vibration due to construction can be found in Section 3.4.7.1 of

the EIR/EIS and Section 8.5.2 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Noise and Vibration

Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012j).

BO005-15

Section 3.7.7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS describes mitigation measures

that would minimize, avoid, or compensate for impacts on riparian areas and protected

trees, including Mitigation Measure Bio-47: Restore Temporary Riparian Impacts;

Mitigation Measure Bio-50: Mitigation and Monitoring of Protected Trees; Mitigation

Measure Bio-61: Compensate for Permanent Riparian Impacts; and Mitigation Measure

Bio-64: Compensate for Impacts to Protected Trees.

BO005-16

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

As discussed in Section 3.3 of the EIR/EIS, the project will result in a long-term

reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and emissions of ozone precursors. The project

will result in significant impacts on farmland. Impacts on farmland are presented in

Section 3.14 of the EIR/EIS. Impacts on agricultural operations are presented in Section

3.12 of the EIR/EIS.

BO005-17

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

Refer to TR MM#1: Access Maintenance for Property Owners. Maintain access for

owners to property within the construction area to a level that maintains pre-project

viability of the property for its pre-project use. If a proposed road closure restricts current

access to a property, provide alternative access via connections to existing roadways. If

adjacent road access is not available, prepare new road connections, if feasible. If

alternative road access is not feasible, the property will be considered for acquisition.

BO005-18

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

BO005-18

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural

issues. The working group is composed of representatives of universities, government

agencies, and agri-business. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use

impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports there

would be no need for new spraying regulations around the HST, as it would be treated

like any other transportation corridor.

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

new pests.

Statements regarding the termination of aerial application of pesticides within 0.25 mile

of the HST alignment are an oversimplification of the aerial application process. To

conduct aerial applications of pesticides, each farm must submit an application to its

respective County Agricultural Commissioner, detailing what types of pesticide they are

proposing to spray. It is after receiving this information that the Agricultural

Commissioner places restrictions on the farm’s application of pesticides. These

restrictions include, but are not limited to: buffer zones, aerial spraying height

restrictions, mesh size limits, and wind speed restrictions. When creating these

restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive receptors

(transportation corridors, houses, business, etc.), the proposed pesticides to be sprayed

(different pesticides have different spraying restrictions based off the manufacturer’s

approved application rates), and several other factors that may influence environmental

effects of pesticide application. As there are a large number of factors that influence the

possible restrictions placed on aerial application of pesticides, an absolute statement of

no spraying within 0.25 mile is not reasonable. There are several options available to

farmers so they may not have new spraying restrictions placed on them by their

Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the pesticides they

are proposing to use that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a different variety

of crops adjacent to the HST that does not require the application of pesticides with

spraying restrictions.

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice from the

HST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining property. Those possible
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BO005-18

impacts would be taken into account by the appraiser at the time of right-of-way

acquisition, and any diminution in value to a property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be

estimated by the appraiser through the appraisal process. This involves appraising the

remainder as it contributes to the whole property value before acquisition, then

appraising the remainder in the after condition as a separate parcel as though the

project was constructed, and including any estimated damages to the remainder

parcels, such as, cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing

buffers for aerial spraying, etc.  The difference between these “before” and “after” values

is called severance damages and will reflect any loss in value to the remainder parcels

due to the construction in the manner proposed.

Land that may be affected by new aerial application restrictions would still be used by

the farmer for agricultural purposes, as would new turning areas at the end of crop rows.

Therefore, there is no conversion of agricultural land from project impacts to current

aerial spraying practices; however, it is an economic hardship in terms of reduced

production for the remaining parcels of a farm. As is the case with removing land planted

in crops for use as equipment turning lanes, the need to provide a buffer for crop

spraying will be analyzed and addressed at the appraisal stage with input from the

property owners and managers, and experts in the field.

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on

mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST

System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural

conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as

prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and

unique farmland) at the following ratios:

Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of

the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be

economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

•

Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size,

the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

•

An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses

by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1.

•

BO005-18

BO005-19

The Authority established an Agricultural Working Group to assist the Authority on

issues related to the agricultural industry and the High-Speed Train. University,

government agencies, and agri-business representatives belong to this group. The

Agricultural Working Group prepared a white paper entitled "Pesticide Use Impacts" in

2012. That paper is available on the Authority's website.

The Agricultural Working Group concluded that the existence of the HST and its right-of-

way will not in-and-of itself cause promulgation of new regulations to restrict the use of

pesticides in close proximity (adjacent) to a new railway. The only impact will be

consequent to the railway footprint causing a "set-back" from its right-of-way due to the

need for farm equipment turn-around space.

The White Paper "Induced Wind Impacts" examined the potential for airflow from the

train to create wind. It found that the induced wind speed would be 2.4 miles per hour at

10 feet from the train. This distance is well within the right-of-way of the system, so

induced wind at the edge of the right of way would be very small. Note that HST

trainsets are very streamlined and their characteristics are not directly comparable to the

wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. "Induced Wind Impacts"

concluded regarding the potential for pesticide drift:

"There is the general practice that the application of pesticides is not performed in winds

that exceed 5-10mph. The actual limiting of application is determined by factors such as

pesticide label instructions, the experience of the applicator, the perceived risk of drift

involved and specific application conditions and regulations.

"The situation of the HST moving pesticides from an adjacent field into the HST Right of

Way or into an adjoining field is not reasonably foreseeable as a result of the wind

speeds noted above."

If pesticide applicators apply pesticides near the HST in accordance with the existing

regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet those regulations, the
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BO005-19

applicator would be liable for damages.

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on

mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST

System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural

conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as

prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and

unique farmland) at the following ratios:

Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of

the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be

economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

•

Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size,

the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

•

An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses

by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1.

•

BO005-20

No evidence has been provided in this submission to indicate that the HST tracks will

attract transients. Unlike freight rail tracks, the HST alignment would be fenced with a 7-

foot galvanized steel mesh or chain-link fence with 1 foot of barbed wire on top. The

fence would be electronically monitored and monitored regularly by maintenance

personnel. This would prevent transients from using the HST right-of-way. Transients

could not illegally board an HST and would be excluded from the right-of-way; therefore,

the HST would provide nothing to attract them.

BO005-21

As described in Section 3.2.6 of the EIR/EIS, the design/builder will prepare a detailed

Construction Transportation Plan for the purpose of minimizing the impact of

construction and construction traffic on adjoining and nearby roadways and traffic.

The HST will operate in a fully grade-separated, fenced right-of-way that prevents

contact with freight trains, trucks, or automobiles. Because the right-of-way is fully

dedicated to high-speed trains and the trains would operate using a computer-based

automatic train control (ATC) system, the potential for accidents in tule fog conditions is

BO005-21

substantially less than for a driver on the roads in the San Joaquin Valley, who must

contend with at-grade intersections with other motor vehicles and freight trains, and with

other motorists with impaired visibility.

BO005-22

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

The Construction Transportation Plan, which the design-build contractor will develop,

will include provisions for emergency access during construction. These provisions will

be developed in consultation with local emergency providers.

BO005-23

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

For information on impacts on schools and bus transportation, see Volume II, Technical

Appendix 3.12-B.

BO005-24

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

This is a rhetorical question and does not state a comment relating to an environmental

issue. No further response is required.

BO005-25

Responses to all comments from all drafts of the EIR/EIS will be published in the Final

EIR/EIS.
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BO006-1

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

Response-AG-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts on the regional economy,

see Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the Fresno to

Bakersfield Section: Community Impact Assessment Technical Report ( Authority and

FRA 2012a) for more detailed information on short-term and long-term job creation.

BO006-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-04, FB-

Response-SO-01.

Turnaround areas for crops have not been included in the permanent agricultural land

impacts as the land would not be removed from agricultural production (note that the

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program includes turnaround areas in areas

classified as agricultural); however, it recognized that productivity will be lost as a result

of the additional turnaround areas required. During the property acquisition process,

losses in the value of the remaining property will be taken into account, and

compensation will be provided for the loss in productivity.

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on

mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST

System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural

conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as

prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and

unique farmland) at the following ratios:

Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of

the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be

economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

•

Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size,

the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.

•

An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses

by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1.

•
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Baker Commodities, Inc.  
 
Comments on the California High-Speed Train Project Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Statement Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section  
 
Baker Commodities, Inc. ("Baker") is an independent rendering company headquartered in Vernon, 
California, which operates numerous facilities in the western and eastern United States. Rendering is a 
process by which animal by-products (raw material) are recycled into liquid animal fat (tallow) and dry 
proteinaceous material (meat and bone meal). Baker also recycles used cooking oils into animal feeds 
and feed stocks utilized in the production of biofuels. 
 
Baker serves the meat locker, restaurant, grocery store and food processing industries that operate in 
the Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern County areas by providing collection services for used cooking oil, 
meat and fat scraps and the pumping of grease interceptors. Perhaps most important, is the service 
Baker performs for one of the largest and most important industries in the area: “Dairy”. Baker provides 
dead stock removal services over an 8 county region in the Central Valley. The area is home to 
approximately 3 million dairy animals all of which eventually die and have to be disposed of in an 
environmentally safe manner. The animals are collected and brought to Baker’s facility in Hanford, 
California, to be skinned and prepared for processing at Baker’s rendering plant located in Kerman, 
California.  
 
Rendering provides the most convenient, economically and environmentally appropriate method of 
disposal of these animals. Rendering of this material by Baker inactivates most pathogens, keeps them 
from entering landfills and eventually leaching in to the water tables or being disposed of by burial, 
burning or being dropped off on the side of a county road. 
 
Any interruption of our dead stock removal services would likely contribute to these waste materials 
being disposed of in a manner inconsistent with environmental regulations and thereby threatening 
environmental safety or, it could result in an increase in the volume of material disposed of in landfills.  
 
Baker’s Hanford operation is absolutely critical to the safe and efficient disposal of these animals. Even a 
single day of interruption puts the dairy industry in a situation where they have few if any appropriate 
alternative methods of disposal. During an extraordinary heat wave that occurred in 2006, an estimated 
additional 25,000 dairy animals died suddenly. The resulting additional number of dead animals greatly 
taxed the ability of Baker, and other renderers that operate in the Central Valley, to collect and process 
all of the mortalities. The situation rose to devastating proportions and ultimately resulted in the 
Governor of California having to declare an emergency situation which allowed for the temporary 
disposal of many of the animals in local landfills, an unwanted alternative to the environmentally safe 
method of rendering. 
 
Baker provides an invaluable service to the dairy industry and has been recognized by the California High 

Speed Train Project (HST) and Kings County as being essential to the agricultural and dairy industries in 
the Central Valley. 
 
The Hanford area "BNSF Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative” 
requires that the bulk of Baker's processing facility be relocated. The “BNSF Alignment Alternative” 
creates a multitude of challenges for Baker's Hanford facility located at 7480 Hanford-Armona Rd. Our 
comments herein include both procedural and physical hurdles that need to be addressed and 
overcome should the “BNSF Alignment Alternative” become the chosen route. Because of the many 
challenges that a relocation of our facility would entail, Baker strongly supports the “Hanford West 
Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative”. 
 
1. Baker operates under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that would require modification due to the 
relocation of our processing facilities. The CUP is granted by Kings County through a permitting process 
that, during normal County operating conditions, would take 3 to 4 months to obtain after Baker has 
provided all the necessary information. Given that the County would be heavily burdened by the 
numerous CUP revision requests from similarly effected entities impacted by the HST, Baker requests 
that local and regional Permitting Authorities be allocated the necessary funds from the HST to timely 
and efficiently expedite all permitting requests. 
 
An alternative to the timely and costly processing of individual EIR and CUP requests would be for the 
HST’s EIR to be modified and submitted as a Program EIR that includes all public and private entities and 
enterprises that are impacted by the Project. 
 
Further, the HST, as the lead state environmental agency, could declare all entities and enterprises 
impacted by the Project as qualifying for either Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration 
status. This option could be considered part of the “fair value” provided to the entities and enterprises 
impacted by the HST. 
 
2. Hanford-Armona road is currently slated for an overpass that has the possibility of severely limiting 
Baker's access to its property. In fact, the HST divides the property in such a way that limits access. 
Currently Hanford Armona Road provides access at the most westerly portion of Baker's property for 
agricultural purposes. Baker believes that an overpass would severely restrict or deny its ability to access 
the western portion of its property which would be separated from the rest of its property by the 
proposed HST, the overpass approach and the neighboring property boundaries. The property would 
effectively become land locked. 
 
Baker hereby requests that an alternate design for the Hanford-Armona Road overpass be considered. 
The alternate would be an underpass of sufficient width and grade to accommodate the current traffic 
patterns that include both agricultural equipment and auto traffic that regularly uses the road. Due to 
safety considerations, Baker also requests that proper signaling in the form of caution lights be installed 
at the underpass to mitigate potentially dangerous traffic situations. In addition, Baker will require on-
site access beneath the elevated segment of the HST that bisects its property. This access should take 
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the form of a tunnel that allows for utility access for irrigation and power lines, as well as for agricultural 
equipment. 
 
3. Baker's operational requirements dictate that it's treated wastewater be used as part of the farming 
operations irrigation system. Baker recently constructed a multimillion dollar waste water lagoon 
system that treats process wastewater at the Hanford facility. The Lagoons provide the dual purpose of 
supplying needed irrigation water as well as acting as a filtering system for the dead stock plant's 
process water. 
 
The Regional Water Board dictates wastewater/land application ratios at Baker's facility. Any land that is 
removed from Baker's agricultural base impacts not only revenues generated through farming, but also 
limits the amount of wastewater that can be generated by the facility. As such, Baker will be requesting 
land replacement or funding for treatment of wastewater due to the loss of land to the HST. 
 
Due to the nature of Baker's business, any relocation, even if it's limited to a few hundred yards on its 
own property, could lead to opposition and complaints from its neighbors. Efforts to mitigate the 
opposition and complaints may require the purchase of adjacent properties. There is obviously a link 
between the land requirements for Baker's operation and the potential to purchase adjacent properties 
to mitigate opposition and complaints to the facilities relocation. Baker requests that the HST authority 
look at the mitigation alternatives of purchasing adjacent properties. 
 
4. As an agricultural entity dealing with animal mortalities, Baker is concerned with the visual impact its 
operations may have on passengers and employees of the HST project. Baker believes that the impact 
may be exacerbated if the Kings/Tulare Regional Station East is constructed at the current proposed 
location, due to the fact that the trains could possibly be moving at a much lower rate of speed as they 
enter / exit the station. Baker requests that the HST Authority provide mitigation scenarios that will 
reduce or eliminate the visual impact on the passengers and employees utilizing the trains. 
 
 
Summary: 
 
Baker Commodities has been determined to be a vital component of the agricultural/dairy community in 
the Central Valley. As such, there can be no interruption of service during any relocation or 
reconfiguring of our dead stock facility in Hanford. Baker requires a minimum of two years of planning 
and construction time before the existing facility can be replaced with new process buildings and 
infrastructure. This timeline could be extended based on the length of time required for the processing 
of permits by Kings County, The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the San 
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.  
 
In closing, Baker strongly supports the “Hanford West Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative” over the more intrusive and problematic "BNSF 
Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative”. 

BO007-1

BO007-2

BO007-3

BO007-4

BO007-5

 
Baker Commodities, Inc.  
 
Comments on the California High-Speed Train Project Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Statement Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section  
 
Baker Commodities, Inc. ("Baker") is an independent rendering company headquartered in Vernon, 
California, which operates numerous facilities in the western and eastern United States. Rendering is a 
process by which animal by-products (raw material) are recycled into liquid animal fat (tallow) and dry 
proteinaceous material (meat and bone meal). Baker also recycles used cooking oils into animal feeds 
and feed stocks utilized in the production of biofuels. 
 
Baker serves the meat locker, restaurant, grocery store and food processing industries that operate in 
the Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern County areas by providing collection services for used cooking oil, 
meat and fat scraps and the pumping of grease interceptors. Perhaps most important, is the service 
Baker performs for one of the largest and most important industries in the area: “Dairy”. Baker provides 
dead stock removal services over an 8 county region in the Central Valley. The area is home to 
approximately 3 million dairy animals all of which eventually die and have to be disposed of in an 
environmentally safe manner. The animals are collected and brought to Baker’s facility in Hanford, 
California, to be skinned and prepared for processing at Baker’s rendering plant located in Kerman, 
California.  
 
Rendering provides the most convenient, economically and environmentally appropriate method of 
disposal of these animals. Rendering of this material by Baker inactivates most pathogens, keeps them 
from entering landfills and eventually leaching in to the water tables or being disposed of by burial, 
burning or being dropped off on the side of a county road. 
 
Any interruption of our dead stock removal services would likely contribute to these waste materials 
being disposed of in a manner inconsistent with environmental regulations and thereby threatening 
environmental safety or, it could result in an increase in the volume of material disposed of in landfills.  
 
Baker’s Hanford operation is absolutely critical to the safe and efficient disposal of these animals. Even a 
single day of interruption puts the dairy industry in a situation where they have few if any appropriate 
alternative methods of disposal. During an extraordinary heat wave that occurred in 2006, an estimated 
additional 25,000 dairy animals died suddenly. The resulting additional number of dead animals greatly 
taxed the ability of Baker, and other renderers that operate in the Central Valley, to collect and process 
all of the mortalities. The situation rose to devastating proportions and ultimately resulted in the 
Governor of California having to declare an emergency situation which allowed for the temporary 
disposal of many of the animals in local landfills, an unwanted alternative to the environmentally safe 
method of rendering. 
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Baker provides an invaluable service to the dairy industry and has been recognized by the California High 
Speed Train Project (HST) and Kings County as being essential to the agricultural and dairy industries in 
the Central Valley. 
 
The Hanford area "BNSF Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative” 
requires that the bulk of Baker's processing facility be relocated. The “BNSF Alignment Alternative” 
creates a multitude of challenges for Baker's Hanford facility located at 7480 Hanford-Armona Rd. Our 
comments herein include both procedural and physical hurdles that need to be addressed and 
overcome should the “BNSF Alignment Alternative” become the chosen route. Because of the many 
challenges that a relocation of our facility would entail, Baker strongly supports the “Hanford West 
Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative”. 
 
1. Baker operates under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that would require modification due to the 
relocation of our processing facilities. The CUP is granted by Kings County through a permitting process 
that, during normal County operating conditions, would take 3 to 4 months to obtain after Baker has 
provided all the necessary information. Given that the County would be heavily burdened by the 
numerous CUP revision requests from similarly effected entities impacted by the HST, Baker requests 
that local and regional Permitting Authorities be allocated the necessary funds from the HST to timely 
and efficiently expedite all permitting requests. 
 
An alternative to the timely and costly processing of individual EIR and CUP requests would be for the 
HST’s EIR to be modified and submitted as a Program EIR that includes all public and private entities and 
enterprises that are impacted by the Project. 
 
Further, the HST, as the lead state environmental agency, could declare all entities and enterprises 
impacted by the Project as qualifying for either Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration 
status. This option could be considered part of the “fair value” provided to the entities and enterprises 
impacted by the HST. 
 
2. Hanford-Armona road is currently slated for an overpass that has the possibility of severely limiting 
Baker's access to its property. In fact, the HST divides the property in such a way that limits access. 
Currently Hanford Armona Road provides access at the most westerly portion of Baker's property for 
agricultural purposes. Baker believes that an overpass would severely restrict or deny its ability to access 
the western portion of its property which would be separated from the rest of its property by the 
proposed HST, the overpass approach and the neighboring property boundaries. The property would 
effectively become land locked. 
 
Baker hereby requests that an alternate design for the Hanford-Armona Road overpass be considered. 
The alternate would be an underpass of sufficient width and grade to accommodate the current traffic 
patterns that include both agricultural equipment and auto traffic that regularly uses the road. Due to 
safety considerations, Baker also requests that proper signaling in the form of caution lights be installed 
at the underpass to mitigate potentially dangerous traffic situations. In addition, Baker will require on-

site access beneath the elevated segment of the HST that bisects its property. This access should take 
the form of a tunnel that allows for utility access for irrigation and power lines, as well as for agricultural 
equipment. 
 
3. Baker's operational requirements dictate that it's treated wastewater be used as part of the farming 
operations irrigation system. Baker recently constructed a multimillion dollar waste water lagoon 
system that treats process wastewater at the Hanford facility. The Lagoons provide the dual purpose of 
supplying needed irrigation water as well as acting as a filtering system for the dead stock plant's 
process water. 
 
The Regional Water Board dictates wastewater/land application ratios at Baker's facility. Any land that is 
removed from Baker's agricultural base impacts not only revenues generated through farming, but also 
limits the amount of wastewater that can be generated by the facility. As such, Baker will be requesting 
land replacement or funding for treatment of wastewater due to the loss of land to the HST. 
 
Due to the nature of Baker's business, any relocation, even if it's limited to a few hundred yards on its 
own property, could lead to opposition and complaints from its neighbors. Efforts to mitigate the 
opposition and complaints may require the purchase of adjacent properties. There is obviously a link 
between the land requirements for Baker's operation and the potential to purchase adjacent properties 
to mitigate opposition and complaints to the facilities relocation. Baker requests that the HST authority 
look at the mitigation alternatives of purchasing adjacent properties. 
 
4. As an agricultural entity dealing with animal mortalities, Baker is concerned with the visual impact its 
operations may have on passengers and employees of the HST project. Baker believes that the impact 
may be exacerbated if the Kings/Tulare Regional Station East is constructed at the current proposed 
location, due to the fact that the trains could possibly be moving at a much lower rate of speed as they 
enter / exit the station. Baker requests that the HST Authority provide mitigation scenarios that will 
reduce or eliminate the visual impact on the passengers and employees utilizing the trains. 
 
 
Summary: 
 
Baker Commodities has been determined to be a vital component of the agricultural/dairy community in 
the Central Valley. As such, there can be no interruption of service during any relocation or 
reconfiguring of our dead stock facility in Hanford. Baker requires a minimum of two years of planning 
and construction time before the existing facility can be replaced with new process buildings and 
infrastructure. This timeline could be extended based on the length of time required for the processing 
of permits by Kings County, The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the San 
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.  
 
In closing, Baker strongly supports the “Hanford West Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the 
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Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative” over the more intrusive and problematic "BNSF 
Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative”. 
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BO007-1

Since circulation of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the Authority has met

with Baker Commodities to discuss its concerns related to avoiding any interruption for

its dead stock removal services.  The discussions have explored different approaches to

avoiding disruption to Baker Commodities, including relocating their access point to

Hanford Armona Road, reconstructing the processing plant in a different location on the

site prior to impacts on the existing facility, and other reconfigurations to retain the

maximum amount of effluent disposal.  The Authority will work with Baker Commodities

during the right of way acquisiton process to finalize the approach that maintains

property access and avoid disruption. 

The overpass for Hanford Armona road will be designed to current standards that

provide appropriate width and sight distance for use by all types of vehicles.

The specific approach for access under the elevated section of HST will be discussed

with impacted property owners during the right of way acquisition phase.

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

BO007-2

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

The Authority recognizes that affected businesses would require new permits from state

(i.e., Regional Water Quality Control Board water quality permit) and local (i.e.,

conditional use permit) agencies before a new site could be approved. Some relocated

agricultural production would take time to re-establish full production levels. In addition,

any reduced agricultural production would have an additional multiplier effect on the

region’s economy and could affect businesses involved in agricultural services, food

processing, and the transportation of goods (see Appendix C of the Community Impact

Assessment Technical Report). In order to address this concern, the EIR/EIS includes a

commitment (see Section 3.14.6, Project Design Features) to assist agricultural facility

owners in obtaining new or amended permits for the continued operation or relocation of

the facility. Landowners will be fairly compensated for loss or disruptions to their

operations, including the costs associated with the loss of wastewater lands and the

costs of permitting new lands. For information on relocation assistance, see Volume II,

BO007-2

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

compensation process.

BO007-3

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

For information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see Volume II,

Appendix 3.12-A, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Individual acquisition or

disruption issues will be determined during the property acquisition and compensation

process. During this process, a determination will be made about whether it is necessary

to purchase adjacent properties at this location to address opposition and complaints.

BO007-4

If the BNSF Alternative is the selection for the Hanford area, the property where the

Baker Commodities facility is located would be acquired. After the facility is relocated,

the concern about the visual impacts on HST passengers would no longer be valid

because the facility would no longer be immediately adjacent to the proposed site of the

Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East. If one of the Hanford West Bypass alternatives is

selected, the facility would be over 5 miles away from the HST, and no visual impacts on

passengers and employees would occur.

BO007-5

The Authority recognizes that affected businesses would require new permits from state

(i.e., Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB] water quality permit) and local

(i.e., conditional use permit [CUP]) agencies before a new site could be approved. Some

relocated agricultural production would take time to re-establish full production levels. In

addition, any reduced agricultural production would have an additional multiplier effect

on the region’s economy and could affect businesses involved in agricultural services,

food processing, and the transportation of goods (see Appendix C of the Community

Impact Assessment Technical Report [Authority and FRA 2012h]). In order to address

this concern, the EIR/EIS includes a commitment (see Section 3.14.6, Project Design

Features) to assist agricultural facility owners in obtaining new or amended permits for

the continued operation or relocation of the facility. Landowners will be fairly
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BO007-5

compensated for loss or disruptions to their operations, including the costs associated

with relocating facilities, loss of wastewater lands, and regulatory costs. For information

on relocation assistance, see Volume II, Technical Appendix 3.12-A, which has detailed

information on the property acquisition and compensation process.
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Dave Cross AIA Architect 
2118 F Street, Bakersfield, CA 93301 
Phone: (661)323-3181, Fax: (661)323-3184, Cell: (661)333-9843 
E-Mail: davecrossaia@aol.com Website: www.davecrossarchitect.com  
 
 
 
October 19, 2012 
 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment  
770 L Street, Suite 800  
Sacramento, CA 95814  
Fresno_Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov  
 
Attention: Lisa Marie Burcar and Lisa Lanterman 
 
Dear Lisa Burcar, 
 
Subject: Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS  
Comments  
 
Bakersfield Downtown Business Association (DBA), American Institute of Architects (AIA), Kern County 
Black Chamber of Commerce (KCBCC) and Kern Minority Contractors Association (KMCA) are submitting 
this attached document as our public comment on the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS 
Statement for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the High-Speed Train Project. 
 
DBA, A.I.A, KCBCC and KMCA have been working together through a Workshop/Charrette to develop 
some recommendations to some of the “negative impacts that the metro Bakersfield area would 
experience as a result of the project”, as stated by Alan Tandy in the Bakersfield City Council staff report 
of December 14, 2011; Public Hearing to consider Resolution in Opposition to the entire High Speed Rail 
Project, as currently proposed. (see accompanying documents) 
 
DBA, A.I.A, KCBCC and KMCA are proposing a B4 Alignment Route, which combines the best of each 
Route; North, South and Hybrid Routes, plus adjustments as shown on accompanying overlay drawings, 
sheets 1-4, by Dave Cross AIA Architect. The Station site layout we are suggesting is a pattern that also 
brings together the North, South, and Hybrid Station sites, but gives access and egress to Truxtun 
Avenue, California Avenue, Union Avenue, and additionally, “P/Q” Street at Intersection of 14th Street.  
 
