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APPENDIX F CONTENTS BY ORDER OF APPEARANCE IN  
SUB-APPENDICES 

Appendix F.1 – Federal Agency Letters 

Agency Submission 
Number Page Number 

United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service F001 F.1-1 
United States Environmental Protection Agency F002 F.1-3 

 

Appendix F.2 – State Agency Letters 

Agency Submission 
Number Page Number 

California Department of Parks & Recreation S001 F.2-1 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast Region S002 F.2-3 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast Region S003 F.2-4 
California State Lands Commission S004 F.2-14 
California State Lands Commission S005 F.2-20 

Caltrans, Division of Environmental Planning S006 F.2-25 
Caltrans, Division of Environmental Planning S007 F.2-26 
Native American Heritage Commission S008 F.2-29 
State Water Resources Control Board S009 F.2-34 

 

Appendix F.3 – Local Agency Letters 

Agency Submission 
Number Page Number 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning L001 F.3-1 

County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation L002 F.3-43 

County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works L003 F.3-46 

County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works L004 F.3-51 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority L005 F.3-54 

Metropolitan Water District L006 F.3-56 

 

Appendix F.4 – Letters From Elected Officials 

No submissions from Elected Officials were received during scoping for the Burbank to LA NOP/NOI. 
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Appendix F.5 – Letters From Businesses and Organizations 

Business or Organization Submission 
Number Page Number 

CMI Management, Inc. B001 F.5-1 

Glendale Rancho Neighborhood Association B002 F.5-2 

LA River Revitalization Corporation B003 F.5-4 

Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple B004 F.5-5 

Natural Resources Defense Council B005 F.5-8 

S/T Neighborhood Council B006 F.5-18 

Southern California Gas Company Environmental Services B007 F.5-19 

The Walt Disney Company B008 F.5-20 

Union Pacific Railroad B009 F.5-22 

 

 Appendix F.6 – Letters From Individuals1  

Last Name First Name Submission 
Number Page Number 

Asimow Steven I001 F.6-1 
Avanes Adrinen I002 F.6-2 
Baldwin Xavier I003 F.6-4 
Benitez Michelle I004 F.6-5 

Betts Byron E. I005 F.6-6 
Biera Olivia I006 F.6-12 
Bocek Daniel I007 F.6-13 
Browne Tom I008 F.6-15 
Campbell Mark I009 F.6-16 
Coppedge David I010 F.6-17 

Croels Caroline I011 F.6-18 
Croels-Decker Arlette I012 F.6-19 
Dillard Joyce I013 F.6-20 
Durrer Sarah I014 F.6-21 
Dyson Paul I015 F.6-22 
Friedman Alexander I016 F.6-24 

Garibian Tony I017 F.6-25 
Grindley William I018 F.6-27 
Kerner Ken I019 F.6-29 
Larson Julie I020 F.6-30 
Logan John and Rain I021 F.6-31 
MacAdams Susan I022 F.6-32 

MacAdams Susan I023 F.6-38 
MacAdams Susan I024 F.6-40 
Martel Donald I025 F.6-58 
May Marlena I026 F.6-60 
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 Appendix F.6 – Letters From Individuals1  

Last Name First Name Submission 
Number Page Number 

McGrath Peter I027 F.6-61 

Morton Pat I028 F.6-62 
Orcholski Gerald I029 F.6-63 
Patterson Michael I030 F.6-64 
Rodriguez Andrew I031 F.6-65 
Russell Brown J. I032 F.6-66 
Salinsky Eugene I033 F.6-68 

Sanderson Joseph I034 F.6-69 
Sarkissian Greg I035 F.6-70 
Serridge Anna I036 F.6-71 
Sherback Harvey I037 F.6-73 
Squires Janet I038 F.6-75 
Steinbruecker Rick I039 F.6-76 

Sucich Yvonne I040 F.6-77 
Sweeny Dianne M. I041 F.6-78 
Unknown Naveen I042 F.6-80 
Unknown James I043 F.6-81 
Unknown Unknown I044 F.6-82 
Uyemutsu Ryan I045 F.6-83 

Wagner Evan I046 F.6-84 
Walsh John I047 F.6-85 
Williams Tom I048 F.6-88 
Williams Tom I049 F.6-90 
Wilsa Bonita I050 F.6-98 
Winstead Ruth I051 F.6-99 
Note: 1 Comment letters organized alphabetically by individual’s last name and chronologically by date/time of submission. 
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Agency Submission 
Number Page Number

United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service F001 F.1-1
United States Environmental Protection Agency F002 F.1-3



Submission F001 (Karen Goebel, United States Department of the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service, August 18, 2014)
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Submission F002 (Connell Dunning, United States Environmental Protection
Agency, August 25, 2014)
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Submission F002 (Connell Dunning, United States Environmental Protection
Agency, August 25, 2014) - Continued
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Submission F002 (Connell Dunning, United States Environmental Protection
Agency, August 25, 2014) - Continued
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Submission F002 (Connell Dunning, United States Environmental Protection
Agency, August 25, 2014) - Continued
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Submission F002 (Connell Dunning, United States Environmental Protection
Agency, August 25, 2014) - Continued
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Submission F002 (Connell Dunning, United States Environmental Protection
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Agency Submission 
Number Page Number

California Department of Parks & Recreation S001 F.2-1
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast Region S002 F.2-3

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast Region S003 F.2-4
California State Lands Commission S004 F.2-14
California State Lands Commission S005 F.2-20
Caltrans, Division of Environmental Planning S006 F.2-25
Caltrans, Division of Environmental Planning S007 F.2-26
Native American Heritage Commission S008 F.2-29

State Water Resources Control Board S009 F.2-34



Submission S001 (Seans Woods, California Department of Parks & Recreation,
August 29, 2014)

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
Burbank to Los Angeles Section
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Submission S001 (Seans Woods, California Department of Parks & Recreation,
August 29, 2014) - Continued
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #46 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/23/2014
Response Requested : No
Submission Date : 8/23/2014
Affiliation Type : State Agency
Interest As : State Agency
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Victoria
Last Name : Chau
Professional Title :
Business/Organization : California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Address : 4665 Lampson Avenue
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Los Alamitos
State : CA
Zip Code : 90720
Telephone :
Email : Victoria.Chau@wildlife.ca.gov
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Dear Mr. Mark McLoughlin:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) is currently
working on comments for the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the California
High-Speed Rail (HSR) System Palmdale to Burbank Section as well as the
HSR System Burbank to Los Angeles Section.  The Department would like to
request extensions to review and comment for both NOPs Sections
(Palmdale to Burbank and Burbank to Los Angeles) of the HSR.  The
Department would appreciate an extension to provide comments by
September 5, 2014  for the proposed projects.  Please feel free to contact me
should you have any questions or concerns.  Thank you for your
consideration.

Victoria Chau
Environmental Scientist
CA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife
South Coast Region 5
4665 Lampson Avenue
Los Alamitos, CA 90720
909-455-8443

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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TO: Mark A. McLoughlin, Director of Environmental Services  
Attention: Palmdale to Burbank Section EIR/EIS and 
Burbank to Los Angeles Section EIR/EIS 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
700 North Alameda Street, Room 3-532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Email: palmdale_burbank@hsr.ca.gov and 
burbank_los.angeles@hsr.ca.gov

FROM: Cliff Harvey,
Environmental Scientist 
DIVISION OF WATER QUALITY,
401 CERTIFICATION AND WETLANDS UNIT 

DATE: August 28, 2014 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS REGARDING A NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) FOR THE 
PROPOSED CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN (HST) PROJECT –
PALMDALE TO BURBANK (SCH NO. 2014071074) AND BURBANK TO LOS 
ANGELES SECTIONS (SCH NO. 2014071073)

M E M O R A N D U M

State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) staff received a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of a project-level environmental document for the proposed High 
Speed Train Palmdale to Burbank and Burbank-to-Los Angeles Projects (Project(s)) on 
July 28, 2014.  The NOP was circulated in order to solicit input on Project alternatives 
and the potential impacts that should be considered in the preparation of a joint 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The 
EIR/EIS each of these two projects under separate project-level environmental reviews.
The High Speed Rail Authority is the lead agency under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the Federal Railroad Association is the lead agency under the 
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).   

State Water Board staff, acting as a responsible agency, is providing these comments 
to specify the scope and content of the environmental information germane to our 
statutory responsibilities pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, 
title 14, section 15096.   

Submission S009 (Clifford Harvey, State Water Resources Control Board,
August 28, 2014)
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Mr. Mark McLoughlin - 2 - August 28, 2014 

Based on our review of the limited information provided, we recommend that 
several issues be considered in the preparation of the EIR/EIS, particularly: 

1) alternatives that avoid wetland impacts should be considered with higher 
priority over others;
2) the water quality and hydrology analyses should include a discussion of 
beneficial uses and potential impacts with respect to those beneficial uses; and
3) established numerical and narrative water quality objectives and standards 
should be used when evaluating thresholds of significance for Project impacts.

Although we recognize the importance of the HST project, we nevertheless note that it has the 
potential to adversely impact water quality and beneficial uses during construction as well as 
over the life of the project. Because of these potential effects, the State Water Board requests 
that the following concerns be addressed in the forthcoming Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS). 

The proposed Project alignments would cross portions of two California Water Quality Control 
Regions: Lahontan and Los Angeles.   

We note that the size and scope of the proposed HST Project does not allow a comprehensive 
review of all on-the-ground details for all of the possible routes. This review, therefore, covers 
several general topics of concern and provides examples of classes of specific concerns that 
will need to be addressed in a DEIR/EIS and in development of subsequent project 
implementation plans. 

The water quality considerations discussed below should be included in all project plans, 
including plans to repair or modify existing railway infrastructure, as well as project plans to build 
new infrastructure. In addition, all comments provided by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards should be given equal consideration. 

Staff of the State and Regional Water Boards look forward to collaboration with HSRA in the 
development of the DEIR/EIS, to ensure that full disclosure, adequate analysis, adequate 
mitigation measures and accurate findings of significance are provided for all potential Project 
impacts to waters of the state.  

STATE AND REGIONAL WATER BOARDS JURISDICTION 

For projects that involve “dredge or fill” activities that may result in a discharge to surface waters 
of the U.S., including wetlands – and the HST sections under study would cause such 
discharges - a Clean Water Act section 404 permit, as administered by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers,  is required.   

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act states that anyone proposing to conduct a project that 
requires a federal permit or license must obtain certification from the State that the permitted or 
licensed activity would meet state water quality standards.  Therefore, a section 401 Water 

Submission S009 (Clifford Harvey, State Water Resources Control Board,
August 28, 2014) - Continued
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Mr. Mark McLoughlin - 3 - August 28, 2014 

Quality Certification (Certification) would be required for those portions of the proposed projects 
that may affect waters of the U.S.  

The proposed projects also may affect waters of the state that are not waters of the U.S. (i.e., 
“non-federal waters”).  Waters of the State, as defined by the Porter Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act are: any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the 
boundaries of the state” (Water Code section 13050(e)).  Impacts to non-federal waters of the 
state are protected under orders for Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs).    

The State Water Board and Regional Water Boards have responsibility for all waters of the 
State including waters of the United States as a subset. Any stormwater discharge or discharge 
of any pollutant, including dredge and fill material, shall be regulated under State and Regional 
Water Board permits.

The Palmdale to Burbank Section of the High Speed Rail System falls within the jurisdiction of 
two Regional Water Boards, the Lahontan and Los Angeles Water Boards. That portion of the 
Project area that is within the Antelope Valley watershed is under the jurisdiction of the 
Lahontan Water Board.  Since the overall HST project spans more than one Regional Water 
Board, the State Water Board’s Division of Water Quality is responsible for any Certifications or 
WDRs that may be issued for any sections of the HST, including Palmdale to Burbank and 
Burbank to Los Angeles.

The State Water Board has consulted with staff of the affected Regional Water Boards and have 
incorporated their comments into this letter. The State Water Board will consult with Regional 
Water Board staff on all conditions of any Certification or WDRs that may be issued.  Any 
additional comments that may be submitted by the Regional Boards should be considered 
equally with the comments in this memorandum 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) LEAD AND RESPONSIBLE 
AGENCY CONSULTATION 

The lead agency for CEQA compliance, i.e., the HSRA, should be clearly identified in the 
DEIR/EIS.   The HSRA should make every effort to ensure that all responsible agencies under 
CEQA, including the Water Boards and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, are 
consulted throughout the preparation of the DEIR/EIS. This consultation should address 
development of all avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation measures for the 
project alternatives presented. 

In particular, Water Boards staff should be consulted in the formulation of all mitigation 
measures that may pertain to water quality.  Consultation at the earliest stages of document 
preparation will help ensure that statutory and regulatory requirements for protection of water 
quality and beneficial uses are appropriately addressed in the impact descriptions and mitigation 
proposals.

CONSIDERATION OF REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLANS (“Basin Plans”) 

The Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region and the Water Quality Control Plan for 
the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plans) contains policies that the Water Boards use with other 
laws and regulations to protect the quality of waters of the State within those regions.  The 

Submission S009 (Clifford Harvey, State Water Resources Control Board,
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Mr. Mark McLoughlin - 4 - August 28, 2014 

Basin Plans set forth water quality standards for surface water and groundwater of the Regions, 
that include designated beneficial uses as well as narrative and numerical objectives that must 
be maintained or attained to protect those uses.  The Basin Plans can be accessed via the 
Water Boards’ web sites at  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/references.shtml 

and

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/

The DEIR/EIS to be prepared should, when discussing potential impacts to, or mitigations for 
impacts to, waters of the state and waters of the U.S., provide analysis of those impacts in the 
context of the existing Regional Water Quality Control Plans (commonly referred to as “Basin 
Plans”) for the affected water quality control regions.  Basin Plans for all of California’s water 
quality control regions, including Lahontan and Los Angeles, are based on designation of 
beneficial uses and identification of pollutants of concern as they occur in mapped hydrologic 
units as found in the Basin Plans.  

All project activities should be examined in the DEIR/EIS to determine what, if any, impacts 
those activities might have for all designated beneficial uses of waters. 

Note that basin plan hydrologic units are often based on watersheds, but are not analogous to 
U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUCs).    

State and Regional Water Boards staff is available to consult with HSRA to facilitate this 
important component of project impact analysis.   

CHARACTERIZATION AND ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT IMPACTS 

The State Water Board recommends that analysis of Project impact and mitigation effects to 
surface waters of the state be conducted using methods that in compliance with California 
Senate Bill 1070 (Kehoe, 2006) and that are consistent with guidance provided by the California 
Water Quality Monitoring Council.1 In particular, we recommend application of the Monitoring 
Council’s Tenets of a State Wetland and Riparian Monitoring Program (WRAMP)2 to the 
assessment of project impacts to streams, wetlands, and other surface waters, and to 
development of mitigation proposals for those impacts.  State Water Board staff is prepared to 
collaborate with HSRA staff and consultants in the implementation of this approach, which we 
believe will compliment, and facilitate, concurrent consideration of mitigation requirements 
through the Corps’ Standard Operating Procedure for Determination of Mitigation Ratios.3
                                                 
1 See http://www.mywaterquality.ca.gov/monitoring_council/index.shtml
2  See: http://www.mywaterquality.ca.gov/monitoring_council/wetland_workgroup/docs/2010/tenetsprogram.pdf 
3 US Army Corps of Engineers, South Pacific Division,  12501-SPD Regulatory Program Standard Operating 
Procedure for Determination of Mitigation Ratios, October 21, 2013. See: 
http://www.spd.usace.army.mil/Portals/13/docs/regulatory/qmsref/ratio/12501.pdf ) 
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PROVISION FOR ANALYSIS OF A FULL RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 

The State Water Board and Regional Water Boards (collectively, Water Boards) require projects 
subject to their permitting authority to avoid and minimize impacts to all waters of the State to 
the maximum extent practicable, and to ensure no net loss of wetlands. For this reason, the 
Water Boards expect that full consideration and analysis of water quality impacts be included in 
all project alternatives of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

PROVISION OF FULL INFORMATION ON ALTERNATIVES 

The DEIR/EIS must clearly identify selected routes, and must clearly describe and locate all 
project infrastructure including station locations, roads, substations and all appurtenant 
structures. The DEIR/EIS must also clearly identify all waters of the State, including wetlands, 
that may be affected by the various project alternatives. 

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Avoidance and minimization of project effects to waters of the State should be a fundamental 
environmental strategy for the proposed project. For all project alternatives, construction and 
maintenance activities should be proposed that will avoid disturbance to riparian and wetland 
areas, streams, drainage channels, or to any landforms that, if disturbed, might affect water 
quality or the beneficial uses of waters. Avoidance measures should include site configurations 
that minimize the number of stream crossings and require natural channel design for all 
relocated segments of streams. Construction BMPs should protect stream channels, wetlands 
and adjacent riparian areas. 

Project design should also include scientifically based buffers between wetlands and streams 
and any impervious surface. When avoidance is infeasible, construction and maintenance 
measures should be specified that would minimize disturbance to the fullest extent possible.  

For any remaining and unavoidable impacts to waters of the State, compensatory mitigation for 
the loss of ecological functions and beneficial uses shall be provided. State Water Board staff 
will work with project proponents and other regulatory agencies to ensure that this goal is met. 
The Draft EIR/EIS should discuss likely mitigation approaches for each alternative, including 
potential types, sites, timing and financial assurances. 

COMMUNICATIONS 

Successful environmental compliance on any large, complex project is possible only with clearly 
defined communication channels that identify roles and responsibilities of all project personnel, 
including regulatory staff.  Every person assigned to the Projects should have a clear pathway 
for communication relating to any given environmental question or issue that may arise during 
construction and operation of the project.   

To this end, project mitigation measures should require the establishment of clear 
communication channels for all project compliance reporting, including reporting of problems, 
violations, and project modifications. These measures should also require that the list of 
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Mr. Mark McLoughlin - 6 - August 28, 2014 

assigned persons within the communication plan be maintained and updated in a timely 
manner.

INSPECTION AND MONITORING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

Provision for inspecting and monitoring the project for environmental compliance should be 
included in the DEIR/EIS.  This monitoring effort would be active for the time required to achieve 
post-construction mitigation success. Qualified, independent inspectors who would have 
experience and expertise in all pertinent environmental disciplines and mitigation methods 
should conduct this inspection and monitoring effort.  In particular, compliance monitors for 
water quality measures should have specific qualifications in those resource areas.  Biological 
monitors alone are not sufficient to meet this need.   

Mitigation measures presented in the DEIR/EIS should require that inspection teams:  

 Be assigned, funded, and equipped to cover the entire project area for all hours and 
days of operation.  

 Be led and/or staffed by qualified persons with experience and training in natural 
resources, geology, soils, hydrology, ecology, and related disciplines.  

 Include persons qualified in storm water management, erosion prevention, and erosion 
control (as evidenced by work experience or certifications such as Qualified Stormwater 
Practitioner, or Qualified Stormwater Designer).  

 Include persons with experience and skill that is pertinent to the terrain traversed by the 
proposed project. Inspectors with urban construction experience, for example, may not 
be skilled or qualified for inspection of activity in agricultural, backcountry forest or 
rangeland settings.  

Mitigation Measures should clearly require that compliance monitors be readily accessible to 
regulatory agency staff, and should make regular and timely reports to all agencies. 

AVOIDANCE OF SPECIAL AREAS 

The proposed Projects should avoid impacts to wetlands and waters of the state, with special 
focus on areas where ecosystem integrity is relatively high: i.e., areas such as California State 
Parks, designated Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas, Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern, and similar sites. These areas typically contain waters of the State for which important 
habitat, recreation and other beneficial uses are designated. 

STORMWATER DISCHARGES 

Construction of the proposed HST sections would be subject to CGP (Order No. 2009-0009-
DWQ as modified by Order No. 2010-0014-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002, adopted September 
2, 2009, effective July 1, 2010) (State Water Board, 2009) for construction of the High Speed 
Train System.  The relevant regulations related to stormwater quality are promulgated by the 
State Water Board and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. Pursuant to California Water 
Code section 13160, the State Water Board is: 
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(a) authorized to give any certificate or statement required by any federal agency 
pursuant to any such federal act that there is reasonable assurance that an activity of 
any person subject to the jurisdiction of the state board will not reduce water quality 
below applicable standards, and 
(b) authorized to exercise any powers delegated to the state by the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 United States Code sections 1251, et. seq.) 
The State Water Board will therefore administer the Section 402 post-development 
NPDES discharge permit for all sections and facilities of the High Speed Train System.   

The pollutants of concern in runoff from High Speed Train facilities will be substantially similar to 
those in runoff from other statewide transportation facilities, while pollutant concentrations may 
vary. Pollutants expected from High Speed Train elements include nutrients, metals, sediments, 
pesticides and herbicides, and oils and grease. Fugitive dust from the surrounding agricultural 
areas might contribute additional minor amounts of pollutants such as pesticides and herbicides. 
Maintenance facilities might contribute metals, oils, grease, solvents, and cleaning agents.  

HYDROLOGY 

Potential significant effects to aquatic resources should be evaluated using a watershed 
approach. The loss of functions and services of impacted water bodies, including wetlands, 
should be evaluated in light of the condition and abundance of aquatic resources in affected 
watersheds.  

