
BO049-31

As previously described, the construction of the Corcoran Elevated Alternative would

require the relocated of Santa Fe Avenue to the east. The relocation will require

additional right-of-way, currently used as internal parking at the ranch office.

The elevated structure proposed at this location may help reduce impacts to parking and

circulation at this property. However, the shifting of Santa Fe Avenue may still affect the

site’s internal operations.

If the project results in the acquisition or direct interference with the existing operations

at this property, additional refinement during project design may allow avoidance or

further minimization of adverse effects. Unavoidable impacts may be subject to

treatment or compensation. These would be determined during final design and right-of-

way phases of the project.

BO049-32

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03.

As previously described, industrial land uses are not considered to be noise-sensitive

areas as activities are generally compatible with higher noise levels (FTA 2006).

BO049-33

If the project results in the acquisition or direct interference with the existing operations

at this property, additional refinement during project design may allow avoidance or

further minimization of adverse effects. Access to properties will be maintained or the

affected property (or portion thereof) may be compensated as determined during final

design and right-of-way phases of the project.

BO049-34

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

There are many utilities within or crossing the study area for the proposed HST and

associated facilities. The proposed project would avoid, protect or reroute potentially

affected existing public utility infrastructure. Underground wet utilities, such as sewers,

BO049-34

are conveyed inside a pipeline material with a service life typically of 50 years or more.

The Authority would work with utility owners during final engineering design and

construction of the project to relocate utilities or protect them in place. Where existing

underground sewer pipelines cross the HST alignment, the utilities would be placed in a

protective casing so that future maintenance could be accomplished outside of the HST

right-of-way. The project construction contractor would coordinate schedules for utility

relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner to ensure the project would not

result in prolonged disruption of services. Please refer to Section 3.6.5.

Based on the current level of design, the sewer service line serving Boswell facilities and

any affected pumping station would, upon agreement between the Authority and the

public service provider, be replaced and rerouted at the expense of the Authority. The

Authority’s construction contractor will coordinate schedules for its relocation to ensure

the project will either minimize or eliminate the potential for disruption of service to

affected users.

BO049-35

The North entrance to the J.G. Boswell west processing site appears to be off Sherman

Avenue. The HST Alignment will cross over Sherman Avenue, Whitley Avenue, and

Brokaw Avenue on an aerial structure. Refer to Appendix A, Road Crossings, of the

Final EIR/EIS for more details. During right-of-way review, the option of relocating the

entrance to a different location on Sherman Avenue will be considered in consultation

with the property owner. Access to properties will be maintained or the affected property

(or portion thereof) may be compensated as determined during final design and right-of-

way phases of the project.

BO049-36

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-21,

FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-03.

Please see the EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #10 for information about

the impacts on commercial and industrial businesses in communities, and also Impact

SO #11 and SO #15 for effects on agricultural businesses. For information on the

property acquisition and compensation process, see Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A.
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At this stage of project design, identifying the individual circumstances surrounding the

acquisition of land on each parcel is not possible. Instead of specific individual impacts,

the EIR/EIS provides an overall analysis of commercial, industrial, and residential

displacements and the economic effects of such displacements to the communities

affected by the project. This provides the general public and decision makers with an

understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts. The final full and partial

parcel acquisition decisions will ultimately be determined on a case-by-case basis during

the land acquisition phase of the project, see Appendix 3.12-A for more information on

the property acquisition and compensation procedures.

At the location of the J.G. Boswell facility the Corcoran Elevated alternative would travel

through the site along the existing BNSF railway corridor and require shifting Santa Fe

Avenue eastward. Some property may be required to accommodate this shift; however,

it would not result in the displacement of any silos or structures immediately adjacent to

the road. Some modifications to the BNSF railway spurs may be required, but access to

and from the J.G. Boswell facility will be maintained. Any direct loss of land or diminution

in value to a property owner’s parcel will be estimated by an appraiser through the

property acquisition process and the owner will be fairly compensated.

BO049-37

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

Response-SO-01.

The permanent right-of-way for the Corcoran Elevated or BNSF Alternative would

include a portion of the J.G. Boswell property adjacent to the existing freight track and/or

Santa Fe Avenue. Any of J.G. Boswell's surface drainage infrastructure located within

the project right-of-way would need to be relocated. The Authority will fairly compensate

land owners during the right-of-way acquisition process for relocation of existing

drainage infrastructure.  If relocated drainage systems would need to be re-permitted,

compensation would also include regulatory costs. A setting pond may be affected on

the southern portion of the site by the BNSF Alternative. If this pond is affected than the

grading may need to be redesigned in this portion of the site.

BO049-37

Please also note that further refinement has been made to the alignment alternatives

since issuance of the DEIR/DEIS, as described in the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental

Draft EIS. The BNSF and Corcoran Elevated alternatives would be on an aerial structure

in southeast Corcoran in the vicinity of the Sherman Avenue crossing. Drainage systems

within portions of elevated track would collect and drain stormwater to the ground

through downspouts at the columns located every 100 to 120 feet along the alignment.