The attached B4 Alignment and Station overlay sheets clearly shows how this proposed B4 Alignment 
Route will miss the Bakersfield High School, Mercy Hospital Doctors Plaza, The Bakersfield City 

BO008-1

BO008-2
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Corporation Yard, Mill Creek Projects, Robobank Arena, Theater and Convention Center. Also, the latest 
HSR maps show accommodations for the “TRIP” West Side Parkway and the three Centennial Corridor 
Routes. 
 
Additionally, the Workshop/Charrette explored in depth the possible workings of a “Project Labor 
Agreement”, between the High Speed Rail Authority and a Union/Non Union Work Force. 
In our in-depth exploration of Project Labor Agreements (PLA), of an open character where there is a 
combination of union and non-union agreements, we have found National studies that show this form 
of PLA leads to, for the most part, a much greater productivity output for the same amount of cost. In 
other words, applied to the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HSR under the right circumstances of a 
Design Build agreement this could mean that the HSR line could reach Bakersfield within the existing 
available funds. I was involved in very large US Military Design/ Build bids with Morrison Knudsen, then 
the largest US Military Contractor in the 1970’s and early 1980’s. I encourage the CHSRA and its Board to 
further study these PLA findings for combining union/non-union agreements. 
 
This is not Blue Sky or Pie in the Sky analysis. These are well founded, well established studies of real 
substantial multi-billion dollar projects. If there was ever a project that would lend itself to such an open 
all inclusive PLA it is the CHSR Project. But, it will require that the HSR Authority and its Board provide 
for such agreement in the Design/Build Bidding documents and the SFTPA-PLA is only one example of 
such an agreement and this agreement is not fully open to the non-union side as some others are in the 
Los Angeles, California Region. 
 
Further, there were discussions with the High Speed Rail Authority about providing funding for impact 
studies around the HSR Station site by a design firm such as EE&K Architects that designed the Los 
Angeles Gateway Center (see accompanying information). 
 
Also, we are encouraging you to select the thru Shafter Rail Route with the Heavy Maintenance Station 
located West of Santa Fe Way near 7th Standard Road. Believe it or not we have a Chinese/Japanese 
group interested in locating a Rail Coach Manufacturing Plant adjacent to such a HSR Heavy 
Maintenance Station Facility I believe such a situation will allow the City of Bakersfield to reconsider 
their position concerning the HSR.  
 
The DBA, A.I.A, KCBCC and KMCA understand the positive impact this infrastructure would bring to our 
City and County and that is why we have proposed this B4 Alignment Route. We feel that this could be 
the solution to all of Alan Tandy’s “Sacred Cow Icons”, as we reported to the Bakersfield City Council on 
Wednesday, October 17, 2012 by distributing packets to all council members and staff along with a 
verbal deliberation by Dave Cross. This packet of information was also given to the KernCog Board on 
October 18, 2012, with verbal deliberation by Dave Cross. 
 
Please call with any questions. 
 
Attachments will come under seperate cover. 

BO008-3

BO008-4

BO008-5

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Dave Cross, AIA 
 
 
 
 
 
Dave Cross AIA Architect  
2118 F Street 
Bakersfield, CA 93301  
T: 661.323.3181 
F:661-323-3184 
 
F: 661.323.3184 
C: 661-333-9843  
EMail: davecrossaia@aol.com  
WEB: www.davecrossarchitect.com 
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Dave Cross AIA Architect 
2118 F Street, Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Phone:  (661)323-3181, Fax:  (661)323-3184, Cell:  (661)333-9843 

E-Mail:  davecrossaia@aol.com Website:  www.davecrossarchitect.com  

 

Report for EIR/EIS 

Date:  October 16, 2012 

 

           TO:   Mayor Harvey L. Hall, City Council, Alan Tandy and Staff 

     FROM:   Dave Cross, AIA 

SUBJECT:  High Speed Rail Station Location 

 

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of Architects and 
the Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce have been working together through a 

workshop/charrette to develop some recommendations to some of the “negative impacts 

that the metro Bakersfield area would experience as a result of the project”, as stated in 

the staff report of December 14, 2011; Public Hearing to consider Resolution in 

Opposition to the entire High Speed Rail Project, as currently proposed. 

 

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of Architects and the 

Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce are proposing a B4 Alignment alternative 

Route B4, which combines the best of each Route; North, South and Hybrid Routes.  The 

Station site layout we are suggesting is a pattern that also brings together the North, 

South, and Hybrid Station sites, but gives access and egress to Truxtun Avenue, 

California Avenue, Union Avenue, and additionally, “P/Q” Street at Intersection of 14
th

 

Street.   

 

B4 Alignment and Station overlay sheets clearly shows how this proposed route will miss 

the Bakersfield High School, Mercy Hospital Doctors Plaza, The Bakersfield City 

Corporation Yard, Mill Creek Projects, the Robobank Arena Theater and Convention 

Center.  Also, the latest HSR maps show accommodations for the “TRIP” West Side 

Parkway and the three Centennial Corridor Routes. 

 

Additionally the Workshop/Charrette explored in depth the possible workings of a 

“Project Labor Agreement,” between the High Speed Rail Authority and a Union/Non 

Union Work Forces. 

 

Further, there were discussions with the High Speed Rail Authority about providing 

funding for impact studies around the HSR Station site by a design firm such as EE&K 

Architects that designed the Los Angeles Gateway Center (see accompanying 

information). 

 

These recommendations and comments will be submitted as comments and drawings to 

the High Speed Rail Authority EIR/EIS.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Dave Cross, AIA Architect 

 

The Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, The American Institute of Architects  

and the  

Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce  

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL WORKSHOP/CHARRETTE AGENDA 

I STUDY-THE 3 PROPOSED HIGH SPEED RAIL BAKERSFIELD SITES AND 

STATION ROUTES 

II STUDY-“PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT” (PLA) AND NO PLA 
Saturday, October 13, 2012 - 9 Am To Noon 

Larry E. Reider Education Center, 2000 “K” Street  
 

 

 STUDY I 

 

A. Northern Alternative Alignment B1 –Located at the corner of Truxtun and 

Union Avenue/SR 204 on the BNSF Alternative.  Access to the site would be 

from Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, and S Street.  Two new boulevards would 

be built from Union Avenue and S Street to access the station and the supporting 

facilities.  The main entrance would be located on the northern end of the site. 

Proposed Review: 

1.  Study access from Q Street 

2.  Study Route at Bakersfield High School 

3.  Study Route at Corporation yard 

 

B. Southern Alternative Alignment B2 – Located in the same area as the North 

Station Alternative, but would be situated along Union and California Avenues on 

the Bakersfield South Alternative, just south of the BNSF Railway right-of-way.  

Access to the station site would be from two new boulevards:  one branching off 

from California Avenue and the other from Union Avenue 

Proposed Review: 

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

2.  Study Route at Mercy Hospital and City Corporation yard 

3.  Study Route going east 

 

C. Hybrid Alternative Alignment B3 – Located in the same area as the North and 

South Station alternatives, and would be located at the corner of Truxtun and 

Union Avenue/SR 204 on the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative.  Access to the 

station site would be from Truxtun Avenue and Union Avenue as well as Hayden 

Court. 

Proposed Review: 

1.  Study Access and site location at Union Avenue 

2.  Study HSR Express Slow Downtime 
3.  Study Route going east 

 

 STUDY II 

 

A.  Economic and Environmental Justice (Local Jobs)  

1.  Project Labor Agreement between HSRA and Labor Board to      

include minimum 30% of total contracts. 

2.  Inclusiveness of economically disadvantaged groups 

     a.  Outreach:  Education and Training of Community Workforce 
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 DATE:  October 15, 2012 DATE:  October 15, 2012 DATE:  October 15, 2012 DATE:  October 15, 2012    

    

                    TO:  Mayor Harvey L. Hall, City Council, Alan Tandy and StaffTO:  Mayor Harvey L. Hall, City Council, Alan Tandy and StaffTO:  Mayor Harvey L. Hall, City Council, Alan Tandy and StaffTO:  Mayor Harvey L. Hall, City Council, Alan Tandy and Staff    

FROM:  Downtown Business AssociationFROM:  Downtown Business AssociationFROM:  Downtown Business AssociationFROM:  Downtown Business Association    

                        SUBJECT:  HighSUBJECT:  HighSUBJECT:  HighSUBJECT:  High Speed Rail Station Location Speed Rail Station Location Speed Rail Station Location Speed Rail Station Location    

    

    

The Downtown Business Association along with the American Institute of Architects The Downtown Business Association along with the American Institute of Architects The Downtown Business Association along with the American Institute of Architects The Downtown Business Association along with the American Institute of Architects 

and Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce held two workshops to review the and Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce held two workshops to review the and Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce held two workshops to review the and Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce held two workshops to review the 

potential 3potential 3potential 3potential 3 station sites in the downtown area.   In addition we studied all three routes  station sites in the downtown area.   In addition we studied all three routes  station sites in the downtown area.   In addition we studied all three routes  station sites in the downtown area.   In addition we studied all three routes 

both West and Eboth West and Eboth West and Eboth West and East of downtown.ast of downtown.ast of downtown.ast of downtown.    

    

After the Charrette review our recommendations includes a proposed newAfter the Charrette review our recommendations includes a proposed newAfter the Charrette review our recommendations includes a proposed newAfter the Charrette review our recommendations includes a proposed new B4 route that  B4 route that  B4 route that  B4 route that 

would miss the City Corporation Yard, Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, South would miss the City Corporation Yard, Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, South would miss the City Corporation Yard, Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, South would miss the City Corporation Yard, Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, South 

Mill Creek Projects and all properties along California Avenue.  Also the latest High Mill Creek Projects and all properties along California Avenue.  Also the latest High Mill Creek Projects and all properties along California Avenue.  Also the latest High Mill Creek Projects and all properties along California Avenue.  Also the latest High 

Speed Rail Maps show a complete accommodation for the TRIP West Side PSpeed Rail Maps show a complete accommodation for the TRIP West Side PSpeed Rail Maps show a complete accommodation for the TRIP West Side PSpeed Rail Maps show a complete accommodation for the TRIP West Side Parkway and arkway and arkway and arkway and 

the 3 Centennial Corridor Routes.the 3 Centennial Corridor Routes.the 3 Centennial Corridor Routes.the 3 Centennial Corridor Routes.    

    

In addition the new station location provides access from the proposed High Speed Rail In addition the new station location provides access from the proposed High Speed Rail In addition the new station location provides access from the proposed High Speed Rail In addition the new station location provides access from the proposed High Speed Rail 

Station to Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, California Avenue and Q Street.Station to Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, California Avenue and Q Street.Station to Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, California Avenue and Q Street.Station to Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, California Avenue and Q Street.    

    

These recommendations will be submitted as commenThese recommendations will be submitted as commenThese recommendations will be submitted as commenThese recommendations will be submitted as comments and drawings to the High ts and drawings to the High ts and drawings to the High ts and drawings to the High 

Speed Rail Authority EIR prior to October 19, 2012.Speed Rail Authority EIR prior to October 19, 2012.Speed Rail Authority EIR prior to October 19, 2012.Speed Rail Authority EIR prior to October 19, 2012.    

    

Questions please contact the DBA at 325Questions please contact the DBA at 325Questions please contact the DBA at 325Questions please contact the DBA at 325----5892.5892.5892.5892.    

    

Sincerely,Sincerely,Sincerely,Sincerely,    

    

    

Cathy A. ButlerCathy A. ButlerCathy A. ButlerCathy A. Butler    

PresidentPresidentPresidentPresident    
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STATION LOCATION ALTERNATIVES 

 

A.  Bakersfield Station–North Alternative 
The Bakersfield Station–North Alternative would be located at the corner of Truxtun and Union Avenue/SR 204 on 

the BNSF Alternative. Surrounding land uses in the area consist of offices, commercial, retail, industrial, and 
government offices. The Amtrak station is west of the proposed station site. A conceptual site plan for this station 
alternative is provided in Figure 2-42. Access to the site would be from Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, and S 
Street. Two new boulevards would be built from Union Avenue and S Street to access the station and the 

supporting facilities. The main entrance would be located on the northern end of the site. The three-level station 
building would be 52,000 square feet, with a maximum height of approximately 95 feet. The first level would 
house station operation offices and would also accommodate other trains running along the BNSF Railway line. 

The second level would include the mezzanine; the platforms and guide way would pass through the third level.  
The entire site would consist of 19 acres, with 11.5 acres designated for the station, bus transit center, short-
term parking, and kiss-and-ride areas. An additional 7.5 acres would house two parking structures, one with a 

planned capacity of approximately 1,500 cars, and the other with a capacity of approximately 3,000 cars. In 
addition, another 175 spaces would be provided in surface lots. The balance of the supply necessary to 
accommodate the full 2035 parking demand (8,100 total spaces) would be provided through use of underutilized 
facilities around the station and in Downtown Bakersfield. Identification of these additional spaces would be 

coordinated with the City of Bakersfield as a part of a comprehensive parking strategy. Additional environmental 
review may be necessary as parking needs are identified for full system operations. Under this alternative, the 
station building would be located at the western end of the parcel footprint. The bus transit center and the 

smaller of the two parking structures (2.5 acres) would be north of the HST tracks. The BNSF Railway track runs 
through the station site. The HST tracks would be above the BNSF Railway tracks. 
 
B.  Bakersfield Station–South Alternative 

The Bakersfield Station–South Alternative would be in the same area as the North Station 
Alternative, but would be situated along Union and California avenues on the Bakersfield South Alternative, just 
south of the BNSF Railway right-of-way (Figure 2-43). The two-level station building would be approximately 

51,000 square feet, with a maximum height of approximately 95 feet. The first floor would house the concourse, 
and the platforms and guide way would be on the second floor.  The entire site would be 20 acres, with 15 acres 
designated for the station, bus transit center, short-term parking, and kiss-and-ride areas. Five of the 20 acres 
would support one six-level parking structure with a capacity of approximately 4,500 cars. In addition, another 

500 spaces would be provided in surface lots. As with the Bakersfield Station–North Alternative, the balance of 
the supply necessary to accommodate the full 2035 parking demand (8,100 total spaces) would be identified as a 
part of a comprehensive parking strategy in coordination with the City of Bakersfield, and may require additional 

environmental review. Access to the station site would be from two new boulevards: one branching off from 
California Avenue, and the other from Union Avenue. 
 

C.  Bakersfield Station–Hybrid Alternative 
The Bakersfield Station–Hybrid Alternative would be in the same area as the North and South 
Station alternatives, and would be located at the corner of Truxtun and Union Avenue/SR 204 on the Bakersfield 
Hybrid Alternative (Figure 2-44). The station design includes an approximately 57,000-square-foot main station 

building and an approximately 5,500-square-foot entry concourse located north of the BNSF Railway right-of-way. 
The station building would have two levels with a maximum height of approximately 95 feet. The first floor would 
house the concourse, and the platforms and guide way would be on the second floor. Additionally, a pedestrian 

over crossing would connect the main station building to the north entry concourse across the BNSF right-of-way.  
The entire site would be approximately 24 acres, with 15 acres designated for the station, bus transit center, 
short-term parking, and kiss-and-ride areas. Approximately 4.5 of the 24 acres would support 3 parking 
structures with a total capacity of approximately 4,500 cars. Each parking structure would be 7 levels; one with a 

planned capacity of 1,750 cars, another with a capacity of 1,315 cars, and the third with a planned capacity of 
1,435 cars. An additional 460 parking spaces would be provided in surface lots covering a total of approximately 
4.5 acres of the station site. As with the Bakersfield Station–North and Bakersfield Station–South alternatives, the 

balance of the supply needed to accommodate the full 2035 parking demand (8,100 total spaces) would be 
identified as a part of a comprehensive parking strategy developed in coordination with the City of Bakersfield. 
Access to the station site would be from Truxtun Avenue and Union Avenue as well as Hayden Court. Under this 

alternative, the BNSF Railway track would run through the station site, and the main station building and majority 
of the station facilities would be sited south of the BNSF Railway right-of-way. 
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Dave Cross AIA Architect 
2118 F Street, Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Phone:  (661)323-3181, Fax:  (661)323-3184, Cell:  (661)333-9843 

E-Mail:  davecrossaia@aol.com Website:  www.davecrossarchitect.com  

 

Charrette report  

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL WORKSHOP/CHARRETTE 

10/06/2012 
 
Report From: Dave Cross, AIA 

                        Moderator of AIA HSR Charrette 

 

GENERAL ISSUES:  Report Concerning North B1 High Speed Rail Route 

 

In the Saturday October 6, 2012 Charette, it was observed that the Northern B1 Route 

goes through and is located within a major portion of Bakersfield High School, which 

creates a substantial problem for the Kern County High School District and also The 

State of California Department of Education.  Bill Melby, AIA Architect, President of the 

Local Golden Empire Chapter of the American Institute of Architects, facilitator on the 

Northern B1 Route and Station location had previously met with the State and the Board 

and discussed the ground rules the State has over potential dangers created by trains in a 

High School Campus area.  There were also rules that no new facilities could be added at 

this existing High School site if the HSR passes as shown in the B1 Route. A blending of 

the B1 and B2 Route was discussed missing BHS, Mercy Hospital and The City 

Corporation Yard. 
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HIGH SPEED RAIL-CHARRETTE    10/06/2012 

 

 

 

HYBRID ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT – B-3: 

GROUP REVIEW AND RESPONSE, 

 

 

 

REVIEW CHAIRMAN: 

 

Bob Varner, Architect, OMA  bvarner@ordizmelby.com 

Ordiz Melby Architects 

 

GENERAL ISSUES: 

 

1. The Hybrid Alternative, B-3, Locates the High Speed Rail Station at Union 

Avenue between Truxtun and California, just south of the existing BNSF rail lines 

and the existing Amtrak station.  

2. The Hybrid Alignment B-3 splits the proposed station with a portion of the station 

on the East side of Union Ave. with a pedestrian bridge as a link between the two 

halves. 

3. Primary access to the station is off of Truxtun with secondary access from Union 

Ave, California Avenue via S street and Hayden court.  

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

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

 

 

GROUP  EVALUATION: 

 

1. The general consensus is that splitting the station across Union Ave is not a 

good idea. Keep the station consolidated in the area south of the Amtrak 

station. The group favored the station layout of the North Alignment B-1 with 

modifications. 

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

to Mercy Hospital. 

 

 

DESGIN CONSIDERATIONS: 

 

1. Develop the station layout for alignment B-1 the North alignment. With station 

access from Truxtun, Union Ave. California and Q street. 

2. Study and plan for transfer links for other modes of transportation to destination 

points in and around Bakersfield and outlaying communities and facilities, such as 

Cal State. (buses, taxies, connecting trains, bikes, shuttles, etc.). 

3. Suggest entering the Bakersfield area via the North Alignment, B-1, that comes 

into the South side of the existing BNSF train yards just past Oak St. along the 

north side of  California Ave. Just past the South side of Mercy Hospital provide 

an S curve to intersect with the South Alignment B-2 to miss the BHS Industrial 

Arts building then curve back to come into the North Alignment Station plan. 

4. As the HSR tracks are elevated at approximately 45 ft above the ground, can they 

go above the existing BNSF line? 

 

 

ALTERNATE CONSIDERATION: 

 
1 Consider bringing the HSR down Central Valley along the I-5 corridor and create 

a transition station at a point somewhere between Buttonwillow and the Grape 

Vine. Keep the line outside the City of Bakersfield and provide transportation 

links into town. The state already has an established transportation route along I-5 

and there would be minimal EIR impact. There would be no conflicts with vital 

and historical facilities in Bakersfield such as; Mercy Hospital and BHS. Plus, the 

rights and property of land owners affected by the proposed alignments can be 

protected and preserved. 

 

 

 

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

the Authority’s criteria for alignment design as specified in Technical Memorandum (TM)

0.1 and TM 2.1.2. It appears possible for high-speed trains to negotiate the proposed

alignment at 150 miles per hour. The alignment potentially could avoid the City

Corporation Yard, Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, and the properties along

California Avenue. However, it likely would not be possible to avoid the newly built South

Mill Creek Project. Although it might be feasible to avoid demolition of the residential

blocks, the alignment will pass through the parking lot on the northern side of the

development.

Unfortunately, the proposed B4 alignment is not practicable from a logistics and

constructability standpoint. It crosses multiple tracks of the BNSF rail yard at a very

shallow skew angle. The skew would require a wide and elongated footprint for the HST

structure, which in turn would determine the size of framing supports. Typically, the HST

elevated structure would be supported on columns directly under the center of the HST

tracks; the column foundations would be larger than those for comparable highway

structures due to deflection considerations. It would not be possible to place columns

between tracks in the BNSF yard or between the main line tracks that currently are used

by both BNSF and Amtrak. In these situations, typically either long longitudinal spans

would support the HSR tracks above the BNSF tracks, or frames with columns either

side of the BNSF tracks, spanning laterally, would be used. The total length of the

elevated structure spanning the BNSF yard longitudinally would be on the order of 0.5

mile. Spanning laterally with a series of frames to support the HSR tracks would require

multiple transverse spans on the order of 300 feet long at intervals of 120 feet, and each

would be on the order of 30 feet deep. The foundations would be immense, and would

extend outside the limits of the above-ground structure. Given the size of the proposed

structural members, it would not be possible to cast these at a remote location and then

transport them to the site. Therefore, these structural components would have to be cast

in place, which would require substantial temporary works and the closure of a number

of the BNSF yard tracks and the main line tracks from construction mobilization until the

structures are completed. It is unlikely that BNSF and Amtrak would be prepared to

tolerate the inevitable disruption to their normal services.

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

BO008-1

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

North Alternative and exits following the Bakersfield South Alternative. This curve would

preclude siting the station at the location shown. The station would have to be relocated

to the east approximately 0.5 mile to allow the platforms and turnouts to be located on

tangent track. Such a station location would have a significant separation from the

existing Amtrak station, which would not meet the requirements of the station location.

Therefore, although the proposed alignment avoids many of the sensitive sites identified

by the Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, the infrastructure required for that

alignment would be extremely difficult to construct, more costly than the alternatives

proposed in the EIR/EIS, and would likely not be acceptable to BNSF and Amtrak.  With

the feasibility issues and constraints identified, the proposed alignment would not be

considered a viable alternative.

BO008-2

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

the Authority’s criteria for alignment design as specified in Technical Memorandum (TM)

0.1 and TM 2.1.2. It appears possible for high-speed trains to negotiate the proposed

alignment at 150 mph. The alignment potentially could avoid the City Corporation Yard,

Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, and the properties along California Avenue.

However, it likely would not be possible to avoid the newly built South Mill Creek Project.

Although it might be feasible to avoid demolition of the residential blocks, the alignment

will pass through the parking lot on the northern side of the development.

Unfortunately, the proposed B4 alignment is not practicable from a logistics and

constructability standpoint. It crosses multiple tracks of the BNSF rail yard at a very

shallow skew angle. The skew would require a wide and elongated footprint for the HST

structure, which in turn would determine the size of framing supports. Typically, the HST

elevated structure would be supported on columns directly under the center of the HST

tracks; the column foundations would be larger than those for comparable highway

structures due to deflection considerations. It would not be possible to place columns

between tracks in the BNSF yard or between the main line tracks that currently are used

by both BNSF and Amtrak. In these situations, typically either long longitudinal spans

would support the HSR tracks above the BNSF tracks, or frames with columns either
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side of the BNSF tracks, spanning laterally, would be used. The total length of the

elevated structure spanning the BNSF yard longitudinally would be on the order of 0.5

mile. Spanning laterally with a series of frames to support the HSR tracks would require

multiple transverse spans on the order of 300 feet long at intervals of 120 feet, and each

would be on the order of 30 feet deep. The foundations would be immense, and would

extend outside the limits of the above-ground structure. Given the size of the proposed

structural members, it would not be possible to cast these at a remote location and then

transport them to site. Therefore, these structural components would have to be cast in

place, which would require substantial temporary works and the closure of a number of

the BNSF yard tracks and the main line tracks from construction mobilization until the

structures are completed. It is unlikely that BNSF and Amtrak would be prepared to

tolerate the inevitable disruption to their normal services.

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

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

North Alternative and exits following the Bakersfield South Alternative. This curve would

preclude siting the station at the location shown. The station would have to be relocated

to the east approximately 0.5 mile to allow the platforms and turnouts to be located on

tangent track. Such a station location would have a significant separation from the

existing Amtrak station, which would not meet the requirements of the station location.

Therefore, although the proposed alignment avoids many of the sensitive sites identified

by the Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, the infrastructure required for that

alignment would be extremely difficult to construct, more costly than the alternatives

proposed in the EIR/EIS, and would likely not be acceptable to BNSF and Amtrak.  With

the feasibility issues and constraints identified, the proposed alignment would not be

considered a viable alternative.

BO008-3

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

BO008-4

The Authority has an established grant program for station area planning. The

application package for station area planning funds was released in the summer of 2011

BO008-4

and is available as Application Package for Station Area Planning Funds (Authority

2011j; available at the Authority's website). This document was created to assist local

agencies with submitting an application for funding a station area planning effort; such

areas focus on the areas around the anticipated high-speed rail station within selected

jurisdictions.  Funding is available from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of

2009 (ARRA) and from the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the

21st Century (Prop. 1A).  The Authority is responsible for the ARRA funding as well as

the Prop. 1A funding.

The Authority's Urban Design Guidelines (Authority 2011i; available on the Authority's

website) provide a comprehensive basis for station area planning that takes into account

context-sensitive solutions, connections between stations and their surroundings,

pedestrian and bicycle access, aesthetics, infill development, outdoor spaces and

entries, and parking area design. These guidelines are required to be used as part of the

station area planning grants.

BO008-5

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

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input

from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included

consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in

Chapter 1, Project Purpose and Need, as well as the objectives and criteria in the

alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. The

Preferred Alternative balances overall impact on the environment and local

communities, cost, and constructability constraints. For more detail please refer to

Chapter 7, Preferred Alternative, in this Final EIR/EIS.
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October 12, 2012 
 
Mr. Mark McLoughlin 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
This comment focuses specifically on the B3 Alignment proposal for the California High Speed Rail 
through Bakersfield, California, that proposes an elevated train platform that travels directly over the 
center of the Bakersfield Homeless Center campus.  
 
The Bakersfield Homeless Center is stationed on a 86,683.78 sf adjoining lots on the eastern part of 
the City of Bakersfield and features 9 buildings totaling approximately 30,098 sf of improved 
buildings.   The facility operates year round 24/7 providing crisis and stabilization for women and 
children who are experiencing homelessness. The services provided by the Bakersfield Homeless 
Center include emergency shelter for homeless women and children are extensive and range from 
immediate stabilization for individuals in crisis, to job development, housing, and aftercare services 
to assist families as they transition back into stable housing.   
 
While services are mainly provided for residents of the Bakersfield Homeless Center, many services 
are also provided for the homeless community at large.  In the past year, the Bakersfield Homeless 
Center provided emergency, crisis and prevention services to more than 4,200 homeless individuals.   
Due to changes in the economy, the Bakersfield Homeless Center has experienced significant 
increases in demand for services.  In the past year services were provided to 18% more adults, 34% 
more families, and 28% more children.  In 2011 Bakersfield Homeless Center provided shelter to over 
1,000 individuals; half were children. 
 