To protect existing hydrologic systems in the affected watersheds, every effort should be made 
to incorporate Low Impact Development" (LID) design techniques such as limiting impervious 
surfaces and controlling runoff through ground infiltration methods. For any proposed change to 
existing flow volume, channel location, channel size and shape, or rate of discharge, an 
evaluation should be made of the effects on current patterns, water circulation, normal water 
fluctuation, and salinity. Consideration should also be given to the potential diversion or 
obstruction of flow, alterations of bottom contours, or other significant changes in the hydrologic 
regime. Any potential surface and ground water effects should be evaluated in the DEIR/EIS.  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Development associated with construction and operation of the proposed HST Project would 
contribute to the on-going loss or degradation of natural and agricultural lands.  These lands 
currently provide habitat for a variety of federal and State listed special status species, as well 
as other valuable wildlife and plant resources.  

Of particular concern are riparian and wetland habitats. The proposed projects could cause 
impacts to these habitats through land development, erosion and sedimentation, noise and 
other indirect effects, and discharges of pollutants that reduce water quality.  

The water quality requirements of wildlife pertain to the water directly ingested, the many 
attributes of the aquatic and riparian habitat itself, and the effect of water quality on the 
production of food materials.  The Project could substantially reduce or degrade these habitats 
and restrict the movement of several species. The DEIR/EIS should fully describe the potential 
project related impacts to animal and plant species habitat, including wetlands and riparian 
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areas and commit to habitat preservation measures that protect water quality, species 
movement and habitat needs in the context of the impacted watersheds. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS: 

Existing and proposed new rail lines and other linear projects may occur in the project area.  In 
addition, new rail services on existing lines may exist.4 A full discussion of the cumulative effects 
of the proposed project in the context of these existing and proposed new projects and services 
should be included in the DEIR/EIS. The HST Project should incorporate design modifications 
that reestablish or improve on current environmental conditions and ecological processes and 
functions to lessen cumulative effects. 

CONCLUSION 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  Water Boards Staff look forward to working with the 
High Speed Rail Authority to ensure that impacts to water quality and beneficial uses of water 
are avoided and minimized to the greatest practicable extent.   If you have any questions 
regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 558-1709 (cliff.harvey@waterboards.ca.gov) or 
Bill Orme, 401 Program Manager, at (916) 341-5464( bill.orme@waterboards.ca.gov ).

cc: See next page. 

                                                 
4 See Draft California Rail Plan, prepared by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Division of Rail, 
February, 2013.  
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cc: State Clearinghouse (SCH 2014071074) 
  (state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov)

Paul Amato, Wetlands Regulatory Office (WTR-8), USEPA, 
Region 9

(Amato.Paul@epamail.epa.gov ) 

Daniel Swenson, US Army Corps of Engineers 
 (Daniel.P.Swenson@usace.army.mil)

Jan Zimmerman, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
  (jan.zimmerman@waterboards.ca.gov)

LB Nye, Los Angeles Regional Water Board 
 (LB.Nye@waterboards.ca.gov)

Ed Pert, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, South Coast Region, 3883 Ruffin Road,
San Diego, CA  92123  

Kimberly Nicol, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, Inland Deserts Region 
3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Su. C,
Ontario, CA  91764 
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Agency Submission 
Number Page Number

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning L001 F.3-1 

County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation L002 F.3-43 

County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works L003 F.3-46 

County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works L004 F.3-51 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority L005 F.3-54 

Metropolitan Water District L006 F.3-56 
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ATTACHMENT: Potential Mitigation Measures for Consideration for High Speed 
Rail Project in the City of Los Angeles Based on Range of Options Outlined in 
June 2009 Alternatives Analysis 

1

SR-134 to Rio de Los Angeles State Park
 Street, pedestrian and bicycle connections over/under rail tracks between 

industrial area west of San Fernando Road and Glendale to the east, to ensure 
viability of industrial land; in particular, the proposed closure of Doran Street is 
problematic; if Doran Street closure is unavoidable, nearest access point 
(Brazil/Broadway) should be expanded to provide for an enhanced and higher 
capacity entrance to the industrial tract 

 Sound attenuation and green screen near all residential buildings 
 Coordination of rail infrastructure with results of the LA River Ecosystem 

Restoration Feasibility Study (Army Corps of Engineers and City of Los Angeles) 

Rio de Los Angeles State Park to Union Station
 Sound attenuation and green screen near all residential buildings; visual and 

noise impacts may especially affect the William Mead housing site due to its 
proximity to potential alignments 

 Consolidation of rail facilities in a single trench north of I-5 through Rio de Los 
Angeles State Park to SR-2 

 Consolidation of rail facilities into a single alignment on the east side of the river, 
including placing the maximum amount of tracks into a trench starting from the 
Arroyo Seco confluence continuing south of the Main Street Bridge; alternatively, 
consolidate all track at-grade on east bank with contribution of funds to new, 
elevated Main Street viaduct (HSR funds that would otherwise be used for aerial 
structure through this corridor) that crosses over existing and new rail tracks 
allowing them to remain at grade in the immediate vicinity of the current Main 
Street crossing 

 Installation of multipurpose pathway along east bank of river, from Rio de Los 
Angeles State Park to south of the Main Street Bridge; pathway could be aerial in 
segments where the rail is at grade, possibly in vicinity of Broadway, Spring, and 
Main Street bridges; this could mitigate visual impacts by affording pedestrians 
and bicyclists elevated views of the downtown skyline and river corridor 

 Development of confluence area park at Arroyo Seco 
 Trenches should be covered in substantial portions with surface developed as 

park area and in ways to facilitate access to park areas between rails and river 
 Avoid impacts to San Antonio Winery; if high speed rail tracks are aerial adjacent 

to winery, provide for pedestrian access to river under rail bridge 
 Coordination of rail infrastructure with results of the LA River Ecosystem 

Restoration Feasibility Study (Army Corps of Engineers and City of Los Angeles) 
 Leverage funding for river restoration demonstration project at “Bowtie” parcel 

(G1) as feasible 
 Leverage funding to implement LARRMP at G2 parcel for use as expanded river 

channel and riverfront open space (extensive cleanup required) as feasible 
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ATTACHMENT: Potential Mitigation Measures for Consideration for High Speed 
Rail Project in the City of Los Angeles Based on Range of Options Outlined in 
June 2009 Alternatives Analysis 

2

Union Station Area
 Station design and new mixed-use shared parking/loading/drop-off facility (not 

stand-alone parking) 
 Maximize multimodal connectivity 
 Maximize development opportunities through station design by providing access 

to a number of adjacent sites, incorporating circulation improvements and 
ensuring visual access and connectivity 

 Design all new facilities to be sensitive to historic structures including Union 
Station and Terminal Annex 

 Minimize adverse impacts on buildings proximate to Union Station complex  
 Recapture River frontage and access through this corridor as feasible through 

consolidation and trenching of rail tracks 

South of Union Station (Los Angeles to Anaheim segment; included for reference)
 Metrolink/Amtrak Run-through tracks should be included in the high speed rail 

track guideway south from Union Station to south of 1st Street Bridge to minimize 
impacts on neighborhood south of Union Station/US-101 

 Facilitate “Park101” freeway cap park project over US-101 and river linkage 
along Commercial Street 

 Create series of pedestrian and bicycle connections to the west and east banks 
of the River, over the tracks, between 1st St and Olympic Blvd. Bridges 

 Pickle Works Building at 1st Street Bridge has potential to be transformed into a 
river and rail museum; creation of public viewing area on rooftop could help to 
mitigate visual impacts of aerial HSR tracks crossing over 1st Street Bridge 

 Support acquisition of sites along west bank of river, between 4th and 6th Street 
bridges, to provide opportunities for cleantech development and new open space 

 Sound attenuation near residential and institutional buildings in the Arts District 
 Mitigations for under aerial tracks (open space, pedestrian connectivity, art, 

allowance for jobs-producing business occupancies, etc.) 
 Coordination of rail infrastructure with results of the LA River Ecosystem 

Restoration Feasibility Study (Army Corps of Engineers and City of Los Angeles) 

General
 Wherever HSR is grade separated, existing rail tracks should be grade separated 

as opportunities exist 
 Where HSR Authority requires full acquisition of impacted parcels, unused 

fragments should be leveraged for economic development potential or developed 
as public open space 

 Wherever displacements of existing uses are necessary, business relocation 
efforts should be aggressively pursued, with a focus on relocating businesses 
within the City of Los Angeles 

 Pursue establishment of mitigation bank to fund ongoing and future open space 
and river revitalization efforts in the corridor 
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #59 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/27/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 8/27/2014
Affiliation Type : Local Agency
Interest As : Local Agency
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Matthew
Last Name : Dubiel
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone : (626) 458-4921
Email : MDUBIEL@dpw.lacounty.gov
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Mr. McLoughlin:

Below, please find additional comments from our Department regarding the
IS-NOP associated with the Burbank to Los Angeles Section of the California
High-Speed Rail (HSR) system proposed by the California High-Speed Rail
Authority. We respectfully request that you take these comments into
consideration (along with our previous comments transmitted on August 21,
2014) when developing the Draft Environmental Impact Report for this
project.

*       The proposed project alignments may impact existing or planned
projects along the River, projects that are consistent with the City's Los
Angeles River Revitalization Plan, and the County's Los Angeles River
Master plan. It is advised that the project proponent work with representatives
from the City and the County during the planning and design phase of the
project. Additionally, any impacts shall be disclosed in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).
*       The Army Corps of Engineers and the City of Los Angeles are
undertaking an LA River Ecosystem Restoration Study which was recently
approved by the Federal Government.  Alternative 20 was the selected
alternative and the most ambitious plan of the study, which proposes
restoration at Piggyback Yard, the Cornfields, Taylor Yard, Verdugo Wash,
and the remaining portions of the LA River from Downtown LA to Verdugo
Wash (11-mile stretch). The High Speed Rail project should be consistent
with Alternative 20 of the Los Angeles River Feasibility Ecosystem Feasibility
Study.
*       Many of our open channels tie into and outlet to the Los Angeles River.
There are significant efforts by stakeholders to integrate trail systems along
these channels.  Please allow for connectivity along our Flood Control
systems, both for trails connectivity and for maintenance access. Discussions
in this regard shall be included in the DEIR.
*       At the crossing with Tuxford in the Sun Valley, we identified a possible
conflict with the alignment and depth of our Sun Valley Upper Storm Drain
System.  We had met with the High Speed Rail design team and discussed
possible solutions.  After sharing the depths and alignment, the High Speed
Rail team notified us that there will be no impacts to our large storm drain and

Submission L003 (Matthew Dubiel, County of Los Angeles, Department of
Public Works, August 27, 2014)
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that our current design did not need to be modified in any way.  As such, we
are continuing forth with the original design alignment and depths.
If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please contact
Kevin Kim of Public Works' Watershed Management Division at (626) 458-
4356 or kkim@dpw.lacounty.gov<mailto:kkim@dpw.lacounty.gov>.

If you have any other questions or require additional information, please
contact Matthew Dubiel of Land Development Division at (626) 458-4921.

Thank you.

Matthew Dubiel, P.E.
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Land Development Division, Subdivision Mapping Section,
CUP/CEQA/B&T Planning Unit
* (626) 458-4921 *(626)458-4949
Please click here to take our customer service
survey<http://dpw.lacounty.gov/general/survey/index.cfm?pid=IiIhMCAK>

     [cid:image001.png@01CBF9AC.9D3EF0B0]

_____________________________________________
From: Dubiel, Matthew
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'burbank_los.angeles@hsr.ca.gov'
Cc: Burger, Steve; Nyivih, Anthony; 'abaker@ceo.lacounty.gov';
'osahagun@ceo.lacounty.gov'
Subject: Burbank to Los Angeles Section EIR/EIS

Mr. McLoughlin:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study
associated with the Burbank to Los Angeles Section of the California High-
Speed Rail System. Attached please find comments from the County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact us.

Thank you.

 << File: 2014-08-21 CA HSR, Burbank to LA, LACDPW Comments.pdf >>

Matthew Dubiel, P.E.
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Land Development Division, Subdivision Mapping Section,
CUP/CEQA/B&T Planning Unit
* (626) 458-4921 *(626)458-4949
Please click here to take our customer service
survey<http://dpw.lacounty.gov/general/survey/index.cfm?pid=IiIhMCAK>

     << OLE Object: Picture (Device Independent Bitmap) >>
[cid:image001.png@01CBF9AC.9D3EF0B0]

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
Attachments : 2014-08-21 CA HSR, Burbank to LA, LACDPW Comments.pdf (47 kb)
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL PROJECT EIR/EIS DRAFT 2014 SCOPING REPORT
BURBANK TO LOS ANGELES SECTION APPENDIX F.5: LETTERS FROM BUSINESSES AND ORGANIZATIONS

Business or Organization Submission Number Page Number

CMI Management, Inc. B001 F.5-1 

Glendale Rancho Neighborhood Association B002 F.5-2 

LA River Revitalization Corporation B003 F.5-4 

Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple B004 F.5-5 

Natural Resources Defense Council B005 F.5-8 

S/T Neighborhood Council B006 F.5-18 

Southern California Gas Company Environmental Services B007 F.5-19 

The Walt Disney Company B008 F.5-20 

Union Pacific Railroad B009 F.5-22 



Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #74 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/28/2014
Response Requested : Yes
Submission Date : 8/28/2014
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Eric
Last Name : Guefen
Professional Title : Realtor
Business/Organization : CMI Management, Inc.
Address : P.O. Box 35496
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Los Angeles
State : CA
Zip Code : 90035
Telephone : 310-859-0000 Ext 109
Email : eric@cmimanagement.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List : No
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : To whom it May Concern:

We are opposed to the High Speed rail going through the City of San
Fernando.  We are involved with several properties in the city with one more
specifically being adjacent to the current rail road tracks.  We believe that
disecting the city in half by the installation of sound barriers as well as
underpasses will be a major detriment to the city of San Fernando as well as
land owners in many ways.  Why don't you build the high speed rail project
from Plamdale to Burbank where there is less communities invloved?  It will
aslo be less expensive for the taxpayers of the state of California.

SIncerely,

Eric Guefen
BRE #01092401
CMI Management, Inc.
BRE #01160525
P.O. Box 35496
Los Angeles, CA 90035
T. 310-859-0000 Ext 109
F. 310-859-2800

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #92 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 9/10/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 9/5/2014
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Joanne
Last Name : Hedge
Professional Title :
Business/Organization : Glendale Rancho Neighborhood Association
Address : 1415 Garden Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Glendale
State : CA
Zip Code : 91201
Telephone :
Email : hedgeillustration@gmail.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues :

Begin forwarded message:

> From: Joanne Hedge <hedgeillustration@gmail.com>
> Subject: HSR Glendale Corridor::Concerns
> Date: September 5, 2014 at 4:14:01 PM PDT
> To: burbank_losangeles@hsr.ca.gov
>
> 9/5/14
> Re: Comment Period Deadline Input::California High-Speed Rail Authority
>
> To Whom It May Concern:
>
> The Glendale Rancho ("Riverside Rancho") neighborhood is located one
mile west of the San Fernando Road corridor through which the existing
Metro and Amtrak rail line runs.  Recently, three rail crossings serving our
immediate area (at Sonora Ave., Grandview Ave., and Flower St.) were
subject to construction for safety upgrades, now reopened. A fourth crossing,
Allen Ave.,  was long ago closed. The rail line and the Golden State Freeway
(I-5) divide Glendale’s neighborhoods east and west, and intensified rail plans
are sure to exacerbate that disconnection.
>
> The upgrades were part of an overall rail crossing upgrade project for all
Glendale crossings including the controversial one at Doran that services the
industrial area of Los Angeles located between the Glendale border and the
Los Angeles River, adjacent to the S-134 Freeway.
>
> Several area homeowner and neighborhood associations, as well as
transportation officials headed by Roubik Golanian, Director, Public Works,
City of Glendale, look forward to crossing project completions so that the city
can qualify for and apply to the federal government for consideration of a
“quiet zone” in that passage that cuts through residential areas, eliminating
the need for passing locomotives to sound their loud horns day and night.
>
> Broad HSR concerns include--given that our area has been already subject

Submission B002 (Joanne Hedge, Glendale Rancho Neighborhood Association,
September 5, 2014)
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to multiple demolition and construction infrastructure projects that impact daily
quality of life--noise, speed, emissions, vehicle traffic tie-ups, new
construction (new rails? above or below grade crossings?), work timetable,
etc.
>
> The area has already been subject, close up and personal, to five years of
Caltrans I-5 lane widening and sound wall demo and construction, two years
of L A’s Bette Davis Park irrigation overhaul, installation of Glendale Narrows
Riverwalk Park, said rail crossing upgrades, ongoing reclaimed waterline
trenching to convey Glendale irrigation water to L A’s Bette Davis Park and
an associated street surfacing upgrade to come, a decade of build-out on the
adjacent Grand Central Creative Campus (Disney), and the coming two-year
L A Riverside Drive Bridge downriver-side demolition and retrofit.  Other
nearby noisy projects included L A’s Zoo Drive sewer work (Griffith Park) and
the huge ongoing Forest Lawn-area reservoir project.
>
> This is not herein to get into the pros and cons of the HSR project, its
feasibility, alternatives, costs, goals, politics…but to weigh in on disruption of
resident quality of life in a historic part of Glendale’s west side where a park-
like equestrian residential zone and increasingly cherished recreational
byways and the L A River’s growing conservational and recreational
amenities abut freeways and commercial sectors, and where property values
and enjoyment of premises are of unmeasurable worth to residents.
>
>
>
> Joanne Hedge, President
> GLENDALE RANCHO NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
> 1415 Garden Street, Glendale CA 91201
> 818-244-0110
> hedgeillustration@gmail.com
> hedgegraphics@earthlink.net
>
>
> The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to
which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material.
Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the
intended recipient is prohibited.  If you received this in error, please contact
the sender and delete the material from any computer.
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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August 28, 2014 

Via Email (burbank_los.angeles@hsr.ca.gov; palmdale_burbank@hsr.ca.gov) and U.S. Mail 

Mr. Mark A. McLoughlin 
Director of Environmental Services 
Attention: Burbank to Los Angeles Section EIR/EIS; Palmdale to Burbank Section EIR/EIS 
California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 
700 North Alameda Street, Room 3-532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Scoping Comments on Burbank to Los Angeles Section EIR/EIS and Palmdale 
to Burbank Section EIR/EIS 

Dear Mr. McLoughlin: 

On behalf of the undersigned organizations, which represent a broad, multicultural and 
economically diverse group of community, environmental, civil rights and civic leaders, we 
respectfully submit our comments on the Notices of Intent and Notices of Preparation to prepare 
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for the proposed 
California High-Speed Rail System’s Burbank to Los Angeles Section and Palmdale to Burbank 
Section (the Project). 

Our groups represent a large, multicultural and economically diverse community. We 
value community empowerment and democratic participation in ensuring equal access to an 
urban environment that is beneficial to physical, psychological, and social health for all. Our 
organizations and members have put a tremendous amount of time and resources into 
longstanding efforts to restore and revitalize the urban environment along the Los Angeles River. 
As such, we wish to strongly reiterate the views our organizations, along with several others, 
expressed in a September 20, 2010 letter to CHSRA: The proposed rail line must not be allowed 
to adversely impact the two important urban state parks north of Union Station—Los Angeles 
State Historic Park (LASHP) and Rio de Los Angeles State Park (RDLA)—or the communities 
surrounding them and the Los Angeles River, or interfere with restoration and revitalization of 
the River. Critical water resources including all tributaries along the route must also be protected 
through, for example, appropriate setbacks and design of viaduct crossings to accommodate 
future channel modifications that may be necessary to address accelerating climate challenges 
and restoration of natural hydrodynamic processes. We have attached our 2010 letter below and 
hereby incorporate its contents into our scoping comments. 

Submission B005 (Damon Nagami, Natural Resources Defense Council, August
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
August 28, 2014 
Page 2 of 5 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the scope of the Project’s EIR/EIS. As you 
know, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) require that the EIR/EIS discuss the reasonable alternatives, reasons for rejecting any of 
the alternatives, and mitigation measures for the environmental impacts identified in “sufficient 
details to enable meaningful participation and criticism by the public.” See, e.g., Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal., 47 Cal. 3d 376, 403, 405 (Cal. 1998). Courts 
also have held that socioeconomic effects on the “quality of life for city residents” due to 
physical impact on the urban environment should be assessed. City of Rochester v. U.S. Postal 
Service, 541 F.2d 967, 973 (2d Cir. 1976); Hanly v. Mitchell, 460 F.2d 640, 647 (2d Cir. 1972). 