Drainage from the downspouts would typically infiltrate within the HST rights-of-way or

be conveyed parallel to the overhead track to a nearby stormwater collection system. 

Runoff from the project would not be discharged directly to private property. Santa Fe

Avenue would be realigned under the Corcoran Elevated Alternative and the existing

freight rail tracks for the Boswell Spur would be realigned under the BNSF Alternative.

Drainage management for Santa Fe Avenue or the freight rail rights-of-way would meet

or exceed current practices. Detailed grading and drainage plans will be prepared by the

design-build contractor based on the design standards described in Standard Response

FB-Response-HWR-02. In addition, engineers participating in the right-of-way

acquisition process will ensure that site-specific drainage impacts to neighboring

properties are not created.

BO049-38

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-21,

FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-03.

For information about the impacts on commercial and industrial businesses in

communities, see the EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #10, and also Impact

SO #11 and SO #15 for effects on agricultural businesses. For information on the

property acquisition and compensation process, see Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A.

Identifying the individual circumstances surrounding the acquisition of land on each

parcel is not possible at this stage of project design. Instead of specific individual

impacts, the EIR/EIS provides an overall analysis of commercial, industrial, and

residential displacements and the economic effects of such displacements to the

communities affected by the project. This provides the general public and decision

makers with an understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts. The final full

and partial parcel acquisition decisions will ultimately be determined on a case-by-case
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basis during the land acquisition phase of the project, see Appendix 3.12-A for more

information on the property acquisition and compensation procedures.

At the location of the J.G. Boswell facility the Corcoran Elevated alternative would travel

through the site along the existing BNSF railway corridor and require shifting Santa Fe

Avenue eastward. Some property may be required to accommodate this shift; however,

it would not result in the displacement of any silos or structures immediately adjacent to

the road or limit the operating capacity of the cotton gin. Any direct loss of land or

diminution in value to a property owner’s parcel will be estimated by an appraiser

through the property acquisition process and the owner will be fairly compensated.

BO049-39

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

There are many utilities within or crossing the study area for the proposed HST and

associated facilities. The proposed project would avoid, protect or reroute potentially

affected existing public utility infrastructure. The Authority would work with utility owners

during final engineering design and construction of the project to relocate utilities or

protect them in place. Where communication cables cross the HST alignment, the

Authority and the utility owner may determine that it is best to place the line

underground. In this case, the communication cables would be placed in a conduit so

that future maintenance of the line could be accomplished outside the HST right-of-way.

Where existing fiber optic lines cross the HST alignment, the utilities would be placed in

a protective casing so that future maintenance could be accomplished outside of the

HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would coordinate schedules for

utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner to ensure the project

would not result in prolonged disruption of services. Refer to Section 3.6.5.

Based on the current level of design, the fiber optic communication cable potentially

affected by the Corcoran Elevated Alternative will, upon agreement between the

Authority and the public service provider, be replaced and rerouted in a conduit at the

expense of the Authority. The Authority’s construction contractor will coordinate

schedules for utility relocation with the service provider to ensure the project will either

minimize or eliminate the potential for disruption of service to affected users.

BO049-40

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03.

Noise impacts were not assessed at the Boswell facility because according to FRA

methodology, industrial land uses are not considered noise-sensitive areas. In general,

activities within these buildings are compatible with higher noise levels (FTA 2006).

BO049-41

The Draft EIR/EIS incorrectly stated that HST facilities on the Corcoran Bypass would

result in a significant safety impact on the Salyer Farms Airport. Based on the comment

received from J.G. Boswell on the draft document, a more thorough airspace safety

analysis was conducted for the Corcoran Bypass. That analysis is provided in Appendix

3.11-B of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The analysis provides evidence that

HST facilities would not affect the safety of people working or residing in the vicinity of

the Salyer Farms Airport if the HST were to operate using the Corcoran Bypass

alignment. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was modified to provide the results of

this analysis.

BO049-42

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

Response-AG-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-

Response-SO-03.

Canals may be bridged or placed in pipelines beneath the HST right-of-way. The

proposed project would not result in prolonged disruption of services because of the

need for relocation of or improvements to irrigation systems. Therefore, changes to

existing water flow and canal capacity are not anticipated. Refer to Section 3.6, Impact

PU&E#11.

The Authority has committed to help businesses overcome the regulatory disruptions

caused by the project. As a part of the HST project, the Authority will assign a

representative to act as a point of contact to assist each business owner during the

process of obtaining new or amended permits or other regulatory compliance necessary

to the continued operation. The Authority will consider and may provide compensation
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when acquisition of a site would either require relocation of the facility or amendment of

its existing regulatory permits.

The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their

operations during the right-of-way acquisition process. This will be done on a case-by-

case basis, with the actual amount of compensation dependent upon the characteristics

of the operation involved and the necessary permits.