The Bakersfield Homeless is a key component to the effectiveness of the Safety Net in Kern County. If 
the services at the Bakersfield Homeless Center were no longer available, there would be a 
tremendous increase in the stress placed upon a safety net that is already experiencing challenges in 
meeting the demands of the homeless population in the community.  The Bakersfield Homeless 
Center is the only homeless shelter in Kern County that provides homeless services to families with 
small children, and single fathers.  The closest facilities that provide comparable services to this 
population are in Lancaster and Fresno; both facilities continually operate at or near capacity and 
often refer their own population to the Bakersfield Homeless Center.  It is also important to note that 
at this time there is no shelter who can offer services to single fathers in the entire San Joaquin Valley 
except the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter, thus there exists no other plausible alternative for a 
growing segment of the homeless population.  
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Homeless children are also at greater risk for entering the Child Protection Services system when parents are unable to 
have a safe place to house their children; currently the shelter services at Bakersfield Homeless Center are a key 
component of preventing this from happening.  Bakersfield Homeless Center also offers one of the two licensed childcare 
centers in the entire state of California, removing this valuable resource may prevent homeless mothers and fathers from 
having a safe, nurturing place for their children to learn while they work or attend school. 
   
Alignment B3 travels through the center of the Bakersfield Homeless Center campus, destroying almost every building.  If 
this alignment is chosen it will be necessary for the High Speed Rail Authority to provide the Bakersfield Homeless Center 
with an entirely new site in an acceptable location.  The alignment shows the train traveling through the facility on a 
raised platform which will make the facility uninhabitable as a homeless center both during construction and post-
construction.  It would not be a feasible option to construct new or replacement buildings since the Bakersfield Homeless 
Center has already utilized all of its existing space. The construction of the B3 Alignment would also create major safety 
issues and concerns during the construction of the platform (and afterwards as well) since the site would encompass 
many of the walkways utilized by families and staff as they move from building to building.  In short, there would be no 
possible way for the Bakersfield Homeless Center to conduct business and provide these critical services in the manner it 
currently does.   
 
The Bakersfield Homeless Center would also like to stress to the Authority the importance of providing an alternative 
location the Bakersfield Homeless Center upon adoption of the B3 alignment. The Bakersfield Homeless Center was 
originally constructed in over 35 years ago.  Since the original construction date, the facility has been repeatedly 
expanded to the point where, today, the facility must be expanded once again to meet increased service needs.  Also, as 
a result of increased service needs, the existing facility is in immediate need of repair and maintenance.  It will not be 
possible to acquire the funds from donors and grants necessary to expand the facility or to make the necessary repairs if 
the B3 alignment is adopted.  Further, since the construction on the platform would necessitate closure of the Center, the 
Bakersfield Homeless Center requires the transition to the new site be seamless with zero interruption in services to our 
population, any kind of disruption would create stress on families already in crisis, but also increased pressure for an 
already stressed safety net.  It would not be acceptable for our facility to be closed for a single day; children should not 
be made to sleep outside or in vehicles.   
 
For any questions regarding this comment, please contact me at 661-322-9199.  Thank you for your consideration in this 
matter.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Louis Gill 
Chief Executive Officer 
Bakersfield Homeless Center 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

The Authority understands the concern and importance of the services provided by the

Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and has evaluated impacts and developed mitigation for

this site. EIR/EIS Volume 1 Section 3.12, SO #6 documents the impact/potential

displacement of the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and SO-MM#3 describes measures

planned to reduce the impacts.

BO009-2

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

The Authority understands the concern and importance of the services provided by the

Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and has evaluated impacts and developed mitigation for

this site. EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12, SO #6 documents the impact/potential

displacement of the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and SO-MM#3 describes measures

planned to reduce the impacts.

BO009-3

The Authority understands the concern and importance of the services provided by the

Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and has evaluated impacts and developed mitigation for

this site. EIR/EIS Volume 1 Section 3.12, SO #6 documents the impact/potential

displacement of the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter, and SO-MM#3 describes  measures

planned to reduce the impacts.
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The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural

issues. The working group is composed of university, government agencies, and

agribusiness representatives. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use

impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports the

following:

At the present time there are numerous railways that traverse the San Joaquin Valley.

Additionally, the Valley has established interstate and state freeways, highways, and

local roadways, which include their respective rights-of-way, and all are considered

"transportation corridors." Transportation corridors are recognized as part of the overall

environment of the Valley. Regulations already exist relating to pesticide use in or near

transportation corridors.

A new railway represents either a new impediment (where none previously existed) to

customary agricultural practices or is an augmentation to an already existing

transportation corridor footprint. Parcels where the new railway is proposed to be

constructed, adjacent and parallel to an established transportation corridor, create a

wider footprint to an existing corridor that is already subject to the protections prescribed

in current pesticide use regulations. Growers adjacent to a widened transportation

corridor will be managing their pesticide applications with the same use restrictions that

were previously implemented due to their proximity to an existing corridor.

Growers in the path of the railway where the route leaves an established transportation

corridor and creates a new corridor across their farmland will be subject to the

implementation of existing regulatory restrictions, depending on the conditions and

circumstances of the type of pesticide being used. All that would be new to the grower

would be the enforcement of existing regulations for conditions that did not exist prior to

the construction of the route through their property.

Choices of crops or livestock to produce would be influenced more by forces outside of

a high-speed train than the train itself. Similarly, the choice of what pesticide to use for

any particular need should not be influenced by a high-speed train any more than

already exists for any other transportation corridor in the locality. The expectation of

pesticide regulators would be that any pesticide application would be made in

BO010-1

compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and conditions.

As to the issue of buffers adjacent to the HST alignment, their utilization will only be

required where such a safety protocol is called for when making an application adjacent

to a transportation corridor. There are no buffer zones specifically addressing passenger

trains; therefore, a passenger train traveling at a high rate of speed does not create a

need for a buffer zone different from those already established.

There are several options available to farmers, so they may not have new spraying

restrictions placed on them by their Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer

could change the pesticides they are proposing to use to ones that have fewer

restrictions; they could also plant a different variety of crops adjacent to the HST, ones

that do not require the application of pesticides with spraying restrictions.

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice from the

HST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining property. Those possible

impacts would be taken into account by the

appraiser at the time of right-of-way acquisition, and any diminution in value to a

property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be estimated by the appraiser through the

appraisal process. This involves appraising the remainder as it contributes to the whole

property value before acquisition, then appraising the remainder in the after condition as

a separate parcel as though the project was constructed, and including any estimated

damages to remainder, such as the  cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing

wells, providing setbacks for aerial spraying, etc. The difference between these “before”

and “after” values is termed as severance damages and will reflect any loss in value of

the remainder. However, this will not cause a loss of agricultural land due to the

construction in the manner proposed.

BO010-2

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is 114 miles long, and construction would not occur

along its entire length at the same time. Construction would occur throughout the year

while aerial spraying is typically concentrated during the growing season. Therefore,

there will be many locations where spraying will take place where there are no project

construction crews on the ground. Where construction and an adjacent landowner's
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plans for aerial spraying overlap, it is expected that the landowner and construction

contractor can typically coordinate their schedules so both activities can be

accommodated.

As indicated in the response to FB2-668-1661, the HST would be treated as a

transportation corridor for purposes of pesticide application. Such corridors are common

throughout the Valley, and aerial spraying takes place adjacent to those corridors on a

regular basis.

There is a graph of induced airflow as a function of distance from the train in the

referenced white paper (i.e., "Induced Wind Impacts"), which is available on the

Authority's website. As noted on that graph, at 10 feet from the site of the train, wind

speed is estimated to be 11.2 miles per hour, which is within 5 to 10% of the predicted

wind speed in the British study referenced in this comment. These speeds are

comparable to daily average wind speeds from both the Merced to Fresno airport

reporting stations. In other words, the wind speed generated by passage of a HST

train is not greater than existing average wind speeds. The HST right-of-way when at-

grade is nominally 100 to 120 feet wide, with the two tracks centered and 16.5 feet

apart. The distance of 10 feet falls well within the HST right-of-way. Therefore, the HST

should not significantly influence spray droplet dispersion.
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The proposed project would construct numerous road improvements, including grade

separations with the existing BNSF Railroad tracks, that would improve traffic

circulation.

BO011-2

The Authority will work with the other appropriate agencies to effectively communicate

with affected parties to ensure that access to their premises is maintained throughout

the construction period.

BO011-3

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

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

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

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

BO011-3

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

BO011-4

Your support for the proposed overcrossings and undercrossings is noted.

BO011-5

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

Roadways are designed to standards outlined by the 2012 Caltrans Highway Design

Manual (Caltrans 2012a) or the local design standard, whichever is more stringent,

including those designated Extralegal Load; ongoing coordination with local agencies

will continue through the design and procurement process, as necessary, to address

these concerns.

BO011-6

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

A construction management plan would be prepared during final design that outlines

transportation detours, plans to accommodate emergency service routes, and outreach

activities to manage expectations and traffic constraints, among other items. This type of

plan is a standard practice that would incorporate review and comments by affected

local agencies.

BO011-7

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

The Authority appreciates the comment and plans a comprehensive public outreach

program for informing affected communities, residences, and businesses about

construction activities and mitigation as the project progresses.

BO011-8

The Authority appreciates the suggestion and will consider it as the project progresses.
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The Authority recognizes this additional public outreach opportunity and will consider it

for future public engagement.

BO011-10

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

The reference to "local roads" refers to roads that serve generally rural areas that are

not heavily traveled on a regular basis. All roads that cross the alignment were

evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of traffic or are

otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings, whether they were in a

"rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for

closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that

would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be

an inconvenience but would not restrict continued access.

BO011-11

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

The reference to "local roads" refers to roads that serve generally rural areas that are

not heavily traveled on a regular basis. All roads that cross the alignment were

evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of traffic or are

otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings, whether they were in a

"rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for

closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that

would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be

an inconvenience but would not restrict continued access.

BO011-12

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

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on Surface Transportation Assistance

Act

(STAA) truck routes in the analysis described for Impact TR #8 - Regional

BO011-12

Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 – Impacts on

Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11 - Changes in Vehicle Movements

and Flow on Highways and Roadways.

The reference to "local roads" refers to roads that serve generally rural areas that are

not heavily traveled on a regular basis. All roads that cross the alignment were

evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of traffic or are

otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings whether they were in a

"rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for

closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that

would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be

an inconvenience but would not restrict continued access.

BO011-13

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses applicable impacts on truck traffic

through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 – Regional Transportation Impacts from

Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 – Impacts on Regional Transportation

System, and Impact TR #11 – Changes in Vehicle Movements and Flow on Highways

and Roadways.

BO011-14

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses applicable impacts on truck traffic

through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 – Regional Transportation Impacts from

Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 – Impacts on Regional Transportation

System, and Impact TR #11– Changes in Vehicle Movements and Flow on Highways

and Roadways.

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on truck traffic through the analysis

found in Impact TR #8 – Regional Transportation Impacts from Construction Material

Hauling, Impact TR #10 – Impacts on Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR

#11 – Changes in Vehicle Movements and Flow on Highways and Roadways.
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The following roads are proposed to be closed within the area described in the

comment, between Ventura Avenue and E. Central Avenue: The Golden Gate

Boulevard off-ramps and a portion of E. Central Avenue, which currently does not

provide access across the BNSF right-of-way.  Access to this area described in the

comment will be maintained for vehicles and trucks. Based on existing field traffic counts

of similar roadways and information from local agencies, the traffic volumes on these

local roads are less than 500 vehicles per day. Therefore, limited traffic level of service

impacts are expected as a result of the closures and diversion of traffic.

BO011-16

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

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

Act

(STAA) truck routes in the analysis described for Impact TR #8 – Regional

Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 – Impacts on

Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11 – Changes in Vehicle Movements

and Flow on Highways and Roadways.

Vehicles that use other crossings on alternative detour routes  would add 1 mile or less

in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be an inconvenience but

would not restrict continued access. The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on

STAA truck routes through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 – Regional

Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 – Impacts on

Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11– Changes in Vehicle Movements

and Flow on Highways and Roadways. 

BO011-17

The Authority recognizes this additional public outreach opportunity and will consider it

for future public engagement.

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on Surface Transportation Assistance

Act (STAA) truck routes through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 - Regional

Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 – Impacts on

BO011-17

Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11 - Changes in Vehicle Movements

and Flow on Highways and Roadways.

BO011-18

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

The HST project will not preclude or restrict any Truck Access Agreements between

cities and counties with local businesses. Vehicle access across the route will remain

available on other crossings.

BO011-19

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

The Authority recognizes this additional public outreach opportunity and will consider it

for future public engagement.

Outreach activities will continue throughout the property acquisition and relocation

phase.

Response to Submission BO011 (RJ Cervantes, California Trucking Association, October 17, 2012) -
Continued
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft EIR/ 
Supplemental EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield High Speed Rail project. 
 
*Bakersfield subsidence issues not properly mitigated or acknowledged* 
 
The foundation of design for the high speed rail project is a series of 
Technical Memos written by the Authority's Program Manager. TM 
2.9.10 Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines, relevant pages attached 
and entire document incorporatedby reference as it available on the 
Authority's own website, makes certain statements about engineering 
requirements given certain geotechnical conditions. In one case, it states: 
 
"For track segments located in relatively large‐scale geographic areas 
where deep‐seated regional subsidence is an ongoing problem with expected 
duration to continue over some or all of the 
design life, typical ground improvement measures may not be economically 
feasible." 
 
The EIR states that Bakersfield has experienced just such subsidence 
recently. It then states that* “conventional engineering design; for 
example, periodic reballasting of the tracks, will be implemented to 
mitigate for areas susceptible to or experiencing ground subsidence.”* 
Reballasting of the tracks is only available where tracks are ballasted. 
The entire Bakersfield alignment is a long aerial. The Authority has stated 
repeatedly that ballasted tracks will not be used on such structures. Given 
the challenges mentioned in the technical memo and recent serious issues in 
Taiwan related to subsidence, the EIR should discuss in more detail 
mitigation strategies or consequences of subsidence on rail infrastructure. 
In Taiwan, extensive limits on groundwater extraction and other measures 
have been required. In Bakersfield, water extraction has caused subsidence, 
along with oil and gas extraction. Any potential limits on these activities 
should be discussed. 
 
*Populations of concern not adequately addressed* 
 
This project disproportionately affects populations of concern. We would 
highlight the population along the project in east Bakersfield. 
 
The EIR states: 
 
"District boundaries were determined based on current definitions used by 
city staff (Fresno) ,interviews with local planners (Bakersfield), and 

BO012-1
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examination of census boundaries (tract, block 
group, and block) to approximate the identified district boundaries as 
closely as possible. The district boundaries are not drawn exactly to meet 
the 0.5‐mile study area radius, but rather to 
identify the relevant area based on demographics and cohesion that needs to 
be examined in the context of a community. 
 
The Northeast Bakersfield District is not completely contained within the 
project study area. This neighborhood, which lies south of East Truxtun 
Avenue between Union Avenue and Oswell 
Street, is only partially within the defined project study area for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but is examined as a whole community in this 
document. This is done because the Bakersfield to 
Palmdale Section of the HST project would continue from the Bakersfield 
station and bisect this neighborhood. Therefore, it is important to examine 
potential impacts on this community as a 
cohesive whole rather than have the analysis split the neighborhood between 
the two environmental documents." 
 
What this section fails to mention, but is captured by a map from the EIR 
that we have included, is that the district that was chosen to represent 
the affected parties in a 1/2 mile radius is literally 20 miles long and 
perhaps 10 miles wide. This ends up dramatically understating the high 
levels of poverty and other socio‐economic indicators of those that will be 
in the path of the train. The EIR should look at the socio‐economic status 
of those in the 1/2 mile project radius discussed, or as close as 
practicable. 
 
 
*Amtrak* 
The document states "it is likely that Amtrak San Joaquin rail service 
would improve as the San Joaquin line would connect and/or provide direct 
service to existing markets between HST 
stations and/or markets not served by HST. " 
 
This is in complete contradiction to statements made publicly by California 
High Speed Rail Authority that San Joaquin service will no longer operate 
between Merced and Bakersfield. Attached is a memo from the Authority's 
contractor in February 2012 explaining that, "Increasing collaboration with 
Amtrak has subsequently led to the assumption that their service would 
terminate at Merced, with easy transfers to HSR." 
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Even the possibility of elimination of Amtrak service should be discussed 
and mitigations offered as stations such as Corcoran and Wasco would be 
left without any interregional transportation options. Greyhound does not 
serve these markets as they are not on a major highway. 
 
In addition, station locations would be moved in Fresno and Hanford. In 
Fresno, the current Amtrak station is located next to the County Medical 
Center. The Hanford station is currently located in the downtown, offering 
easy access to homes and busineses. Neither of the proposed sites for a 
Hanford high speed rail station would do so. 
 
 
Regards, 
Elizabeth 
 
 
‐‐  
Elizabeth Goldstein Alexis 
Co‐founder Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD) 
cell (650) 996‐8018 
www.calhsr.com 
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Subsidence from groundwater or petroleum withdrawal is addressed in the Final

EIR/EIS (see Section 3.9.4.4, Geologic Hazards). Substantial subsidence has occurred

in the San Joaquin Valley, primarily due to groundwater extraction; however, the areas

with greatest land subsidence (over 20 feet was recorded between 1926 and 1970) are

in the western portion of the San Joaquin Valley (primarily western Fresno County)

(Sneed 2013). In the area of the HST alignment, subsidence has been far less, with

subsidence measured at between 1 and 4 feet between 1926 and 1970 (less than 1 inch

per year) (Faunt 2009; Galloway and Riley 1999; USBR 2011), with the major area of

subsidence north of Wasco outside the project alignment. Over the last several

decades, the use of pipelines and aqueducts for surface water deliveries has reduced

dependence on groundwater for agricultural use, and land subsidence has slowed or

reversed in some areas of the San Joaquin Valley, though there was some additional

localized subsidence during the droughts of 1976/1977 and 1987 to 1991 due to

temporary increases in groundwater pumping (Galloway and Riley 1999).

The project does not include features such as major new sources of groundwater

extraction that would contribute to the existing subsidence problem. Design standards

take into account the expected rate of subsidence. The Technical Memorandum titled

Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines (Authority 2011g) limits differential

settlement to less than 3/8 inch in over 62 feet (1:2000) for non-ballasted track and to

less than ¾ inch over 62 feet (1:1000) for ballasted track. For aerial tracks, the

maximum displacement is L/1500 (L= smallest span). This displacement is similar to

allowable values in other countries (for example, in Taiwan). To ensure that trains can

run at their maximum speed of 220 miles per hour (mph) (350 kilometers per hour

[km/hour]), differential settlement between neighboring piers should not exceed 1:1000

for simply supported spans and 1:1500 for continuous spans (Moh 2004). The above

standards are much less restrictive than the 5 millimeters (mm) in 100 years subsidence

suggested by the commenter. (Note: absolute settlement is not as important as

differential settlement because if the entire alignment settles the same amount, the track

would still be level.) Also, an effect known as “negative skin friction” can occur in areas

subject to subsidence. This effect is in essence an additional downward force on a pier

in addition to the weight of the tracks and trains. Design criteria have been developed to

account for this effect; these criteria require the use of improved pier design.

BO012-1

For this reason, the project will be designed so that geotechnical constraints (e.g.,

subsidence from groundwater withdrawal, soil settlement from new earth load) do not

result in premature degradation of the alignment so that speeds are reduced

or operation and maintenance costs are unacceptably high. Also, new techniques are

being developed (see Gi et al. 2009; Kim et al. 2010) that use satellite data to monitor

ground deformation around long linear infrastructure (e.g., high-speed rail) to identify

potential problems of subsidence before they become a safety issue. Prerequisite

geotechnical and geologic evaluations, design features, and management measures to

reduce or eliminate risk from poor or unexpected geologic conditions or from long-term

effects of the project on geology are described in the EIR/EIS.

BO012-2

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

East Bakersfield is identified as an EJ community in Table 3.12-6. As described in

Section 3.12.5.1, an extensive EJ public and agency outreach program was conducted

throughout the EIR/EIS process in accordance with Executive Order 12898 that

encouraged participation from EJ communities of concern affected by the Project.

BO012-3

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

Page 3.12-23 

 

Figure 3.12-3 
Districts within the city of Bakersfield  
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program shall be developed by the geotechnical engineer and then implemented during and after 
the construction phase to monitor settlement at the acceptance check timeframe after laying 
track, and then long term residual settlement as part of the track maintenance program.   

 
Figure 3-7:  Different Settlement Parts by Time  

Reference:  Figure no. 22 of UIC-719R (2008) 

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

3.6.8 Embankment Foundation Settlement Mitigation and Foundation Modification Using 
Ground Improvement Methods 

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

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

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

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

California High-Speed Train Project  Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines, R1 
 

 

  

 
 

Page 33 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.6.10 Erosion Control for Embankment Features 

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

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

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

3.7 RETAINING WALLS, FILL WALLS, AND REINFORCED SOIL SYSTEMS 
3.7.1 Definitions and Wall Types Including Acceptable and Unacceptable Walls  

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

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

Walls shall be further classified as gravity, semi-gravity, non-gravity cantilever, anchored, or in-
situ reinforced.  For geotechnical design, the various wall classifications, definitions, and 
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 California High-Speed Rail Program Management Team 
 

Memorandum 
 
          2/06/2012 
            
To:  Ridership Peer Review Panel 

From:  Thierry Prate, Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Re:  IOS South frequency to Merced and impacts on San Joaquin Valley traffic 
 
This memorandum provides a clarification of the service frequency to Merced used in the IOS 
South scenario and its impact on the San Joaquin Valley traffic. The Peer Review Panel (PRP) has 
noted counter-intuitive results when comparing the IOS-South runs with Bay to Basin or Phase 1, 
as a greater volume of riders was observed in the San Joaquin Valley with the IOS South 
segment than with Bay to Basin or Phase 1. 
 
Two main factors contribute to these seemingly contradictory results: 

 Evolving hypotheses regarding Amtrak’s San Joaquin service, and 

 The routing of Bay Area passengers through Merced in the IOS South scenario 
 
In the earliest runs used for the Business Plan (Phase 1 high and low), Amtrak was assumed to 
continue south of Merced to Bakersfield. Increasing collaboration with Amtrak has subsequently 
led to the assumption that their service would terminate at Merced, with easy transfers to HSR.  
This assumption was used in more recent scenarios, including IOS South. We are currently 
working on the revision of the Phase 1 scenario specification, and will rerun Phase 1 (Runs 36 
and 39) with the revised hypothesis. 
 
The second element is related to the level of service from Merced in the IOS South runs 
compared with the later stages of Bay to Basin and Phase 1.  
 
The current IOS South proposed scenario has more frequent trains between Merced and Fresno 
compared to the Phase 1 or Bay to Basin scenarios, resulting in slightly more local service within 
San Joaquin Valley for IOS South than for the later segments. This is due to Merced’s position as 
the sole northern terminal in the IOS configuration, which requires that all traffic to and from 
the Bay Area travel through Merced, rather than just the traffic to Sacramento and the north 
San Joaquin Valley, as in the case of the Bay to Basin and Phase 1. More explicitly, in the IOS 
South scenario, HST passengers from the Bay Area would either drive to/from the Merced 
station or take one of the dedicated feeder services routed through Merced; in the Phase 1 or 
Bay to Basin scenarios, these same passengers would be routed directly to Fresno, bypassing 
Merced. 
 
The graphic on the left side of the next page shows the proposed service in one direction in one 
peak hour for the IOS South configuration, consisting of four trains to Merced and a variety of 
feeder services. After the opening of the Bay to Basin segment to San Jose, ridership forecast 
results indicate that there will only be enough riders to fill two trains per hour at the peak in 
Merced.  The graphic on the right side of the next page shows this situation for the Bay to Basin 
configuration, in which four trains per hour operate to San Jose, and two per hour to Merced, 
with reduced feeder service. 
 
This phasing sequence is better than the alternatives, which would either : 

 

 California High-Speed Rail Program Management Team 
 

Memorandum 
 

 continue to operate four trains per hour to Merced in the later stages, with load factors 
at half the normal level; or  

 operate only two trains per hour in the IOS South configuration, which would result in 
insufficient capacity. 

 
The table below presents the load factors derived for the IOS South and the Bay to Basin 
scenarios for a 2030 Base Year (i.e. each scenario was operating in 2030 after full ramp up). 
For the IOS South, the peak traffic is between Kings/Tulare and Fresno. The peak traffic for Bay 
to Basin is between Fresno and the Wye where the trains to San Jose and Merced part ways. The 
4 trains per hour assumption is met by using a combination of single and double trainsets. While 
it is theoretically possible to consider 3 trains per hour using double trainsets in the IOS South 
scenario, an analysis of the cash flow has indicated that such a scenario would lower the 
revenue with very little savings in operating cost. The approach retained was to maximize the 
bottom line as a private operator would do in such circumstances.  
 

Base Year (2030) Remarks 

  IOS South Peak Hour, One Way   

  Riders Trains Trainsets Seats Load Factor   

Merced - Fresno 1900 4 5 2250 84%   

San Jose - Fresno n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.   

  Bay to Basin Peak Hour, One Way   

  Riders Trains Trainsets Seats Load Factor   

Merced - Fresno 900 2 3 1350 67% with 2 sets load factor = 100% 

San Jose - Fresno 2500 4 7 3150 79% with 6 sets load factor = 93% 

Note: 450 seats per trainset was assumed for this analysis 
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HSR Operating Patterns –  
Draft Business Plan & Current Run Specifications 
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      October 19, 2012 
 
 
 
Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment  
770 L Street, Suite 800  
Sacramento, CA 95814   
 
Re: Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment   
 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
 
 The California Farm Bureau Federation is a non-governmental, non-profit, 
voluntary membership California corporation whose purpose is to protect and promote 
agricultural interests throughout the state of California and to find solutions to the 
problems of the farm, the farm home and the rural community. Farm Bureau is 
California's largest farm organization, comprised of 53 county Farm Bureaus currently 
representing more than 74,000 agricultural, associate and collegiate members in 56 
counties.  Farm Bureau strives to protect and improve the ability of farmers and ranchers 
engaged in production agriculture to provide a reliable supply of food and fiber through 
responsible stewardship of California's resources. 
 
 Farm Bureau thanks the California High-Speed Rail Authority for the opportunity 
to comment on the Revised EIR/EIS for the proposed Fresno-Bakersfield segment of the 
California High-Speed Rail Project.  Farm Bureau’s prior October 13, 2011 comments on 
the original Draft EIR/EIS for this segment are incorporated herein in their entirety. 
 
Adequacy of the Revised EIR/EIS’s Alternatives Analyses 
 
 Major shortcomings relating to the range of alternatives considered in the Revised 
Bakersfield-Fresno EIR/EIS are essentially threefold: 
 
 First, the Revised EIR/EIS does not consider a reasonable range of alternatives.  
Significantly differing, yet feasible alternatives to a mid-Valley BNSF alignment were 
cursorily considered in a series of informal preliminary alternatives reports, but then 
dropped from further consideration prior to the original and revised Draft EIR/EISs, 
without proper analysis, public review, or comment.  Major differences among these 
three possible routes—in terms of impacts to agricultural resources, biological resources, 
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potential growth inducing impacts, feasible alignment options (including alignments 
located entirely along existing rights of way), possible cost savings, among other 
differences—could have afforded both project proponents and policy makers a broader 
range of choices, and would have provided the public with a much greater understanding 
of trade-offs among these differing alternatives.  Instead, by failing to fully consider 
potential I-5, BNSF, and I-99 alternatives in the Draft EIR/EISs, project proponents 
failed to meet CEQA’s mandate to consider a reasonable range of alternatives. 
 