In addition, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) draft 2013 study for the 
revitalization of the Los Angeles River recognizes that there are unfair disparities in access to 
green space for people of color and low-income people in Los Angeles, that those disparities 
contribute to health disparities, and that environmental justice requires agencies to address those 
disparities. According to USACE, much of Los Angeles is park deficient, with less than 3 acres 
of green space per 1,000 residents, as defined by California law. In general, access to parks is 
lowest in areas that have the highest number of families below $47,331. Many organizations 
have stressed the importance of making sure that River revitalization addresses environmental 
justice issues. Of key concern is the growing disparity of access to and use of open space 
resources, including parks, ball fields, and natural areas by those living in low-income 
communities of color. The President’s Executive Order 12898 focuses attention on the 
environmental and human health conditions of minority and low-income populations with the 
goal of achieving environmental protection for all communities. The Order directs agencies to 
develop environmental justice strategies to identify and address disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities on 
minority and low-income populations. Environmental justice concerns may arise from impacts 
on the natural and physical environment, such as human health or ecological impacts on minority 
populations, low-income populations, and Indian tribes, or from related social or economic 
impacts.1

Our organizations appreciate CHSRA staff’s diligent efforts over the last few years to 
meet with us regularly to discuss our issues. Through frequent discussions with technical staff, 
we believe the alignment options now under consideration for the segment immediately north of 
Union Station better reflect the community’s input and desires than was the case when the 
Project was first introduced several years ago. As indicated in the attached letter, our groups 

1 USACE, Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Draft Integrated Feasibility Report, pages 3-61, 3-86, 5-106 
(Sept. 2013). Similarly, the National Park Service recognizes that there are disparities in access to green space for 
people of color and low-income people in Los Angeles, that those contribute to health disparities, and that 
environmental justice requires agencies to address the disparities, citing Order 12898, and related laws and 
principles. NPS, San Gabriel Watershed and Mountains Special Resource Study & Environmental Assessment, p. 
231 (Newsletter #5, Nov. 2011) at p. 219, 231, and Errata p. 11-12. Accord, Federal Transit Administration, 
Environmental justice policy guidance for Federal Transit Administration recipients, Circular (FTA C 4703.1)
(Washington, DC: Department of Transportation, Aug. 15, 2012); FTA, Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for 
Federal Transit Administration Recipients, Circular (FTA C 4702.1B) (Washington, DC: Oct. 1, 2012); Letters from 
FTA to Metropolitan Transportation Commission and San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (Jan. 15, 2010 
and Feb. 12, 2010). 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
August 28, 2014 
Page 3 of 5 

support the two alignment options that utilize a bored tunnel running beneath LASHP, RDLA, 
and portions of the Los Angeles River (LAPT1 and LAPT3) to minimize surface and community 
disturbance during Project construction and operation. 

With regard to the Palmdale to Burbank Section, our groups are very concerned regarding 
the recently proposed alternative to tunnel beneath the Angeles National Forest in the San 
Gabriel Mountain range. According to the August 23, 2014 article in the Los Angeles Times,2
the proposed alternative recommended by Los Angeles County Supervisor Antonovich would 
run about 35 miles through the Angeles National Forest, “go around” the Hansen Dam 
Recreational Area, and include roughly 20 miles of tunnels. This alternative route may have 
significant impacts on sensitive water, natural, and recreational resources including, but not 
limited to, the Angeles National Forest, Big and Little Tujunga Washes, Big Tujunga Reservoir, 
La Tuna Canyon Park, Deukmejian Wilderness Park, and important urban hiking trails including 
the Rim of the Valley Trail, which is the linchpin of a National Park Service special resource 
study to determine whether this area that provides urban communities with critical access to low-
cost recreational and natural amenities should be added to the national park system. It could also 
significantly impact areas in the San Gabriel Mountains under legislative and administrative 
consideration for further federal protection as a National Monument or National Recreation 
Area. Moreover, the San Gabriels are one of the most dynamic mountain ranges in the world. 
This activity is being further impacted by climate disruptions such as the drought, which has 
caused a rapid uplift of 15mm over the past 18 months alone.3 The environmental review of this 
proposed alternative should be rigorous and extensive, and at minimum should carefully analyze 
the Project’s potential impacts on all of the important resources listed above. 

We also would like to raise a few other issues regarding the proposed Project. First, we 
are concerned about the Project’s potential impacts on wetlands and riparian habitats in RDLA 
and the Los Angeles River during Project construction and operation. Our respective 
organizations and many others, numerous agencies at the local, state, and federal levels, the City 
of Los Angeles, and several local communities have made tireless efforts and spent countless 
hours attempting to restore the wetland and riparian habitats in RDLA and adjacent sections of 
Los Angeles River. The EIR/EIS must analyze the potential impacts of the Project on the natural 
drainage systems that support these wetlands and riparian habitats. Mitigation measures to 
address these concerns regarding drainage and water quality should be incorporated, for 
example, into the tunnel design and construction specifications for contractors. 

Second, we are concerned about the potential induced development impacts on local 
communities, especially in the areas around the two stations. According to the CEQA 
Guidelines, growth-inducing impacts may occur if “the proposed project could foster economic 
or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in 
the surrounding environment.” Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.2(d). The EIR/EIS must assess 
whether the Project would cause indirect or secondary effects, including reasonably foreseeable 

2 Dan Weikel, “L.A. County supervisor's alternate bullet-train route gaining traction,” Los Angeles Times (Aug. 23, 
2014), available at http://www.latimes.com/local/la-me-bullet-train-route-20140824-story.html.
3 Borsa, Agnew, Dayal. Ongoing Drought-induced Uplift in the Western United States (Aug, 2014), available at 
https://scripps.ucsd.edu/biblio/ongoing-drought-induced-uplift-western-united-states.
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
August 28, 2014 
Page 4 of 5 

“growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, 
population density, or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural 
systems.” Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15358(a)(2). If the EIR/EIS identifies adverse growth-
inducing impacts, such as increased local traffic congestion, increased burden on existing 
community services, or displacement of residents, CHSRA must consider less environmentally 
damaging alternatives and develop appropriate mitigation measures to address the impacts. 

Third, the master plan now being prepared for Union Station and Metro’s announced plan 
for run-through tracks must be coordinated with Project planning. It will not be possible to 
evaluate Project alternatives adequately without reference to these plans, so they must be 
reflected in the scope of the environmental review. 

Fourth, we believe CHSRA staff needs to understand the implications for lines that are 
planned to run east and south in later phases (i.e., Los Angeles to San Diego and Los Angeles to 
Anaheim, respectively) in order to evaluate alternatives adjacent to Union Station for the Project 
running north. These lines have major potential impacts on the revitalization of the Los Angeles 
River and on the Piggyback Yard site. While recognizing that planning for these lines is still in 
its early stages, we call for the alignments under consideration to be included in the scope of 
Project review. 

Fifth, some of our groups’ representatives heard at a recent meeting with CHSRA staff 
about a possible maintenance yard being planned within the Project area. Evaluating a 
maintenance facility’s potential impacts to communities or sensitive natural resources should be 
part of the scope of Project environmental review. 

Finally, we are concerned about impacts to neighboring communities during Project 
construction. The EIR/EIS should assess the potential impacts due to air emissions from the 
operation of construction equipment, increased construction traffic, noise and vibration from 
construction activities, and increased emissions of particulate matter from excavation activities 
and the transportation of construction materials. Also, public access to LASHP and RDLA 
during construction should be maintained and defined based on consultations with nearby 
communities. 

Thank you for considering our comments. Please notify us of the availability of the draft 
EIR/EIS when it is complete. We look forward to continuing our productive and frequent 
discussions with CHSRA staff as the Project’s environmental review moves forward. 

Very truly yours, 
                 

Damon Nagami    Robert García    
Senior Attorney    Executive Director and Counsel 
Director, SoCal Ecosystems Project  The City Project 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
August 28, 2014 
Page 5 of 5 

Tim Brick      Lewis MacAdams 
Managing Director    President 
Arroyo Seco Foundation   Friends of the Los Angeles River 

Melanie Winter 
Founder and Director 
The River Project 

       
Attachment 

cc: Mr. Jeff Morales, CEO, CHSRA 
 Ms. Michelle Boehm, Southern California Regional Director, CHSRA 

Mr. Karl Fielding, Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Mr. Dan Tempelis, Hatch Mott MacDonald 
Ms. Valerie Martinez, CHSRA 
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September 20, 2010 
 
California High-Speed Rail Authority (“HSRA”) 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re:  Concerns Regarding High-Speed Rail Through Downtown Los Angeles 
 
Dear Chairman Pringle and Members of the Board: 
 
On behalf of the undersigned organizations, which represent a broad, multicultural and 
economically diverse group of community, environmental, civil rights and civic leaders, we 
write to express several concerns regarding the proposed high-speed rail (“HSR”) line through 
downtown Los Angeles.  
 
The proposed rail line must provide benefits for all.  The rail line must not be allowed to 
adversely impact the two important urban state parks north of Union Station – Los Angeles State 
Historic Park and Rio de Los Angeles State Park – or the communities surrounding them and the 
Los Angeles River, or interfere with restoration and revitalization of the River. 
 
Any proposed route for HSR must comply with basic principles and laws that protect the 
environment, human health, equal justice and democratic participation, including principles and 
laws governing recipients of federal financial assistance.  Our shared values include investing in 
people and stronger communities; improving physical, psychological and social health for all 
communities, including people of color, low income people, and at-risk youth, through equal 
access to parks and green space; achieving conservation benefits, including climate justice, clean 
land, water and air, and habitat protection; and protecting Native American values and sacred 
sites.  
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
September 20, 2010 
Page 2 of 3 
 

 

For these reasons, we support the “long tunnel option,” in which a bored tunnel would run 
beneath the Los Angeles State Historic Park, Rio de Los Angeles State Park, and the River, 
avoid adverse impacts to each of those places and the surrounding communities, and emerge near 
the 2 Freeway.  This alternative is described generally in the July 8, 2010, letter from Los 
Angeles City Councilmember Ed Reyes to HSRA, which is attached for your reference. 
 
Los Angeles State Historic Park and Rio de Los Angeles State Park are innovative urban parks 
that serve low-income, park-poor communities that fought for equal access to parks and green 
space compared to other neighborhoods throughout Los Angeles.  Los Angeles State Historic 
Park revives the forgotten history of Los Angeles from Native American times to the present, 
and cradles historic artifacts under its surface.  We strongly oppose any route that would use cut-
and-cover construction to create tunnels either through or immediately next to this Park, which 
would endanger important archeological resources and hinder public access to the park. 
 
Rio de Los Angeles State Park features cutting-edge wetlands restoration, much-needed athletic 
fields and community activities.  We strongly oppose any route that would adversely affect this 
Park or the surrounding communities.  For instance, a trench along San Fernando Road that 
would permanently impede access to this Park, take a significant portion of land from the 
parking area and sports fields, and maroon the park between two rail lines is unacceptable.  
Neither would we support an at-grade or elevated route along the existing Metrolink corridor that 
would permanently interfere with access to the River or create potential impacts to avifauna and 
other wildlife.  That alignment might provide a more acceptable solution if all of the tracks, 
including those for HSR, Metrolink and Amtrak, were brought down into a covered trench.  This 
would minimize impacts to local residents and students at LAUSD’s Central Region High 
School #13, while providing an opportunity to create a land bridge connecting the park to the 
parcel known as G-2, creating a seamless link to the River. 
 
Our concerns also extend to a number of other issues around HSR.  For example, critical water 
resources must be protected.  Proposed alignments should provide a minimum 200’ buffer from 
all watercourses, and any viaduct crossings over a watercourse should be designed to 
accommodate recreational access and potential future channel modifications for restoration of 
natural hydrodynamic processes.  Other concerns include, but are not limited to, HSR’s potential 
impacts on the historic Sixth Street Bridge over the River; HSR’s riverbank alignment south of 
Union Station; the site and height of any proposed riverfront terminal for HSR; and potential 
impacts to wetlands and groundwater recharge along the L.A. to Palmdale segment. 
 
In addition, HSR must take into account principles of equitable infrastructure development.  For 
example, HSRA should ensure that the people who live in the local community get the job 
opportunities that accompany the investment, and provide maximum practicable opportunities 
for small businesses and disadvantaged business enterprises, which play a critical role in 
stimulating economic growth and creating jobs. HSRA should make effective use of community-
based organizations in connecting disadvantaged people with economic opportunities.  Everyone 
should have the chance to share in the opportunities created by HSR.  
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
September 20, 2010 
Page 3 of 3 
 

 

It is important that HSR be done right.  Thank you for considering our comments.  We appreciate 
your staff’s efforts thus far to listen to our concerns and ideas, and would welcome additional 
meetings and briefings in the future to discuss in more detail these very important issues. 
 

Very truly yours, 
                 

Raul Macias      Sara Feldman      
Founder and Executive Director  Vice President for Programs 
Anahuak Youth Sports Association  California State Parks Foundation 
 
Robert García     Lewis MacAdams 
Executive Director and Counsel  President 
The City Project    Friends of the Los Angeles River 
 
Bruce Saito     Joel Reynolds      
Executive Director    Senior Attorney     
Los Angeles Conservation Corps  Director, Urban Program    

Natural Resources Defense Council 
 

Melanie Winter    Miguel Luna 
Director      Executive Director 
The River Project     Urban Semillas     

       
Attachment 

 
cc: Mr. Roelof van Ark, CEO, HSRA 
 Mr. Andrew Althorp, Parsons Brinckerhoff 
 Mr. Dan Tempelis, Hatch Mott MacDonald 
 Mr. C. Michael Gillam, Parsons Brinckerhoff 
 Mr. Dave Thomson, STV Incorporated 
 Ms. Valerie Martinez, HSRA 
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #28 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/19/2014
Response Requested : No
Submission Date : 8/19/2014
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Method : Email
First Name : William
Last Name : Hitt
Professional Title : Land Use Committee
Business/Organization : S/T Neighborhood Council
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Sunland/Shadow Hills
State : CA
Zip Code : 91040
Telephone : 818-951-1041
Email : Landmhitt@Verizonm.net
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription : Burbank - Los Angeles
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Attention: Burbank to Palmdale,   Alternative Route

This Alternative route creates a whole new rail corridor in the San Fernando
Valley. WHY?  Keep your tracks where they belong along the industrial
corridor along San Fernando Rd.  Our Valley, Lake View Terrace , Shadow
Hills and Sunland, are already burdened with the increasing noise and
pollution of the 210 Freeway and the roar of cars & trucks 24 hours a day.  As
a Sunland - Shadow hills resident since 1946, I  fought gravel mining in the
riverbed because of air pollution and noise. We fought Home Depot for the
same reason and won. This area is one of the last of the horse keeping areas
in Los Angeles and will be destroyed by trains roaring through the valley.
Sunland considers itself  “The Gateway to the Angeles National Forest” which
is about preservation of our natural resource and not destroying them. Please
delete this alternate route as shown.

Respectfully,

W. Lloyd Hitt, Pharm D
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project : In Support of SR 14, In Opposition of Alternative Corridor
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James Chuang 
Environmental Specialist 

 
Southern California Gas Company 

Sempra Energy utilities 
GT17E2 

555 Fifth Street 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90013  

Tel:   (213) 244-5817 
Fax:  (323) 518-2324 

 

August 22, 2014 Sent via Email

Mark A. McLoughlin, Director of Environmental Services
Attn: Burbank to Los Angeles Section EIR/EIS
California High Speed Rail Authority
700 North Alameda Street, Rm 3-532
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement
for the California High Speed Rail System Palmdale to Burbank Section  

Dear Mr. McLoughlin: 

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) appreciates the opportunity to review and respond to the 
subject Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS) for the California High Speed Rail System, Palmdale to Burbank Section. We respectfully 
request that the following comments be addressed in the forthcoming EIR/EIS: 

SoCalGas has a number of existing natural gas lines within the study area which may require 
modification to accommodate the proposed project and requests that project proponent call 
Underground Service Alert at 811 at least two business days prior to performing any excavation 
work. Underground Service Alert will coordinate with SoCalGas and other utility owners in the 
area to mark the locations of buried utility-owned lines.  

Should it be determined that the proposed project will require SoCalGas to abandon and/or 
relocate a section of its existing natural gas line with the project area, the potential impacts 
associated with this work should be appropriately addressed in the EIR.  

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation.  If you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 244-5817 or wcchuang@semprautilities.com.

Sincerely,

James Chuang
Environmental Specialist
Southern California Gas Company 
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL PROJECT EIR/EIS DRAFT 2014 SCOPING REPORT
BURBANK TO LOS ANGELES SECTION APPENDIX F.6: LETTERS FROM INDIVIDUALS

Last Name1 First Name Submission Number Page Number
Asimow Steven I001 F.6-1
Avanes Adrinen I002 F.6-2
Baldwin Xavier I003 F.6-4
Benitez Michelle I004 F.6-5
Betts Byron E. I005 F.6-6
Biera Olivia I006 F.6-12
Bocek Daniel I007 F.6-13
Browne Tom I008 F.6-15
Campbell Mark I009 F.6-16
Coppedge David I010 F.6-17
Croels Caroline I011 F.6-18
Croels-Decker Arlette I012 F.6-19
Dillard Joyce I013 F.6-20
Durrer Sarah I014 F.6-21
Dyson Paul I015 F.6-22
Friedman Alexander I016 F.6-24
Garibian Tony I017 F.6-25
Grindley William I018 F.6-27
Kerner Ken I019 F.6-29
Larson Julie I020 F.6-30
Logan John and Rain I021 F.6-31
MacAdams Susan I022 F.6-32
MacAdams Susan I023 F.6-38
MacAdams Susan I024 F.6-40
Martel Donald I025 F.6-58
May Marlena I026 F.6-60
McGrath Peter I027 F.6-61
Morton Pat I028 F.6-62
Orcholski Gerald I029 F.6-63
Patterson Michael I030 F.6-64
Rodriguez Andrew I031 F.6-65
Russell Brown J. I032 F.6-66
Salinsky Eugene I033 F.6-68
Sanderson Joseph I034 F.6-69
Sarkissian Greg I035 F.6-70
Serridge Anna I036 F.6-71
Sherback Harvey I037 F.6-73
Squires Janet I038 F.6-75
Steinbruecker Rick I039 F.6-76
Sucich Yvonne I040 F.6-77
Sweeny Dianne M. I041 F.6-78
Unknown Naveen I042 F.6-80
Unknown James I043 F.6-81
Unknown Unknown I044 F.6-82
Uyemutsu Ryan I045 F.6-83
Wagner Evan I046 F.6-84
Walsh John I047 F.6-85
Williams Tom I048 F.6-88
Williams Tom I049 F.6-90
Wilsa Bonita I050 F.6-98
Winstead Ruth I051 F.6-99
Note: 1 Comment letters organized alphabetically by individual’s last name and chronologically by date/time of submission.



Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #3 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/4/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 8/4/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : steven
Last Name : Asimow
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
County :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Glendale
State : CA
Zip Code : 91204
Telephone :
Email : asimows@sbcglobal.net
Fax :
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Comment Type : Issue (concern, suggestion, complaint)
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Dear Sirs:  Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the proposed high

speed rail project.  I am appalled at the extravagant misuse of taxpayer funds
for a project such as this.  Millions of dollars have been slashed from our civil
court system,  effectively disenfranchising people of modest means.  There
are rumors of bake sales to support the courts.  In the LA Times a few days
ago,  there was a description of present condition of the city of Los Angeles: 
Potholed streets, busted sidewalks, deteriorated power poles and leaking
pipes.  The money you propose to spend on the rail project is desperately
needed to maintain our quality of life.  Sincerely,  Steve Asimow  624 Ivy St.,
Glendale, Ca 91204  8182409825

Subscription
Request/Response :
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Attorney or Law Firm? : No
Need PI Response :
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #45 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/23/2014
Response Requested : No
Submission Date : 8/14/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Xavier
Last Name : Baldwin
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State :
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : xbaldwin@sbcglobal.net
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I greatly encourage you to proceed to develop high speed rail regardless of

the opposition.   The USA is one of the few developed countries without true
high speed rail.  It is ironic as the USA was a pioneer in building the first
railroad systems in the world.   I have had the pleasure of riding the French
TGV from Marseille to Paris and then on the Eurostar under the English
Channel to Waterloo Station in London.  There is nothing like it.   If there is a
train I will ride it.   I love taking the slow Amtrak Surfliner from Burbank to San
Diego...sure beats driving and takes about the same time.   It HSR was
available, this trip would take about 45 minutes!

HSR from Southern California to SF and to Las Vegas are ideal destinations.

My only regret is that I may not live to see completion as I am now 71.  

Xavier Baldwin
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project : In Support of CAHSR Project
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #41 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/23/2014
Response Requested : Yes
Submission Date : 8/20/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Olivia
Last Name : Biera
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address : 662 Amador Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Los Angeles
State : CA
Zip Code : 90012
Telephone :
Email : opb170@gmail.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I live in Solano Canyon, just above the tracks that run along the 5 fwy and

nestled in elysian park. We have the 110 freeway dividing our canyon
community and the 5 freeway to the east of the hillside.
In no way shape or form do i believe it is in the best interest of anyone
for the proposed rail to come close to any residential neighborhood,
especially SOlano Canyon.
In no way shape or form do i think this rail should create tunnels through
mountains or hills.
Keep it as close to the already established rail ways as possible and for
the love of children, please keep it away from any residential
neighborhoods.
Please reply so that I know you received this message.
Olivia Biera
662 Amador St.
LA, CA 90012

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project : In Opposition to Alternative Corridor
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First Name : Joyce
Last Name : Dillard
Business/Organization :
Address : P.O. Box 31377
City : Los Angeles
State :
Zip Code : 90031
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Earthquake vaults are an issue in the
City of Los Angeles with the recent mapping of the Hollywood Fault
and the
planned mapping of the Santa Monica Fault.

Puente and Elysian faults also merge
in the area of the LA River also.

With the planned daylighting of the LA
River through the US Army Corps of Engineers USACE LA River
Ecosystem
Feasibility Study, analysis of subsidence, flooding and earthquake
issues need consideration.  Parts of the area have oil and gas field
issues also.

Vibrational issues create broken
pipelines and that liability should be addressed.  Purple pipe
installation is planned by LADWP.

Headwaters Project, an underground
reservoir, is the project of LADWP in the Griffith Park area.

The state of the underground
infrastructure around the City of Los Angeles needs exposure.

The area is being planned for hotel
development and tourism by the City officials.

All public services will be affected.

Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #47 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/23/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 8/9/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Alexander
Last Name : Friedman
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Los Angeles
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : alek3000@sbcglobal.net
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Leaves

Dear HSR Authority:

I am a strong supporter of high-speed rail, and I look forward to the
completion of the project. I am flexible with any alignment you choose
(between Los Angeles and San Francisco, including Burbank, Palmdale, etc).
However, what I would recommend - is reducing the timeline of project
completion.

To recall, California voters - myself including - have voted on the HSR project
that was promised to be completed by year 2020. Namely, this completion
year concerns the Los Angeles - to - San Francisco segment. However, your
revised business plan now estimates the completion by no earlier than 2029 -
almost double the original estimate. Please note: this drastic timeline change
has made your original ballot measure to be a lie to your voters.
Unfortunately, that's the only way it appears.

Therefore I would strongly urge you to reconsider your plan, so that the LA-to-
SF segment would open to the public by year 2020, as originally promised
and planned. This way, you will not only improve your image by standing up
to your original promise (and ballot measure), but you will also gain many
more supporters of your project.

Thank you for your consideration!
I look forward to the reduced timeline - i.e. year 2020 for the 1st phase (LA-to-
SF) completion.

Alexander Friedman
Los Angeles, California

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project : In Support of CAHSR Project
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Mark A. McLoughlin,      August 29th 2014
Director of Environmental Services
ATTN: Palmdale to Burbank AND Burbank to Los Angeles
California High-Speed Rail Authority
Southern California Regional Office
700 N Alameda, Room 3-532
Los Angeles, CA 90012
  
SUBJECT: Palmdale to Burbank AND Burbank to Los Angeles

Dear Mr. McLoughlin: 

Your group is doing a scoping study concerning the environmental 
review between Palmdale and Burbank and onward to Los Angeles. 

City Councils along that route are concerned about the speeds the 
high-speed train be going through their cities. I enclose the results of 
my analysis I that indicates the high-speed train will be going through
the cities along the route at high speed, which will probably be 
objectionable (including unsafe) for many of these urban areas. 

I therefore ask you to consider this issue and the results of my 
analyses, which accompany this letter.   

Paul Jones

Copies:
Acton Town Council
Agua Dulce Town Council
Burbank City Council
Los Angeles City Council, Seventh District
Palmdale City Council
San Fernando City Council
Santa Clarita City Council
Van Nuys Neighborhood Council
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Table accompanying 29 August 2014 letter from Paul Jones to Mark 
McLoughlin of the California High-Speed Rail Authority

HSR TRAIN SPEEDS THROUGH SELECTED 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA CITIES *

mph = miles per hour
Southbound Northbound

City HSR Trains HSR Trains

Palmdale 210 mph 220 mph
Soledad 220 mph 155 mph
Newhall 220 mph 200 mph

San Fernando 220 mph 175 mph
Burbank 220 mph 160 mph

* Source: Memorandum by Frank Vacca of February 11, 
2013 to Jeff Morales, CEO, California High-Speed Rail 
Authority, Titled: Phase 1 Blended Travel Time.  Also 
incorporated into the court Declaration of Frank Vacca

Submission I018 (William Grindley, August 29, 2014) - Continued

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
Burbank to Los Angeles Section

Draft 2014 Scoping Report
Appendix F.6: Letters From Individuals

PAGE F.6-28



Submission I019 (Ken Kerner, August 15, 2014)

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
Burbank to Los Angeles Section

Draft 2014 Scoping Report
Appendix F.6: Letters From Individuals

PAGE F.6-29



Submission I020 (Julie Larson, August 11, 2014)

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
Burbank to Los Angeles Section

Draft 2014 Scoping Report
Appendix F.6: Letters From Individuals

PAGE F.6-30



Submission I021 (John and Rain Logan, August 7, 2014)

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
Burbank to Los Angeles Section

Draft 2014 Scoping Report
Appendix F.6: Letters From Individuals

PAGE F.6-31



Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #58 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/27/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 8/25/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Susan
Last Name : MacAdams
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address : 269 S. Beverly Drive, Unit 1187
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Beverly Hills
State : CA
Zip Code : 90212
Telephone :
Email : susan.macadams@gmail.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : August 25, 2014

Susan MacAdams

Transit Consultant

269 S. Beverly Drive, Unit 1187

Beverly Hills, CA 90212

Mark A. McLoughlin

Director of Environmental Services

California High-Speed Rail Authority

Southern California Regional Office

700 N Alameda, Room 3-532

Los Angeles, CA 90012

ATTN: Burbank to Los Angeles Project Section, Union Station Comment

Dear Mr. McLoughlin;

For twelve years I was a track alignment engineer and manager for METRO
on
the Red, Blue and Green Lines. Prior to that, I worked on transit systems
in Baltimore, Boston and Washington DC. More recently (2009-2011), I was
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the High Speed Rail Planning Manager at METRO.

This comment pertains to the problems and solutions of building High Speed
Rail  (HSR) at Union Station.

To put the length of the HSR platform in perspective, the typical length of
a HSR platform is 1400 feet. For comparison, the height of the World Trade
Center is 1365 feet.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:World_Trade_Center_Building_Design_with_
Floor_and_Elevator_Arrangment.svg

For the HSR structure to be built along Vignes Street, the length of the
HSR platform will be greater than the height of the World Trade Center.
Currently there is no building of that size in the Western United States.

This structure must be built as an aerial station to maintain surface
roadway circulation. The construction will displace the police department
helicopter landing pad, Hooper Heliport, located on the roof of the Piper
Technical Center, the world's largest rooftop airport.

The HSR Station along Vignes will also require the removal of METRO’s
brand
new $72 million dollar bus facility, located on the northeast and southeast
corners at the intersection of Vignes Street and Cesar E. Chavez Avenue.

http://www.google.com/#q=METRO+new+bus+facility

Construction will also displace the County Jail’s plan for expansion.

http://touch.latimes.com/#section/-1/article/p2p-79999647/

*“The new downtown facility would be built next to the current jail site
and would hold between 4,860 and 5,860 inmates, depending on the design
chosen....The construction is projected to cost between $1.74 billion and
$2.32 billion and take seven to 10 years to complete..”*

County Supervisors Molina, Yaroslavsky, Antonovich and Ridley-Thomas
approved the prison expansion. (Supervisor Knabe was absent.) These
County
Supervisors are also on the METRO Board and it is recommended that
approval
of the Vignes Street alignment meet with their approval before continuing
further.

If the new HSR station is built underground at Vignes, the HSR tunnels will
have to be built beneath the existing Red Line Subway tunnels. The bottom
of the Red Line subway structure was constructed on top of the existing
layer bed rock. That means HSR excavation must go below the bedrock 120
feet to build the HSR station. Passengers would have to descend 8 stories
to reach the platform. Also, HSR tunnels will be twice the diameter of Red
Line tunnels. Twice the diameter means four times the volume of earth will
need to be removed. The cost of this alignment is extraordinary. Using the
FRA’s own terminology, this is a “show stopper” as the costs will far
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exceed the benefits, either above grade or below.

The only viable solution for HSR without building a structure as large as
the World Trade Center is to move the Gold Line platform at Union Station
and build run-through tracks for HSR over the 101 Freeway. The run-through
option was studied by Amtrak and Caltrans ten years ago and was being
further developed with Metrolink's assistance in 2010 and 2011 using HSR
funding. This project is now being given full consideration by METRO and
HSR tracks should be included in the proposal.

http://www.railpac.org/2014/06/06/whats-so-great-about-run-through-tracks-
at-la-union-station/

Moving the Gold Line Station Platform at Union Station to accommodate HSR
has not been publicly discussed by the HSR Authority.

Since 2009, it was recognized that the current Gold Line station creates a
choke-hold over the Union Station platform area and this limits the
feasibility of building platforms long enough for HSR in the platform area.
>From 2010-2013, the HSR proposal was a two story structure, the size of
the
World Trade Center built on its side, with trains running through the
middle and across the top in Union Station to avoid moving the Gold Line
Station Platform. There was no justification for this proposal, which would
triple the budget for HSR. A new structure as big as the World Trade Center
is not needed at Union Station. Moving the Gold Line is better, faster and
cheaper.

Funding was available from the High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Grants,
$150
million, to provide solutions to transit issues created by building a HSR
station at Union Station, but the infusion of HSR money was put into the
Regional Connector Project. The money was assigned before *all* the
alternatives to building a HSR platforms at Union Station were discussed,
including moving the Gold Line at Union Station. This appears to be a
violation of Proposition 1A. The money was to be spent within a one-quarter
mile radius of the HSR Station. The Regional Connector Project is beyond
the one quarter mile radius.

Perhaps the METRO Board has not been fully informed of the options.

Plus, there are other problems with the current design of the Gold Line
Platform. When the Gold Line Foothill Extension to Azuza opens in 2015,
additional passengers will arrive and depart at Union Station. At that
time, there will be insufficient room on the Gold Line platform for safe
passenger circulation. The platform is too small. This is a Fire-Life
Safety issue.

When the single elevator is out of order on the Gold Line Platform, which
happens often, disabled passengers must travel back to Chinatown to use an
elevator and wait for a shuttle to return them to Union Station. A second
elevator needs to be added.

In addition, there needs to be another set of stairs. The single stairway
is currently overcrowded during rush hours. Passengers walking up the steps
when the majority of people are going down are confronted with a sudden
crush of commuters. Bicycle patrons must hoist their bikes overhead to
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navigate the crowds. The platform should be wider.

A pair of up and down escalators should be added.

But there is no room for escalators at the current location of the Gold
Line Platform at Union Station. Nor is there room to widen the platform.

The solution is to relocate the Gold Line platform by moving the platform
closer to the Union Station Building into the old baggage handling area.
Previously, rail tracks were located in this area and were used for Post
Office business, such as letters and packages. These tracks were later
removed and the area became a parking lot for Amtrak employees and
baggage
handling.

Currently METRO proposes to build a busway in this area.

http://media.metro.net/board/Items/2014/07_july/20140717workshopitem2.pdf

The busway could be located elsewhere, perhaps on the Alameda side of
Union
Station, which is currently a parking lot, or in the area now occupied by
the apartment building. Trackway expansion in the Union Station platform
area is limited to previous trackway locations. Finding another location
for the busway is less difficult than finding another area for a transit
platform. Rail lines are governed by the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) and there are strict rules for overhead catenary
clearances which are far greater than the clearances for buses and trucks
(CPUC General Order 95). At present, these clearances at Union Station are
intact. Rail expansion would be simplified.

Originally, back in the 1990’s, METRO Planning designed the Orange Line in
San Fernando Valley as a transit line. Instead, for cost reduction
purposes, the busway was built. But the success of the busway has
generated
discussions to change the busway into to a rail transit line. Doing so
today will be extremely difficult and expensive and disruptive to the
current patronage.

http://www.sfvbj.com/news/2014/aug/01/valley-rail-coalition-track/

If METRO uses the old trackway area behind Union Station as a busway,
then
the public loses out on the potential for the area to become a transit
station for the Gold Line. METRO Board and the HSR Authority should
consider retaining this area for rail transit expansion only.

If the Gold Line was re-located, then there would be sufficient room in the
current train yard to add the longer High Speed Rail Platforms. With this
option, there would be no need for the added construction expense of
building a HSR along Vignes Street or building a double decker HSR platform
within Union Station.

***
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For further clarification, it is the current location of the Gold Line
tracks north of the platform that creates a choke-hold over the remainder
of the rail yard. There is no room for High Speed Rail platforms unless the
Gold Line curve that leads north to Chinatown is re-built.

In the early 1990’s, preliminary plans for the Gold Line at Union Station
also suggested a platform location in the old baggage handling area. The
passenger circulation patterns were streamlined compared to today’s
arrangement, commuters could have easily transferred to the Red Line by
going down an escalator from the Gold Line platform to the Red Line
Alameda
entranceway, just behind the current Starbucks at Union Station. If that
alignment had been built, passengers today could descend by escalators into
the atrium and be met by the aroma of hot coffee and freshly baked goods.
Passengers transferring from the Red Line to the Gold would not need to
walk through the crowded passenger tunnel.

But this alignment was not chosen in the 1990’s because Catellus, the
property management company created from a merger of Santa Fe and
Southern
Pacific Railroads, owned the Union Station property at that time, and that
alignment had other problems. Just north of the current Gold Line Platform
are the Garden Tracks. These tracks are reserved for private owners to park
their antique rail cars. When Catellus owned the railyard, these tracks
could not be disturbed. That forced the Gold Line to go over the Garden
Tracks. Going up, over and around the Garden tracks is what creates the
choke-hold pattern over the northern part of the rail yard.

But in 2011, METRO purchased the Union Station property. The Garden
Track
storage facility could now be moved to the Metrolink/Amtrak Yard near
Washington Boulevard.

When standing on the current Gold Line Platform at Union Station and
observing the tracks to Chinatown, you can see that the tracks climb higher
than would be necessary if those antique rail cars weren’t stored in that
location. The tracks also swing slightly east into the railyard instead of
traveling directly westward into Chinatown.

Metrolink engineers were aware of this choke-hold and supported the idea of
moving the Gold Line Platform, but this proposal has not been discussed
publicly at HSR meetings.

As there are new METRO Board Members, the idea of moving the Gold Line
at
Union Station should be discussed publicly. The Foothill Extension will be
opening in 2015 and there will be increased patronage. A larger platform
will be required for safety reasons.

With the proposed location for the Gold Line platform at Union Station, a
new bridge over the 101 Freeway should be built. A more streamlined
alignment connecting the new platform to the existing Alameda alignment is
possible. The old zig zag bridge could be utilized as a storage track for
rush hour trains and the required track connections could use yard design
criteria as these tracks would now become non-mainline. But this proposal
is outside the range of this discussion.
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If the Gold Line station platform is relocated and there is sufficient
space at Union Station for HSR platforms, then there is no need for a
second large HSR terminal in Burbank or San Fernando. The FAA rules on
electromagnetic interference (see my previous comment posted on the
Burbank
to Palmdale section) will not allow HSR to build an at-grade station at
Burbank and will require a below grade construction. The Crenshaw Line at
LAX must comply by these same FAA rules and that alignment will be built in
a trench. Building a HSR Station at Burbank Airport will require a 35 foot
deep trench.

The most significantly halfway point for a HSR stop between Union Station
and Palmdale that serves the majority of the San Fernando and Santa Clarita
Valley residents is downtown San Fernando City. An aerial HSR station in
that location should accommodate Metrolink and freight passage as well. But
since 2011, this location has not receive the same attention and funding
from HSR as Burbank Airport. In the future, this location should be
considered in all future planning discussions.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Susan MacAdams

310-994-8407

susan.macadams@gmail.com
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #96 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 9/15/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 9/15/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Susan
Last Name : MacAdams
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : susan.macadams@gmail.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Dear CAHSR Board Members,

For twelve years I was a track alignment engineer and manager for METRO
on
the Red, Blue and Green Lines. Prior to that, I worked on transit systems
in Baltimore, Boston and Washington DC. More recently (2009-2011), I was
the High Speed Rail Planning Manager at METRO.

This email is to alert you that two of the comments I submitted are missing
from the CAHSR Summary posted on your web-site for the upcoming Board
Meeting in Palmdale, September 16, 2014. Both comments, using the FRA's
own
terminology, are "show stoppers" as the costs exceed the benefits.

Both of the current proposals for Burbank Airport and Union Station should
be discontinued before any more tax money is spent.

1.) Electromagnetic interference from HSR catenaries at Burbank Airport
will force the station into a trench, escalating the costs ten fold over a
surface alignment. The electromagnetic problem has been known since 2010.
Currently this item is ignored. Putting the HSR station in a trench will
force the relocation and rebuilding of the 5 Freeway at Buena Vista Street.
This is also never discussed.

2.) Moving the Light Rail Gold Line platform at Union Station will provide
sufficient room to accommodate HSR. No need to build a separate terminal
along Vignes Street. METRO has not included this concept in their current
plans, nor has the public been informed, although the drawings for this
proposal exist. The METRO Board and the CAHSR Board were not fully
informed
of this possibility as it would jeopardize the HSR funding being spent the
Regional Connector through Little Tokyo.

Yet METRO's Little Tokyo Station alignment is more akin to an amusement
park ride or a coal mining operation, only those vehicles have little
shoulder hooks to hold them onto the tracks. METRO's fleet of four million

Submission I023 (Susan MacAdams, September 15, 2014)

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
Burbank to Los Angeles Section

Draft 2014 Scoping Report
Appendix F.6: Letters From Individuals

PAGE F.6-38



dollar vehicles lack these shoulder hooks. This un-contructible alignment
is currently being addressed by the Law Firm Latham & Watkins and is a
separate but related matter.

HSR Funding was given to a METRO project that can't be built and most
Board
Members have not been properly informed.

Don't let CAHSR continue with this current "Antonovich" alignment proposal.
It is a waste of taxpayer funds.

Susan MacAdams
Transit Consultant
310-994-8407

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project : In Opposition to Alternative Corridor
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August 25, 2014

Susan MacAdams
Transit Consultant
269 S. Beverly Drive, Unit 1187
Beverly Hills, CA 90212

Mark A. McLoughlin
Director of Environmental Services
California High-Speed Rail Authority
Southern California Regional Office
700 N Alameda, Room 3-532
Los Angeles, CA 90012

ATTN: Burbank to Los Angeles Project Section, Union Station Comment

Dear Mr. McLoughlin;

For twelve years I was a track alignment engineer and manager for METRO on 
the Red, Blue and Green Lines. Prior to that, I worked on transit systems in 
Baltimore, Boston and Washington DC. More recently (2009-2011), I was the 
High Speed Rail Planning Manager at METRO.

This comment pertains to the problems and solutions of building High Speed Rail  
(HSR) at Union Station.

To put the length of the HSR platform in perspective, the typical length of a HSR 
platform is 1400 feet. For comparison, the height of the World Trade Center is 
1365 feet.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
File:World_Trade_Center_Building_Design_with_Floor_and_Elevator_Arrangme
nt.svg 

For the HSR structure to be built along Vignes Street, the length of the HSR 
platform will be greater than the height of the World Trade Center. Currently there 
is no building of that size in the Western United States. 

This structure must be built as an aerial station to maintain surface roadway 
circulation. The construction will displace the police department helicopter 
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landing pad, Hooper Heliport, located on the roof of the Piper Technical Center, 
the world's largest rooftop airport. 

The HSR Station along Vignes will also require the removal of METRO’s brand 
new $72 million dollar bus facility, located on the northeast and southeast corners 
at the intersection of Vignes Street and Cesar E. Chavez Avenue. 

http://www.google.com/#q=METRO+new+bus+facility 

Construction will also displace the County Jailʼs plan for expansion. 

http://touch.latimes.com/#section/-1/article/p2p-79999647/

“The new downtown facility would be built next to the current jail site and would 
hold between 4,860 and 5,860 inmates, depending on the design chosen....The 
construction is projected to cost between $1.74 billion and $2.32 billion and take 
seven to 10 years to complete..”

County Supervisors Molina, Yaroslavsky, Antonovich and Ridley-Thomas 
approved the prison expansion. (Supervisor Knabe was absent.) These 
Supervisors are also on the METRO Board and it is recommended that approval 
of the Vignes Street alignment meet with their approval before continuing further. 

If the new HSR station is built underground at Vignes, the HSR tunnels will have 
to be built beneath the existing Red Line Subway tunnels. The bottom of the Red 
Line subway structure was constructed on top of the existing layer bed rock. That 
means HSR excavation must go below the bedrock 120 feet to build the HSR 
station. Passengers would have to descend 8 stories to reach the platform. Also, 
HSR tunnels will be twice the diameter of Red Line tunnels. Twice the diameter 
means four times the volume of earth will need to be removed. The cost of this 
alignment is extraordinary. Using the FRA’s own terminology, this is a “show 
stopper” as the costs will far exceed the benefits, either above grade or below.