 Second, the Revised EIR/EIS’s alternatives analysis is flawed to the extent that it 
attempts to substitute consideration of a number of variations on a single alternative for 
proper consideration of an actual range of alternatives.  Instead of winnowing potential 
variations on a BNSF alignment in the alternatives screening process and then selecting a 
single BNSF alternative for detailed analysis in the Draft EIR/EISs alongside a single 
alternative for the I-5 and I-99 alignments, project proponents opted to ignore the other, 
non-BNSF alternatives for I-5 and I-99 alignments, and to instead make the EIR/EISs an 
extended study of what is not really a range of alternatives, but rather only a series of 
slight variations on a single alternative. 
 
 Thirdly and lastly, beyond the EIR/EIS’s major failure to consider distinct I-5 and 
I-99 and BSNF alternatives, project proponents failed to identify and carry into the 
EIR/EIS a range of alternatives that could more effectively meet one of the most basic of 
the project’s core objectives.  Specifically, the EIR/EIS fails to consider a range of 
alternatives that could meet Proposition 1A’s mandate that the project follow existing 
transportation corridors and rights of way and that it avoid impacts to important farmland 
and sensitive habitats to the greatest extent possible.  Thus, other than the core BSNF 
alternative, none of the various bypass variations on the single BSNF alternative 
considered in the EIR/EIS in fact meet this very basic project objective.  Furthermore—
and quite importantly—by failing to consider distinct I-5, BNSF, and I-99 alternatives in 
the EIR/EIS, proponents circumvent an obvious means to better satisfy Proposition 1A’s 
separate direction on project cost, without creating an inherent conflict with the 
competing mandate on existing rights of way and maximum avoidance of impacts to 
important farmland and sensitive habitats.   
 
 By creating a false choice between BSNF alignments that bypass existing 
communities on one hand (generally less costly, but having more impacts on farmland 
and sensitive habitats), and a single BSNF alignment that transverses these communities 
along the existing right of way on the other (generally more costly, but with fewer 
impacts on farmland), the EIR/EIS contrives a situation wherein cost becomes the 
dominant driver over impacts to farmland and sensitive habitats, and wherein an 
alternative including multiple bypasses thus becomes a near foregone conclusion.  
Similarly, by failing to fully analyze and compare distinct I-5, BNSF, and I-99 
alternatives, the EIR/EIS prevents any true differentiation of alternatives that could more 
effectively address the conflicting directives on avoided costs on one hand, and important 
farmland and habitat on the other. 
 

BO013-1

BO013-2

BO013-3

BO013-4

BO013-5

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

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

Page 40-73



Letter to Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment 
October 19, 2012 
Page 3 
 
 Taken together these flaws in the EIR/EIS’s alternatives analyses constitute major 
defects going to the “heart” of the document. 
 
A Project In Constant Flux 
 
 Over these last many years, the picture of the California High Speed Rail project 
is that of a project in a state of constant flux.  Alternatives and analyses that began as the 
foundation of the project have since dropped out, even as a rapid succession of updates, 
revisions, supplements, and related reports have produced a series of major overhauls in 
project vision, alternatives, objectives, and assumptions.  As part of this history, the 
West-of-Hanford alignment and the other significant changes in the Revised EIR/EIS are 
only the latest example.  Other examples on a statewide or programmatic scale have 
included major, late-breaking changes in the Merced-Fresno segment, major uncertainties 
in deferred features of a westward connection from the Central Valley to the Bay Area, 
major changes in the Bay-Area segment of the project, major changes in the project’s 
assumptions on “independent utility,” financing, phasing, and regional blending with 
conventional transportation at the north and south urban extremes, among other changes.   
 
 The result is an unstable project description, a series of piecemealed analyses, a 
blatant lack of any overarching analysis of environmental impacts, and in the end a 
complete frustration of CEQA’s paramount functions in the area of public information, 
impact disclosure, avoidance and minimization.   
 
Impacts 
 
 Unfortunately, the Revised EIR/EIS does not remedy numerous deficiencies in 
the earlier Draft EIR/EIS’s analysis of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
to agricultural lands and resources, including indirect and cumulative impacts of the 
project as consequence of potential, long-term growth inducement. 
 
Mitigation 
 
 Beyond the EIR/EIS’s failure to adequately assess and analyze the full extent of 
the project’s potential agricultural and growth inducing impacts, the document likewise 
omits a variety of feasible mitigation measures to avoid and minimize potential direct, 
indirect, and potential cumulative impacts of the project.  Moreover, the EIR/EIS fails to 
demonstrate the efficacy of many proposed measures (assuming that the document 
acknowledges those impacts at all), and omits proper performance measures to gauge the 
future success of mitigation measures as they are implemented. 
 
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 
 
 The Revised EIR/EIS concludes that the project’s conversion of agricultural lands 
is “significant” both before and after mitigation.  The EIR/EIS reaches this conclusion 
even where the document omits or underestimates numerous likely direct, indirect, and 

BO013-6

BO013-7

BO013-8

BO013-9

BO013-10

BO013-11

Letter to Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment 
October 19, 2012 
Page 4 
 
cumulative impacts on the agricultural resources, including direct and indirect impacts on 
existing agricultural operations and potential additional, indirect and cumulative farmland 
impacts from long-term growth inducement without proper mitigation. 
 
Conclusion 
 
 Farm Bureau thanks the Authority for the opportunity to comment on the Revised 
Draft EIR/EIS for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment of the proposed California High Speed 
Rail.  As the Authority finalizes its EIR/EIS for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment, Farm 
Bureau urges the Authority to heed the voters’ intent with the passage of Proposition 1A 
that, in working to construct a high-speed rail project and achieve the other objectives of 
the project, the State of California employ any and all feasible means to avoid and 
minimize the project’s potential adverse impacts on California’s irreplaceable agricultural 
resources. 
 
      Very truly yours,     

   Justin E. Fredrickson 
      Environmental Policy Analyst 
 
JEF/pkh 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The Authority prepared a series of Alternatives Analysis reports to help refine the

alternative alignments for the HST System. These were not "informal" reports; they were

carefully researched and publicly available and were presented directly to the Authority

Board for information and direction (Authority and FRA 2010a, 2010b, 2011d, 2011e,

2011g).

The mid-Valley BNSF Railway (BNSF) alignment results from prior actions of the

Authority and FRA to review and reject a broad range of preliminary alternative routes.

This process is described in Section 2.3.2, Range of Potential Alternatives Considered

and Findings, of the Final EIR/EIS.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the

2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA

2005). The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5),

State Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide

Program EIR/EIS rejected those routes and selected the BNSF corridor as the Preferred

Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (FRA 2005b). Further engineering and

environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor have resulted in practicable

alternatives that meet most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible, and would

result in certain environmental impact reductions relative to each other. Accordingly, the

project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments

along the general BNSF corridor. The I-5 corridor was again considered during the

environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (see Section 2.3.2, Range of

Potential Alternatives Considered and Findings), but was eliminated from further

consideration, as described in Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

BO013-2

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

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the

2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. The Statewide

Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on I-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF

BO013-2

corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS rejected those

routes and selected the BNSF corridor as the preferred alignment for the Fresno to

Bakersfield Section. Further engineering and environmental studies within the broad

BNSF corridor have resulted in feasible alternatives that meet most or all project

objectives, are potentially feasible, and would result in certain environmental impact

reductions in comparison to one another. Accordingly, the Project EIR/EIS for the

Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments along the general BNSF

Railway corridor. The I-5 corridor was again considered during the environmental review

of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (see Section 2.3.2) and was eliminated from further

consideration, as described in FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR

99/UPRR and the I-5 corridor and determined that these alternatives were not

practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither CEQA nor NEPA

require the environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not feasible to

implement.

BO013-3

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

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide

Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. The Statewide Program EIR/EIS

considered alternatives on I-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF corridor. The Record

of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the

preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The I-5 and SR 99 corridors

were again considered during the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield

Section and were eliminated for further consideration, as described in FB-Response-

GENERAL-02.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates

alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide

Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. The Statewide Program EIR/EIS

considered alternatives on I-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF corridor. The Record

of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the

preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The I-5 and SR 99 corridors

were again reviewed in the EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section and were

eliminated for further consideration, as described in FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Proposition 1A was passed in 2008 with the tacit understanding from the 2005 Program

EIR/EIS that the I-5 alternative need not be analyzed further. Streets and Highways

Code Section 2704.04(a), enacted by Proposition

1A, provides that:

"(a) It is the intent of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of the people of

California by approving the bond measure pursuant to this chapter to initiate the

construction of a high-speed train system that connects the San

Francisco Transbay Terminal to Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim, and links the

state’s major population centers, including Sacramento, the San Francisco Bay Area,

the Central Valley, Los Angeles, the Inland Empire, Orange County, and San Diego

consistent with the Authority’s certified environmental impact reports of November 2005

and July 9, 2008." (emphasis added)

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates

alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor.

Proposition 1A mandates that the project follow existing transportation corridors to the

extent possible. That does not mandate reconsideration of I-5 and SR 99. All

alternatives through the San Joaquin Valley would impact agricultural land and sensitive

habitats, even alternative alignments along I-5 and SR 99. For example, in the screening

analysis conducted for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, alternatives along SR 99 had

comparable impacts to Important Farmland as alternatives along the BNSF corridor (see

Table 3-1, pages 3-4 and 3-5, Checkpoint B Summary Report on the Authority's

BO013-4

website). Alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor were selected to minimize

farmland and sensitive habitat impacts and to take into account all other environmental

impacts of the alternatives.

BO013-5

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

BO013-6

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

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) were followed during the environmental

review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. As discussed in Section

2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the

Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of

reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of

Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)

Section 1502.15(a). The range of alternatives selected for review is identified in Section

2.4, Alignment, Station, and Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives Evaluated in this

Project EIR/EIS, of the Final EIR/EIS. These alternatives are analyzed at an equal level

of detail in the impact sections in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental

Consequences, and Mitigation Measures, and Chapter 4, Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation.

BO013-7

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

The Authority has properly tiered, not piecemealed, its environmental review. Based on

two first-tier program EIR/EISs, the Authority selected track technology, general track

alignments, and preferred station locations. Subsequently, the Authority divided the HST

System into geographically  smaller pieces, called HST sections, for second-tier

E!R/EISs. Moving from a first-tier project to a more limited geographic scope second-tier

project is precisely what tiering is for (Pub. Res. Code §21093; Guidelines §15152.) At a

practical level, the HST System is simply too big to be addressed in a single second-tier
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EIR/EIS, or even just two or three. It was within the Authority's discretion to define the

second-tier projects, and the only question is whether the Authority's division of the

second-tier projects is supported by substantial evidence. The record shows it is. The

Authority originally defined a single project and EIR/EIS for Merced to Bakersfield, but

later revised it into two second-tier projects—the Merced to Fresno (65  miles) and

Fresno to Bakersfield 114 miles) sections. Each project has logical termini at cities

elected to have HST stations at the first tier, has sufficient length to allow for an analysis

of environmental impacts on a broad scope,  and has independent utility separate  and

apart from any other section (see Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of

the City of San Diego (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 733 [upholding EIR that treated as the

"project" at issue one freeway segment  within a long-term, multi-segment regional

 plan]).

The only change in alternatives considered for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section

EIR/EIS was the addition of the Hanford West Bypass 1 and Bypass 2 Alternatives and

the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative. Alternatives were not removed from analysis, instead

new alternatives were added to the analysis. As explained in the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, these alternatives were included in the environmental

analysis because of substantive comments from the public and government agencies.

BO013-8

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

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

any way.

BO013-9

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-04,

FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-07.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes an extensive analysis of potential

impacts on agricultural lands and resources. It concludes that the project will have a

significant impact relative to the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses.

See Section 3.19.4.2, High-Speed Train Alternatives Contributions, of the Revised

BO013-9

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

agricultural lands.

The analysis undertaken by the Authority and FRA show that the HST System has the

potential to induce some growth and intensify growth near stations. Both population and

employment in Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties are projected to grow at a

higher average annual rate than California as a whole, as described in detail in Section

3.18, Regional Growth, of the EIR/EIS. The growth inducement analysis in Section 3.18

shows that in counties analyzed in the study area (Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern), the

HST alternatives are projected to induce somewhat more population growth (about 3%

more total population) and create additional future employment opportunities (about 4%

more total jobs) than would occur under the No Project Alternative (refer to Table 3.18-

18 in the EIR/EIS). The HST project would help provide employment opportunities in the

San Joaquin Valley counties, which traditionally have higher rates of unemployment

than the statewide average, and would encourage more compact growth around the

proposed stations at greater intensities than currently exist. The project would also

redirect development growth to central cities, in conjunction with the Senate Bill (SB)

375 (state legislation requiring regional targets for reduction of greenhouse gas [GHG]

emissions) regional efforts, and future plans of the cities of Fresno and Bakersfield, and

would reduce the pressure for the future conversion of farmlands by encouraging new

investments around the stations in Fresno and Bakersfield, rather than in peripheral

areas.

BO013-10

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

None of the comments provided in this letter puts forth mitigation measures that are not

provided in the EIR/EIS.

BO013-11

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

Response-GENERAL-03.

The Authority disagrees with the commenter's claim that the EIR/EIS omits or
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underestimates impacts on agricultural resources. The EIR/EIS represents a good faith

effort at disclosure and conforms to the requirements of both CEQA and NEPA. It

provides sufficient information to allow decision makers to make a reasoned and

informed decision on the project.

BO013-12

The Authority appreciates the comments provided by the California Farm Bureau

Federation. The Authority has attempted to identity practicable alternatives to minimize

impacts on agricultural resources and will continue this effort with other sections of the

California HST System.
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182 Howard Street, #322, San Francisco, CA  94105  
415.658.5322 ∙ www.ca4hsr.org 

 
 

October 19, 2012 
 
Jeff Morales, CEO 
California High‐Speed Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re: Fresno‐Bakersfield Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS Comments 
 
Dear Mr. Morales: 
 
Californians For High Speed Rail (CA4HSR) is a grassroots, statewide coalition of high‐speed rail (HSR) 
supporters advocating for the HSR project approved by California voters in November 2008. Founded in 2005, 
we educate and organize Californians about ways they can help make HSR a reality in this state. 
 
We are pleased to provide our comments below for the Fresno‐Bakersfield Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 
 
CA4HSR Preferred Alignments 

Hanford West Bypass Alternative (no preference whether 1 or 2) – Support 
The Hanford West Bypass is a shorter alignment that consumes less acres of agriculture. We are taking no 
position on variations 1 and 2 to the alternative. 
 
Corcoran Bypass – Support 
The Corcoran Bypass avoids long elevated structures through town, reducing impacts to the residents of 
Corcoran. The cost is also significantly lower. 
 
Allensworth Bypass – Support  
The Allensworth Bypass consumes less agricultural land and the cost is lower. It also avoids impacts to the 
Colonel Allensworth Station Historic Park. 

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

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

Fresno Station‐Mariposa Alternative – Support 
This station location provides the most efficient access to various downtown destinations (including Fulton 
Mall). 
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Kings/Tulare Regional Station‐West Alternative – Support 
While we actually think the east alternative would provide better access to Tulare County and Visalia, we are 
supporting the west alternative due to our support of the Hanford West Bypass Alternative. We are taking no 
position on the variations to the station design (at‐grade or trenched station). 

 
Bakersfield Station (all three alternatives) – Keep station location Centrally Located (Near Amtrak Station) 
While CA4HSR is not currently taking a position on the alignments through Bakersfield, we are strongly 
encouraging the Authority to locate station platforms and other station facilities as close as possible to the 
existing Amtrak station.  
 
In regards to the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative, we feel the station location is located too far east to 
accomplish an integrated transit‐oriented development that ties with the existing Amtrak, Mill Creek and 
associated developments, and center of downtown. We recommend that the Authority make design 
adjustments to this alternative to ensure all station facilities are located farther west.  
 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 

 
Daniel Krause, President & Executive Director 
Californians For High Speed Rail 
 
Cc:  
Joseph C. Szabo, Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration 
Karen Hedlund, Deputy Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration 
California High Speed Rail Authority Board 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

Your support for the Hanford West Bypass Alternative is noted.

BO014-2

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

Your support for the Corcoran Bypass Alternative is noted.

BO014-3

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

Your support for the Allensworth Bypass Alternative is noted.

BO014-4

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

Your "no position" on the BNSF Alternative through Wasco-Shafter versus

Wasco/Shafter Bypass is noted.

BO014-5

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

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

BO014-6

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

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

BO014-7

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

BO014-7

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

BO014-8

All three Bakersfield station design options maintain the station within reasonable

walking distance to the existing Amtrak station. Each station option has a pedestrian

overcrossing to provide access from the station building to a walkway connecting to the

Amtrak station.

BO014-9

The station has been located as far west as practicable within high-speed train

alignment geometrical constraints. The station 4-track section needs to be located on

tangent track to accommodate the turnouts from 2-tracks to 4-tracks, and to provide

ADA-compliant stepping distances between the train and the platform.

The Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative utilizes the minimum radius necessary to achieve

115-mile-per-hour operation within the design criteria. Shifting the station further west

would push the station tangent further west, increasing the impact on the residencies at

M Street and 14th Street, and Bakersfield High School. Avoiding these impacts was a

key criterion of the concept of the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative.
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October 18, 2011 
 
Chairperson and Members 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3359 
Fresno_Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov 
 

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

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

 
The geography of race and poverty in California’s Central Valley has been fundamentally 
informed by over a century of inequitable transportation and land use development.  For much of 
this time, racial and income discrimination was an undeniable aspect of planning and 
development.  At the same time that resources were directed toward cities, poor people and 
minorities were excluded from those cities.  As a result, a geography of unincorporated poverty 
developed.  Today, equitable and efficient planning and development require consideration of 
this geography and its historical roots.  
 
High Speed Rail Alternative Routes 
 
Wasco and Shafter:  
 
Both ROSAS and CBS are supportive of the Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative as described in 
section 2.4.3.6 of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.  The Wasco-Shafter Bypass 
Alternative would diverge from the BNSF Alternative between Taussig Avenue and Zachary 
Avenue, crossing over to the eastern side of the BNSF Railway tracks and bypassing Wasco and 
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Shafter to the east.  This alternative is preferable over the BNSF route for several reasons. 
 
First, the Wasco-Shafter Bypass would allow both the communities of Wasco and Shafter to 
maintain community continuity, as opposed to the BNSF line which would effectively bisect 
these already rural and dispersed locales.  While train tracks currently run through both cities, 
adding the burden of HSR trains passing through 20 times per hour at full build-out (four in each 
direction with stops, six in each direction run-through) would completely desecrate the 
communities’ ability to function cohesively, even with limited road overcrossings and 
realignments.  See Section 8. 
 
Additionally, the increased noise and vibration produced by the HSR, even when mitigated, will 
be an added burden on the respective communities, which each host many noise- and vibration-
sensitive receivers; including residential dwellings, schools, churches, hospitals, parks, and 
historic properties.  See Section 3.4.4.3. 
 
Because residents of the San Joaquin Air Basin already suffer from the Nation’s dirtiest air, the 
localized and regional air pollution impacts of the construction and operational stages are a 
significant concern.  The EIR/EIS suggests that with standard design practices and mitigation 
measures for air quality the HSR will not “impede the region’s ability to attain air quality 
standards,” with purchased offsets.  Section 3.19.4.2. The purchase of offsets however does not 
actually reduce the emissions produced onsite, near these specific communities.  Because fewer 
people live, work and breathe near the Wasco-Shafter Bypass, as opposed to the BNSF line, the 
Wasco-Shafter Bypass a far superior alternative to minimize air pollution impacts. 
 

Lastly, neither of these communities will host a HSR station and so neither will see any 
economic benefit resulting from the HSR line.  Yet both will bear the burden of the HSR line and 
suffer community disruption, displacement, increased air, noise, and vibration pollution.  It is 
inequitable to force this significant burden on Wasco and Shafter when there is a viable 
alternative available; the Wasco-Shafter Bypass. 
 
Allensworth:  
 
The Allensworth Progressive Association strongly supports the Allensworth Bypass Alternative.  
The Bypass would preserve the community’s access to necessary resources acquired in the 
nearest cities of Delano and Earlimart; whereas the BNSF line would make traveling to these 
eastern cities for emergency and other basic needs even less possible.   
 
Additionally, selecting the Allensworth Bypass Alternative successfully avoids disruption of the 
Allensworth Ecological Reserve, Pixley National Wildlife Refuge, and the Allensworth State 
Historic Park, all valued resources in the area.   
 
Agricultural workers residing in Allensworth are concerned that traveling to the west of 
Allensworth for work will become a challenge with the Allensworth Bypass Alternative, 
however if Avenue 24 were to become an overpass/underpass this concern could easily be 
alleviated. 
 
Alternatively, should the BNSF line be selected, Palmer Avenue should have an underpass to 
maintain public access to the Allensworth State Historic Park from the Allensworth Amtrak 
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station, as is currently the case. 
 
Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives 
 
CBS, APA and ROSAS oppose the Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF) proposed locations of 
Wasco, Shafter-East and Shafter-West.  While some local jobs may be created, the increased 
noise, vibration, traffic, and pollution burdens generated by an HMF are undesirable.  Given the 
socioeconomics and environmental justice status of each of these locations, siting yet another 
burden here is unjust and in this case unnecessary.     
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, Valley residents in Shafter, Allensworth and Wasco strongly oppose the BNSF 
route, the Wasco HMF, and the Shafter-East and Shafter-West HMFs.  The Allensworth Bypass 
Alternative and the Wasco-Shafter Bypass are supported. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ 
Laura Baker 
Staff Attorney 
Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment 

 
   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BO015-10

BO015-11

BO015-12

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

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

Page 40-82



BO015-1

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

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input

from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included

consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in

Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as the objectives and criteria

in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts.

BO015-2

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

Response-GENERAL-10.

EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #6 describes the disruption to communities

by alternative. Mitigation Measure SO-1 has been developed to reduce impacts

associated with the division of existing rural residential communities.

BO015-3

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

Noise and vibration from construction activities would temporarily exceed noise and

vibration standards and would affect sensitive receptors. These effects would be

substantial and significant, but would be decreased to a less-than-significant level by

implementation of the proposed mitigation measures (N&V-MM#1-Construction Noise

Mitigation Measures and N&V-MM#2-Construction Vibration Mitigation Measures).

Noise and vibration from the operation of the HST would increase ambient noise levels

above noise standards and have vibration effects that would affect sensitive receivers.

These effects would be substantial and significant, but the implementation of several

mitigation measures, including Mitigation Measures N&V-MM#3- Implement California

High-Speed Train Project Noise Mitigation Guidelines, N&V-MM#4-Vehicle Noise

Specification, N&V-MM#5-Special Trackwork at Crossovers and Turnouts, and N&V-

MM#6-Additional Noise Analysis Following Final Design, would reduce many of the

impacts to a less-than-significant level. Some areas would still experience operational

noise impacts even with the proposed mitigation.

BO015-3

In the EIR/EIS, Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19 show where the criteria were met for the

construction of sound barriers for all HST alternatives. The sound barriers along the

BNSF Alternative would mitigate 55% of the severe noise impacts in the Wasco-Shafter

area. The noise receivers severely affected in Wasco and Shafter that would not be

mitigated by a sound barrier would receive other forms of mitigation, such as building

insulation or payment of property noise easements. The Wasco-Shafter Bypass

Alternative would use mitigation in the form of building insulation or payment of property

noise easements to reduce severe impacts along this alternative. The Wasco-Shafter

Bypass would have substantially fewer severe noise impacts than the BNSF Alternative

because it avoids urban areas.

BO015-4

Air quality impacts do not differentiate alternative alignments in the Wasco-Shafter area.

Project construction emissions would not result in ground-level concentrations of criteria

pollutants that would cause an exceedence of ambient air quality standards adjacent to

the construction site. Therefore, the short-term emissions from construction through

Wasco and Shafter would not result in a significant impact to local residents nor would it

impact residents living near the Wasco-Shafter Bypass. Construction-related emissions

would make a significant contribution to the precursors of regional photochemical

oxidants (commonly called smog). This impact would be essentially the same whether

the project was constructed on the BNSF Alternative or the Wasco-Shafter Bypass

Alternative. Because there would be no HST station in Wasco or Shafter, the project

would not alter vehicle traffic in the area relative to the No Project Alternative. Therefore,

HST operations would have no impact on air quality along the BNSF Alternative or the

Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative.

BO015-5

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

BO015-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10.
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BO015-7

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-TR-02, FB-

Response-S&S-01.

Regional transportation between Allensworth and Delano and Earlimart would be

maintained as road overpasses and/or modifications will be made to accommodate the

HST project, while maintaining access to roads and highways for residents.

BO015-8

Comment noted. The analysis Chapter 4 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is

consistent with this comment.

BO015-9

Avenue 24 is proposed to be closed by the Allensworth Bypass Alternative, and east-

west connections would be available on County Road J22 and Garces Highway.

BO015-10

Palmer Avenue is proposed to be closed by the BNSF Alternative near Allensworth.

East-west connections would be available on County Road J22 and Avenue 24.

BO015-11

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

BO015-12

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

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input

from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIR/EIS.

The decision included consideration of the project purpose and need and the project

objectives presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as

the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for

environmental impacts.

Response to Submission BO015 (Laura Baker, Center for Race, Poverty & The Enviroment on behalf
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BO016-1

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

BO016-2

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

BO016-3

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

BO016-4

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

The Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative would avoid running the project through Shafter.

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the commenting

agencies and public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included

consideration of the project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1,

Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS; the objectives and criteria

in the alternatives analysis; and the comparative potential for environmental impacts.

The Preferred Alternative balances the least overall impact on the environment and local

communities with the cost and constructability constraints of the project alternatives that

have been evaluated. The Preferred Alternative is reflected in the Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Submission BO016 (Jow-Lih Su, Certis USA, September 14, 2012)
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BO017-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-08,

FB-Response-GENERAL-16, FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

Technical Reports were made available on the Authority's website.

BO017-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-08,

FB-Response-GENERAL-26.

The length of the EIR, including appendices and technical reports, is approximately

4,800 pages. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is over 100 miles long, includes a range

of alternatives, and has a full spectrum of environmental impacts. It is neither realistic

nor reasonable that it can both comply with the disclosure and mitigation requirements

of CEQA and NEPA and be a short document.

All public comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS are responded to in Volume IV of this

Final EIR/EIS, and all comments received on the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are

responded to in Volume V of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Submission BO017 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability, August 2, 2012)
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BO018-1

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

The potential effects of the proposed project on special-status wildlife species and

jurisdictional waters are presented in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands,

of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Section 3.7.7 presents the mitigation

measures that would be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts on these

resources. The Authority has been working with regulatory agencies, including the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, to develop mitigation

measures and ensure that they sufficiently address potential impacts. Additionally, the

Authority will work with these agencies to obtain the necessary permits for the project.