The only viable solution for HSR without building a structure as large as the 
World Trade Center is to move the Gold Line platform at Union Station and build 
run-through tracks for HSR over the 101 Freeway. The run-through option was 
studied by Amtrak and Caltrans ten years ago and was being further developed 
with Metrolink's assistance in 2010 and 2011 using HSR funding. This project is 
now being given full consideration by METRO, and HSR tracks should be 
included in the proposal. 
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http://www.railpac.org/2014/06/06/whats-so-great-about-run-through-tracks-at-la-
union-station/

Moving the Gold Line Station Platform at Union Station to accommodate HSR 
has not been publicly discussed by the HSR Authority. 

Since 2009, it was recognized that the current Gold Line station creates a choke-
hold over the Union Station platform area and this limits the feasibility of building 
platforms long enough for HSR in the platform area. From 2010-2013, the HSR 
proposal was a two story structure, the size of the World Trade Center built on its 
side, with trains running through the middle and across the top in Union Station 
to avoid moving the Gold Line Station Platform. There was no justification for this 
proposal, which would triple the budget for HSR. A new structure as big as the 
World Trade Center is not needed at Union Station. Moving the Gold Line is 
better, faster and cheaper. 

Funding was available from the High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Grants, 
$150 million, to provide solutions to transit issues created by building a HSR 
station at Union Station, but the infusion of HSR money was put into the Regional 
Connector Project. The money was assigned before all the alternatives to 
building a HSR platforms at Union Station were discussed, including moving the 
Gold Line at Union Station. This appears to be a violation of Proposition 1A. The 
money was to be spent within a one-quarter mile radius of the HSR Station. The 
Regional Connector Project is beyond the one quarter mile radius of Vignes 
Street. 

Perhaps the METRO Board has not been fully informed of the options.

Plus, there are other problems with the current design of the Gold Line Platform. 
When the Gold Line Foothill Extension to Azuza opens in 2015, additional 
passengers will arrive and depart at Union Station. At that time, there will be 
insufficient room on the Gold Line platform for safe passenger circulation. The 
platform is too small. This is a Fire-Life Safety issue.

When the single elevator is out of order on the Gold Line Platform, which 
happens often, disabled passengers must travel back to Chinatown to use an 
elevator and wait for a shuttle to return them to Union Station. A second elevator 
needs to be added. 

In addition, there needs to be another set of stairs. The single stairway is 
currently overcrowded during rush hours. Passengers walking up the steps when 
the majority of people are going down are confronted with a sudden crush of 
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commuters. Bicycle patrons must hoist their bikes overhead to navigate the 
crowds. The platform should be wider.

A pair of up and down escalators should be added. 

But there is no room for escalators at the current location of the Gold Line 
Platform at Union Station. Nor is there room to widen the platform.

The solution is to relocate the Gold Line platform by moving the platform closer to 
the Union Station Building into the old baggage handling area. Previously, rail 
tracks were located in this area and were used for Post Office business, such as 
letters and packages. These tracks were later removed and the area became a 
parking lot for Amtrak employees and baggage handling.

Currently METRO proposes to build a busway in this area. 

http://media.metro.net/board/Items/2014/07_july/20140717workshopitem2.pdf

The busway could be located elsewhere, perhaps on the Alameda side of Union 
Station, which is currently a parking lot, or in the area now occupied by the 
apartment building. Trackway expansion in the Union Station platform area is 
limited to previous trackway locations. Finding another location for the busway is 
less difficult than finding another area for a rail transit platform. Rail lines are 
governed by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and there are 
strict rules for overhead catenary clearances which are far greater than the 
clearances for buses and trucks (CPUC General Order 95). At present, these 
clearances at Union Station are intact. Rail expansion would be simplified.

Originally, back in the 1990’s, METRO Planning designed the Orange Line in San 
Fernando Valley as a transit line. Instead, for cost reduction purposes, the 
busway was built. But the success of the busway has generated discussions to 
change the busway into to a transit line. Doing so today will be extremely difficult 
and expensive and disruptive to the current patronage.

http://www.sfvbj.com/news/2014/aug/01/valley-rail-coalition-track/

If METRO uses the old trackway area behind Union Station as a busway, then 
the public loses out on the potential for the area to become a transit station for 
the Gold Line. METRO Board and the HSR Authority should consider retaining 
this area for rail transit expansion only. 

If the Gold Line was re-located, then there would be sufficient room in the current 
train yard to add the longer High Speed Rail Platforms. With this option, there 
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would be no need for the added construction expense of building a HSR along 
Vignes Street or building a double decker HSR platform within Union Station.

***

For further clarification, it is the current location of the Gold Line tracks north of 
the platform that creates a choke-hold over the remainder of the rail yard. There 
is no room for High Speed Rail platforms unless the Gold Line curve that leads 
north to Chinatown is re-built.

In the early 1990’s, preliminary plans for the Gold Line at Union Station also 
suggested a platform location in the old baggage handling area. The passenger 
circulation patterns were streamlined compared to today’s arrangement, 
commuters could have easily transferred to the Red Line by going down an 
escalator from the Gold Line platform to the Red Line Alameda entranceway, just 
behind the current Starbucks at Union Station. If that alignment had been built, 
passengers today could descend by escalators into the atrium and be met by the 
aroma of hot coffee and freshly baked goods. Passengers transferring from the 
Red Line to the Gold would not need to walk through the crowded passenger 
tunnel. 

But this alignment was not chosen in the 1990’s because Catellus, the property 
management company created from a merger of Santa Fe and Southern Pacific 
Railroads, owned the Union Station property at that time, and that alignment had 
other problems. Just north of the current Gold Line Platform are the Garden 
Tracks. These tracks are reserved for private owners to park their antique rail 
cars. When Catellus owned the railyard, these tracks could not be disturbed. 
That forced the Gold Line to go over the Garden Tracks. Going up, over and 
around the Garden tracks is what creates the choke-hold pattern over the 
northern part of the rail yard. 

But in 2011, METRO purchased the Union Station property. The Garden Track 
storage facility could now be moved to the Metrolink/Amtrak Yard near 
Washington Boulevard. 

When standing on the current Gold Line Platform at Union Station and observing 
the tracks to Chinatown, you can see that the tracks climb higher than would be 
necessary if those antique rail cars weren’t stored in that location. The tracks also 
swing slightly east into the railyard instead of traveling directly westward into 
Chinatown. 
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Metrolink engineers were aware of this choke-hold and supported the idea of 
moving the Gold Line Platform, but this proposal has not been discussed publicly 
at HSR meetings. 

As there are new METRO Board Members, the idea of moving the Gold Line at 
Union Station should be discussed publicly. The Foothill Extension will be 
opening in 2015 and there will be increased patronage. A larger platform will be 
required for safety reasons. 

With the proposed location for the Gold Line platform at Union Station, a new 
bridge over the 101 Freeway should be built. A more streamlined alignment 
connecting the new platform to the existing Alameda alignment is possible. The 
old zig zag bridge could be utilized as a storage track for rush hour trains and the 
required track connections could use yard design criteria as these tracks would 
now become non-mainline. But this proposal is outside the range of this 
discussion. 

If the Gold Line station platform is relocated and there is sufficient space at Union 
Station for HSR platforms, then there is no need for a second large HSR terminal 
in Burbank or San Fernando. The FAA rules on electromagnetic interference (see 
my previous comment posted on the Burbank to Palmdale section) will not allow 
HSR to build an at-grade station at Burbank and will require a below grade 
construction. The Crenshaw Line at LAX must comply by these same FAA rules 
and that alignment will be built in a trench. Building a HSR Station at Burbank 
Airport will require a 35 foot deep trench. 

The most significantly halfway point for a HSR stop between Union Station and 
Palmdale that serves the majority of the San Fernando and Santa Clarita Valley 
residents is downtown San Fernando City. An aerial HSR station in that location 
should accommodate Metrolink and freight passage as well. But since 2011, this 
location has not receive the same attention and funding from HSR as Burbank 
Airport. In the future, this location should be considered in all future planning 
discussions. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Susan MacAdams
310-994-8407
susan.macadams@gmail.com

� page 6

Submission I024 (Susan MacAdams, September 22, 2014) - Continued

California High-Speed Rail Project EIR/EIS
Burbank to Los Angeles Section

Draft 2014 Scoping Report
Appendix F.6: Letters From Individuals

PAGE F.6-45



September 22, 2014

Susan MacAdams
Transit Consultant
269 S. Beverly Drive, Unit 1187
Beverly Hills, CA 90212

City Councilmember Mike Bonin
METRO Board of Directors
Planning & Program Committee Chair 
City Hall Office
200 N. Spring Street #475
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Ten Fatal Flaws in the Union Station Master Plan 
Final Plan dated September 17, 2014

Subject document:
http://media.metro.net/board/Items/2014/09_september/20140917p%26pitem28handout.pdf

Dear Councilmember Mike Bonin:

The Final Draft of the Union Station Master Plan was presented to the METRO Board during the 
September 17, 2014, Planning & Programming Committee Meeting. 

During the presentation you requested, if there was any knowledge of fatal flaws, you would like 
to know. In answer to that request, here are ten fatal flaws of which you may not be aware. 

Formerly, I was the High Speed Rail Planning Manager at METRO (2009-2011) and studied the 
existing infrastructure of Union Station. During the design and construction of the METRO 
system I was a track and alignment engineer for the Red, Blue and Green Lines. Prior to that 
experience, I worked on transit systems in Baltimore, Boston, and Washington DC. 

During my Boston experience, I worked on the Back Bay Station, the only rail station in America 
most like Union Station with regards to the types of transit operations that are funneled through a 
small area: Light Rail, Commuter Rail, Amtrak, Acela High Speed Rail and freight trains, with a 
subway station located underneath. 

From working as a rail yard designer on the East Coast and the West Coast, rail yards have 
become one of my areas of expertise.

Union Station is one big rail yard.

Track engineers have an expression for yard design: “like putting ten pounds of sugar into a five 
pound bag.”

In other words, with rail yard design, there’s not an inch to spare.

In the lessons learned category, experience showed that many design problems occur in the early 
stages of development when designers fail to look underneath the surface. With this in mind, I 
spent my two year tenure at Union Station studying the underground structures and found a 
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honeycomb of entranceways, tunnels, utilities, auto ramps, offices, stairwells, escalators and 
elevators. 

At Union Station there are more structures underground than above. 

Also, by trade, I am a map maker and discovered there was no consolidated rail map for Los 
Angeles County. METRO had their own system map, Metrolink another, Amtrak a third, Santa 
Fe had their own set of maps and Union Pacific another. Some railroads shared corridors with 
Amtrak, some with Metrolink. 

Working with the Long Range Planning group at METRO, the first consolidated rail map for Los 
Angeles County was developed. This map is currently used by METRO Executive Officer, Don 
Sepulveda, during his High Speed Rail presentations. For item 6 on the list, regarding raising of 
the tracks in Union Station, having a copy of the detail on the map of Union Station area will 
clarify the track problem along the Los Angeles River. 

This map is also important for commuter information as there is a general lack of coordination in 
the transit and rail planning industry, which will effect the development of High Speed Rail at 
Union Station, for which the new Master Plan plays a big part.

There are problems within the new proposed Master Plan, but there are also solutions, especially 
with the movement of passengers through the underground facilities. These solutions are not 
always mine or new, and were developed after spending many hours in underground garages, 
investigating existing damage to structures, and speaking to multiple METRO departments on 
multiple topics. The Board and the public should be aware that there are more cost effective, 
organic (in the sense of growing out of the old), cheaper alternatives to the Master Plan and that I 
hope you will take this into consideration when planning for the future of our community.

TEN FATAL FLAWS IN THE UNION STATION MASTER PLAN:
 
1.) Overheard Pedestrian Walkway directly above locomotives emitting diesel exhaust is a 
hazard to public health

Fatal Flaw: Amtrak and Metrolink locomotives continually emit diesel exhaust. From OSHA 
report: “(Persons) exposed to diesel exhaust face the risk of health effects ranging from irritation 
of the eyes and nose, headaches and nausea, to respiratory disease and lung cancer.” 

https://www.osha.gov/SLTC/dieselexhaust/

On a daily basis, the handrails and surfaces of the overhead walkway will be coated with diesel 
soot. Eliminate overhead walkways. 

Solution: Provide a pedestrian bridge over Alameda Street, see item 8, and add two new 
underground passenger tunnels for circulation, see item 9.

2.) New development along Vignes Street should not be planned above remnants of coal 
gasification plant

Fatal Flaw: The soil under Union Station is contaminated from remnants of a coal gasification 
plant. A technical paper titled “(One) Gateway Center Water Treatment Plant, Los Angeles: 
Controlled Hydrogen Peroxide Treatment of Hydrogen Sulfide” was presented at the Fifth 
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International Symposium of the Chemical Oxidation Association, held at Vanderbilt University 
in 1995. 

“The Gateway Center underground parking facility will provide space for the occupants of six 
future office buildings and Union Station, the central hub of the Los Angeles Metropolitan 
Transit Authority (MTA) in downtown Los Angeles. The first stage of the development was to 
construct a 40+ foot deep excavation for construction of an underground parking structure in 
which temporary (approximately two years) dewatering was required to lower water levels. The 
regional groundwater in the vicinity of the site is affected by hydrogen sulfide and dissolved 
petroleum/chlorinated hydrocarbons and requires extensive treatment before the groundwater 
can be discharged to the Los Angeles River. The suspected source of these chemicals is a nearby 
former coal gasification plant which operated from the 1890s until the 1950s.”

http://www.h2o2.com/remediation/ex-situ-soil-and-groundwater-treatment.aspx?
pid=96&name=Case-Study-Groundwater-Treatment-Hydrogen-Sulfide

A copy of the full article is available through METRO’s library via email request.

The recent Union Station Master Plan encourages development along Vignes Street which may 
not be economically feasible because of the soil contamination and the costs of the remedial 
actions required to decontaminate the soil.  

During 2013, the lowest parking level at One Gateway, P-4, was closed while an extensive clean-
up operation was performed to remove the black ooze that was bubbling up from cracks in the 
concrete and pooling in significant quantities under One Gateway. 

From METRO’s Media Relations:

“Apparently there has been some cement cracking occurring on P-4 parking level and Ferrous 
Sulfite is coming up through the cracks. Safety had some studies done and deem it not harmful 
for people, but obvious….the stuff coming up  through some cracks and joint areas of the cement 
is not good to have. General service started the work of filling in the cracks and then putting a 
sealer on the floor starting with P-4. They also plan to seal each level of the parking structure 
and re-stripe as well. The Ferrous Sulfite is only on P-4 level, not elsewhere.
 
“We suspect that due to old oil storage in the area of our building many years ago may have led 
to this…..also we have a very high water table here due to our location next to the LA river. 
Metro’s environmental safety folks are monitoring the issue and will monitor after work is 
completed to ensure the construction process works.”

The garages under the proposed Vignes Street development underwent this decontamination in 
2013. Rust colored leakage ran along the bottom of the columns on aisle PF-4. This is the center 
of the parking garage. The damage was at the base of the columns. The concrete slab under the 
columns is about four feet thick. Is this goo moving up through four feet of concrete? 

In addition to the One Gateway garages, the soil under the old Denny’s site was also 
contaminated. The same remedial action was taken: Denny’s restaurant and parking lot were 
removed, soil decontamination dug a hole 40+ feet down, the soil was removed, the site refilled 
with clean soil, a new parking lot was added, and new Denny’s was built that looked identical to 
the old one.   

The Board should request METRO’s Environmental Safety Group provide a geotechnical report 
on the contamination of the soil under the proposed development site before proceeding further 
with the Master Plan. 
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Fatal Flaw: Even if the environmental hazards can be addressed, the height of the buildings 
shown along Vignes Street will interfere with the LAPD helicopter landing pad, Hooper Heliport, 
located on the roof of the Piper Technical Center, the world's largest rooftop airport. Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations governing helicopter landing clearances mandate that 
buildings may not obstruct the airspace. The helicopter landing space is in the shape of an 
invisible upside-down wedding cake; the higher the elevation, the wider the airspace in 
circumference. It appears the height of the buildings shown on the Master Plan interfere with this 
airspace and will have to be truncated. 

Solution: The areas designated for new development along Vignes Street on the Master Plan may 
be suitable for parking garages that will be necessary for High Speed Rail to succeed. 

3.)  Building an underground HSR station beneath Vignes Street

Fatal Flaw: This proposal, using the Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) own terminology 
for funding denial is a “Show Stopper,” as the costs outweigh the benefits. 

For reference, the length of a HSR Platform is 1400 feet. The height of the World Trade Center 
was 1365 feet.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
File:World_Trade_Center_Building_Design_with_Floor_and_Elevator_Arrangment.svg 

Therefore, the building of this HSR platform is nearly equivalent to building the World Trade 
Center on its side, underground. There is no building of this size in the Western United States, 
and this proposed HSR station will be mined in bedrock through soil of dubious noxious content!

Complicating the proposal is the existing Red Line subway. The bottom of the Red Line Station 
is deep, about 80 feet. The station is a shoe box-like structure and sits on top of solid bedrock. 
During construction in the 1990’s, for economic reasons, to provide sufficient height for the 
station structure, engineers decided to raise the flooring of the Union Station passenger tunnel 
instead of mining into the bedrock. Today one can see the rise and descent of the flooring by 
observing the tiles along the side walls of the passenger tunnel between tracks 7 through 10. This 
is the roof of the Red Line Station pushing up into the passenger tunnel flooring. 

This slightly bulging floor is an example of ten pounds of sugar in a five pound bag. 

The HSR alignment presents big problems. Subway tunnels currently exist underground in the 
vicinity, about 40-60 feet deep. The El Monte busway rests on top of support columns. Also an 
impediment is the 101 Freeway, in a low profile. The proposed HSR tunnels will be built under 
the bottom of the El Monte busway and the 101 Freeway and the subway tunnels.

According to the Master Plan, the subway tunnels and the HSR tunnels criss cross each other 
under the 101 Freeway, one set of tunnels below the other. 

This is a Fatal Flaw. This isn’t going to work. You don’t want to mess with this bag of sugar.

And if that isn’t sufficient information to stop the project, here’s another Fatal Flaw: the HSR 
station platform will be about 100-120 feet underground mined into solid bedrock. 
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If the station platform is 120 feet deep, that translates to about eight stories down. This is a 
structure the size of the World Trade Center. The costs are astronomical. This is a “Show 
Stopper” and the proposal should be taken off the table immediately. 

The only viable solution for HSR to fit conveniently at Union Station is to move the Gold Line 
over into the old baggage handling area, a distance of about 150 feet. More on that in item 4.

But moving the Gold Line at Union Station to accommodate HSR has not been presented to the 
METRO Board or to the public.

METRO received $115 million from HSR to address transit issues at Union Station, but the 
infusion of HSR money was put into the Regional Connector Project. That is the reason moving 
the Gold Line at Union Station has not been discussed with the public or the METRO Board.

A structure as big as the World Trade Center is not needed at Union Station. Move the Gold Line. 
Use the HSR money for what it was intended, to address transit issues caused by building HSR at 
Union Station.

4.) Building the new busway behind Union Station violates perviously signed Railroad 
Agreements

Fatal Flaw: The busway is planned for an area that was designated for rail traffic. Railroad 
Agreements dating back to the the 1930’s assign rights to each successive tenant at Union Station 
to maintain this area for rail traffic only. These agreements were written for the best interest in 
regards to rail expansion. Previously, rail tracks were located in this area and were used for Post 
Office business, such as letters and packages. These tracks were removed during the construction 
of the Red Line and is currently use as a parking lot and an area for Amtrak baggage handling.

According to the Railroad Agreements, it would be illegal to build a busway at this location. 
METRO Board should comply with the Railroad Agreements signed by METRO Executives in 
the 1990’s and retain this area for rail transit expansion only. Purchasing the property does not 
give METRO the right to waive these previous agreements as this is a separate legal matter that 
over-rides ownership.

Currently, METRO is considering converting the San Fernando Valley Orange Line busway back 
into a rail line. One hundred and twenty years ago this busway was a rail transit line. The rail line 
was later discontinued. Then, in the 1990’s, METRO planned for the construction of a light rail 
line in the Valley. But this was deemed too expensive, and the busway was built. The current 
success of the busway has generated discussions to change the busway back into to a light rail 
line. But doing so today will be extremely expensive and disruptive to the current patronage.

The Patsauoras Plaza busway is successful and needs to expand, but cannot in the current 
location; the Master Plan proposes building a new facility on the Alameda side, behind Union 
Station in the old baggage handling area. 

But putting the busway into the old rail right-of-way violates the terms of the Railroad 
Agreements and removes the option of moving the Gold Line to make room for High Speed Rail.

This is one of those problems of putting ten pounds of sugar into a five pound bag. 
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There is no other solution for High Speed Rail. The new busway location will block expansion of 
the railyard. Should METRO willingly disregard the previous Railroad Agreements? This is a 
legal issue and the Board should investigate this claim. 

Plus, there are other problems with the current design of the Gold Line Platform. When the Gold 
Line Foothill Extension to Azuza opens in 2015, additional passengers will arrive and depart at 
Union Station. At that time, there will be insufficient room on the Gold Line platform for safe 
passenger circulation. The current platform is too small. This is a Fire-Life Safety issue.