BO018-2

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

BO018-3

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

The EIR/EIS is not 30,000 pages long. The EIR/EIS and its appendices are less than

5,000 pages long. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is over 100 miles long,

includes a range of alternatives, and has a full spectrum of environmental

impacts. It is neither realistic nor reasonable that it can both comply with

the disclosure and mitigation requirements of CEQA and NEPA and be a short

document.

Response to Submission BO018 (Michael Lamb, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountabillity, August 14, 2012)
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BO019-1

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

BO019-2

The locations of the public repositories were selected to maximize stakeholder and

community involvement. The documents were provided to 47 community centers, public

agencies, and libraries, which were chosen with a diverse range of hours to solicit public

participation. The hours of the repositories were considered on selection of the

locations; thus, the diversity in the types of repositories that had evening or weekend

hours.

BO019-3

The locations of the public repositories were selected to maximize stakeholder and

community involvement. The documents were provided to 47 community centers, public

agencies, and libraries, which were chosen with a diverse range of hours to solicit public

review. The hours of the repositories were considered on selection of the locations; thus,

the diversity in the types of repositories that had evening or weekend hours.

Response to Submission BO019 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability, September 11, 2012)
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BO020-1

As described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the proposed project would impact biological resources.

However, these impacts will be mitigated, minimized, and/or avoided through the

implementation of mitigation measures, as described in Section 3.7.7

Impacts on agricultural lands and operations are analyzed in Section 3.14, Agricultural

Lands, and impacts on communities and economic effects of the project, including those

effects on agriculture, are analyzed in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and

Environmental Justice.

BO020-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16,

FB-Response-SO-07.

BO020-3

Refer to Master Response FB-Response-07

BO020-4

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

Response to Submission BO020 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability, October 9, 2012)
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BO021-1

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

BO021-2

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

The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority has offered

translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and several public

educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental

DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft EIR/EIS were sent in

English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting attendees, businesses,

organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies.

BO021-3

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

BO021-4

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

The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority has offered

translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and several public

educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental

DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft EIR/EIS were sent in

English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting attendees, businesses,

organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies.

BO021-5

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

Materials translated into Spanish included the Executive Summary, Notice of

Preparation, a summary of the highlights of the Draft EIR/Draft EIS, a Draft EIR/Draft

EIS overview brochure, and comment cards at the public workshops and hearings. In

addition, a multilingual, toll-free hotline was made available for public comments and

requests.

BO021-6

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides a complete analysis of the

environmental impacts associated with all phases of the project alternatives. Preparation

of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS took longer than originally forecast. Therefore,

it was released in July 2012 instead of spring 2012.

Response to Submission BO021 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability, October 18, 2012)
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BO022-1

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

Grade-separation locations are determined through coordination with the local roadway

agency. Typically, roadways having average daily travel (ADT) greater than 2,000 are

provided 8-foot shoulders, consistent with the existing roadway condition. Overcrossings

will be sized to accommodate expected traffic, including farm machinery. Grade

separations will comply with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

stopping sight distance standards. Access to the overcrossings will vary depending on

the specific orientation of the HST alignment, the road being crossed, and the road

standards; not all overcrossings will have north and south access.

BO022-2

Alignment plans and maps of parcels directly affected by the project (including tracks,

stations, and overpasses) where the whole parcel or a portion thereof would be acquired

by the project have been analyzed together to assess the total impact and are provided

in Volume III of the EIR/EIS.

Response to Submission BO022 (Maureen Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability, October 18, 2012)

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

Page 40-102



BO023-1 BO023-2

Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
18, 2012)

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

Page 40-103



BO023-3
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BO023-6

BO023-7

BO023-8

Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October
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BO023-10
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BO023-13

BO023-14
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BO023-17
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BO023-1

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS complies with NEPA and CEQA requirements.

None of the comments provided in this submittal warrant recirculation of the document.

BO023-2

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS complies with NEPA and CEQA requirements.

None of the comments provided in this submittal warrant recirculation of the document.

BO023-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

BO023-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-12,

FB-Response-SO-05, FB-Response-SO-07.

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts to the regional economy

see EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the

Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) for more

detailed information on short-term and long-term job creation. For information on the

HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects see Volume I Section 3.12

Impact SO#3, Impact SO#4, and Impact SO #12.

BO023-5

Valley fog would have no impact on HST operations. As described in Chapter 2 of the

EIR/EIS, the HST would operate on a fully grade-separated, fenced right-of-way.

BO023-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-17,

FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-01.

Water availability was not a determining factor in rejecting the I-5 alternative.

BO023-7

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

BO023-8

This is not true. In 2006, Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB) was retained by the Authority to

serve as its Program Manager for the high-speed rail program. As part of its consulting

team, PB had included SYSTRA for operations planning. SNCF is a significant

shareholder in SYSTRA and is a French, state-owned rail company.

In June 2009, SYSTRA notified PB that SNCF wanted to have the flexibility to lead a

design/build team to bid on building one or more of the high-speed train sections. To

continue the existing contractual relationship with PB would have potentially served as a

conflict of interest for SNCF.  As a result, PB agreed to end its agreement with SNCF

and terminate its relationship with SYSTRA.

With regard to the evaluation of Interstate 5 (I-5), a potential I-5 alignment was

considered and eliminated from further study in the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS.

The Authority and FRA determined that the Highway I-5 is not a reasonable alternative

for detailed consideration in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST system. This

was reflected in the 2005 Record of Decision.

While the I-5 corridor could possibly provide better end-to-end travel times compared to

alignment alternatives that follow the SR 99 corridor, it would not meet project objectives

and would not satisfy the project's purpose and need. First, because it is not where the

bulk of the Central Valley population resides, the I-5 corridor would result in lower

ridership and would not meet the current and future intercity travel demand generated by

the Central Valley communities as well as the SR 99 corridor. Second, the I-5 corridor

would not provide transit and airport connections in this area, and thus would not meet

the purpose and need and basic objectives of maximizing intermodal transportation

opportunities and improving the intercity travel experience in the Central Valley area as

well as the SR 99 corridor. Also, use of the I-5 corridor would encourage sprawl

development - the opposite of what the HST System is intended to achieve, and was

opposed by numerous agencies, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA).

With respect to the first issue, the I-5 corridor has very little existing or projected

population between the San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angeles. In contrast, well over
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3 million residents are projected to live between Fresno and Bakersfield along the SR 99

corridor by 2015, which directly serves all the major Central Valley cities. Residents

along the SR 99 corridor lack a competitive transportation alternative to the automobile,

and the detailed ridership analysis showed that they would be ideal candidates to use an

HST system. In addition, the I-5 corridor would not be compatible with current land use

planning in the Central Valley, which focuses and accommodates growth in the

communities along the SR 99 corridor. The concept of linking the I-5 corridor to Fresno

and Bakersfield with spur lines was considered at the program level, but dismissed

because it would add considerably to the I-5 corridor capital costs, and still have the

same lower ridership figures compared to the SR-99 corridor.

For these reasons, the I-5 corridor was dismissed from further consideration in the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS. There is no new information to indicate that this analysis

should be revisited, nor that a different conclusion would be reached. The I-5 corridor

does not meet many of the objectives described in the RDEIR/SEIS (refer to Section

1.2.3). Because it is isolated from existing cities and population centers, as well as

airports, it does not meet the purpose and need of the project of using high-speed

intercity travel capacity to supplement critically over-used interstate highways and

commercial airports.

The source of this story may be an article in the Los Angeles Times of July 9, 2012

describing SCNF's unsolicited, informal proposal to the Authority that SCNF be hired to

plan, design, build, and operate the HST system. According to the story, SCNF

recommended an I-5 route that would serve San Francisco and Los Angeles with no

direct connections in the Central Valley. Stations along the I-5 corridor would be linked

to Fresno, Bakersfield and Palmdale by branch lines. The proposal was rejected by

Authority staff. SCNF was at no time under contract to make any such recommendations

and was not fired by the Authority

There were a number of problems with the SCNF concept. It did not recognize the 2005

Record of Decision which rejected an I-5 alignment and selected the BNSF as the

preferred corridor. It ignored the purpose and need statements adopted by the Authority

that have consistently supported service to the Central Valley's urban centers at

intermodal facilities with good connections to local transit. It may conflict with Proposition

BO023-8

1A (see Public Resources Code Section 2704.04(a)), which requires that the HST

system serve the Central Valley, as well as the Bay Area and Los Angeles Basin. It

apparently did not include consideration of where branch lines would be located, their

environmental consequences, and method of financing. Further, SCNF has no familiarity

or experience with the complex state and federal environmental review and permitting

laws and regulations that apply to approving a new HST line in California. These

include NEPA, CEQA, the federal Clean Water Act, and state and federal Endangered

Species Acts, among others. Given these shortcomings, SNCF was not in a position to

offer an informed opinion regarding a practicable I-5 alternative.

BO023-9

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06, FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-

Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10,

FB-Response-SO-04, FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and

community members, and want to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The

Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. In

addition, project-level information has been shared at public meetings, made available at

the Kings County project office, and provided through mailings, e-mail communication,

outreach materials, and on the internet.

For information on the impacts on the community of Corcoran see EIR/EIS Volume 1

Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#6, Impact SO#9, and Impact SO#18; and Mitigation Measure

SO-1. For information on the impacts on communities where no station will exist, and for

specific information on the potential for physical deterioration, see Volume 1 Chapter

3.12 Impact SO #16. Also see Volume 1 Chapter 3.12 Mitigation Measure SO-5. See

Volume 1 Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#15, and Volume 2 Technical Appendix 3.14-B for

impacts on confined animal agriculture. Please consult the Merced to Fresno Final

EIR/EIS for more information on effects in that study area.

Neither the Authority nor FRA had selected a "proposed project" under CEQA or a

"preferred alternative" under NEPA at the time the Draft EIR/EIS or the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was circulated. As required by NEPA, all alternatives carried
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through the DEIR/DEIS and Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS were described in

sufficient detail to evaluate the potential impacts of each alternative.

The I-5 alternative was not carried forward into the Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS. The

Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS can be found on the Authority's website.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02.

California’s electricity grid would power the proposed HST System. The HST System is

expected to require less than 1% of the state’s future electricity consumption. Please

refer to Chapter 2, Alternatives, page 2-12 (subsection 2.2.6) for further details.

BO023-11

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

The HST would be electrically powered, so there will be no diesel operational emissions

from the train. The air quality analysis in Section 3.3.6.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has

identified emissions impacts from the project during the construction phase. The

regional significant construction emissions impacts will be completely offset to below a

level of significance through the Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement between the

Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.

BO023-12

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

For information on the economic effects on agriculture see EIR/EIS Volume I Section

3.12 Impact SO #15. The environmental justice analysis adheres to the definition given

by Executive Order 12898 and U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5610.2, which

defines an environmental justice effect as a "disproportionately high and adverse effect

on minority and low-income populations." This is an adverse effect that is predominately

borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or that would be

appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude for the minority and/or low-income

BO023-12

population than the adverse effect that would be suffered by the nonminority and/or non-

low-income population in some areas along the project. 

Section 4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA

2012h) identifies the environmental justice populations that lie along the project area. 

The methodologies for identifying these populations are detailed in Appendix A of the

Community Impact Assessment Technical Report.  Section 5.3 in the Community Impact

Assessment Technical Report provides detailed information on the potential for

substantial environmental justice effects across resources along the project. Volume

1 Section 3.12 Impacts SO#17 and SO#18 summarize these findings.

BO023-13

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-SO-01.

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

BO023-14

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-SO-03.

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts to the regional economy

see Volume I 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.

BO023-15

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

The Authority will negotiate with property owners whose land would be affected by the

HST System. The Authority has the power of eminent domain, allowing it to condemn

the property of unwilling sellers, with payment of just compensation (i.e., fair market

value) to the property owner. Eminent domain is viewed as a last resort in developing a

statewide HST system. Information on the eminent domain process is available on the

Authority's website.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10,

FB-Response-SO-04, FB-Response-SO-03, FB-Response-SO-07.

For information on the impact on the community of Corcoran see EIR/EIS Volume

I Section 3.12 Impact SO#6 and Impact SO#9 and Mitigation Measure SO-1. For

information on the impacts to communities where no station will exist, and for specific

information on the potential for physical deterioration see Volume I Section 3.12 Impact

SO #16. Also see Volume I Section 3.12 Mitigation Measure SO-5.

BO023-17

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10,

FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

The Interstate 5 (I-5) alternative was analyzed and rejected in 2005 with adoption of the

Record of Decision, which was based on the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and

FRA 2005). The Record of Decision selected the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor as the

preferred route between Fresno and Bakersfield, anticipating that additional analysis

would be conducted before selecting a specific alignment within that corridor. Neither

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) nor the California Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA) requires that an EIR/EIS contain a detailed analysis of or comparison with

alternatives that have been dismissed.

The Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section meets all requirements of CEQA

and NEPA. The purpose and need for the HST project are described in Chapter 1,

Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS. The alternatives are

examined at an equal level of detail in the impact sections. Project alternatives in the

vicinity of Corcoran are described and depicted in Section 2.4, Alignment, Station, and

Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives Evaluated in this Project EIR/EIS.

BO023-18

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

The Authority conducted an analysis of an alternative alignment that follows State Route

BO023-18

(SR) 99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) that could accommodate a station closer to

Visalia and determined that this alternative was not practicable. The Record of Decision

for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) selected the BNSF

Railway (BNSF) corridor as the preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield

Section. The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information

from the Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. Further engineering

and environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor proceeded on the basis of

that decision. This additional analysis has resulted in practicable alternatives that meet

most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible, and would result in certain

environmental impact reductions in comparison with one another. Accordingly, the

project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments

along the general BNSF corridor.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR

99/UPRR and the I-5 corridor and determined that these alternatives were not

practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not practicable to

implement.

As discussed in Section 2.6, Operations and Service Plan, of the Final EIR/EIS, three

basic service types are envisioned: express trains, limited-stop trains, and all-stop trains.

Please refer to this section for more detail.

BO023-19

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

Response-SO-07, FB-Response-SO-03, FB-Response-AG-06.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-08,

FB-Response-GENERAL-16, FB-Response-GENERAL-20.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,

as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall

environmental impact. This requirement for sufficient information applies to any EIR/EIS,

whether characterized as a “program” document, or a “project” document. For example,

CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed

in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement

among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,

completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the

EIR/EIS and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,

Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis

in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the

nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project to agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes

all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and

provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA

Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact to every farm crossed by project

alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document

longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to

characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

BO025-2

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

BO025-3

The Authority has not identified an impact on organic farm operations adjacent to the

HST. During construction, land would be cleared mechanically using all available dust

control measures recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District,

as described in Section 3.3.8 of the EIR/EIS. The technology proposed for the HST

System does not require large amounts of lubricants or hazardous materials for

operation. The electric trains would use a regenerative braking technology, resulting in

reduced physical braking and the associated wear. For these reasons, runoff from the

tracks would have minimal pollutants. Stormwater runoff would be collected at the toe of

embankments and directed to detention basins or existing drainage systems. No runoff

would be directed to private property, as described in Section 3.8.5.3 of the EIR/EIS.

Weed and pest control would be required within the HST right-of-way. That can be

accomplished mechanically adjacent to organic farms to prevent the possibility of

contamination of organically grown crops. This restriction on the use of pesticides and

herbicides can be addressed with the Authority's right-of-way staff during the acquisition

process.

BO025-4

The Authority has not identified an impact on organic farm operations adjacent to the

HST. During construction, land would be cleared mechanically using all available dust

control measures recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District,

as described in Section 3.3.8 of the EIR/EIS. The technology proposed for the HST

System does not require large amounts of lubricants or hazardous materials for

operation. The electric trains would use a regenerative braking technology, resulting in

reduced physical braking and associated wear. For these reasons, runoff from the tracks

would have minimal pollutants. Stormwater runoff would be collected at the toe of

embankments and directed to detention basins or existing drainage systems. No runoff

would be directed to private property, as described in Section 3.8.5.3 of the EIR/EIS.

Weed and pest control would be required within the HST right-of-way. That can be

accomplished mechanically adjacent to organic farms to prevent the possibility of

contamination of organically grown crops. Restrictions on the use of herbicides and

pesticides can be addressed by the Authority's right-of-way agent during the property

acquisition process.
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BO025-5

Project construction is not expected to impact organic farming operations. Construction

will not involve the use of foreign chemicals. Typical chemicals involved in construction

would consist of lubricants, fuel, and water used to control dust. None of these

chemicals would be different from those found in many types of farm equipment used for

organic farming.

As discussed in Section 3.3.8 of the EIR/EIS, all of the fugitive dust control measures

recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District would be used

during project construction. Therefore, dust emissions would be far below those

experienced on properties adjacent to agricultural operations using normal cultivation

practices since typical cultivation uses no dust control measures.

In the event that herbicides are required during construction to control weeds, they

would be applied in accordance with label instructions under the supervision of a

certified pesticide applicator. Only pesticides contained on the Caltrans Approved

Chemical List in Chapter C2-A of the Caltrans Maintenance Manual

(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/maint/manual/maintman.htm [Caltrans 2010a]) would be used.

Use of these chemicals in accordance with the manufacturers instructions and applied

under the supervision of a certified pesticide applicator would prevent contamination of

adjacent properties.

BO025-6

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

Herbicides applied within the right-of-way for weed control would be applied by

maintenance crews using hand spraying methods.  Herbicides would be applied

according to manufacturer’s instructions and according to all applicable regulations for

handling and use of these chemicals.  Impacts outside the right-of-way are not

expected.

BO025-7

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

BO025-8

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

Response-AG-02.

BO025-9

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

BO025-10

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

BO025-11

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

BO025-12

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

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,

as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall

environmental impact. This applies to any EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a

“program” document, or a “project” document. For example, CEQA Guidelines Section

15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-

makers with information that enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed

in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an

EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among

the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness,

and a good-faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the

EIR/EIS and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section
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BO025-12

3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The

analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding

of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project to agriculture. The EIR/EIS

analyzes all phases of the project, as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA

Guidelines and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2

of the CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact to every farm crossed by

project alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental

document longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information

necessary to characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

BO025-13

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

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,

as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall

environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any

EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document, or a “project” document. For

example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed

in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement

among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,

completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the

EIR/EIS and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,

Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. Further

information on impacts to confined-animal facilities is provided in Appendix 3.14-B. The

analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding

of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS

BO025-13

analyzes all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines

and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the

CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact to every farm crossed by project

alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document

longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to

characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

BO025-14

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

The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their

operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including the relocation of

existing dairy wastewater ponds and the regulatory costs of permitting relocated

wastewater storage ponds. Specific details regarding the regulatory requirements and

the timeline associated with the relocation of dairy wastewater ponds are not addressed

in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS because this level of detail is not required to

identify potential environmental impacts of the HST and mitigation measures.

BO025-15

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-06, FB-

Response-SO-01.

A detailed analysis of the economic impacts to croplands and animal operations is

presented in Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report

(Authority and FRA 2012h). The analysis is conducted by examining the impacts by

alternative and by county, and does not perform individual analyses for each affected

farm.

Section C.1.1.1 describes the methodology for determining the value for dairy

production per acre of land. Section C.1.2 estimates the value of dairy and livestock

operations, and Section C.1.3 analyzes the crop and livestock production acreage

displaced by the project. See Appendix 3.14-B for a listing of all affected animal

operations. The project would affect facilities on some animal operations and reduce the

productive area of the affected farms and surrounding croplands specifically required for
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BO025-15

nutrient distribution. To be conservative and not underestimate any potential effect

resulting from this loss of land, it was assumed that animal operations would need to

reduce their production in the short term until they found replacement lands for all acres

acquired by the project. As a result, this short-term effect on the Kings County dairy

sector is estimated at $7.2 million, which represents approximately 1.5% of the total

county revenue generated annually in the dairy sector. The Bureau of Economic

Analysis estimates that the additional multiplier indirect and induced effect to related

sectors would be about equal to the direct loss in revenue in agriculture, thus resulting in

a total direct plus indirect and induced multiplier effect of approximately $55 million

annually across the four-county region (Bureau of Economic Analysis 2010).  Overall,

the intensity of the effect of the BNSF Alternative on agricultural business operations

would be moderate in the short term during the initial period when operations and

manure management lands are adjusting, and would be negligible in intensity over the

long term under NEPA.

The intention of the Authority is to relocate displaced facilities (e.g., animal housing,

wastewater treatment lagoons) on animal operations before removing existing facilities.

The Authority has committed to maintain a “permit bureau” to help animal operations

overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the project. Due to difficulties in

relocating displaced production for livestock, the analysis conservatively assumed 100%

of these displaced acres would not be relocated immediately. In these cases, the

Authority’s right-of-way agents will work with each affected operation to address issues

of concern. Agents will attempt to resolve conflicts, for example, by reconfiguring

facilities so that there is no net loss of operational capacity. The agents may not be able

to resolve all issues, and will offer compensation to landowners who demonstrate a

hardship from loss of facilities.

BO025-16

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

The analysis performed in Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical

Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) is conservative and does not underestimate any

potential effect resulting from loss of land on animal operations. It was assumed that

animal operations would need to reduce their production in the short term until they

BO025-16

found replacement lands for all acres acquired by the project. As a result, this short-term

effect on the Kings County dairy sector is estimated at $7.2 million, which represents

approximately 1.5% of the total county revenue generated annually in the dairy sector.

The Bureau of Economic Analysis estimates that the additional multiplier indirect and

induced effect to related sectors would be about equal to the direct loss in revenue in

agriculture, thus resulting in a total direct plus indirect and induced multiplier effect of

approximately $55 million annually across the four-county region (Bureau of Economic

Analysis 2010).  Overall, the intensity of the effect of the BNSF Alternative on

agricultural business operations would be moderate in the short term during the initial

period when operations and manure management lands are adjusting, and would be

negligible in intensity over the long term under NEPA.

The short term effect will be mitigated because the Authority will relocate displaced

facilities (e.g., animal housing, wastewater treatment lagoons) on animal operations

before removing existing facilities. The Authority has committed to maintain a “permit

bureau” to help animal operations overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the

project. Due to difficulties in relocating displaced production for livestock, the analysis

conservatively assumed 100% of these displaced acres would not be relocated

immediately. In these cases, the Authority’s right-of-way agents will work with each

affected operation to address issues of concern. Agents will attempt to resolve conflicts,

for example, by reconfiguring facilities so that there is not net loss of operational

capacity. The agents may not be able to resolve all issues, and will offer compensation

to landowners who demonstrate a hardship from loss of facilities.

BO025-17

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-02,

FB-Response-SO-07.

BO025-18

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

The Authority has committed to compensating landowners at a fair market value for any

permanent takings of their land as well as any temporary or permanent losses of income

they may experience. During the land acquisition phase, each landowner will have the
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BO025-18

ability to discuss the impacts from the HST with the Authority’s right-of-way agent so that

fair compensation for impacts to their property can be made. The Authority is proposing

to work with businesses that are losing their wastewater land to help them get new land

permitted to account for the land that they lost from the HST alignment.

BO025-19

Refer to Master Response #73.

As stated in Section 3.14.6 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority will assign a representative to

act as a single point of contact to assist each confined animal facility owner during the

process of obtaining new or amended permits or other regulatory compliance necessary

to the continued operation or relocation of the facility. The Authority will consider and

may provide compensation when acquisition of a confined animal site would either

require relocation of the facility or amendment of its existing regulatory permits.

BO025-20

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-

AG-02.

The project will result in increased travel time for the Gaspar Dairy, but access will be

maintained. During the right-of-way process, a private overcrossing or undercrossing will

be provided, as described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.12.11,

Mitigation Measure SO-4: Provide access modifications to affected farmlands.

For the economic impacts on the dairy, please see Section 3.12.8, Impact SO #15 –

Economic Effect on Agriculture. This section discusses the impacts that road closures

may have on agricultural operations, the increased costs to operations, and increased

difficulties in moving workers and equipment to the fields.

BO025-21

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

Throughout the establishment and offer of just compensation for affected properties, the

BO025-21

Authority is required to consider all the relevant valuation information and suggested

modifications provided by property owners. This is stated in the Uniform Act §24.102(f):

During the negotiation to establish the offer of just compensation, including the payment

of incidental expenses, the owner shall be given reasonable opportunity to consider the

offer and present material which the owner believes is relevant to determining the value

of the property and to suggest modification in the proposed term and conditions of the

purchase.

BO025-22

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

BO025-23

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

Response-AG-02.

As the comment states, Circle T Ranch vehicles may have to use SR-43 to move

farming implements. During the growing and harvesting seasons, the movement of large

agricultural implements (i.e. tractors, combines, mechanical picking equipment etc.) is

already occurring on SR-43 and the facility has been designed to accommodate such

equipment. This would add new periodic trips involving slow moving vehicles, but the

farm vehicle trips would be occasional as well as seasonal, and is not considered a

substantial change in traffic from existing conditions. Per California Vehicle Code (CVC)

Sections 36000 - 36800, farm equipment (or "implements of husbandry") have certain

exemptions that would allow use on state facilities. Depending on the vehicle and trip, a

permit may be required.

BO025-24

All roadways will be constructed in accordance with the appropriate jurisdiction (City,

County, Caltrans, etc.) design and safety requirements.

As indicated in Chapter 2 (Alternatives), road overcrossings in rural portions of the

Fresno to Bakersfield Section would be designed in accordance with county standards

that take into account the movement of large farm equipment. Overcrossings would

Response to Submission BO025 (Aaron Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail
Accountability, October 18, 2012) - Continued

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

Page 40-166



BO025-24

have two 12-foot wide lanes. Depending on average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, the

shoulders would be 4 to 8 feet wide. Therefore, the paved surface for vehicles would be

32 to 40 feet wide. Most farm equipment would be able to travel within one lane,

possibly overlapping onto the adjacent shoulder. Particularly large equipment may be so

wide that it would cross over the centerline even when using the shoulder of the

roadway. Oversized loads require Caltrans permits, and are subject to operating

restrictions and lighting/signage requirements. Because of the width of the

overcrossings and motor vehicle requirements for oversized loads, the effects on motor

vehicle safety from the movement of farm equipment on overcrossings would have

negligible intensity under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under

CEQA.

BO025-25

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

BO025-26

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

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,

as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall

environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any

EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For

example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed

in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement

among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,

completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the

BO025-26

EIR/EIS, and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,

Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. Additional

information on impacts to confined animal operations are provided in Appendix 3.14-B.

The analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an

understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project to agriculture.

The EIR/EIS analyzes all phases of the project, as required by Section 15126 of the

CEQA Guidelines, and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section

15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm

crossed by project alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the

environmental document longer, more complex, and less readable without adding

information necessary to characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

BO025-27

Kent Avenue is proposed to cross under the HST alignment, but access to Lakeside

Cemetery would remain along the existing Kent Avenue right-of-way spur, ending at the

cemetery.