There needs to be another set of stairs at the platform. The single stairway is overcrowded during 
rush hours. Passengers walking up the steps when the majority of people are going down are 
confronted with a sudden crush of commuters. Bicycle patrons must hoist their bikes overhead to 
navigate the crowds. The platform should be wider.

A pair of up and down escalators should be added. 

But there is no room for escalators at the current location of the Gold Line Platform at Union 
Station. Nor is there room to widen the platform.

Trackway expansion in the Union Station platform area is limited to previous trackway locations. 
Finding another location for the busway is less difficult than finding another location for a rail 
transit platform. Rail lines are governed by overhead clearances regulated by the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). These strict regulations for overhead clearances are far 
greater than the clearances for buses (CPUC General Order 95). At present, these clearances at 
Union Station are intact. Rail expansion would be simplified.

Solution: Relocate the Gold Line platform by moving the platform 150 feet closer to Union 
Station into the old baggage handling area which would create sufficient room within the train 
yard for the longer HSR platforms; there would be no violations to the Railroad Agreements or 
the Proposition 1A ruling for use of HSR funding. 

For further clarification on moving the Gold Line, see attached comment to the California High 
Speed Rail (CAHSR) Authority dated August 25, 2014. 

Solution: Build the busway in the area now occupied by the Mosaic apartment building. Instead 
of building the grand staircase upwards, build the staircase downwards from the existing level to 
the Red Line Mezzanine. Patrons could exit the buses and transfer directly to the Red Line 
without entering Union Station. Building an entrance at this location was discussed in the early 
architectural planning efforts of the subway (1983), but discarded as this location was outside of 
the Union Station main building. 

Currently there are emergency steps leading downwards to the Red Line Mezzanine. The steps 
are located in the current Amtrak bus waiting depot area, in the sidewalk near the stairway. There 
are metal doors in the pavement marked “emergency only.” 

The interior location of the emergency exit is located on the Red Line Mezzanine level. Walking 
through this emergency passageway will help envision the possibilities for the proposed 
entrance. The emergency stairs will no longer be needed if a new entrance is built.

The new entrance would attract additional patronage to the buses and the Red Line, as 
passengers could swiftly transfer from one conveyance to the other without entering Union 
Station. 
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5.) New high rise development around Union Station, Alameda side, violates the previously 
signed Railroad Agreements

Fatal Flaw: It is illegal to erect new buildings into the old track right-of way. See previous 
discussion. 

The Mosaic Apartments were built by Catellus Development Corporation with full knowledge 
that the back of the building extended into the track right-of-way and that this structure was a 
violation of the existing Railroad Agreements. METRO did not dispute this violation, as there 
was great interest in the economic feasibility of the project. But it would have been within 
METRO’s rights to halt the construction beyond the right-of-way line.

During the purchase of Union Station, METRO’s legal and real estate departments were notified 
of this breech and were given documentation to support this statement during one of the regular 
coordination meetings. 

Solution: New structures built near the tracks may overhang the trackway but the CPUC 
clearances must be maintained. Support columns for these structures may not be built in the 
trackway area unless they are coordinated with the proposed track expansion. 

6.) Run-through tracks over the 101 Freeway raises track levels five feet at Union Station 
means rebuilding ten bridges over the LA River

Fatal Flaw: Raising the tracks at Union Station five feet will impact the track levels from the 
station platform area to the the track junction along the Los Angeles River. 

The track levels at Union Station have remained the same for eighty years, to the thickness of a 
dime. The entire trackway was designed, built and maintained using standard engineering track 
practices still in use today. Each station and rail yard from Los Angeles to Chicago was designed 
in a similar fashion, in a swale, or spoon shape, to prevent trains from rolling out to the mainline. 
When profile grades are over one percent, trains start to roll; therefore the industry refers to all 
track vehicles as rolling stock. 

If vehicles roll onto the mainline, they become an extreme safety hazard. For this reason, strict 
guidelines are adhered to for profile grade elevations in train stations across the country, to the 
thickness of a dime. To prevent vehicles from unintentionally rolling, the entire track complex, 
from the passenger platforms to the LA River, must remain in a swale, or spoon shape. Raising 
the tracks five feet at Union Station will demand that the entire track complex to the LA River 
also be raised five feet. 

The track interchange at the LA River is unique. There are few track crossings within the United 
States that have this magnitude of complexity and history. Freight trains run north and south, 
from Long Beach to Sacramento and beyond.  Amtrak trains run to Chicago and New Orleans, 
east to west. Amtrak trains exit the station area and then turn north or south to San Diego or San 
Francisco and Seattle. Metrolink trains cross is multiple directions, to Riverside, San Bernardino, 
Ventura and Orange County. These routes will not be eliminated with building the run-through 
tracks. But raising the track profile five feet in the station area will require raising the track 
profile here five feet as well. This would seriously impact the surrounding bridge clearances. The 
CPUC codes for clearances, mentioned in item 4, apply to the underside of all bridges. Ten 
bridges will have to be reconstructed over the LA River to provide for this extra clearance of five 
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feet: Broadway, Spring, Main Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, El Monte Busway, the newly 
renovated First Street bridge, two Amtrak and Metrolink rail bridges and the Gold Line bridge. 

To suggest that the grade elevation for tracks inside Union Station can be higher than grade 
elevations along the LA River could be regarded as an act of willful misconduct, as this 
disregards standard track design practices and disregards public safety. 

Solution 1: It may be more cost effective to lower the 101 Freeway than raise the tracks. 
Lowering the the 101 freeway through downtown was completed decades ago. But the project 
stopped just short of Union Station due to opposition from adjacent stakeholders, primarily the 
property owner of the strip club across the freeway from Union Station. 

Caltrans construction drawings showing a lower profile along the 101 Freeway should be 
available in Caltrans archives. A lower profile along the freeway would eliminate the need of 
raising the tracks in Union Station when building the run-through tracks. The METRO Board 
should request that Caltrans investigate and substantiate this claim and compare costs of 
lowering the freeway (and finishing the job) to those of raising the rail yard five feet, which will 
require replacing about ten bridges over the LA River. 

Solution 2: Conduct further studies of bridge designs for the run-through tracks to find a more 
appropriate solution. 

7.) New landscaping at Union Station will cause corrosion and potential structural failure 
to existing structures

Fatal Flaw: Landscaping requires fertilizer. Fertilizer mixes with the water. Excess water leaks. 
Containers that are buried, eventually crack. Water leaks into basements, parking lots, tunnels. 
The chemically enhanced water seeks electrical lines encased in concrete such as lighting 
conduits. Upon contact with the water, the electrical lines react to the chemicals in the fertilizer. 
The concrete that surrounds electrical lines begins to spall, corrode and dis-color. 

Note that the landscaping between One Gateway and the Amtrak platform area was recently 
removed and replaced. The above problem occurred at this location. The landscaping containers 
buried inside the masonry walls cracked and the fertilizer rich water seeped down the steps and 
into the roof of Cesar Chavez underpass. During the rainy season of 2008-2009, over one 
hundred square feet of concrete collapsed in segments onto the roadway. Repairs to the roof of  
Cesar Chavez were not completed until 2013. 

Landscaping is not recommended near train yards. Numerous reports have been professionally 
written on the topic and are available in the METRO library.

Solution: Large water fountains would be more appropriate. No fertilizer necessary. 

8.) Alameda Street road diet, Los Angeles Street closure not permissible for emergency 
reasons. Planting of large trees not permissible because of large underground storm drain.

Fatal Flaw: Alameda Street is currently overburdened with rush hour traffic. Emergency teams, 
such as fire and police use this corridor and it is highly unlikely they would allow the road diet. 
From the lessons learned category, Fire-Life safety holds the trump card when it comes to 
enforcing safety rules and will defeat this design. Emergency Departments are not usually part of 
the preliminary review process. But because of the magnitude of this proposal, verifying this 
statement with the City Departments and with METRO Fire-Life Safety is recommended. 
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Closing Los Angeles Street will also be under the same scrutiny for the same reasons.

Solution: If you can’t go across Alameda, go over it. Build a pedestrian bridge. Build a wide 
bridge that carries pedestrians from Union Station and continues directly towards Plaza Park. 
Design the bridge should be a memorable, historic attraction.

It may not be possible to close both lanes of Los Angeles Street. But it may be possible to close 
one lane and leave the other lane open for emergency and permitted vehicles only. This could 
have a beneficial impact. Festival merchants for Olvera Street could have better access to the 
Plaza with the permit only system, same with film crews. And the closed lane could become the 
exit for the new pedestrian bridge.

Alameda Street would remain the current width. 

Fatal Flaw: Planting trees on Alameda Street. Missing from the cross section in the Master Plan 
is a large storm drain (eight or ten foot diameter) that runs underneath the east-side of Alameda 
Street. This storm drain was constructed during the same era as Union Station and was built to 
protect Olvera Street and Union Station from flooding. 

Tree roots cause damage sidewalks. Tree roots equally damage underground storm drains. It is 
highly unlikely that Los Angeles city engineers will permit the planting of any trees on the east-
side of Alameda.

Solution: No trees on the east-side of Alameda.

9.) New Passenger Mezzanine height not feasible because it will cause the reconstruction of 
ten bridges along the LA River

Fatal Flaw: The new Passenger Mezzanine was praised at the meeting because the roof would be 
five feet higher. But this may not be possible because of reasons cited in item number 6 
regarding the run-through tracks. Raising the tracks five feet in Union Station is not possible 
without serious consequences to ten bridge structures that cross the LA River. And raising the 
height of the existing passageway may not be feasible or necessary. 

The original east-west passenger tunnel was designed to minimize commuter travel time. Exit 
lines were clearly visible. The new proposal replaces the original commuter flow within a 
mezzanine of cross directional travel, sunken pits, and a maze of columns. This will lead to 
confusion and accidents. No longer will commuters be able to adhere to a natural right hand rule 
regarding incoming and outgoing movement. Commuters will cross each other in every 
direction, travelers will intersect, each pulling suitcases, who goes first could be embarrassing or 
hostile, parents pushing baby carriages will move slower, elderly one-time visitors will stop and 
try to determine which way to go, and in every direction, columns will block straight site lines to 
platform entrances and station exits. People will walk around a column and trip over a suitcase. 

Sunken pits are places where cell phone gazing commuters could fall and create liabilities. 
Sunken pits seem to be neglected in other areas of the city where they were installed years ago. 
These pits ignore needs of handicap patrons. 

In addition, maintaining landscaping in the sunken pits is a maintenance hazard for the reasons 
cited in item 7 regarding new landscaping. The excess water from these pits will eventually leak 
into the Red Line Box structure, if not in this generation, the next. The subway contains 
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embedded electrical systems. The top of the station box is straddled just between these two 
landscaped pits, the mezzanine flooring just a thin veneer over the humpback top of the box.
 
Solution: Add two additional passenger tunnels, one parallel to the south and one parallel to the 
north of the current walkway. 

On the south side, extend a new tunnel from the end of the Harvey Restaurant walkway which 
has the same distinct architectural elements as Union Station. There is a grand portico entrance 
near Alameda which originally attracted celebrities to the restaurant. This walkway passes 
between two well-maintained gardens, both underutilized. The Metropolitan Water Department 
(MWD) garden has patio seating, shade trees, a beautiful fountain and a historical plaque 
marking the old boundary of Chinatown. This garden is open to the public. 

The Harvey Restaurant walkway could continue straight forward under the tracks, maybe higher 
and wider than the existing passenger tunnel without raising the tracks. Currently there are thick 
beams in the roof of the existing passenger tunnel, designed to hold up the weight of steam 
locomotives, which are four times heavier than the currently used diesel engines. Therefore the 
beams in the original passenger tunnel are larger than necessary to do the job. The new roof 
beams could be structurally smaller, providing more head room. Construction-wise, it would be 
easier to build a new tunnel than to take out the roof beams of the old one. 

There are currently no elevators to the Amtrak and Metrolink platforms at Union Station. This 
tunnel could have elevators and be designated for handicap patrons. This tunnel also allows for 
easier boarding of Metrolink trains as passengers would load more directly at the south end of 
the station platforms.  

One goal set forth in the first draft of the Union Station Master Plan was to increase the number 
of passengers using the Red Line and Metrolink. Some of the elevators in this tunnel could 
connect Metrolink platforms directly with the Red Line mezzanine, straight downwards. 

This infrastructure improvement could attract a new crowd to use the rail system, especially for 
those traveling to the Staples Center for sports and entertainment. 

This Fred Harvey passenger tunnel has not been discussed in the Master Plan and is not 
identified on the drawings. It is primarily used only by El Monte busway commuters, who enter 
and exit Union Station across the MWD garden patio. 

The second tunnel could be built on the north side of the existing passenger tunnel,  beginning 
inside the Red Line entranceway, in the atrium room behind Starbucks. 

The tunnel would exit behind the existing METRO information booth, into the parking garage.  
A large cinder block wall currently exist at the proposed tunnel portal. This area also contains an 
underutilized loading dock. 

The parking area near the new passenger tunnel could become an underground drop off area for a 
special kind of “kiss and ride.” 

The area in front of this proposed tunnel portal (100’ x 100’) opens to the sky. This could be the 
right location for a bicycle parking structure, spiraling upwards. The loading dock, which is 
currently underutilized, could become a sports bar, in the sense of providing bicyclists the kind 
of nourishment they prefer, energy drinks and high protein snacks. 
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This tunnel could be the only tunnel where bicyclists are allowed, limiting bike traffic to one 
corridor. 

10.) Outdoor Seating, grand staircases and new plazas, too much sun, not enough shade

Fatal Flaw: Too much sun. No shade. Many Los Angeles residents prefer to stay in the shade. 
The City Fathers designed the downtown streets to be at an angle, slightly off from north to 
south, so there would always be shade at lunchtime. 

Where can passengers go inside the existing Union Station and enjoy meeting with friends, 
saying good-bye to loved ones, waiting for an hour to catch a train?

The old ticketing area in Union Station is closed to passengers. What use could it serve? 

Night-time is when many Los Angeles residents go out for entertainment. Where’s the night life 
attractions in the Master Plan? What could increase patronage through Union Station at night? 
Not a bar, not a club, maybe just a cup of coffee in a new setting? 

Solution:  Here are two suggestions from Europe, one for day and one for night, both very cost 
effective:

 

An interior garden in the Madrid Train Station
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LED lighting demonstration, Cathedral of Lights, Ghent, Belgium, 2012

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Susan MacAdams
Former High Speed Rail Planning Manager at METRO
310-994-8407
susan.macadams@gmail.com
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August 26, 2014 
 
Jeff Morales 
Chief Executive Officer 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Dear Mr. Morales: 
 
I’m writing in opposition to the proposed High-Speed Rail route along the 14 Freeway in 
northern Los Angeles County. Whatever one thinks of the project as a whole, this portion as 
planned hurts our communities between Burbank and Palmdale. The proposed route would 
negatively impacts schools, churches and residential dwellings. The proposal has already 
triggered disclosure on real estate transactions which is harming sellers. 
 
I also want to encourage the Authority to disavow completely the originally planned route as a 
way to reset the discussion and stop the disruption of the real estate markets in those 
communities. I believe if the Authority was to do that, a more meaningful and promising debate 
could begin in those communities as to the merits of the project generally. 
 
Please instead pursue vigorously a tunnel-oriented alternative between the Palmdale station 
and the Burbank station that would provide a more direct, faster, less costly, more 
environmentally friendly and less community-intrusive route between the Antelope Valley and 
the San Fernando Valley.  

The hope of our community depends on it. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Cc: CHSRA Chairman, Dan Richard 
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #72 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/28/2014
Response Requested : Yes
Submission Date : 8/28/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Pat
Last Name : Morton
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address : 4400 Brunswick Ave.
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 90039
Telephone :
Email : pamorton@ix.netcom.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List : No
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I’m a resident of Atwater Village, and my house is not far from the rail

crossing at Chevy Chase.  While I strongly support high speed rail and mass
transportation generally, I would urge you to consider other routes that don’t
pass so close to residential areas like Atwater Village.  I realize this is a
difficult task since HSR should link high density cities.  The at—grade
crossings in this area, however, would be very dangerous to the many
pedestrians and vehicles that cross daily.  In addition, the noise would greatly
impact our neighborhood and lower our property values dramatically.  Don’t
degrade an improving neighborhood!

I urge you to mitigate the route through Atwater Village, preferably by
eliminating at-grade crossings and creating robust noise abatement
measures.

Patricia Morton
4400 Brunswick Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90039

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #61 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/27/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 8/25/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Gerald
Last Name : Orcholski
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address : 2400 Brigden Road
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Pasadena
State : CA
Zip Code : 91104
Telephone : 626-797-3531
Email : gerryjim@sbcglobal.net
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I am completely against the route going through the national forest of the San

Gabriel Mountains. Mike Antonovich is my supervisor and his suggestion to
run the train through the forest is anti-environmental. We as a society have
encroached upon natural areas enough as it is, and this is going to far.

Gerald Orcholski
2400 Brigden Road
Pasadena, California 91104
626-797-3531

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #79 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 9/3/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 8/31/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : J.
Last Name : Russell Brown
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone : 213-999-0379
Email : dlanc.jr2brown@gmail.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : burbank_los.angeles@hsr.ca.gov

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: J. Russell Brown <dlanc.jr2brown@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Aug 31, 2014 at 6:58 PM
Subject: HSR Bur to LA
To: burbank_los.angeles@hsr.ca.govv

Attended Lakeview Terrace meeting.

Good meeting.

Either cut and cover or tunnel most of sections thru tight urban areas and
downtown.

Or underground train with stacked trains above.

Open up access to LA River where possible.

--

J. Russell Brown
Vice President Administration
Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council
Chair DLANC Public Safety Committee

Downtown Streetcar Bringing Back Broadway Chair
Regional Connector Community Leadership Council Co-Chair

DLANC.jr2brown@gmail.com
Cell 213-999-0379
FAX 213-341-2382
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Words Of Wisdom

Teamwork divides the task and doubles the success.

The art of being wise is the art of knowing what to overlook.   William
James

"The best way out is through."  Robert Frost

"The line that is straightest offers the most resistance."  Leonardo DaVinci

"Genius is eternal patience." Michaelangelo

--

J. Russell Brown
Vice President Administration
Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council
Chair DLANC Public Safety Committee

Downtown Streetcar Bringing Back Broadway Chair
Regional Connector Community Leadership Council Co-Chair

DLANC.jr2brown@gmail.com
Cell 213-999-0379
FAX 213-341-2382

Words Of Wisdom

Teamwork divides the task and doubles the success.

The art of being wise is the art of knowing what to overlook.   William
James

"The best way out is through."  Robert Frost

"The line that is straightest offers the most resistance."  Leonardo DaVinci

"Genius is eternal patience." Michaelangelo
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #48 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/23/2014
Response Requested : No
Submission Date : 8/8/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Joseph
Last Name : Sanderson
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : joseph.sanderson@yale.edu
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : ?As the High Speed Rail project is constructed, it provides a tremendous

opportunity to create other new projects efficiently.? For example,
tunnels, trenches, or viaducts constructed to carry HSR tracks might be
designed so that they can carry, on other tracks, parts of new Metro lines.

Burbank is an important regional jobs center, and several proposals to link
it into the Metro rail system have been floated, including a
Burbank-Glendale-Downtown line, a northern extension of the Red Line from
North Hollywood to Burbank, and a Burbank-Pasadena link to connect the
SFV
with the SGV. It is currently served by Metrolink.

High Speed Rail should be constructed in such a way as to facilitate the
construction of future light rail lines between Burbank and Downtown and
Burbank and Pasadena. Construction should leave space for future lines and
light rail stations, and certainly not adopt methods that will physically
preclude Metro expansion along the corridor. This is especially important
since the Metro Board has recently ordered a study to determine what
transit projects should be priorities in this region.

Additionally, I am concerned that some of the proposed alignments would
either (1) require severe disruptions to Metro Gold Line services; and/or
(2) involve open trenches that would severely disrupt traffic and
pedestrian connectivity. These are serious issues that require serious
mitigation.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #77 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 9/3/2014
Response Requested : No
Submission Date : 9/2/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Anna
Last Name : Serridge
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address : 9823 Wornom Avenue
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Shadow Hills
State : CA
Zip Code : 91040
Telephone :
Email : annaserridge@gmail.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : ---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Anna Serridge <annaserridge@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Aug 29, 2014 at 10:45 AM
Subject: PALMDALE TO BURBANK PROJECT SECTION HSR
To: palmdale_burbank@hsr.ca.gov
Cc: felipe.fuentes@lacity.org, fifthdistrict@lacbos.org,
zev@bos.lacounty.gov, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org,
raul.bocanegra@asm.ca.gov,
Assemblymember.Wilk@outreach.assembly.ca.gov

Mark A. McLoughlin, Director of Environmental Services
ATTN: PALMDALE TO BURBANK PROJECT SECTION
California High Speed Rail Authority
Southern California Regional Office
700 N. Alameda, Room 3-532
LA, CA 90012

Dear Mr. McLoughlin,

NO NO NO NO NO!  I am completely opposed to the exploration of an
alternative corridor for the HSR that threatens to ruin the communities of
Shadow Hills and the Tujunga Wash.  Imagine my distress at discovering
recently that an alternative corridor is being proposed and advertised in
the local papers, an alternative corridor that threatens to tear right
through my backyard and our centuries old neighborhood.
I was fortunate enough to be included in a meeting this past week where we
heard directly from Michelle Boehm that there aren't any specifics yet
identified for this alternative corridor.  Just a banana shaped cloud over
our entire community.  This is really irresponsible on the part of the
HSR.  Our community is historic and one of the last equestrian communities
in Los Angeles.  Your irresponsible plan is already putting our property
values at risk, as well as creating a host of problems in an area that is
already impacted by transit solutions.
Whatever lines you are proposing to build need to go through commercial and
industrial areas, not rural communities or environmentally sensitive open
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spaces.