BO025-28

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

BO025-29

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

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA, and it has been

included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public

to review.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,

as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall

environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any

EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For

example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:
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BO025-29

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed

in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement

among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,

completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the

EIR/EIS, and impacts ON agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,

Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis

in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the

nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes

all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and

provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA

Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm crossed by project

alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document

longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to

characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

BO025-30

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

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA and it has been

included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public

to review.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,

as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall

environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any

EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For

example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

BO025-30

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed

in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement

among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,

completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the

EIR/EIS, and impacts on agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,

Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis

in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the

nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes

all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and

provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA

Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm crossed by project

alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document

longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to

characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

BO025-31

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

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA and it has been

included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public

to review.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,

as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall

environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any

EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For

example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:
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BO025-31

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed

in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement

among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,

completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the

EIR/EIS, and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,

Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis

in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the

nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes

all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and

provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA

Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm crossed by project

alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document

longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to

characterize the extent and severity of the impact.

BO025-32

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

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA and it has been

included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public

to review.

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties,

as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall

environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any

EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For

example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:

BO025-32

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed

in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement

among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,

completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the

EIR/EIS, and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12,

Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. Additional

information on project impacts on confined-animal facilities is provided in Appendix 3.14-

B. The analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an

understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture.

The EIR/EIS analyzes all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the

CEQA Guidelines and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section

15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm

crossed by project alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the

environmental document longer, more complex, and less readable without adding

information necessary to characterize the extent and severity of the impact.
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Submission Method : Letter
First Name : Frank
Last Name : Oliveira
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From: Frank Oliveira
To: Frank Oliveira
Cc: Valenstein, David (FRA); Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA
Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET
Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 3:52:31 PM

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

We have not heard back from you about our demand to meet with you and your staff about our various National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) complaints pertaining to the California High-Speed Train (HST) Project. 

 

This letter is not about our concerns regarding the project design; those will be taken up in the comments we will be
submitting in the course of the public comment period.  Rather, the purpose of this letter is to express our objection to a
situation that is preventing us and other members of the public from adequately reviewing those design issues and
participating in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) review process.

 

We have also notified your agent, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority), about the same issues.  The
Authority has also not satisfied our NEPA complaints or adequately explained them away.  The Authority has actually made
the decision to not allow the public to fully participate in the EIS review process.

 

The “Technical Reports” are clearly incorporated into the Fresno to Bakersfield HST EIS.  As you know, the Technical
Reports explain how the EIS assumptions were developed.  This is key to understanding the EIS.

 

The Authority has not released the Technical Reports to the public for review in public places or in the languages spoken in
this region.  The Technical Reports are and have been available on the Authority’s web site; however, access to the
Authority’s web site requires access to a computer, reliable high-speed internet and the skill to use both.  Members of the
public are not mandated by NEPA to possess these resources or skills to participate in the EIS process.

 

We base our Technical Report access complaint on the following provision of US Code.

 

Title 40: Protection of Environment

CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1502.21 - Incorporation by reference.  Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by
reference when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action.  The
incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content briefly described.  No material may be incorporated by
reference unless it is reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for
comment.  Material based on proprietary data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated
by reference.

 

1502.21 appears to be clear.  Make the Technical Reports reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested
persons within the time allowed for comment.

 

The Technical Reports are incorporated into the EIS and we (the public) have advised you and the Authority that we want to
review them so that we can make meaningful comments about the EIS during this review period.  We are demanding that
the Technical Reports be released for public review, in public places, during reasonable hours, in the languages spoken in
this EIS section.  We also demand adequate time to review all of the documents and to make appropriate comments.

 

Our position is consistent with the public participation component of the Authority’s recently adopted NEPA Environmental
Justice (EJ) policy.  We assume that the Authority’s policy was a by-product of a requirement by the FRA, that the Authority
adopt such a policy in order to comply with US Code.  Before the Authority’s adoption of their new NEPA EJ policy, the
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Authority was notorious for advising local governments and the public that they were not required to comply with NEPA. 
Both you and I know that they were wrong and the Authority is here doing it again.

 

Unfortunately, the Authority has corresponded back to us reflecting that they are not going to release to the public the
Technical Reports.  Their explanation for not releasing the documents for public review, in public places, is based on the
documents being available on their website.  They cite the following US Code which does not waive their responsibilities to
comply with 40 CFR 1502.21, in this circumstance.

 

Title 40: Protection of Environment

CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1502.24 - Methodology and scientific accuracy.

Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in
environmental impact statements.  They shall identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote
to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement.  An agency may place discussion of
methodology in an appendix.

 

 

We are not going to turn loose of this matter because we are going to receive our federal due process.  If your agent will
not comply with US Code, we expect that you will intervene as the designated Lead NEPA Official in this project. 

 

We have being trying to address this matter with you and your agent for almost two months.  We have advised you and
your agent about this matter verbally and in writing.  We believe that no one is going to believe that you or your agent was
not aware of this problem.

 

If you will not comply with US Code, we suspect that you, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez will be explaining your failure to protect
our federal due process in a formal court setting in the future.  This matter may be inconvenient but it is non-complex and is
easily correctable, now. 

 

1- Release the Technical Reports to the public as described and extend the EIS review period to allow an adequate review
and comment of the documents used to formulate the EIS.  This is a reasonable demand.  This project will have huge
impacts to our community and to our private property.  We are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

 

2- Re-release the EIS for public review, in public places, that are actually open to the public and in the languages spoken in
this area.  Again, this is a reasonable demand because this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our
private property.  Again, we are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

 

3- Schedule a face to face meeting with us now because your agent is continuing to violate our federal due process rights
on your behalf.  That directs us to address this matter with you or your superiors.  This is also a reasonable demand.  Once
again, this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our private property.  Once again, we are still US
Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

 

Who is your supervisor?  We have already asked you to elevate this matter above your level if this is beyond your level of
authority.  We have not heard back from you, make decision, take action.

 

Sincerely,

 

BO026-2

BO026-3

BO026-4

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

559-469-6685

On Sep 23, 2012, at 06:07 PM, "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.com> wrote:

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Your email response is inadequate. 

 

We reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, very specific National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Environmental Justice (EJ) due process complaints and your email response does not even acknowledged
our complaints are being evaluated or moves us closer to meeting face to face to discuss the matter.

 

In keeping with professional niceties, thank you for replying to our last communication.  We are relieved
you have reported to us the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) has “confirmed” the Technical Reports that
we inquired about have been available on the California High-Speed Rail Authority’s (Authority’s) website
since July 16, 2012, at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/revised-draft-eir-f-b-.aspx . 

 

We do not understand what relevance the FRA’s confirmation brings to the resolution of our complaint.  If
you remember, we already publicly and personally noticed you that the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) Technical Reports were on the Authority’s website.  We did that on August 29, 2012, when we all
were together in Fresno, CA, almost a month ago.  This video Link may help refresh your memory
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OVUxdz0HCCQ&feature=youtube_gdata_player (skip to the 8-minute
mark on the video). 

 

Thank you for letting us know we were not confused or wrong when we told Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you,
that the Technical Reports are posted on the Authority’s website.  The problem is that, that was not our
complaint and we still do not know what you and the FRA is doing about our reported complaints.

 

We thank you for remaining willing to speak with us about your responsibilities within the EIS process as
the Lead NEPA Official for the FRA in the California High-Speed Train (HST) project.  Your email response
does not reflect or address anything about the following very important NEPA Environmental Justice (EJ)
complaints we also reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, on August 29, 2012 (please refer to the
same video link to refresh your memory).

 

Our reported NEPA-EJ Complaints:

1-    1- 14,000-pages of the EIS Technical Reports still have not been released by the FRA, for the public to
review on CD-ROMs or at public review sites in the communities.  The Technical Reports are not with the
public review site and CD-ROM copies of the 4,800-page EIS but the Technical Reports are clearly a part
of the EIS because the EIS repeatedly references to the Technical Reports throughout the EIS document
that was released to the public.  It has almost been a month since we advised Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and
you about the problem and nothing has changed, the Technical Reports are still missing from public
review sites and CD-ROM's.

 

We are sure that Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, know that reviewing the Technical Reports that are
identified by the EIS explain how the 4,800-page EIS assumptions were developed and is the only way
that a common person in the public can really understand the EIS.  This is especially true when the EIS
assumptions differ from the public’s perception of the real world situation on the ground. 

 

Assuming the failure to release Technical Reports on the CD-ROMs and to the public review sites was an
honest oversight on the part of the FRA, the documents should have been released to the public once the
problem was discovered.  The public should be given adequate time to review and evaluate the Technical
Report data in relation to what was already released in the EIS to formulate relevant EIS comments
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during this review period.  This appears to be a simple matter of due process.

 

By failing to take action and ignoring this good faith complaint to allow the FRA an opportunity to fix the
problem, it seems to appear that you-Mr. Valenstein, your associates and the FRA are intentionally trying
to prevent the public from participating meaningfully in the EIS process and you and the FRA are
knowingly denying us our due process.  You can fix this.

 

As things stand today, the FRA has left the public to investigate the EIS in cyber-space on their own
accord without direction to do so or any accommodations.  The FRA appears to be requiring the public at
large to have ready access to computers with high-speed internet connections and an investigative where
with all, to actually participate in the EIS process.  The fact is that we all do not own computers with high-
speed internet because as you know, we live in a very rural location and when did being a member of the
public require computer access.

 

This situation is starting to appear to not be an accidental oversight and it actually is your intent Mr.
Valenstein and the intent of the FRA to prevent US Citizens in the Central Valley from receiving our due
process to participate meaningfully in this process.  This process will shortly force more than a thousand
US Citizens to surrender their personal private property to you under the color of the authority of the US
Government.  That is a very serious matter, you should do it correctly.

 

If our assessment is wrong, please clarify things for us.  We have been trying to clarify things for you.
 Let's meet.

 

2-    2- The EIS released on-line, on CD-ROM and the documents released to the public review sites, along with
the on-line Technical Reports are available only in the English language.  We notified you also in good
faith about that problem on August 28, 2012, in Hanford, CA, and on the following day in Fresno (please
refer to the same video link to refresh your memory). 

 

By releasing the EIS review documents only in the English language, you are clearly disenfranchising the
people in our local community that speak primarily Spanish, Portuguese, Hmong and Dutch, from
participating in the EIS process.  We have good size populations in our area that speak those languages.

 

Your failure to not release EIS documentation in the predominate languages spoken in our region after
being noticed about the problem also smacks of your knowingly planning to deny US Citizens in our region
their due process.  We believe the FRA has access to 2010 US Census data.

 

--

Mr. Valenstein, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez, comply with the Environmental Justice requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act or just tell us that the public safeguards reflected in NEPA do not apply
to US Citizens living between Fresno and Bakersfield, in California.  If you cannot do one or the other, it is
time for all of you to resign.

 

Withdraw the EIS immediately; re-release it with all of the documents in formats that can be easily used
by the public at large and give the public an adequate amount of time to review and comment on the
matter.  I think that, that would be the common person’s solution to the problem and would reflect due
diligence on your part and on the part of the FRA.

 

We did not create this problem, the FRA created the problem by not providing enough supervision of your
agent, the Authority.  The Authority has not protected the FRA’s or the local public’s interest.  Fix the
problem, they have not.

 

BO026-6
When are we going to meet?  It will take us four to six hours to drive to Sacramento; we figure it would
take you about the same amount of time to get there.  Please stop the EIS review period immediately
until this is resolved.

 

If you are no longer the responsible Lead NEPA Official for the HST project and are still employed by the
FRA, please immediately direct us to the correct person within the FRA and elevate the matter.

 

Sincerely,

 

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com

On Sep 21, 2012, at 06:58 AM, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote:

Dear Mr. Oliveira:

 

Thank you for your email.  FRA has confirmed that the Technical Reports you
inquired about have been available on the California High Speed Rail Authority’s
website since July 16, 2012.  They can be found under the heading “Technical
Reports” at the following location: http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/revised-
draft-eir-f-b.aspx. 

 

We remain willing to speak with you should you wish to arrange a time for a
conversation. 

 

Sincerely,

 

David Valenstein

 

 

From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 5:23 PM
To: Valenstein, David (FRA)
Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); afukuda77@gmail.com;
dgomez@hsr.ca.gov
Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET

 

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Thank you for your response and invitation to communicate by telephone.  
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We understand what you are communicating to us about the EIS process being
designed to receive written and verbal comments from the public.  Thank you
for your encouragement to us to continue in that process.  

 

Unfortunately, that process is not what we are actually discussing here and
perhaps I must have been unclear in my previous communications to you.  I
must apologize.

 

What we have advised you is that the CHSRA has withheld 14,000-pages of
Technical Reports (support documents) that should have been released with
the EIS.  We more or less personally provided you with an inventory of those
reports on August 29, 2012, in Fresno, California.

 

Those documents are referred to as the supporting information to refer too
inside the EIS documents that the CHSRA did release to the public for review
and comment during this EIS comment period.  Please visualize giving the
public two pieces of bread without anything between the slices but a store
coupon for a mystery store determined filler product and calling it a sandwich.

 

Those documents explain how and why the CHSRA developed the EIS
assumptions that we are commenting about and are critical for people to read
to understand the EIS.

 

Since the CHSRA has withheld those documents, it is impossible to expect a
common person to actually understand and comment meaningfully about any
content in those documents during the EIS process.  People cannot comment
on something that they are being prevented from understanding.

 

What we have also advised you that withholding data from the public appears
to be counter to the elements of early meaningful public participation
guaranteed by NEPA and by CHSRA's own NEPA Environmental Justice
compliance policy.  

 

We are not speaking about impacts reflected in the EIS caused by something
denoted in CHSRA's high-speed train program design plan.  

 

We are speaking about a violation of our due process to participate
meaningfully in the process pursuant to NEPA.  CHSRA has failed to do their
due diligence either intentionally or unintentional.  Either way, the problem
exists and needs to be corrected.

 

CHSRA is aware of the problem and has done nothing to correct the problem of
withholding the documents from public review.  They have not released the
documents in a format for public consumption. They have wasted two months
of public review time.

We are not talking about a specific project impact which would be addressed
through the avenue that you suggested we use to address this matter.

 

We are discussing the due process violation of thousands upon thousands of
real breathing US citizens at the hands of your state agent on behalf of the
Federal Rail Authority (FRA). 

 

NEPA is a federal matter and the FRA is the lead federal agency involved and
you clearly are the Responsible NEPA Official according to the EIS documents.
We need you and the FRA to step up and fulfill your oversight responsibilities.

 

The state as your agent has failed the FRA and the public on this matter.

 

In the past, the CHSRA has advised us that the local government and the
public involvementvsafeguards reflected in NEPA did not apply to them.  Well,
as you know, they do.  We may be annoying but we have tried to clean these
loose ends up with the CHSRA as things have progressed and they in the end
still put out a poor quality product, not us.  The local governments and public
input in this project has for the most part been ignored by the CHSRA and our
due process is being violated.

We did not create this process or problem, CHSRA did.  Remember that in our
dealings.  We have no control over the project work product decisions and
timetable decisions.  

We have operated in good faith on this matter with all parties and identified the
problem, advised the FRA, advised the CHSRA and you personally about the
problem.  Mr. Jeff Morales/CEO, at the CHSRA, is also aware about the
problem.

The problem is easily resolved and within the power of CHSRA and/or the FRA
to resolve.  We understand that it will be inconvienant to correct this problem
but it is the right thing to do.

Knowing what you know now, are you and your agency going to do your due
diligence or are you also going to take the position that NEPA compliance and
reasonable business practice is not required in this federally funded and
federally overseen project.
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When can we meet to discuss how the FRA is going to release the missing
14,000-pages of information for public review with an adequate/reasonable
amount of extended review time for the public to participate?  Another option
would be to just rescind the EIS completely until your state agent gets it right.

We should meet in person to discuss these things.  It is important and
reasonable given the circumstances.  

We are okay with the CHSRA and anyone else you wish to be at the meeting
being involved in the meeting.  We will have several of our people also at the
meeting.

We are pretty sure that the CHSRA also failed to do their same due diligence in
the EIS section north of us.

We are looking forward to hearing back from you and working with you and
your staff. 

Sincerely,

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com

 

On Sep 17, 2012, at 11:36, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote:

Dear Mr. Oliveira:

 

Thank you for your message.  As you may be aware, the public comment period
for the Revised Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the
California High Speed Train (HST) Project is ongoing through October 19, 2012. 
Your comment will be included as part of the record for the EIR/EIS.  A response
to your comment will be forthcoming with the Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section.  

 

The public participation process under the National Environmental Policy Act is
based on formal written submissions and oral testimony at public hearings.  As
such, we encourage you to continue to submit comments for the record on the
EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section in writing, via e-email or letter,
through the close of the comment period on October 19, 2012.  If you would
like to elaborate on your comments in a conversation, I would be happy to
speak with you in a telephone conference along with the California High Speed
Rail Authority, the joint-lead agency for the HST Project.

 

Sincerely,

 

David Valenstein

 

From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 10:54 PM
To: Valenstein, David (FRA)
Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA
Subject: Fwd: REQUEST TO MEET

 

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Attached is our request to simply participate in the planning and
design of the California High-Speed Train project as guaranteed by
NEPA.  Please read the attachments.

 

We are eager to hear back from you and to start working with you
and your staff.

 

Thank you for your consideration.

 

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.com>
Date: September 05, 2012 12:22:01 PM
To:
david.valenstein@dot.gov,kathryn.hurd@dot.gov,stephanie.perez@dot.com,Aaron
Fukuda CCHSRA <afukuda77@gmail.com>
Subject: REQUEST TO MEET

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

We sort of met last week during the California High-
Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) Fresno to Bakersfield
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIS)
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hearings in Bakersfield, Hanford and Fresno, California,
last week.  

 

I was the fellow in Fresno, at the end of the evening,
that advised you that the CHSRA has not released more
than 14,000-pages of Technical Reports to the public for
review during the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS comment
period.  The RDEIS refers to the missing reports
throughout its more than 4,800-pages and the reports
explain how or why the CHSRA derived their RDEIS
assumptions.  Reviewing these reports is necessary for a
person to meaningfully participate in the Fresno to
Bakersfield RDEIS comment period.     

 

I believe that we should meet outside a hearing format
to discuss the CHSRA's Merced to Fresno
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the
Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS.  

 

While reviewing the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS, we are
easily finding issues that are in conflict with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Justice
(EJ) policy that the CHSRA just adopted but should have
had in place all along to have been in compliance with
Federal law.  Since adopting their NEPA EJ policy, CHSRA
has publicly stated that they have been complying with
their NEPA EJ responsibilities/obiligations in their past
practices but I believe you know that, that is not the
case.

 

Since the RDEIS that we are reviewing is a Tiered type
report, we looked into the Merced to Fresno FEIS and
the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and
discovered similiar NEPA EJ conflicts that the whole
project is now being built upon.  We believe that the fact
that these known problems exist and are not being dealt
with in compliance with the spirit of the law, the whole
project will fall apart down the road if these things
continue to be ignored.

 

It is no accident that we are contacting you about this
matter.  The CHSRA RDEIS records you as the
"Responsible NEPA Official" for the CHSRA's High-Speed
Train project.  We are also aware that you were involved
in the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and
the withdrawn 2011 Draft EIS for the Fresno to
Bakersfield section of the project. 

 

Last week, we, in good faith, noticed you and your
Federal Rail Administration associates about some of the
NEPA conflicts within the project.  The NEPA conflicts are
easy to discover. The problems that have already

happened in the project will not go away on their own by
CHSRA pretending they did not happen and on-going
problems will not go away unless you take action before
more official determinations are made.  Due diligence is
needed.  If the project is to survive, it must comply with
existing law.

 

How do we go about meeting?

 

Respectfully,

 

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail
Accountability

559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com
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BO026-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

BO026-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27,

FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority and FRA have undertaken substantial outreach to Environmental Justice

communities. The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority

has offered translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and

several public educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft

EIR/EIS were sent in English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting

attendees, businesses, organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies.

Materials were not translated into Hmong, but the opportunity to provide translation

services was made available and noticed on all public outreach/notification materials,

and a multilingual, toll-free hotline is available for community members to obtain

information and submit requests/comments.

BO026-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

BO026-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27,

FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority and FRA remain willing to speak with the commenter should the

commenter wish to arrange a time for a conversation.

BO026-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27,

FB-Response-SO-07.

BO026-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

BO026-7

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27,

FB-Response-SO-07.

The Authority and FRA have undertaken substantial outreach to Environmental Justice

communities. The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority

has offered translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and

several public educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft

EIR/EIS were sent in English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting

attendees, businesses, organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies.

Materials were not translated into Hmong, but the opportunity to provide translation

services was made available and noticed on all public outreach/notification materials,

and a multilingual, toll-free hotline is available for community members to obtain

information and submit requests/comments.

The Authority and FRA remain willing to speak with the commenter should the

commenter wish to arrange a time for a conversation.
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From: Frank Oliveira
To: Frank Oliveira
Cc: Valenstein, David (FRA); Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA
Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET
Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 3:52:31 PM

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

We have not heard back from you about our demand to meet with you and your staff about our various National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) complaints pertaining to the California High-Speed Train (HST) Project. 

 

This letter is not about our concerns regarding the project design; those will be taken up in the comments we will be
submitting in the course of the public comment period.  Rather, the purpose of this letter is to express our objection to a
situation that is preventing us and other members of the public from adequately reviewing those design issues and
participating in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) review process.

 

We have also notified your agent, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority), about the same issues.  The
Authority has also not satisfied our NEPA complaints or adequately explained them away.  The Authority has actually made
the decision to not allow the public to fully participate in the EIS review process.

 

The “Technical Reports” are clearly incorporated into the Fresno to Bakersfield HST EIS.  As you know, the Technical
Reports explain how the EIS assumptions were developed.  This is key to understanding the EIS.

 

The Authority has not released the Technical Reports to the public for review in public places or in the languages spoken in
this region.  The Technical Reports are and have been available on the Authority’s web site; however, access to the
Authority’s web site requires access to a computer, reliable high-speed internet and the skill to use both.  Members of the
public are not mandated by NEPA to possess these resources or skills to participate in the EIS process.

 

We base our Technical Report access complaint on the following provision of US Code.

 

Title 40: Protection of Environment

CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1502.21 - Incorporation by reference.  Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by
reference when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action.  The
incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content briefly described.  No material may be incorporated by
reference unless it is reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for
comment.  Material based on proprietary data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated
by reference.

 

1502.21 appears to be clear.  Make the Technical Reports reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested
persons within the time allowed for comment.

 

The Technical Reports are incorporated into the EIS and we (the public) have advised you and the Authority that we want to
review them so that we can make meaningful comments about the EIS during this review period.  We are demanding that
the Technical Reports be released for public review, in public places, during reasonable hours, in the languages spoken in
this EIS section.  We also demand adequate time to review all of the documents and to make appropriate comments.

 

Our position is consistent with the public participation component of the Authority’s recently adopted NEPA Environmental
Justice (EJ) policy.  We assume that the Authority’s policy was a by-product of a requirement by the FRA, that the Authority
adopt such a policy in order to comply with US Code.  Before the Authority’s adoption of their new NEPA EJ policy, the

Authority was notorious for advising local governments and the public that they were not required to comply with NEPA. 
Both you and I know that they were wrong and the Authority is here doing it again.

 

Unfortunately, the Authority has corresponded back to us reflecting that they are not going to release to the public the
Technical Reports.  Their explanation for not releasing the documents for public review, in public places, is based on the
documents being available on their website.  They cite the following US Code which does not waive their responsibilities to
comply with 40 CFR 1502.21, in this circumstance.

 

Title 40: Protection of Environment

CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1502.24 - Methodology and scientific accuracy.

Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in
environmental impact statements.  They shall identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote
to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement.  An agency may place discussion of
methodology in an appendix.

 

 

We are not going to turn loose of this matter because we are going to receive our federal due process.  If your agent will
not comply with US Code, we expect that you will intervene as the designated Lead NEPA Official in this project. 

 

We have being trying to address this matter with you and your agent for almost two months.  We have advised you and
your agent about this matter verbally and in writing.  We believe that no one is going to believe that you or your agent was
not aware of this problem.

 

If you will not comply with US Code, we suspect that you, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez will be explaining your failure to protect
our federal due process in a formal court setting in the future.  This matter may be inconvenient but it is non-complex and is
easily correctable, now. 

 

1- Release the Technical Reports to the public as described and extend the EIS review period to allow an adequate review
and comment of the documents used to formulate the EIS.  This is a reasonable demand.  This project will have huge
impacts to our community and to our private property.  We are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

 

2- Re-release the EIS for public review, in public places, that are actually open to the public and in the languages spoken in
this area.  Again, this is a reasonable demand because this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our
private property.  Again, we are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

 

3- Schedule a face to face meeting with us now because your agent is continuing to violate our federal due process rights
on your behalf.  That directs us to address this matter with you or your superiors.  This is also a reasonable demand.  Once
again, this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our private property.  Once again, we are still US
Citizens and we are still protected by US law.

 

Who is your supervisor?  We have already asked you to elevate this matter above your level if this is beyond your level of
authority.  We have not heard back from you, make decision, take action.

 

Sincerely,
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Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

559-469-6685

On Sep 23, 2012, at 06:07 PM, "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.com> wrote:

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Your email response is inadequate. 

 

We reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, very specific National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Environmental Justice (EJ) due process complaints and your email response does not even acknowledged
our complaints are being evaluated or moves us closer to meeting face to face to discuss the matter.

 

In keeping with professional niceties, thank you for replying to our last communication.  We are relieved
you have reported to us the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) has “confirmed” the Technical Reports that
we inquired about have been available on the California High-Speed Rail Authority’s (Authority’s) website
since July 16, 2012, at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/revised-draft-eir-f-b-.aspx . 

 

We do not understand what relevance the FRA’s confirmation brings to the resolution of our complaint.  If
you remember, we already publicly and personally noticed you that the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) Technical Reports were on the Authority’s website.  We did that on August 29, 2012, when we all
were together in Fresno, CA, almost a month ago.  This video Link may help refresh your memory
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OVUxdz0HCCQ&feature=youtube_gdata_player (skip to the 8-minute
mark on the video). 

 

Thank you for letting us know we were not confused or wrong when we told Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you,
that the Technical Reports are posted on the Authority’s website.  The problem is that, that was not our
complaint and we still do not know what you and the FRA is doing about our reported complaints.

 

We thank you for remaining willing to speak with us about your responsibilities within the EIS process as
the Lead NEPA Official for the FRA in the California High-Speed Train (HST) project.  Your email response
does not reflect or address anything about the following very important NEPA Environmental Justice (EJ)
complaints we also reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, on August 29, 2012 (please refer to the
same video link to refresh your memory).

 

Our reported NEPA-EJ Complaints:

1-    1- 14,000-pages of the EIS Technical Reports still have not been released by the FRA, for the public to
review on CD-ROMs or at public review sites in the communities.  The Technical Reports are not with the
public review site and CD-ROM copies of the 4,800-page EIS but the Technical Reports are clearly a part
of the EIS because the EIS repeatedly references to the Technical Reports throughout the EIS document
that was released to the public.  It has almost been a month since we advised Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and
you about the problem and nothing has changed, the Technical Reports are still missing from public
review sites and CD-ROM's.