 The original Route 14 and 5 Fwy planned route is a far superior choice.
Our community will stand together to oppose this ridiculous 'alternative'.
My guess is that all those developers with ve$ted intere$t in 'new'
construction in the Santa Clarita area and Supervisor Antovich are at the
heart of this proposal to move the already approved route.
We won't stand for it!  We have just begun to fight back on this issue and
won't back down.  Generations of families have lived here and worked hard
to preserve a lifestyle that has proven to provide a healthy balance, the
heart of what defines our life in Los Angeles.

Sincerely,

Anna Serridge
9823 Wornom Avenue
Shadow Hills, CA 91040

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #49 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/23/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 8/7/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Harvey
Last Name : Sherback
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : harveysherback@yahoo.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : California High-Speed Rail Authority

CHSRA Board of Directors
Dan Richard, Chairman

August 7, 2014

Hello Chairman Richard, CHSRA Board of Directors and Staff,

Thanks for your many good works, they are very much appreciated.

With the relentless changes brought on by climate destabilization, including
California's severe drought, it's time to comprehensibly redirect our water,
energy and transportation policies towards more sustainable systems. The
CHSRA states, "The Authority has committed to using 100 percent renewable
energy for powering the system." I propose that California's Hi-Speed Rail
can achieve its goal by using clean, renewable electricity generated by the
Central Valley's "Photovoltaic Aqueduct System."

Water scarcity threatens to disrupt California’s economy. In 2014 our
snowpack and reservoirs are at record low levels. The State Water Project
cannot satisfy demand. Even worse, our invisible underground water supplies
are being consumed at an unsustainable rate. Because the sea level is rising
and the Delta levees are sinking, salty water is slowly infiltrating the Delta,
which is the source of the canal system’s water. Worse again, the rising sea
is pressuring ever more salty water into our depleted underground aquifers. In
response, California might renovate its water infrastructure in conjunction with
the development of the Hi-Speed Rail project. I have developed a simple
model called the "Photovoltaic Aqueduct System."

California can repair and improve its vital water system while producing new
revenues for government, income for developers and clean electricity for the
nearby Hi-Speed Rail line. I have formulated the following model: shading
selected portions of California's canals with photovoltaic generators. This
project will help our utilities meet government mandates to provide renewable
electricity. Depending on location and the developer's resources, these
electricity-generating structures might span the canal like a canopy, shade
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the canal like an awning or float on the canal like a barge. The reasons we
recommend money-generating, water-saving, photovoltaic canal shields are
listed below:

Perfect Location:  Following the same general path as the proposed Hi-Speed
Rail lines, California's canals run for hundreds of miles through desert-like
conditions, ideal for the development of solar power. They are situated on
secure public property, mostly government-controlled. Additionally, the canals
frequently adjoin major high-voltage transmission line corridors. More than
just increasing efficiency, producing photovoltaic power near the grid benefits
our utility companies, who must fulfill California's strict renewable energy
mandate. The Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) requires utility companies
to purchase one-third of their electricity from renewable sources by 2020. By
law, most of this new power must connect to the grid.

Conserving Water:  A shield over the canal would help keep the water cool
and clean. Blocking the sunlight, a covering would help keep the canal free
from unwanted vegetation and immune to blooms of toxic algae. In addition to
slowing evaporation, the electricity-generating shield will protect the canal
water from absorbing agricultural chemicals and airborne pollutants like soot,
soil and sand.

Ideal Timing:  Everyone agrees, we have to act now! According to the US
Interior Department, the California Aqueduct system is inadequate,
antiquated and dangerously vulnerable to drought, flood and earthquake
emergencies, much less the effects of rising sea levels. Our canal system
needs immediate overhaul. Fortunately, interest rates are low, and the
Obama administration is seeking to significantly expand the development of
clean energy projects on federal lands. California has already approved this
concept. In 2005, a bill was passed approving the leasing of the space above
and adjacent to the State Water Project for the production of photovoltaic
electricity (AB 515, Richman R, signed by Gov. Schwarzenegger).

Photovoltaic Technology:  Power generation is agriculture's biggest
competitor for water. America's coal-fired, oil-fired, natural gas and nuclear
power plants consume more than 100 billion gallons of fresh water every day;
only agriculture uses more water. In contrast, once installed, photovoltaic
generators consume no water, except for occasional cleaning. Having no
moving parts, they require minimal maintenance, make no noise and create
no emissions. Long-lived photovoltaic technology also provides architectural
flexibility. “Net zero” Hi-Speed Rail is achievable in California.

Governor Brown, in his 2012 State of the State address, declared that High-
Speed Rail was a top priority for his Administration. The simultaneous
development of the Photovoltaic Aqueduct System with Hi-Speed Rail will
help to address our water crisis, replace agricultural jobs lost to drought and
meet our transportation goals.

Harvey Sherback
Berkeley, California

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #5 DETAIL
Status : Action Completed
Record Date : 8/7/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 7/31/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Dianne M.
Last Name : Sweeny
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
County :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : San Francisco
State : CA
Zip Code : 94111
Telephone :
Email : dianne.sweeny@pillsburylaw.com
Fax :
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Comment Type :
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Good afternoon,

Could you please let me know when the deadline is to submit comments on
the Palmdale to Burbank and Burbank to Los Angeles segments.  There are
conflicting dates as indicated below:

* The July 24, 2014 Federal Register indicates to submit comments by
August 25, 2014,

* The meeting flyer for these segments indicates comments will be
accepted until August 31, 2014,

* The Notice of Preparation letter from Frank Vacca (signed July 24, 2014)
indicates comments should be provided no later than 30 days after
publication of the notice (which would be August 23).

I left a voicemail message at the indicated telephone number (800-630-1039)
on July 31, asking for clarification of the comment deadline, but have not
received a response.

Thank you.

Dianne

Dianne M. Sweeny | Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP
Practice Clerk
Four Embarcadero Center, 22nd Floor | San Francisco, CA 94111
t 415.983.1087<tel:415.983.1087> | f 415.983.1200<tel:415.983.1200>
dianne.sweeny@pillsburylaw.com<mailto:dianne.sweeny@pillsburylaw.com>
| pillsburylaw.com<http://www.pillsburylaw.com/>
[Image]
[Pillsbury Law]<http://www.pillsburylaw.com/>

The contents of this message, together with any attachments, are intended
only for the use of the individual
or entity to which they are addressed and may contain information that is
legally privileged, confidential and exempt from
disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution, or copying
of this message, or any attachment, is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this message in error, please notify the
original sender or the Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman Help Desk at Tel: 800-
477-0770, Option 1, immediately by telephone
or by return E-mail and delete this message, along with any attachments,
from your computer. Thank you.

Subscription
Request/Response :
EIR/EIS Comment :
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #80 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 9/3/2014
Response Requested :
Submission Date : 8/29/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : James
Last Name : Unknown
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : lordoakrock@socal.rr.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List : No
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Completing these sections are important, but current rides have to transfer in

Bakersfield to a bus to reach any station in the Los Angeles. This section will
be the key to making the train an alternative to driving to Northern California.

Sent from my iPad
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #94 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 9/15/2014
Response Requested : No
Submission Date : 9/12/2014
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Unknown
Last Name : Unknown
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : orellanajes@yahoo.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I am opposed of the SR14 rail project constructing walls and splitting the

community in half.

Sent from my HTC smartphone on the Now Network from Sprint!
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Standard Response
General Viewpoint on Project : In Opposition to CAHSR Project
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Burbank - Los Angeles - RECORD #44 DETAIL
Status : Pending
Record Date : 8/23/2014
Response Requested : No
Submission Date : 8/15/2014
Affiliation Type : Public Meeting
Interest As : Individual
Submission Method : Email
First Name : Tom
Last Name : Williams
Professional Title :
Business/Organization : Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter, Transportation Committee
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com
Cell Phone :
Email Subscription :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : DATE:   August 15, 2014

TO:        California
High-Speed Rail Authority, So.Cal.Regional Office
               Mark A. McLoughlin, Director of
Environmental Services

ATTN:  Project Sections - Palmdale to Burbank  
                                Burbank to Los Angeles
CC:       Gloria
Molina,  LACo Supervisor
              Micheal
Antonovich,LACo Supervisor
              Sierra
Club, Angeles Chapter,
Transportation Committee
 
FROM:  Dr.
Tom Williams,
              Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter,
Transportation Committee
              4117 Barrett Road , Los Angeles , CA 90032-1712    
             ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com, 323-528-9682
 
SUBJECT:  CaliforniaHigh Speed Rail - Palmdale- Los Angeles Sections -
Plan Scoping
 
RE:        a.  Request for Extension of Scoping Comments Deadline to Sep.7,
5pm
               b.  Examples of Scoping Comments

a.  Request for Extension of Scoping Comments Deadline to Sep.7, 5pm
The current deadline to submit all comments regarding Scoping for the two
CalHiSpdRail. segments: Palmdale-Burbank and Burbank-Los Angeles Union
Station by Sunday evening August 31, 2014 appears confused and does not
reflect the season and timing.  The end-of-summer days are commonly used
for vacations , the weekend of the deadline is a national holiday, and the
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deadline does not specify the hour, presumably 23:59:59.  We request an
extension of the deadline for Scoping Comments for both the Palmdale-
Burbank and Burbank-Los Angeles Union Station segments of the CHSR to
September 7, 5pm.  

In presentations, the presented stated that the State has set the timeline for
comments as if it was fixed, while the State is a minimum of 30 days.  As the
NOI/NOPs stated to receive comments in 30 days from the notices (072414)
which would have been 082414 but this apparently was extended by one
week (both ending on a Sunday/0831/14) and now ahead of a State/Fed
holiday. 
This  shows the deadline is not fixed and can be extended as requested
above to avoid the holiday weekend which would avoid the apparent conflict
with public participation in this flawed process so far.

b.  Scoping Comments
In three Scoping sessions that I have attended, the presentation has limited
comments to only written comments, and the sessions did not provide
dictation by an experienced stenographer, but in the Lake View Terrace
session, the presenter indicated that the CHSR staff would be available to
write the comments for those who had verbal comments.  Such practices are
not consistent with those of other State departments, Department of
Conservation, Caltrans, and State Water Quality Control Board, and
California Air Resource Board.  Having prepared >300 EIRs/EISs/EAs, I was
shocked by such practices in the CHSR Scoping sessions.

In addition, CEQA/NEPA Scoping has several specific issues for
commenting, none of which were mentioned or provided as examples in what
the CHSR representatives presented, e.g., prospective alternatives, important
natural or community resources, assessment practices/analyses, and
mitigation/compensation measures.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Need PI Response : Yes- Individual Response
General Viewpoint on Project :
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TRANSMITTAL 

DATE:  September 12, 2014 
 
TO:   Mark A. McLoughlin, Director of Environmental Services   Calif.Hi.Spd.Rail Auth., So.Cal.Regl. Off.

mark.mcloughlin@hsr.ca.gov   800-630-1039 
ATTN:  Project Section -  Burbank to Los Angeles: burbank_los.angeles@hsr.ca.gov 

      
CC:   Gloria Molina, LACo Supervisor 
  Micheal Antonovich, LACo Supervisor 
  southern.california@hsr.ca.gov 
  boardmembers@hsr.ca.gov 
  palmdale_burbank@hsr.ca.gov 
  Stephanie Perez, Environmental Protection Specialist, Office of Program Deliv., Fed.Rr. Admin.  
   "Stephanie Perez" <stephanie.perez@dot.gov> 
  Frank Vacca, Chief Program Manager, Calif.Hi.Spd.Rail Auth., frack.vacca@hsr.ca.gov 
  Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter, Transportation Committee

FROM:  Dr. Tom Williams,  
  Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter, Transportation Committee 
  4117 Barrett Road, Los Angeles, CA 90032-1712   ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com, 323-528-9682 
  (Please Add Me to All Mailing Lists - Statewide, Burbank and Palmdale) 

SUBJECT: California High Speed Rail - Palmdale-Los Angeles Sections - Plan Scoping 

RE:   SCOPING COMMENTS "CARD" 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Palmdale-Los Angeles (PD-LA) Section and the two LA 
County segments (Palmdale-Burbank, PD-BK, and Burbank-LA Union Station, BK-LA) of the California High Speed Rail 
Project (CHSR). 
 
Our comments form two parts: general and specific comments, as shown below for the Section and the segment. 

Reviewer Qualifications 
Dr. Tom Williams, PhD UC, Berkeley. Paleontology/Geology-Zoology (Retired) 
Conducted 300+ EIR/EIS/EA for Local, State, Federal, and International Agencies (USAID, ADB, WHO, etc.) 
Earliest in 1972-3 for City of San Jose 
URS San Mateo, 6+ years 
Parson Corp. Worldwide 22+ years 
Technical Advisor, Dubai Ports and Free Zones/Nakheel/Limitless 10+ years 
 
More specific comments are given a short background in plain text with bolded/italic comments. 
 
 
GENERAL HSR/PD-LA COMMENTS   
GC - 1. Economic/Fiscal/Finance 
CEQA and NEPA may include any general environmental and/or community issues/concerns as part of an objective, full 
disclosure, and objective review and assessment for a project.  Presenters at the Scoping Sessions rigorously stated that 
no economic or cost/benefit analyses or assessment would be included in the EIR/EIS, although the NEPA aspects and 
the Scoping slides and boards indicated that the "Environmental Topics" would include "Socioeconomics".  Similarly 
various economic issues have been raised and promoted as to the job generation, reduced loss of incomes due to 
congestion, lack of need for local, county, or state subsidies based on project revenues from operations, and user 
fees/prices would be sufficient to support 100% of operations and maintenance (not Capital Costs).   
Therefore the presentations and documents appear confused, and session staff could not resolve the scope of 
assessment in the EIR/EIS.   
CHSRA Mention was briefly made regarding CAP&Trade funds which may be used for CHSR projects and these 
segments but would not be included in the DEIR/DEIS for these segments of  
As one who is deeply involved with other major transportation in the State, most large Caltrans and LA 
County/MTA/SCAG transportation projects include all fiscal, financial, economic, and cost/benefit analyses and 
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Dr. Tom Williams, Sierra Club Comments: Brbk-LAUS Segment Sep.12, 2014
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assessments within the EIR/EIS directly or within Project Report released as part of the CEQA/NEPA circulation and 
review processes. 
As example:  
http://hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/statewide_rail/proj_sections/Palmdale_Burbank/palmdale_burbank_IS_072414.pdf 
IS-1  Project Description "...contribute to economic development....create jobs..." 
Both DEIR/DEIS must include all socioeconomic, financial, fiscal, and employment issues and must be 

documented, assessed, and mitigated from the point of Certification/Record of Decision for at least 25 years 
or to expected full repayment of all bonds and other obligations. 

Both DEIR/DEIS must include an explanation of current and expected funding local, regional, state, and federal 
funding and how CHSR will displace other projects for limited funds. 

The DEIR/DEIS must also assess the coincident use of CHSR facilities by other rail users, local transit and 
mainline/Class 1 rail systems. 

The Project Description of the DEIR/DEIS must include complete and adequate setting, assessment, and 
mitigation for the positive and adverse economic, financial, and fiscal effects of the preferred alternative and 
each of the considered alternatives. 

As part of this analyses and assessment, especially for tunneling, initial analyses must start from the Section's 
alignment alternative of twin tunnel/single track dead-straight line from Palmdale to LA Union Station and 
then analyze any departures from such an alternative with technical, costs/benefits, and environmental views.  
Similarly, alternative twin tunnel straight lines from Palmdale to Burbank and from Burbank to Union State 
must be included in the DEIR/DEIS and changed only with technical, costs/benefits, and environmental 
justifications through analyses and assessments.  These three alternatives, analyses, and assessments must 
be included in both DEIR/DEIS as part of the baselines for alternatives for both the Section and the separate 
Segments. 

 
GC - 2.   Tunneling and Economies of Scale   Tunneling requires many specialized equipments and techniques and 
training for their use.  For very short tunnels, such specialized requirements become very expensive, while with longer 
term and multiple projects, costs decrease markedly with the "Economy of Scale" and sequential scheduling.  Similarly 
some tunneling methods require equipment which is readily available and simply modified for work in tunnels and thereby 
allows construction at multiple working faces of the tunnels, e.g., a twin-tunnel project could have four or more working 
faces using SEM/NATM compared to a single working face with a typical rotating TBM or EPB-TBM. 
The Scoping Report and both DEIR/DEIS must include alternatives comparisons of a typical twin tunnel segment 

(e.g., single track) of say 15,000ft (e.g., total:32,000ft, 3-6mi) vs say five (5) such segments using  1) closed-
face-TBM,   2) Open-faced (Digger) Shields,   3) SEM/NATM (advanced mining),  and  4) MTM (Mobile Tunnel 
Miner, Rio Tinto-Aker Wirth) including costs, availability, training, employment, and schedule requirements. 

 
GC - 3. MOU/MOA for CEQA/NEPA Consideration   No reference to any memorandum of agreement or understanding 
between the State and Federal agencies and authorities with regard to use of the combined process, contents, tiering, 
and various different elements unique to each of the federal and state processes, contents, and consideration. 
Both DEIR/DEIS must include as an appendix of documentation to support any environmental process related to 

Tiering and Section/Segment assessments. 
 
GC - 4 TIERING Reportedly, the Burbank to Los Angeles Section EIR/EIS will tier from the Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
in accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, (40 CFR 1508.28) and State CEQA Guidelines 
(14 California Code of Regulations 15168(b)). However, no information was in Scoping sessions or is presented as to the 
Scope of such "down-tiering" to the Section/Segments DEIR/DEIS.  Tier 1 Programmatic EIR/EIS...analyzes the general 
broad program for the California High-Speed Rail system. The California High-Speed Rail Authority Tier 1 program review 
divided the system into nine sections for project review.  Tier 2 Project DEIR/EIS...analyzes one of the nine segments 
[=sections] identified in the Tier 1 Programmatic EIR/EIS as a project.  The Initial Operating Segment was to have 
included "four of those segments:   Palmdale-Sylmar-San Fernando Valley-Los Angeles.
TIERING -   CEQA requires that “If tiering is being used, this concept must be made clear at the outset of any scoping 
meeting, so that participants do not concentrate on issues that are not going to be addressed at this time.” Such was not 
done in three CHSRA Scoping presentations. 
Scoping has not provided any indications of tiered structure of the programmatic and project EIRs/EISs and 

thereby the entire current process is seriously flawed and must be repeated.
The Scoping Report must include a full and complete description as to how tiering operates both in the Federal 

and State approaches and contents to be included in the DEIR/DEIS. 
TIERING -  Tier 2 includes DEIR/DEIS(s) for only the two separate sections without reference to the Palmdale-Los 
Angeles Section, and thereby the current DEIR/DEIS are subject to comments regarding section piece-
mealing/segmentation. 
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Separation of both Tier 2 CEQA/NEPA processes into two separate streams without consideration of stations and 
their influence on related facilities clearly supports segmentation/piecemealing of the original Tier 1 concept 
of each Tier 2 project DEIR/DEIS.  In order to accommodate this flaw, both DEIR/DEIS must include and be 
dependent upon an overview analyses for each segment DEIR/DEIS and must include assessment of those 
Project elements which would affect the conditions of the related stations and segments. 

The Scoping Report must fully address this issue and set the stage for assessments in both DEIR/DEIS. 
TIERING -  The Tier 2 analyses must “look beyond the subsection termini to adjacent subsections for which second tier 
analyses have not yet been undertaken” in order to ensure that one Tier 2 project does not point the “loaded gun” at 
resources associated with the adjacent Tier 2 project.  
Both surface and underground HSR Stations in both Tier-1 and Tier-2 must be included in both DEIR/DEIS 

elsewise the presence of only surface stations limits the next track segment to starting on the surface, and 
visa versa.  

As the Scoping information indicated that the PD-BK segment and LA-US may precede the BK-LA segment, any 
Project description and Record of Decision for them may open the entire issue to segmentation filings. The 
DEIR/DEIS must include a full range of alternatives for the PD and LA-US stations and the PD-BK segment. 

 
GC - 5.   2007 Comments 
US Fed. NOI and Cal. NOP stated "All comments received...will receive equal consideration as comments received 
during...2007 scoping period for the former...EIR/EIS. 
A short, summary of scoping comments is provided at 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/statewide_rail/proj_sections/Palmdale_LA/Palmdale_to_LA_Appendix_D_Summary
_of_the_Public_Comments_Received_7_8_09.pdf, but no specific documents is provided nor referenced.   
As no links or accessible files of comments, no review of these referenced comments can be made or integrated.  