 

We are sure that Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, know that reviewing the Technical Reports that are
identified by the EIS explain how the 4,800-page EIS assumptions were developed and is the only way
that a common person in the public can really understand the EIS.  This is especially true when the EIS
assumptions differ from the public’s perception of the real world situation on the ground. 

 

Assuming the failure to release Technical Reports on the CD-ROMs and to the public review sites was an
honest oversight on the part of the FRA, the documents should have been released to the public once the
problem was discovered.  The public should be given adequate time to review and evaluate the Technical
Report data in relation to what was already released in the EIS to formulate relevant EIS comments

during this review period.  This appears to be a simple matter of due process.

 

By failing to take action and ignoring this good faith complaint to allow the FRA an opportunity to fix the
problem, it seems to appear that you-Mr. Valenstein, your associates and the FRA are intentionally trying
to prevent the public from participating meaningfully in the EIS process and you and the FRA are
knowingly denying us our due process.  You can fix this.

 

As things stand today, the FRA has left the public to investigate the EIS in cyber-space on their own
accord without direction to do so or any accommodations.  The FRA appears to be requiring the public at
large to have ready access to computers with high-speed internet connections and an investigative where
with all, to actually participate in the EIS process.  The fact is that we all do not own computers with high-
speed internet because as you know, we live in a very rural location and when did being a member of the
public require computer access.

 

This situation is starting to appear to not be an accidental oversight and it actually is your intent Mr.
Valenstein and the intent of the FRA to prevent US Citizens in the Central Valley from receiving our due
process to participate meaningfully in this process.  This process will shortly force more than a thousand
US Citizens to surrender their personal private property to you under the color of the authority of the US
Government.  That is a very serious matter, you should do it correctly.

 

If our assessment is wrong, please clarify things for us.  We have been trying to clarify things for you.
 Let's meet.

 

2-    2- The EIS released on-line, on CD-ROM and the documents released to the public review sites, along with
the on-line Technical Reports are available only in the English language.  We notified you also in good
faith about that problem on August 28, 2012, in Hanford, CA, and on the following day in Fresno (please
refer to the same video link to refresh your memory). 

 

By releasing the EIS review documents only in the English language, you are clearly disenfranchising the
people in our local community that speak primarily Spanish, Portuguese, Hmong and Dutch, from
participating in the EIS process.  We have good size populations in our area that speak those languages.

 

Your failure to not release EIS documentation in the predominate languages spoken in our region after
being noticed about the problem also smacks of your knowingly planning to deny US Citizens in our region
their due process.  We believe the FRA has access to 2010 US Census data.

 

--

Mr. Valenstein, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez, comply with the Environmental Justice requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act or just tell us that the public safeguards reflected in NEPA do not apply
to US Citizens living between Fresno and Bakersfield, in California.  If you cannot do one or the other, it is
time for all of you to resign.

 

Withdraw the EIS immediately; re-release it with all of the documents in formats that can be easily used
by the public at large and give the public an adequate amount of time to review and comment on the
matter.  I think that, that would be the common person’s solution to the problem and would reflect due
diligence on your part and on the part of the FRA.

 

We did not create this problem, the FRA created the problem by not providing enough supervision of your
agent, the Authority.  The Authority has not protected the FRA’s or the local public’s interest.  Fix the
problem, they have not.
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When are we going to meet?  It will take us four to six hours to drive to Sacramento; we figure it would
take you about the same amount of time to get there.  Please stop the EIS review period immediately
until this is resolved.

 

If you are no longer the responsible Lead NEPA Official for the HST project and are still employed by the
FRA, please immediately direct us to the correct person within the FRA and elevate the matter.

 

Sincerely,

 

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com

On Sep 21, 2012, at 06:58 AM, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote:

Dear Mr. Oliveira:

 

Thank you for your email.  FRA has confirmed that the Technical Reports you
inquired about have been available on the California High Speed Rail Authority’s
website since July 16, 2012.  They can be found under the heading “Technical
Reports” at the following location: http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/revised-
draft-eir-f-b.aspx. 

 

We remain willing to speak with you should you wish to arrange a time for a
conversation. 

 

Sincerely,

 

David Valenstein

 

 

From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 5:23 PM
To: Valenstein, David (FRA)
Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); afukuda77@gmail.com;
dgomez@hsr.ca.gov
Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET

 

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Thank you for your response and invitation to communicate by telephone.  

 

We understand what you are communicating to us about the EIS process being
designed to receive written and verbal comments from the public.  Thank you
for your encouragement to us to continue in that process.  

 

Unfortunately, that process is not what we are actually discussing here and
perhaps I must have been unclear in my previous communications to you.  I
must apologize.

 

What we have advised you is that the CHSRA has withheld 14,000-pages of
Technical Reports (support documents) that should have been released with
the EIS.  We more or less personally provided you with an inventory of those
reports on August 29, 2012, in Fresno, California.

 

Those documents are referred to as the supporting information to refer too
inside the EIS documents that the CHSRA did release to the public for review
and comment during this EIS comment period.  Please visualize giving the
public two pieces of bread without anything between the slices but a store
coupon for a mystery store determined filler product and calling it a sandwich.

 

Those documents explain how and why the CHSRA developed the EIS
assumptions that we are commenting about and are critical for people to read
to understand the EIS.

 

Since the CHSRA has withheld those documents, it is impossible to expect a
common person to actually understand and comment meaningfully about any
content in those documents during the EIS process.  People cannot comment
on something that they are being prevented from understanding.

 

What we have also advised you that withholding data from the public appears
to be counter to the elements of early meaningful public participation
guaranteed by NEPA and by CHSRA's own NEPA Environmental Justice
compliance policy.  

 

We are not speaking about impacts reflected in the EIS caused by something
denoted in CHSRA's high-speed train program design plan.  

 

We are speaking about a violation of our due process to participate
meaningfully in the process pursuant to NEPA.  CHSRA has failed to do their
due diligence either intentionally or unintentional.  Either way, the problem
exists and needs to be corrected.

 

CHSRA is aware of the problem and has done nothing to correct the problem of
withholding the documents from public review.  They have not released the
documents in a format for public consumption. They have wasted two months
of public review time.
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We are not talking about a specific project impact which would be addressed
through the avenue that you suggested we use to address this matter.

 

We are discussing the due process violation of thousands upon thousands of
real breathing US citizens at the hands of your state agent on behalf of the
Federal Rail Authority (FRA). 

 

NEPA is a federal matter and the FRA is the lead federal agency involved and
you clearly are the Responsible NEPA Official according to the EIS documents.
We need you and the FRA to step up and fulfill your oversight responsibilities.

 

The state as your agent has failed the FRA and the public on this matter.

 

In the past, the CHSRA has advised us that the local government and the
public involvementvsafeguards reflected in NEPA did not apply to them.  Well,
as you know, they do.  We may be annoying but we have tried to clean these
loose ends up with the CHSRA as things have progressed and they in the end
still put out a poor quality product, not us.  The local governments and public
input in this project has for the most part been ignored by the CHSRA and our
due process is being violated.

We did not create this process or problem, CHSRA did.  Remember that in our
dealings.  We have no control over the project work product decisions and
timetable decisions.  

We have operated in good faith on this matter with all parties and identified the
problem, advised the FRA, advised the CHSRA and you personally about the
problem.  Mr. Jeff Morales/CEO, at the CHSRA, is also aware about the
problem.

The problem is easily resolved and within the power of CHSRA and/or the FRA
to resolve.  We understand that it will be inconvienant to correct this problem
but it is the right thing to do.

Knowing what you know now, are you and your agency going to do your due
diligence or are you also going to take the position that NEPA compliance and
reasonable business practice is not required in this federally funded and
federally overseen project.

When can we meet to discuss how the FRA is going to release the missing
14,000-pages of information for public review with an adequate/reasonable
amount of extended review time for the public to participate?  Another option
would be to just rescind the EIS completely until your state agent gets it right.

We should meet in person to discuss these things.  It is important and
reasonable given the circumstances.  

We are okay with the CHSRA and anyone else you wish to be at the meeting
being involved in the meeting.  We will have several of our people also at the
meeting.

We are pretty sure that the CHSRA also failed to do their same due diligence in
the EIS section north of us.

We are looking forward to hearing back from you and working with you and
your staff. 

Sincerely,

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com

 

On Sep 17, 2012, at 11:36, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote:

Dear Mr. Oliveira:

 

Thank you for your message.  As you may be aware, the public comment period
for the Revised Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the
California High Speed Train (HST) Project is ongoing through October 19, 2012. 
Your comment will be included as part of the record for the EIR/EIS.  A response
to your comment will be forthcoming with the Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section.  
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The public participation process under the National Environmental Policy Act is
based on formal written submissions and oral testimony at public hearings.  As
such, we encourage you to continue to submit comments for the record on the
EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section in writing, via e-email or letter,
through the close of the comment period on October 19, 2012.  If you would
like to elaborate on your comments in a conversation, I would be happy to
speak with you in a telephone conference along with the California High Speed
Rail Authority, the joint-lead agency for the HST Project.

 

Sincerely,

 

David Valenstein

 

From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 10:54 PM
To: Valenstein, David (FRA)
Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA
Subject: Fwd: REQUEST TO MEET

 

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

Attached is our request to simply participate in the planning and
design of the California High-Speed Train project as guaranteed by
NEPA.  Please read the attachments.

 

We are eager to hear back from you and to start working with you
and your staff.

 

Thank you for your consideration.

 

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.com>
Date: September 05, 2012 12:22:01 PM
To:
david.valenstein@dot.gov,kathryn.hurd@dot.gov,stephanie.perez@dot.com,Aaron
Fukuda CCHSRA <afukuda77@gmail.com>
Subject: REQUEST TO MEET

Dear Mr. Valenstein,

We sort of met last week during the California High-
Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) Fresno to Bakersfield
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIS)

hearings in Bakersfield, Hanford and Fresno, California,
last week.  

 

I was the fellow in Fresno, at the end of the evening,
that advised you that the CHSRA has not released more
than 14,000-pages of Technical Reports to the public for
review during the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS comment
period.  The RDEIS refers to the missing reports
throughout its more than 4,800-pages and the reports
explain how or why the CHSRA derived their RDEIS
assumptions.  Reviewing these reports is necessary for a
person to meaningfully participate in the Fresno to
Bakersfield RDEIS comment period.     

 

I believe that we should meet outside a hearing format
to discuss the CHSRA's Merced to Fresno
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the
Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS.  

 

While reviewing the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS, we are
easily finding issues that are in conflict with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Justice
(EJ) policy that the CHSRA just adopted but should have
had in place all along to have been in compliance with
Federal law.  Since adopting their NEPA EJ policy, CHSRA
has publicly stated that they have been complying with
their NEPA EJ responsibilities/obiligations in their past
practices but I believe you know that, that is not the
case.

 

Since the RDEIS that we are reviewing is a Tiered type
report, we looked into the Merced to Fresno FEIS and
the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and
discovered similiar NEPA EJ conflicts that the whole
project is now being built upon.  We believe that the fact
that these known problems exist and are not being dealt
with in compliance with the spirit of the law, the whole
project will fall apart down the road if these things
continue to be ignored.

 

It is no accident that we are contacting you about this
matter.  The CHSRA RDEIS records you as the
"Responsible NEPA Official" for the CHSRA's High-Speed
Train project.  We are also aware that you were involved
in the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and
the withdrawn 2011 Draft EIS for the Fresno to
Bakersfield section of the project. 

 

Last week, we, in good faith, noticed you and your
Federal Rail Administration associates about some of the
NEPA conflicts within the project.  The NEPA conflicts are
easy to discover. The problems that have already
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happened in the project will not go away on their own by
CHSRA pretending they did not happen and on-going
problems will not go away unless you take action before
more official determinations are made.  Due diligence is
needed.  If the project is to survive, it must comply with
existing law.

 

How do we go about meeting?

 

Respectfully,

 

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail
Accountability

559-469-6685 Cell/Text

frank.oliveira@me.com
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The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was revised to include information about the

future CAFÉ (corporate average fuel economy) standards, adopted on May 7, 2010,

which would require substantial improvements in fuel economy for all vehicles.

Information about the updated federal fuel economy standards can be found in Section

3.3.4.2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

In January 2012, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved a vehicle

emissions control program for model years 2017 through 2025. This is called the

Advanced Clean Cars Program. On August 28, 2012, EPA and the National Highway

Traffic Safety Administration issued a joint final rule to establish 2017 through 2025

GHG emissions and CAFÉ standards. To further California's support of the national

program to regulate emissions, CARB submitted a proposal that would allow automobile

manufacturer compliance with EPA's requirements to demonstrate compliance with

California's requirements for the same model years. The final regulation became

effective on December 31, 2012.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) produces vehicle emission estimates which

incorporates California and Federal Regulations applicable to motor vehicles as well as

the typical types of vehicles (e.g cars, trucks, buses), the age (or model year) of the

motor vehicles and several other factors that impact vehicle emissions.  EMFAC is the

model used by CARB to provide emission estimates for vehicles in California. The most

recent version of EMFAC from CARB is EMFAC2011 which incorporates some of the

updates to fuel economy standards.  However, CARB has not currently released a

revised EMFAC that incorporates vehicle regulations that occurred in 2012.  Thus, there

is no appropriate CARB approved emission factors that fully incorporate the most recent

emission standards.  The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used the EMFAC2007

version of CARB’s model since the US EPA had not fully approved the use of

EMFAC2011 version of CARB’s model at the time of publication.  The Final EIR/EIS

revised the analysis to incorporate EMFAC2011 as it has now been approved by the US

EPA and reflects the most current regulatory agency approved emission factors for

vehicle emission estimates in California.

BO027-1

Regardless of the emission factors used in the analysis, the Project will still result in a

net benefit when compared to the No Project Alternative.  The Project results in a

decrease in vehicle miles traveled compared to the No Project Alternative.  Change in

air emissions are determined by multiplying change in vehicle miles traveled by the

vehicle emission factor.  The vehicle emission factor used is the same for a given

analysis year.  For instance, vehicle emission factors are obtained from EMFAC for

calendar year 2035.  This same calendar year 2035 emission factor is applicable for

both the Project and No Project Alternative.  Thus the change (reduction)  in emissions 

is a result of the change (reduction) in vehicle miles traveled.  If revised emission factors

that fully incorporate recent regulations was available, the air analysis would still

calculate a reduction, but the total quantity of the reduction would be slightly lower than

reported before.  

The comment also suggests that the EIR/EIS discussion of air quality benefits from the

project conflicts with the discussion of air quality benefits in the Authority's Business

Plan.  Although the discussions in the two documents refer to different levels of benefit,

they are not in conflict because the Business Plan (both the 2012 and 2014) are based

on different assumptions about the project phasing strategy over time and also different

quantifications of systemwide ridership.  This is the case because the Business Plan is

based on a more conservative set of assumptions to make a business investment

evaluation, whereas the EIR/EIS is focused on disclosing adverse environmental

impacts as well as benefits.  The 2012 Business Plan, chapter 5, describes this

difference.   The Draft 2014 explaisn the same point in section 4 of that document.

BO027-2

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) produces vehicle emission estimates which

incorporates California and Federal Regulations applicable to motor vehicles as well as

the typical types of vehicles (e.g cars, trucks, buses), the age (or model year) of the

motor vehicles and several other factors that impact vehicle emissions.  EMFAC is the

model used by CARB to provide emission estimates for vehicles in California. The most

recent version of EMFAC from CARB is EMFAC2011 which incorporates some of the

updates to fuel economy standards.  However, CARB has not currently released a

revised EMFAC that incorporates vehicle regulations that occurred in 2012.  Thus, there

is no appropriate CARB approved emission factors that fully incorporate the most recent
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emission standards.  The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used the EMFAC2007

version of CARB’s model since the US EPA had not fully approved the use of

EMFAC2011 version of CARB’s model at the time of publication.  The Final EIR/EIS

revised the analysis to incorporate EMFAC2011 as it has now been approved by the US

EPA and reflects the most current regulatory agency approved emission factors for

vehicle emission estimates in California.

Regardless of the emission factors used in the analysis, the Project will still result in a

net benefit when compared to the No Project Alternative.  The Project results in a

decrease in vehicle miles traveled compared to the No Project Alternative.  Change in

air emissions are determined by multiplying change in vehicle miles traveled by the

vehicle emission factor.  The vehicle emission factor used is the same for a given

analysis year.  For instance, vehicle emission factors are obtained from EMFAC for

calendar year 2035.  This same calendar year 2035 emission factor is applicable for

both the Project and No Project Alternative.  Thus the change (reduction)  in emissions 

is a result of the change (reduction) in vehicle miles traveled.  If revised emission factors

that fully incorporate recent regulations were available, the air analysis would still

calculate a reduction, but the total quantity of the reduction would be slightly lower than

reported before.  

BO027-3

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) produces vehicle emission estimates which

incorporates California and Federal Regulations applicable to motor vehicles as well as

the typical types of vehicles (e.g cars, trucks, buses), the age (or model year) of the

motor vehicles and several other factors that impact vehicle emissions.  EMFAC is the

model used by CARB to provide emission estimates for vehicles in California. The most

recent version of EMFAC from CARB is EMFAC2011 which incorporates some of the

updates to fuel economy standards.  However, CARB has not currently released a

revised EMFAC that incorporates vehicle regulations that occurred in 2012.  Thus, there

is no appropriate CARB approved emission factors that fully incorporate the most recent

emission standards.  The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used the EMFAC2007

version of CARB’s model since the US EPA had not fully approved the use of

BO027-3

EMFAC2011 version of CARB’s model at the time of publication.  The Final EIR/EIS

revised the analysis to incorporate EMFAC2011 as it has now been approved by the US

EPA and reflects the most current regulatory agency approved emission factors for

vehicle emission estimates in California.

Regardless of the emission factors used in the analysis, the Project will still result in a

net benefit when compared to the No Project Alternative.  The Project results in a

decrease in vehicle miles traveled compared to the No Project Alternative.  Change in

air emissions are determined by multiplying change in vehicle miles traveled by the

vehicle emission factor.  The vehicle emission factor used is the same for a given

analysis year.  For instance, vehicle emission factors are obtained from EMFAC for

calendar year 2035.  This same calendar year 2035 emission factor is applicable for

both the Project and No Project Alternative.  Thus the change (reduction)  in emissions 

is a result of the change (reduction) in vehicle miles traveled.  If revised emission factors

that fully incorporate recent regulations were available, the air analysis would still

calculate a reduction, but the total quantity of the reduction would be slightly lower than

reported before.

BO027-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

The ridership model accounts for the cost of auto travel in California and does not use

costs of auto travel in France as the basis for its projections. Similarly, it does not

integrate the French TGV into its assumptions. The differences cited by the commenter

between the source of HST riders reflect the model's reliance on U.S. data in its

projections. Because most long-distance travel in California is by automobile, it is logical

that the majority of HST riders will be attracted from the driving public. The commenter's

reference to French auto travel and TGV data are not relevant to the HST project's

ridership projections.
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The analysis has been updated to reflect aircraft emission rates as estimated in FAA's

Emission and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS).

BO027-6

The ridership and revenue model was developed by a nationally recognized leader in

forecasting, Cambridge Systematics (2007). The ridership model is not deficient, but

“produces results that are reasonable and within expected ranges for the current

environmental planning and Business Plan applications,“ according to a ridership and

revenue peer review panel of leading U.S. and international experts in travel forecasting

[Independent Peer Review Panel 2011]. In addition, the air quality and greenhouse gas

analyses in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS that are related to ridership have

been updated to reflect two ridership scenarios—one with fares at 50% of airfare prices

and one at 83% of airfare prices—to provide a range of potential impacts.

The purpose of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST includes providing travel between major

urban centers and connectivity to airports, mass transit systems, and the highway

network in the south San Joaquin Valley. As discussed in Section 1 of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, California’s population is growing rapidly and, unless new

transportation solutions are identified, traffic will only become more congested and

airport delays will continue to increase.

HST would provide congestion relief at airports by freeing up short-haul airline gates to

allow for more lucrative, long-distance flights. There is no evidence that airlines will see

a significant decline in the short-distance air travel demand with the introduction of HST

because of persistent and growth travel demands in California and because there are

enough long-distance service routes in which air transport is irreplaceable.

BO027-7

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

The construction analysis assumed the default age and technology classes as defined in

CARB's Offroad model. Detailed equipment and usage information can be found in the

Air Quality Technical Report, located on the Authority's website.

BO027-8

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

This comment assumes a rule that a lead agency must define its project based on

available funding. CEQA includes no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or

substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in the statute or guidelines (Pub.

Res. Code §21083.1). Such a rule would force lead agencies to re-define their projects

every time funding changes, a result in direct conflict with the "rule of reason" that

governs EIRs (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376,

406-407).

Under various ridership scenarios, the HST will result in a net decrease in both criteria

and greenhouse gas emissions during operation. As discussed in Standard Response

FB-Response-GENERAL-06, this Final EIR/EIS does not evaluate any scenarios in

which the HST is not completed on schedule.

Please see the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume 1, Section 3.3, Air Quality

and Global Climate Change, for a discussion of air quality impacts versus the no-build

impacts. If the Authority only completes the Initial Construction Segment, there will be no

operational air impacts associated with the track unless alternative uses of the track

occurs such as the use of Amtrak trains.  The air quality impacts associated with the use

of Amtrak trains on the Initial Construction Segment is discussed in FB Master

Response 13. 

The construction emissions associated with the Initial Construction Segment are

handled by AQ-MM#4 and will offset the criteria pollutants in the year that emissions

occur.  The mitigation measure AQ-MM#4: Offset Project Construction Emissions

through an SJVAPCD VERA provides that the Authority and SJVAPCD will enter into a

contractual agreement to mitigate by offsetting to net zero the project's actual emissions

by providing funds for the district's Emission Reduction Incentive Program.  These funds
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will be provided at the beginning of the construction phase.  Therefore, mitigation/offsets

shall occur in the year of impact or as otherwise permitted by 40 CFR Part 93 Section

93.163.  There will be no long-term delay in achieving the net zero emission reductions

through the construction offset agreement.

The greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the Initial Construction Segment

construction will not be offset by the reduction in operation if the project does not

become fully operational.  However, the mitigation measure AQ-MM#4, will partially

reduce GHG emissions along with some of the criteria emissions.  Therefore, some of

the GHG emissions will be offset even if the full project does not become fully

operational.

BO027-9

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-06, FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

The California High-Speed Rail (HSR) Program will depend on a mix of public and

private investment, the latter becoming available after the fundamental economics of the

program are demonstrated. Refer to the Revised 2012 Business Plan.

A phased approach to system development is the prudent course to build a foundation

that allows for greater efficiency in the use of private investment once the initial

segments of the system are in place.

This approach also recognizes current budgetary and funding realities. Among other

things, the phased approach will help ensure the system’s success by introducing

Californians to HSR service and building ridership over time. At the same time,

improvements can be made to regional systems that connect with HSR, resulting in the

conventional and high-speed systems complementing each other.

The goals of Proposition 1A were used to develop the phasing strategy for the statewide

HSR system and were guided by the following key principles:

BO027-9

Divide the statewide high-speed rail program into a series of smaller, discrete projects

that can stand alone, will provide viable revenue service, can be matched to available

funding, and can be delivered through appropriate business models.

•

Advance sections as soon as feasible to realize early benefits, especially employment,

and to minimize inflation impact.

•

Leverage existing rail systems and infrastructure, including connecting rail and bus

services.

•

Forge a long-term partnership with the federal government for program delivery.•

Develop partnerships with other transportation operators to identify efficiencies through

leveraging state, regional, local, and capital program investments and maximizing

connectivity between systems.

•

Seek earliest feasible and best value private-sector participation and financing with

appropriate risk transfer and cost containment.

•

Mitigate against the risk of funding delays by providing decision points for state policy

makers to determine how and when the next steps should proceed while leaving a fully

operational system and generating economic benefits at each step.  

•

The Authority applied these principles, taking into account key factors such as cost,
funding scenarios, and ridership and revenue projections, to develop an implementation
strategy with the following key steps:

Step 1—Early Investments, Statewide Benefits. The first construction of dedicated
high-speed infrastructure for the initial operating section (IOS) begins in the Central
Valley. As with all of the steps, this initial section is being developed to deliver early
benefits by leveraging other systems—enabling them to operate on the new high-speed
tracks, which can be done without impacts on design or the integrity of the new
infrastructure. Improved passenger rail service would begin upon completion of the first
IOS segment by connecting the San Joaquins, ACE, Sacramento Regional Transit, and
the Capitol Corridor (and potentially Caltrain). Through a new, strategic approach, there
is also the opportunity for new or improved travel between Bakersfield and Sacramento,
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Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco. This expanded Northern California Unified
Service could begin operation as early as 2018, with the potential to provide
transportation and economic benefits well before fully operational high-speed rail service
is initiated.

As part of this first step, complementary investments and improvements will be made to
both accelerate benefits and distribute them more widely across the state. These
investments will be made using the $950 million in Proposition 1A connectivity funding,
available Proposition 1A high-speed rail funds, future federal funds, and other sources,
and will include the following:

Investment in the bookends: In Northern California, the long-awaited electrification of

the Caltrain corridor will begin under a collaborative program between Bay Area

agencies and the Authority. In addition, consistent with the Southern California

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), investments will be made in key rail corridors

in the southern part of the state, such as upgrading the Metrolink corridor from Los

Angeles to Palmdale.

•

The Northern California Unified Service described above will be initiated.•

As the next step in the IOS, work to close the rail gap between Bakersfield and

Palmdale through the Tehachapi Mountains will begin. Environmental clearance is

possible in early 2014, and plans are being developed to move quickly to implement

the improvements to close this critical gap and create the first statewide rail link

between the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin.

•

Step 2—Initial High-Speed Rail Operations. Introduction of the state’s (and the
nation’s) first fully operational high-speed rail service will begin. This service can be
operated by a private entity without subsidy, will have the potential to attract private
investment to expand the system from Bay to Basin, and can be completed within a
decade. The service will be blended with regional/local systems. The IOS is achieved
through expansion of the first construction segment into an electrified operating high-
speed rail line from Merced to Palmdale and the San Fernando Valley, accessing the
populous Los Angeles Basin. Following on the work discussed above, the next priority in
implementing the IOS will be closing the rail gap between Northern and Southern
California by crossing the Tehachapi Mountains with new, dedicated high-speed rail
infrastructure. Prior to completion of the IOS to the San Fernando Valley, this link will tie

BO027-9

the north to the south at Palmdale, where Metrolink commuter rail service can then
provide service and connections throughout Southern California.

Currently, the IOS is defined as extending from Merced to the San Fernando Valley, and
high-speed revenue service would only start once the full IOS is built and operable.
Should ridership and revenue forecasts and financial projections demonstrate that
revenue service compliant with Proposition 1A could begin earlier, with a shorter IOS,
appropriate reviews would occur to consider and implement earlier service, if
appropriate.