As the 2007 comments are given to have the same values as those now, such an unsupported equalization 
without specific links and accessibility is unacceptable and a full compendium of all 2007 and 2014 
comments must be provided in the Scoping Report and specifically how both sets will be incorporated into 
both DEIR/DEIS. 

 
GC - 6. Safety & Security (Other than Natural Events) 
Any exposed prominent structure with high value represents a potential "Soft Target" for graffiti and other activities, 
similarly railroads and rail transit system have also been considered as attractive nuisances and assistance in suicide.   
The HSR trains, stations, tunnels, and trackways and their security must be considered in a recognized separate 

section of the DEIR/DEIS with appropriate appendices.  In general, all elements must be considered in a 
general alternative comparison of aerial/elevated, at grade//filled grades, and underground and then in 
specific sub-elements (e.g., platforms, entrances, parking, portals, shaft entries, fencing and grade 
separation, etc.) and their distinctive vulnerabilities and risks. 

 
GC - 7. Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 
The DEIR/DEIS for all segments must include appropriate draft Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Programs 

as an appendix and referenced within the DEIR/DEIS based on the presumed mitigation and compensation 
measures included in the assessment and determination of significance of impacts. Such a draft must also 
reflect and reference any mitigation, monitoring, and/or reporting measures included or referenced within the 
Programmatic EIR/EIS for the entire Project and for the Palmdale-Los Angeles Section as a reflection of Tiers 
1 and 2.. 

GC - 8.   Comments Deadline   
NOP - 2014071074 P-B   072414 p.3/prg3 DATES: Written comments...should be provided to the Authority no later than 
30 days after publication of this notice [August 24, 2014].   p.7/prg1   ...public agencies are requested to send their 
responses...to the Authority no later than 30 days after publication of this notice. [August 24, 2014]. 
NOP - 2014071073 B-LA 072414   p.3/prg3 DATES: Written comments...should be provided to the Authority no later than 
30 days after publication of this notice [August 24, 2014].   p.7/prg1 ...public agencies are requested to send their 
responses...to the Authority no later than 30 days after publication of this notice. [August 24, 2014]. 
We had requested an extension from the holiday weekend deadline which was 37 days from time of circulation.  

As the original deadline was extended to the holiday weekend of the national holiday, an extension of one 
additional week to Sept. 8 was requested but not announced by Aug.29.  Such differences of statements and 
actual implementation indicate a clear disregard of public participation.   

CHSRA allowed an extension to September 12, 2014 but only notified those known to the authority during the last 
three hours on the Friday prior to a three-day weekend. 
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We now request that all comments received by two weeks - ten working days - prior to finalization and circulation 
of both Scoping Reports and be recognized and included in both DEIR/DEIS. 

 
GC - 9. Scoping/Notice.   What is it? Announcements and presentations for the Southern California August CHSRA 
meetings are confused and purposefully seem to not inform the public that  a) these meetings are for SCOPING of 
preparation for the two environmental documents to cover each segment of the PD-LA section and that  b) what are the 
typical formats and issues to be raised (e.g., alternatives, important resources, analytical methods, mitigations, etc.).  
Presentations did not help the public to understand what they can do to help define the scopes of both projects.   
The Scoping Report must incorporate the broadest interpretation of the comments and allow and promote 

continued receipt of and incorporation into the Scoping Report up to two weeks of the completion and 
circulation of the Scoping Reports for both DEIR/DEIS. 

Scoping/Tiers   Similarly NOP/NOI indicate that these EIRs are tiered from the earlier programmatic EIR(s), but    the 
presentations and printed materials do not indicate how the current efforts reflect or work with the earlier CEQA/NEPA 
documents and conditions.  
The Scoping Report must include a full discussion of the relationships between the Tiers' 1 and 2 alternatives, 

assessments, and mitigations for both DEIR/DEIS and must integrate the 2007-2014 comments along with the 
Tiered issues.. 

GC - 10.  Scoping.   During numerous presentations, CHSRA presenters stated that "Costs will not be considered in the 
DEIR/DEIS." although in presentation materials (both slides and boards) costs, economics, monetary, financial and fiscal 
issues were raised repeatedly: 

"Road way congestions costs money in time and fuel" n" 
Slide 2 Env.Topics - Column 2/Line 7 Socioeconomics & Communities 
Slide 3 Project Objectives - O&M support (=costs) without government subsidies  
Slide 4 Cost Savings  billions less than airports and roads... 

Although the Scoping presentations claimed that no costs/economic/financial issues would be included in either 
DEIR/DEIS; however, in the presentation materials, costs, financial, revenue, employment, and fiscal are frequently 
mentioned in a positive approach but without reference to other related issues.  Therefore, as the CHSRA has used the 
more positive aspects of economics, all aspects and issues related must be balanced and objectively considered. 
The DEIR/DEIS must include a full fiscal, financial, and costs analyses and assessment and related issues of 

environmental justice as has been or is being done with other state-supported transportation projects (e.g., 
MTA/Caltrans projects - I-710 South Expansion, SR-710 North Extension, and High Desert Corridor). 
Such studies must include:  

Pricing, Ability to Pay 
Cumulative Impacts  Growth Inducements  Employment - Construction and O&M 
Betterment and Incremental property tax increments and revenues 
Employment changes and growth inducements  
Racial preference in hire, ridership, and benefits - Why Burbank, rather than CityofSF or Glendale  
Environmental Justice 
Cumulative Impacts  Regional Growth Growth Inducements 
Mitigation/Monitoring/Reporting Draft 

GC- 11.   Full Disclosure, Objective, Completeness   For Scoping, not all documents and reports were readily identified 
and accessible either as physical or digital documents.  Similarly some documents were accessible on line but had been 
secured and could were not readily searchable, therefore requiring additional distractive effort to find issues of concern.  
All future documents scoping report(s), DEIR/DEIS, appendices, and any referenced must be provided on-line in 

a readily searchable and copy-able format (e.g., pdf-s). Also digital documents must be provided in readily 
downloadable and transferrable volume - not in 12 kb or 12 GB units. 

For full disclosure approach, all work products related to the development of the Scoping Report(s) and the 
DEIR/DEIS must be accessible prior to their release through the standard, Public Records Act Requests, 
Public Records Officer Authority 916-324-1541  records@hsr.ca.gov. 

GC-12. HSR Loco/Drivers   For all routes of gradients >1% (1/100ft) and as an alternative, option, or major 
mitigation measure in the DEIR/EIS, all locomotives/drivers must be equipped with power generation/storage-
transfer systems so as to make use of the 2000ft downgrades between Palmdale and Burbank and 500+ft 
downgrades between Burbank and LA Union Station, and other prospective grades along the entire CSHR 
Route (e.g., Metter-Mohave/Gorman, 2500ft elevational difference). 
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GC-13.   SCAG    Although all project facilities lie within the boundaries of the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) and County of Los Angles, available documents make no mention as to how the three stations, 
their service areas, and track segments relate to the proposed 2035 land uses of those proposed by SCAG.  
Similarly, the available CHSRA documents do not mention the recent updating of the County's General Plan Update of 
2014. 
The DEIR/DEIS must include review and assessment of the impacts of stations and their service areas on those 

planned by SCAG and LACo and those of the planned transportation and land use up on the stations, traffic 
circulation, and other aspects of the preferred alternatives for stations and their associated trackway 
alternatives. 

PALMDALE-BURBANK-LOS ANGELES (PD-BK-LA) SECTION COMMENTS 

PD-BK-LA - 1.   Segmentation of Entire Section   Segmentation of the Project for Palmdale-LA Union Station Section 
presumes the environmental acceptance of the Burbank Station element.  
Current separation of PD-BK and BK-LA is an example of "segmentation" (=piece-mealing). Each DEIR/DEIS must 

include an alternative of the most direct single route (straight line) from Palmdale to LA Union Station with 
about 38mi of twin-tunnel or single tunnel-dual tracked alignments compared to 42mi of mixed 
surface/aerial/underground alignment through Burbank and with several access shafts and portals for 
construction and operations.  

The CHSRA must also acquire and include in both DEIR/DEIS a memorandum of agreement/understanding 
between US DOT and DOA and CHSRA with regard to include in any future proclamation regarding the 
Angeles Forest elevation to National Monument status. 

 
PD-BK-LA - 2.   Segmentation of Two Segments in Section As indicated in the Programmatic DEIR/DEIS, one 
section of the CHSR Project is the Palmdale - Los Angeles portion of the Project. In the current Tier 2 efforts, this section 
has been divided into only two segments: Palmdale-Burbank and Burbank-Los Angeles segments. However little or no 
provisions are made for descriptions and assessments of the three stations:  Palmdale, Burbank, and LA Union Stations, 
even as to their designs established even in general: Above-Grade, At-Grade, and Below Ground and their interfaces with 
other project elements.  Similarly, no mention of the previous Tier 1 Station at Sylmar is made and which appears to have 
been abandoned, except for vague references to the related "Regional Connector". 
The Scoping Report must clearly define the project elements and separate design development, assessment, and 

mitigations for related above-, below, and at-grade conditions for both stations and track systems, including 
tunnels.  These may be considered along with the appropriate tunnel-station interface alternatives. If not 
done, each of the segments can be considered to be influenced, affected, and effected by adjacent projects 
which is inappropriate for tiered projects, and such segmentation will be commented on during the 
DEIR/DEIS comment period. 

 
PD-BK-LA - 3. Ridership/Patronage No discussion has been provided in available documents regarding the ridership 
or patronage for each of the three stations and two track segments for both HSR and local services.  These are important 
for assessing power/utilities, traffic/parking, and congestion along with related air quality and noise effects and revenue 
generations. 
The DEIR/DEIS must include the forecasted initial, development, and end-of-plan ridership and related potential 

for cumulative and induced impacts in and surrounding the station areas.  Similarly such forecasts must be 
integrated along with the ridership-revenues/pricing/station rental/leasing revenues for each segment and 
related stations. Such descriptive and analytical discussions must also relate those local, short-, and long-
distant riders from outside/beyond the three stations and those between stations within this ninth section of 
the HSR Program. 

 
PD-BK-LA - 4. As indicated in the 2014 Draft Business Plan, the CHSRA projected 5.8 million passengers per year on 
the 300-mile length of track connecting Los Angeles and Merced and projected revenues of $592 million as a medium 
scenario in 2012 dollars.  As indicated elsewhere, no clear quantification of ridership distributions has been provided 
regarding local (one track segment, e.g., PD-BK), regional (e.g., 2 or more segments, e.g., PD-SanDiego), and long-
distance (SF-LA, >2 sections) trip riders. Similarly and very important to tunnel and surface systems, no quantification has 
been provided regarding numbers of train pass-throughs/departures from each station and their track speeds through the 
relatively short segments and thereby the prospective numbers of persons within a tunnel at any specific time. 
The DEIR/DEIS must include quantified projected riderships and train activities for the two segments through the 

planning period or 25 years whichever longer. Analyses and assessments must provide such information by 
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segment and station in order to completely and adequately assess the environmental and operational 
benefits and impacts. 

PD-BK-LA - 5. For all tunneling, the DEIR/DEIS must include alternative use of New-Austrian-Tunneling-
Methods/Sequential-Excavation-Methods (NATM/SEM : advanced open face mining) for single wide/low 
tunnels (e.g., 30ft H x 60ft W) with dual tracks rather than typical twin circular tunnels using a typical 20-30ft 
diam. TBMs. These methods can be compared with one or two TBMs versus 6-8 working faces for the same 
tunnel route. 

 
PD-BK-LA - 6. From the documents available, all stations - Palmdale, Burbank, and LA Union Station - appear to be only 

considered as surface facilities rather than underground stations, as in LA Metro Rail, Red Line Phase 1 (e.g., Union 
Station, 7th/Flower, Pershing Square, etc.). The DEIR/DEIS must include alternatives for underground pass-
through stations at all three of the proposed station sites. 

PD-BK-LA - 7.  The DEIR/DEIS must include at least one alternative for combined utilities passing through the 
same tunnel structure (along sides or under-track floor) from Palmdale to Burbank and on to Downtown LA 
City, especially for power and water as they may also be required for project related systems. As in the 
Castaic Project, one option in this alternative must consider the use of pumped storage power generation
between Palmdale and Hansen Dam. 

PD-BK-LA - 8. Like other transportation CEQA/NEPA documents, the DEIR/DEIS must include Economic and 
Financial context for each segment and must include both short-term capital costs, expenditures, and 
employment generation within the three major areas and for the LA County overall. 

 
PD-BK-LA - 9. CEQA documentation is inadequate and incomplete with regard to current and expected rail 
transportation development within the County and to direct and indirect growth-induced impacts from proposed 
LACo/Metro mobility elements, specifically those of the High Desert Corridor and associated development for supporting 
such a Corridor. 
The DEIR/DEIS must include analyses of ridership and station configurations in Palmdale to accommodate 

expected ridership from the High Desert Corridor bus and rail transportation systems and on the expected 
surface facilities. 

 
PD-BK-LA - 10.  Station/Platform Designs   An important element for all stations is the programmatic design 
requirements for train lengths, lengths of and train-numbers at platforms.  Some have indicated 1700ft per train-envelope 
(including pre-/post-clearances) while others report 1300ft (perhaps train only) and have reported two trains in any station.  
Use of either length x two trains would require 2600-3400ft for platform only for a station plus provisions for switching at 
either end. For Union Station, such parameters would require platforms between Vignes St. Crossing (north, main switch 
between existing Yard and Station tracks) to Ducommun Crossing (south, south of US-101) and more than twice the 
existing longest platform (1450ft).
The DEIR/DEIS must provide coordination for the Programmatic EIR/EIS Tier 1 justification for requiring two-train 

station lengths and then Tier 2 considerations at Palmdale, Burbank, and Union Station and must include 
assessment of alternatives including single-train platforms. 

PD-BK-LA - 11.  Use of Existing Rail Corridor and Freight Track Displacement   Any CHSR use of existing tracks and 
rights-of-way represents a major adverse impact on rail transportation elements in LA County General Plan Update. 
These impacts are especially important for freight rail systems between the Ports of LA and Long Beach (San Pedro 
Ports, SPP), Alameda Corridors, and the High Desert Corridor (logistics corridor between I-5 (west) and I-15 (east).  As 
the operating requirements for freight trains of loaded double stacked container unit trains are very different from those for 
the HSR project.
The DEIR/DEIS must include identification, alternatives, assessment, and mitigation for all surface rail corridors 

between Union Station (e.g., US-101) and identify all existing single tracked segments within the study area 
and potential for dual-tracking of existing single tracked rights-of-way with sufficient widths. 

The DEIR/DEIS must include an alternative or an option in which no existing dual track system or corridor and no 
existing rights-of-way suitable for dual tracks shall be used for the HSR corridors or trackways. 

 
PD-BK-LA - 12.   HSR Loco/Drivers   For all routes and as an alternative, option, or major mitigation measure in 
the DEIR/EIS, all locomotives/drivers must be equipped with power generation/storage-transfer systems so as to 
make use of the 2000ft downgrades between Palmdale and Burbank and 500+ft downgrades between Burbank 
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and LA Union Station, and other prospective grades along the entire CSHR Route (e.g., Metter-Mohave/Gorman, 
2500ft elevational difference). 
 
PD-BK-LA - 13.   SCAG    Although all project facilities lie within the boundaries of the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) and County of Los Angles, available documents make no mention as to how the three stations, 
their service areas, and track segments relate to the proposed 2035 land uses of those proposed by SCAG.  
Similarly, the available CHSRA documents do not mention the recent updating of the County's General Plan Update of 
2014. 
The DEIR/DEIS must include review and assessment of the impacts of stations and their service areas on those 
planned by SCAG and LACo and those of the planned transportation and land use up on the stations, traffic 
circulation, and other aspects of the preferred alternatives for stations and their associated trackway 
alternatives. 

COMMENTS - BURBANK-LOS ANGELES/UNION STATION (BK-LA) SEGMENT AND STATIONS 

BK-LA - 1.  The Burbank-LA Union Station corridor is intensely developed and physiographically constrained for any of 
the aerial, surface, and partial tunnel routes.  
The DEIR/DEIS must include five route alternatives involving various tunnels:   

a) from an underground Burbank Station straight SSE to LA-US,  also underground, about 11.9mi; 
b) from an aerial route north with a portal near Flower-Standard/Western-Sonoro (north of SR-134) SSE to

beneath Griffith Park and south through/under Cornfields (total, about 9 miles) to Union Station (also with 
options of underground or above-grade station). 

c) from an aerial route with a portal north of Fletcher Rd/San Fernando Rd south to a fully underground LA-
US (with an option to surface south of Cornfields State Park); 

d) from an aerial route with portal in City of LA property at or south of Hallett Ave. directly south to a fully 
underground LA-US (with an option to surface south of Cornfields State Park) 

e) from above surface north of the LA River with an aerial route over the LA River to a portal south of Blimp 
St./I-5 and west of I-5 and Stadium Way south of the I-5 On/Off Ramps . 

BK-LA - 2.   The DEIR/DEIS must include three alternative underground stations for only CHSR Union Station 
Pass-Through Facilities vertically connected to other underground and surface facilities.  Optional 
underground space is available on both east and west side of the Station under Alameda and Vignes and 
beneath the Red Line platforms under central Union Station. 

 
BK-LA - 3.   Six geological conditions exist in the segment corridor:  a) thick (200ft) alluvial valley fills of Victory Blvd. (N-
SR-134), of San Fernando Rd. (SR-2 - SR-110), and of Alameda-Spring St. (SR-110 - US-101), and b) deep bedrock of 
Griffith Park, of Silver Lake, and of Elysian Park (SR-134 - SR-110). 
The BK-LA DEIR/DEIS must include comprehensive geological and feasibility studies for all underground tunnels 

and stations and construction methods in order to establish reasonable costs, operational, and 
environmental considerations. 

The geological assessment of the DEIR/DEIS must include boring logs to at least one tunnel diameter beneath 
the alluvial/bedrock contact within any boring and geophysical survey results down to sealevel with 
accuracies of 3-5ft for units and fractures. 

Geological assessments must also include review and assessments of all measureable seismic events (0 to -
1RM) within the corridor and assignment to known and suspected faults (including active, inactive, ancient, 
etc.).   

 
BK-LA - 4.   This segment requires coordination with both the Burbank and LA-Union Station facilities: Will they be aerial, 
elevated, at-grade, or underground. As has been indicated, the PD-BK segment appears to be progressing in advance of 
the BK-LA segment, and thereby more review and comments have been targeted on the PD-BK segment and the 
alternatives for the BK Station.  The alternative selection of the PD-BK Segment would thereby highly influence the 
selection of track-segment alternatives for the BK-LA segment. 
. 
 
BK-LA - 5.   From SR-134 to the Main Street Bridge, aerial and surface routes will have serious construction and 
operational impacts upon the adjacent/nearby LA River Valley development projects, major utilities, and other proposed 
transit and freight railroad development projects. Like the Acton portion of the PD-BK segment, the SR-134-LA narrow 
physical space for surface facilities, proposed development project, and sensitive community elements render this corridor 
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virtually filled up/in and any additional surface facilities require the dislocation of sensitive communities and their 
gentrification. 

BURBANK STATION 

BK Station - 1.   As indicated elsewhere, an underground station alternative must be included within the 
DEIR/DEIS and must include options based on "No New Expansion of Existing Facilities".  The existing 
footprint must not be expanded, but such restrictions could include  1) new cut-n-cover station beneath the 
surface facilities or  2) mined/bored underground station beneath the existing surface facilities.  Similarly if 
additional parking spaces are required, such parking could be placed in  1) elevated parking structure over 
the existing station footprint or  2) underground parking structure, either as cut-n-cover or mined. 

BK Station - 2.   As the BK Station represents the only remaining station between Palmdale and Los Angeles, the 
Station must have been retained for good reasons and financial/revenue generation purposes, and the 
DEIR/DEIS for this segment must include such reasons and purposes in considerations of land uses, growth 
inducements, and financial benefits. 

LA-UNION STATION - HSR STATION 

LA Station - 1.   As indicated elsewhere, an underground station alternative must be included within the 
DEIR/DEIS and must include options based on "No New Expansion of Existing Facilities".  The existing 
footprint must not be expanded, but such restrictions could include  1) new cut-n-cover station beneath the 
surface facilities or  2) mined/bored underground station beneath the existing surface facilities.  Similarly if 
additional parking spaces are required, such parking could be placed in  1) elevated parking structure over 
the existing station footprint or  2) underground parking structure, either as cut-n-cover or mined. 

LA Station - 2.   As the BK Station represents the only remaining station between Palmdale and Los Angeles, the 
Station must have been retained for good reasons and financial/revenue generation purposes, and the 
DEIR/DEIS for this segment must include such reasons and purposes in considerations of land uses, growth 
inducements, and financial benefits. 

LA Station - 3.   Given the historic status of the Union Station and efforts of past transportation projects to 
protect and preserve the site and structures, the DEIR/DEIS must consider all possible alternatives to the 
proposed aerial/above surface and generally station facilities should be fully underground as the Red Line 
Station is. 
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