Step 3—The Bay to Basin System. The dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure of the
IOS will be expanded north and west to San Jose, providing HSR service between the
state’s major population centers in the north and south and providing the platform for the
transition to statewide blended operations. At this stage, passengers will be able to take
a one-seat ride between greater Los Angeles (San Fernando Station) and the San
Francisco Transbay Transit Center, using blended infrastructure in the north between
San Francisco and San Jose (assuming electrification of the Caltrain corridor by 2020 as
proposed by Caltrain), using dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure between San Jose
and the San Fernando Station, and, in the south, connecting via Metrolink between the
San Fernando Valley Station and Los Angeles Union Station and on to other points
throughout Southern California.

Step 4—The Phase 1 System. For the blended approach, the dedicated high-speed rail
infrastructure of the Bay-to-Basin system will be extended from the San Fernando Valley
to Los Angeles Union Station, linking to a significantly upgraded passenger rail corridor
developed to maximize service between Los Angeles and Anaheim while also
addressing community concerns about new infrastructure impacts in a congested urban
corridor that includes a number of established communities that abut the existing right-
of-way. Under a Full Build scenario, dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure would be
extended from San Jose to San Francisco’s Transbay Transit Center and from Los
Angeles to Anaheim.

Step 5—The Phase 2 System. Phase 2 will extend the high-speed rail system to
Sacramento and San Diego, representing completion of the 800-mile statewide system.
Travelers will be able to travel among all of the state’s major population centers on high-
speed rail. Phase 2 areas will see improvements in rail service well in advance of the
expansion of the high-speed rail system through the combination of early investments
and blended operations, as described in the Revised 2012 Business Plan.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

The Authority and FRA believe the public and agency review and public comment period

provided on the Draft EIR/EIS and Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was adequate;

none of the concerns raised by the commenter warrant extending the review period

beyond that which has already been provided.

BO029-2

Chapter 2, Altenatives, of the EIR/EIS provides a description of the proposed project

and the alternatives carried forward in the environmental document. This description

includes the type of train to be used, the traction power system, the horizontal and

vertical location of track alternatives, cross sections of the infrastructure with

measurements, precise station footprints with site configuration for station alternatives,

and temporary construction staging sites and facilities. The EIR/EIS provides a "project

footprint" overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance,

including both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. The

EIR/EIS also includes the amount of land to be acquired/disturbed, heavy maintenance

facility alternatives, transmission lines and substations with access roads and spur

roads, types and locations of water crossings, extent of ballast and tie versus concrete

slab track, wildlife crossing structures, modified highway intersections and frontage

roads, new and modified  roadway overpasses, and construction staging areas and

concrete batch plants. This information is adequate to conduct an environmental

analysis of project alternatives.

BO029-3

Chapter 2.0 of the EIR/EIS provides a description of the proposed project and the

alternatives carried forward in the environmental document. This description includes

the type of train to be used, the traction power system, the horizontal and vertical

location of track alternatives, cross sections of the infrastructure with measurements,

precise station footprints with site configuration for station alternatives, and temporary

construction staging sites and facilities. The EIR/EIS provides a a "project footprint"

overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance, including

both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. The EIR/EIS also

includes the amount of land to be acquired/disturbed, heavy maintenance facility

BO029-3

alternatives, transmission lines and substations with access roads and spur roads, types

and locations of water crossings, extent of ballast and tie versus concrete slab track,

wildlife crossing structures, modified highway intersections and frontage roads, new and

modified roadway overpasses, and construction staging areas and concrete batch

plants. This information is more than adequate to conduct an environmental analysis of

project alternatives.

BO029-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-01, FB-Response-PU&E-02.

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (California

Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15124[c]). Final design—or even

advanced design—of infrastructure is not required in the project description (Dry Creek

Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 36). The project

description in the EIR/EIS is adequate to conduct an environmental analysis of project

alternatives. The term "15% design" is an engineering term of art that refers to the level

of engineering prepared on HST project elements for the EIR/EIS. The 15% design

generates detailed information, like the horizontal and vertical location of track, cross

sections of the infrastructure with measurements, precise station footprints with site

configuration, and temporary construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design

also yields a "project  footprint" overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside

envelope of all disturbance, including both permanent infrastructure and temporary

construction activity. This 15% design translates into a project description in the EIR/EIS

with 100% of the information that is required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124

(see Dry Creek, above, 70 Cal.App.4th at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project

description as adequate when based on preliminary design]).

Section 2.2.6, Traction Power Distribution, of the Final EIR/EIS describes the

electrification of the HST System.

BO029-5

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

.
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Like many large infrastructure projects, the HST System would be built in phases. The

initial construction section is the first phase in construction of the system. It is not the

final project. The final project is the project defined in Proposition 1A. Please see the

Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a) on the Authority's website for a

description of project phasing.

BO029-7

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

It is not true that the Initial Operating Section (IOS) will not be electrified. After the

foundations, embankments, and structures are built, the rails will be installed. After the

rails are installed, the traction power equipment will be installed. Amtrak can use the IOS

before, during, and after installation of the traction power equipment. This comment

implies that phased construction means only one phase will be built. However, one

phase is not what is planned or presented in the EIR/EIS or the Revised 2012 Business

Plan (Authority 2012a).

This comment also assumes that a lead agency must define its project based on

available funding. However, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) includes

no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or substantive requirements beyond

those explicitly stated in the statute or Guidelines (Pub. Res. Code § 21083.1). Such a

rule would force lead agencies to re-define their projects every time funding changes, a

result that would be in direct conflict with the "rule of reason" that governs EIRs (Laurel

Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents [1988] 47 Ca1.3d 376, 406-407).

BO029-8

The Authority has prioritized a portion of the Merced to Fresno Section and the Fresno

to Bakersfield Section as the first section of the California HST System to be built to

meet the funding requirements of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009

(ARRA). This Initial Construction Section (ICS) will be available for immediate use for

improved and faster service on the San Joaquin intercity line before the initiation of HST

service on the Initial Operating Section (IOS) in 2022. Interim use of the ICS would

occur on the same tracks analyzed in this EIR/EIS, and therefore the footprint for the

BO029-8

HST project and the analysis of footprint effects is the same for the HST or for interim

Amtrak use.  The Final EIR/EIS adds additional information about possible operational

impacts from a portion of current Amtrak San Joaquin service occurring on the ICS and

this analysis indicates no additional impacts beyond those disclosed already in this

document for the whole HST.  Initiation of Amtrak service on the ICS would be at the

discretion of Amtrak.

BO029-9

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

These comments confuse the phasing of construction with the ultimate project, which is

addressed in the EIR/EIS. That project is an HST alignment from Fresno to Bakersfield

with stations in Fresno, Bakersfield, and the Hanford area.

The Authority has prioritized a portion of the Merced to Fresno Section and the Fresno

to Bakersfield Section as the first section of the California HST System to be built to

meet the funding requirements of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009

(ARRA). This Initial Construction Section (ICS) will be available for immediate use for

improved and faster service on the San Joaquin intercity line before the initiation of HST

service on the Initial Operating Section (IOS) in 2022. Interim use of the ICS

by Amtrak would involve the same tracks within the same project footprint as the HST

project, and therefore the impacts of the track footprint are the same as disclosed in

Chapter 3.  Additional information included in the Final EIR/EIS indicates that operations

of a portion of the Amtrak San Joaquin service on the ICS would not result in additional

operational effects than as disclosed for the whole HST project.  Whether this service is

initiated is at the discretion of Amtrak. If service is undertaken, Amtrak would be

responsible for the subsequent environmental analysis of whatever operational scenario

it would propose on an interim basis.

BO029-10

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

The EIR/EIS is tiering by considering the broad policy decisions previously reached

about the system that are based on the program EIRs as the starting point for a more
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detailed analysis of the impacts of implementing the HST System from Fresno to

Bakersfield. Section 1.6 describes the changes to the Revised 2012 Business Plan,

including  how the Phase 1 blended system includes making improvements to existing

rail systems in the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin regions. The

environmental impact analysis conducted in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS remains

accurate because this segment analyzes the impacts of constructing new high-speed

infrastructure in the Central Valley. The environmental impacts of the improvements to

existing rail systems in the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin regions

will be analyzed in separate environmental documents.

The EIR/EIS is not legally deficient; it provides a clear project description in Chapter 2

for the HST segment between Fresno and Bakersfield and analyzes the environmental

impacts consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.

BO029-11

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02,

FB-Response-GENERAL-17, FB-Response-GENERAL-22.

The Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS provides an adequate tiering roadmap by explaining

the first-tier EIR/EIS processes undertaken by the Authority and FRA, the decisions

made at the first tier, and how the first-tier decisions have carried forward for further

analysis at the second tier.  The project proposed by the Authority is the same HST

project identified in the first-tier environmental documents prepared for the Statewide

HST System. However, this comment postulates that the project consists of the first

construction phase of the project only, based on the unsubstantiated claim that there

would be no additional funding for the project after the initial construction phase.

As discussed in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS and Standard Response

FB-Response-GENERAL-02, the Authority has evaluated alternatives in the BNSF

Railway (BNSF) corridor from Fresno to Bakersfield that stay within existing public and

railroad rights-of-way to the extent feasible. Approximately 31 miles of the 114-mile-long

Fresno to Bakersfield Section in Fresno and Kings counties does not include alternative

alignments that following the BNSF corridor. As described in the Statewide Program

EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005), the Preferred
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Alternative following the BNSF corridor bypasses the city of Hanford to the east. This

alternative was carried forward in the project EIR/EIS on the Fresno to Bakersfield

Section, as were other alternatives that bypass the city to the west. Also, the Authority

reconsidered an alignment that more closely follows the existing BNSF corridor through

Hanford and an alternative that follows the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and State

Route (SR) 99 corridors farther to the east. Neither of these alternatives was carried

forward in the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section because of

environmental impacts and/or practicability issues, as described in Chapter 2,

Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, and

the Checkpoint B Summary Report (Authority and FRA 2011g).

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section also carried forward

alternatives that deviated from the BNSF corridor in the Corcoran, Allensworth, and

Wasco-Shafter areas. These alternatives were considered for a variety of environmental

reasons, including impacts on local communities, the Colonel Allensworth State Historic

Park, the Allensworth Ecological Reserve, and waters of the U.S. These alternatives

were evaluated, along with alternatives that follow the BNSF corridor. The Preferred

Alternative for the project is based on the environmental effects of each alternative

considered for the project, as described in the Final EIR/EIS.

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (California

Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines § 15124[c]). Final design or even

advanced design of infrastructure is not required in the project description (Dry Creek

Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 36). The question is

whether the project description narrowed the scope of environmental review or

prevented a full understanding of the project and its consequences (ibid.).

Abundant substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the project description

was more than adequate for the environmental analysis of the project. The term "15%

design" is an engineering term of art that refers to the level of engineering prepared on

HST project elements for the EIR. The 15% design generates detailed information, like

the horizontal and vertical location of track, cross sections of the infrastructure with

measurements, precise station footprints with site configuration, and temporary

construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design also yields a "project footprint"
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overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance, including

both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. This 15% design

translated into a project description in the EIR with 100% of the information that is

required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (see Dry Creek, above, 70 Cal.App.4th

at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project description as adequate when based on

preliminary design]).

A higher level of design is not necessary because a 15% design provides enough

information for a conservative environmental analysis. A higher level of design provides

refinement, but does not yield more information needed for adequate CEQA review. For

example, if a lead agency knows the location, size, and basic design of a building, it has

enough information for environmental review. The details about whether the water

system will use polyvinyl chloride (PVC) or copper pipe or whether windows will be vinyl

or wood are not necessary for assessing the impacts of building construction. Further, it

is common practice with larger transportation infrastructure projects to prepare the

environmental  analysis before completion of the final design.

Substantial evidence shows that the Authority has properly tiered, not "piece-mealed,"

its environmental review. From the two first-tier program EIRs (Authority and FRA 2005,

2008; Authority 2010a, 2012d), the Authority selected track technology, general track

alignments, and preferred station locations. Subsequently, the Authority divided the HST

System into geographically smaller pieces, called HST sections, for second-tier EIRs.

Moving from a first-tier project to a more second-tier projects of limited geographic

scope is precisely what tiering is for (Pub. Res. Code § 21093; CEQA Guidelines §

15152). At a practical level, the HST System is simply too big to be addressed in a

single second-tier EIR or even just two or three. It was within the Authority's discretion to

define the second-tier projects, and the only question is whether the Authority's division

of the second-tier projects is supported by substantial evidence. The record shows it is.

The Authority originally defined a single project and EIR for Merced to Bakersfield,

but later revised it into two second-tier projects: the Merced to Fresno Section (65 miles

long) and the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (114 miles long), both of which include

portions of the proposed Initial Construction Section (ICS). This comment indicates that

the project should have stayed as Merced to Bakersfield, but the smaller project
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definition was reasonable. Each project has logical termini at cities selected to have

HST stations at the first tier, has sufficient length to allow for an analysis of

environmental impacts on a broad scope, and has independent utility separate and apart

from any other section (see Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of the

City of San Diego [1992]  10 Cal.App.4th 712, 733 [upholding EIR that treated as the

"project" at issue one freeway  segment  within a long-term, multi-segment regional

 plan]).  Furthermore, as a practical matter, analyzing the Merced to Fresno section and

the Fresno to Bakersfield section in a single EIR/EIS would not provide additional

information value beyond what has been provided in the two separate EIR/EISs for each

section.  A single EIR/EIS for all of Merced to Bakersfield would have been not just

voluminous, but unwieldy and so complex that its size would defeat its information

value.  (Stand Tall on Principles v. Shasta Union High School Dist. (1991) 235

Cal.App.3d 772, 782.)  The Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS considers the adjacent

Merced to Fresno section in the cumulative impacts discussion in those resource areas

appropriate for such a cumulative discussion.  In this way, the effects of the adjacent

sections are considered at the project level in an effective and manageable way.

Please refer to the responses to comments from Land Protection Partners, Provost &

Pritchard, and Blue Sky Consulting Group as well as Standard Response FB-Response-

GENERAL-22 regarding the adequacy of the baseline description in the EIR/EIS.

BO029-12

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

Item 12. The concerns raised in the letter from the American Farmland Trust were

addressed and responded to in Volume IV: Response to Comments pg. 20-13 to 20-15

of the Final Merced-Fresno EIR/EIS, which is incorporated here by reference. Table 5.7

from the Economic Growth Report of Cambridge Systematics, Inc. (July 2003) shows

information illustrating the differences between two scenarios (Market Trends and Land

Use Densification). The Land Use Densification Scenario is what would occur if

strategies were implemented to increase densities around the HST stations. The

bracketed numbers represent the additional area in acres that is

saved compared to the Market Trends and the not the amount lost. The Market Trends

Scenario is considered the baseline and as described in the report about 10,000 fewer
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acres of urbanized land would be required under the Market Trends Scenario compared

to the No Project in 2020 and about 2,600 acres in 2035.

The Authority has taken significant steps to work with local agencies and promote

densification around station areas that would lead to compact and efficient growth.

Examples of these are the Urban Design Guidelines (Authority 2011i) and the HST

Station Area Development: General Principles and Guidelines developed by the

Authority, and the station area planning funds the Authority has offered to the cities of

Fresno and Bakersfield, and the Kings County Association of Governments, see FB-

Response-GENERAL-03. Of these three agencies the City of Fresno has signed a

funding agreement with the Authority as of January 2012. This pattern of growth is also

encouraged by the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint and anticipated in the City of Fresno

and City of Bakersfield General Plans, reducing the demand for new development areas

to the extent that some of the region’s anticipated future growth would be captured by

the mixed-use TOD envisioned for the areas around stations. Without the added

incentive of a high speed train station, these downtowns may not experience the same

amount of dense, compact development, as growth could be easily steered towards

easy-to-develop greenfield locations. Volume I Chapter 3.13 Station Planning, Land

Use, and Development, provides further information on transit-oriented development as

well as highlights the policies and local regulations that are currently in place to

encourage concentrated growth around the HST stations. The Kings/Tulare Regional

Station (either West or East alternatives) is unique in that planning funds were made

available to the Kings County Association of Governments to plan cooperatively with the

cities of Hanford and Visalia for improved transit connections to their historic

downtowns, in order to encourage growth to locate in those downtowns.

Item 13. To minimize growth-inducing impacts around the Kings/Tulare Regional Station

alternatives, the Authority will provide funding for the California Department of

Conservation (through the California Farmland Conservancy Program) to identify and

acquire agricultural conservation easements, as described in the agricultural mitigation

measures (see Section 3.14.7). The Authority lacks both the jurisdiction and the land

use power to restrict development outside of the project footprint. Kings County has

expressed a strong interest in the Authority's comments to preserve agricultural lands

adjoining the prospective station sites. The county has the authority to do so by
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retaining its current general plan and zoning designations on those lands and will exert

that authority, assuming its interest is genuine.

The project includes these proposed stations, and no consideration will be given to their

complete elimination because a Kings/Tulare Regional Station would provide a valuable

service to the area. An alternative without a Kings/Tulare Regional Station would not

meet most project objectives, specifically, the following:

Provide intercity travel capacity to supplement critically over-used interstate highways

and commercial airports. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station would relieve congestion

on Highway 99 by providing an alternative mode for long-range travel to and from

Kings and Tulare counties. An alternative without such a station would not do so.

•

Meet future intercity travel demand that will be unmet by current transportation

systems and increase capacity for intercity mobility. Absent a Kings/Tulare Regional

Station and the availability of a high-speed travel mode, there would be no increased

capacity for mobility.  

•

Maximize intermodal transportation opportunities by locating stations to connect with

local transit, airports, and highways. Without a Kings/Tulare Regional Station, an

intermodal transportation opportunity would be lost.

•

Improve the intercity travel experience for Californians by providing comfortable, safe,

frequent, and reliable high-speed travel. Without a Kings/Tulare Regional Station, most

inter-regional travel would continue to be by automobile. As discussed elsewhere in

the responses to comments, existing HST systems in service in Europe and Asia that

are comparable to the system being proposed here have proven to be extremely safe

and reliable. Automobile travel, by contrast, is a leading cause of accidental deaths

statewide and is subject to delay due to weather and road congestion.

•

Provide a sustainable reduction in travel time between major urban centers. Travel

between the Hanford/Tulare/Visalia area and other portions of the state would not be

reduced absent the HST project.

•

Increase the efficiency of the intercity transportation system. As discussed in

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the EIR/EIS, the feasibility of expanding many major

highways and key airports is uncertain; some needed expansions may be impractical

or may be constrained by physical, political, and other factors. The efficiency of the

system is dependent on providing access to the HST System. 

•

Develop a practical and economically viable transportation system that can be•
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implemented in phases by 2020 and generate revenues in excess of operations and

maintenance costs. This objective is reliant to some extent on maximizing ridership

through making the HST System available to potential users. Eliminating a

Kings/Tulare Regional Station would reduce potential ridership and thereby reduce the

profit of the system.

Item 14. The HST project would reduce automobile travel on major freeways as it would
absorb some of the traffic generated from growth under the no-project-alternative; see
the ridership and revenue forecasts that were developed by the Authority in partnership
with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission on the Authority’s website:
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/About/ridership_and_revenue.html.  California’s population is
growing rapidly and, unless new transportation solutions are identified, traffic and
congestion will only worsen and airport delays will continue to increase. The proposed
220-mph HST System would provide lower passenger costs than travel by air for the
same city-to-city markets. It would also increase mobility, while reducing air pollution,
decreasing dependence on fossil fuels, and protecting the environment by reducing
GHG emissions, and would promote sustainable development. By moving people more
quickly and at lower cost than today, the HST System would boost California’s
productivity and enhance the economy. The growth inducing impacts of the HST project
would be countered by the long-term benefits. The growth and development regional
modeling in Section 3.18 are based on the highest HST ridership assumptions, which
can be interpreted as a ‘worst-case scenario’, in that it represents the highest potential
growth-related impacts. Even using the highest ridership assumptions, the analysis
shows that the HST alternatives would result in population and employment growth by
about 3% beyond the growth anticipated under the No Project Alternative. Therefore, the
HST-induced growth would require minimal farmland conversion and extension of public
infrastructure beyond the projections anticipated in current city and county planning
documents. The EIR/EIS concludes that the results of this ‘worst-case’ growth impact
analysis are less than significant, and due to the absence of substantial evidence to the
contrary, no mitigation is required.

Section 3.2 Transportation covers the impacts of the HSR system to regional
transportation system compared to the No Project Alternative.

BO029-13

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

BO029-13

Please refer to FB-Response-GENERAL-02 regarding the elimination of an I-5

alignment from further study in the 2005  Statewide Program EIR/EIS.

The commenter suggests the reasons the I-5 alignment was eliminated from further

consideration no longer apply. The commenter is incorrect. An I-5 alignment continues

to be infeasible in that it would not meet project objectives and would not satisfy the

project’s purpose and need. While the I-5 corridor could possibly provide better end-to-

end travel times compared to alignment alternatives that follow the SR 99 corridor, it

would not meet project objectives and would not satisfy the project’s purpose and need.

First, because it is not where the bulk of the Central Valley population resides, the I-5

corridor would result in lower ridership and would not meet the current and future

intercity travel demand generated by the Central Valley communities as well as the SR

99 corridor.[1] Second, the I-5 corridor would not provide transit and airport connections

in this area, and thus would not meet the purpose and need and basic objectives of

maximizing intermodal transportation opportunities and improving the intercity travel

experience in the Central Valley area as well as the SR 99 corridor. Also, use of the I-5

corridor would encourage sprawl development – the opposite of what the HST System is

intended to achieve, and was opposed by numerous agencies, including the U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that the EIS/EIR does not analyze an adequate

range of alternatives, please refer to FB-Response-GENERAL-02. The alternatives

analyzed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provide sufficient variation to allow

for informed decision-making while avoiding or substantially reducing the Project’s

significant environmental effects.

The commenter states that the 2002 MOU between the Authority and federal agencies

states that:

As sections of the proposed HST system are advanced, these Tier 2 reviews will

examine a range of HST project alternatives within corridors and at station locations

selected in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR in addition to other corridors or alternatives that may be

identified through public scoping, or through the availability of new information or
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analysis not considered during the Tier 1 phase, as well as a no action alternative.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is consistent with the approach stated in the

MOU quoted by the commenter. Please refer to FB-Response-GENERAL-02 for a

description of the alternative selection process. To the degree the commenter is

suggesting that the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is inconsistent with the MOU in

excluding an I-5 alignment alternative, the Authority and FRA disagree. An I-5 corridor

would not meet project objectives and would not satisfy the project’s purpose and need.

The commenter states that “MOU referenced earlier indicates that the Army Corps of

Engineers requires a ’60 percent or greater engineering design ….’ Before it will be able

to make a preliminary recommendation on the proposed project.” The commenter takes

this to mean that the project description for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST

System is inadequate. Further, the Army Corps of Engineers requires a greater level of

design than is required for preparation of an EIR/EIS because the EIR/EIS is a planning

level document and not a permit document. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers bases

it's permit on the precise amount of fill the project would would be discharged into

Waters of the U.S.

[1] Kantor, Shawn. The Economic Impact of the California High-Speed Rail in the

Sacramento/Central Valley Area. University of California, Merced. September 2008.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

The Authority appreciates the map provided in this submission. Since this submission,

additional oil wells have been drilled along the Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative. The

addition of the new oil wells does not alter the conclusions set forth in the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. As discussed in Sections 3.9 and 3.11 of the EIR/EIS, it

would be necessary for the Authority to move existing active oil wells and replug and

cap abandoned oil wells within the HST right-of-way.

Project impacts to irrigation systems including water wells, resulting curative work,

and/or potential ramifications will be addressed during the appraisal process with
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consultation from experts in the hydraulic engineering and agriculture management

fields. The timing of any restorative work or reconfigurations will be addressed at the

property acquisition stage and documented in the right-of-way contract. As explained in

Section 3.8 of the EIR/EIS, because the project will be constructed and operated in

compliance with applicable design standards, the project will not result in any significant

impacts related to hydrology or water quality.

The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their

operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including water wells. As

discussed in Section 3.10, Hazardous Material and Wastes, under Impact MHW #3,

construction on or in proximity to sites of potential environmental concern (PEC sites)

could encounter contaminants or interfere with ongoing remediation efforts.  The section

goes on to discuss that construction at known PEC sites would require careful

coordination with regulatory agencies and current landowners before advancing, so as

to not impede ongoing remediation efforts at these locations.  Where effects on PEC

sites cannot be avoided, preconstruction activities would address the requirements for

construction at PEC sites in coordination with regulatory agencies and landowners.

BO029-15

Mitigation is identified for all significant impacts analyzed in the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The Authority has the full responsibility for implementation of

the mitigation measures. The HST project financing includes funding for the cost of

property acquisition and relocation of all displaced residents as well as all other costs

associated with fulfilling the mitigation measures.

BO029-16

The risk-based system safety program applied to the development of the HST system

includes consideration of operational procedures, rolling stock, track and roadbed

infrastructure, geotechnical conditions, and all other ancillary systems, in whole and in

relation to each other, as opposed to separately. These issues will be considered for

their effects in operating at speeds up to 220 mph, and will be in conformance with

international standards for high-speed operation, as well as with FRA regulations (under

development) for higher-speed operation.
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The Noise group worked with the geologists to come up with the 18 transfer mobility

testing sites that were representative of the types of soils in each area of the alignment.

These transfer mobility test were used to verify how each soil type affects the

propagation of the vibration energy from the tracks to the senstive receivers.

The vibration impact assessment is primarily designed to identify the potential human

annoyance from vibration from HST operations for buildings with vibration-sensitive use

as described by the FRA and FTA land use categories. However, all buildings in close

proximity to the proposed alignments assessed for potential structural damage from

HST operations and/or construction. The potential for damage from vibration from HST

operations is limited to extremely fragile buildings located within 30 feet of the tracks.

The HST right-of-way width varies from 120 feet for at-grade tracks, to approximately 60

feet for elevated fill, to approximately 45 feet for elevated structures.  In general, the

area of impact is therefore within or close to the project right-of-way. Typical buildings,

such as residences, located outside this distance would not have the potential for

damage from vibration.

Agricultural resources, such as crops, would not be affected by noise and vibration from

HSTs.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.4.3, locations with potential vibration impacts in the

project corridor are because of the potential for annoyance effects from HST operations.

While the vibration at these locations might be felt by receivers, it would be well below

the thresholds for damage to structures. It is helpful to note that the vibration levels

generated by passing HSTs would generally be less than the levels generated by freight

trains in the study area.

BO029-18

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03.

The FRA and FTA manuals were utilized in order to determine potential noise impacts at

nearby noise-sensitive receivers.

BO029-19

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

BO029-20

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

The purpose of a CEQA and NEPA document is to inform the public and decision

makers of the environmental implications of implementing the project. The EIR/EIS for

the Fresno to Bakersfield Section describes the impacts associated with project

construction. Speculation on whether the project is completed is not a legal requirement

of CEQA and NEPA.

BO029-21

The impact analysis for Colonel Allensworth State Historic Park is discussed in Sections

3.7, 3.12, 3.13, 3.15, 3.16, and 3.17 of the Final EIR/EIS. The analyses in these

sections address the impacts of not only the Parks historical significance and its

recreational, historic, and cultural, values but also its relation to important biological

habitats. Refer to Chapter 12, Index, for specific page locations. The materials regarding

the mega-dairy projects near Allensworth State Park provided in Attachment G to the

comment letter do not alter the analysis or conclusions presented in the EIR/EIS.
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