BO049-43

Specific impacts on the City of Corcoran are discussed in Impact TR #15 - Impacts on

the City of Corcoran Local Roadway Network due to Road Closures, and mitigation

measures are discussed in Section 3.2.7 of the Final EIR/EIS.

BO049-44

Appendix 2-A, Road Crossings, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides the

updated analysis of potential impacts to Santa Fe Avenue and clearly states that the to

avoid the proposed HST aerial structure. The intersection of Pickerill and Santa Fe

would be reconstructed. The HST Alignment will cross over Sherman Avenue, Whitley

Avenue, and Brokaw Avenue on an aerial structure. As the comment states, Section 3.2

did not discuss the closure of Santa Fe Avenue (because the avenue was not proposed

to be closed). The hypothetical impacts stated in the comment are not possible and

would not result from the HST.

BO049-45

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AQ-04.

The traffic analysis evaluated intersections in the city of Corcoran. The Final EIR/EIS

has been modified to include a carbon monoxide hot-spot analysis for intersections

identified in Corcoran to have an LOS F as a result of the project.

BO049-46

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AQ-04.

BO049-46

The traffic analysis evaluated intersections in the city of Corcoran. The Final EIR/EIS

has been modified to include a carbon monoxide hot-spot analysis for intersections

identified in Corcoran to have an LOS F as a result of the project.

BO049-47

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

The Final EIR/EIS includes a carbon monoxide hot-spot analysis for intersections

identified by the traffic analysis to have an LOS F. This analysis indicated that there was

no significant impact with respect to the carbon monoxide emissions.

BO049-48

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-13.

The Final EIR/EIS section 3.3.6.3 has been revised to include additional analysis of

impacts associated with localized air emissions associated with construction of the HST

as well as activities around the stations, HMF, and MOWF. Fugitive dust emissions as a

result of HST operations were estimated as detailed in Appendix D of the Fresno to

Bakersfield Air Quality Technical Report. Since there is no data that exactly matches the

scenario of fugitive dust generation for the HST operation in California, several different

approaches were taken to make reasonable scientific estimates based on similar and

related surrogate data as well as engineering and scientific principles. Based on

literature and studies from similar trains as well as theoretical models for dust generation

and settling of particles out of the air, the amount of fugitive dust at specific distances

from the HST was estimated. Since two independent methods produced similar order of

magnitudes of the results, the estimates seemed reasonable given the information

available at this time.  Furthermore in recognition of the lack of specific data regarding

dust generation from the HST part of the project design features discussed in section

3.14.6, during the HST testing phase, the Authority will fund a program to undertake

original research on the wind effects of the HST operations. The Authority will engage

qualified researchers to monitor the wind effects at representative points along the test

track.  The research period will include the testing phase and extend 2 years after

commencement of revenue service.  The research will include at a minimum the

generated wind speed, duration, and area of influence from HST trainsets at typical
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operational speeds, effects of HST-generated wind on the effectiveness of honey bee

pollination, dust production as a result of typical HST operations, including entrainment

and dispersal patterns of dust in the HST slipstream. The HST operation is required by

SJVUAPCD Rule 8011 to reduce ambient concentrations of fine particulate matter

(PM10) by requiring actions to prevent, reduce or mitigate anthropogenic fugitive dust

emissions. If the results of the research activities indicate that fugitive dust from HST

operations is substantial, the Authority will have to demonstrate its compliance with Rule

8011.

For a description of the HST operation using EMU trains refer to section 2.2.6 of the

Final EIR/EIS. Analysis of any non-electric trains is covered in FB-Reponse-GENERAL-

13.

BO049-49

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS chose to specifically show three representative

monitoring stations in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. These were selected to be near

the stations as these will have the highest amount of operational emissions due to

localized changes in traffic near the stations. The air monitoring station in Corcoran has

been included in the analysis in the Final EIR/EIS. This supplements the information

provided regarding baseline air conditions. The values reported for the Corcoran

monitoring station are similar in scope to the values reported by the representative

monitoring stations. The air pollutants that show exceedances of the Ambient Air Quality

Standards occur in the representative stations as well as the Corcoran Station. All of the

stations in the ambient air monitoring network are utilized in determining the attainment

designations for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. The analyses already took into

consideration if the area had exceedances of the air quality standards and the

information from the Corcoran air monitoring station does not change the pollutants for

which exceedances were assumed for the background conditions. The analysis properly

considered if the emissions would cause an exceedance (if exceedances weren’t

already occurring) or contribute to further exceedances (if exceedances were already

occurring).

BO049-50

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

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS chose to specifically show three representative

monitoring stations in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. These were selected to be near

the stations as these will have the highest amount of operational emissions due to

localized changes in traffic near the stations. The air monitoring station in Corcoran has

been included in the analysis in the Final EIR/EIS. This supplements the information

provided regarding baseline air conditions. The values reported for the Corcoran

monitoring station are similar in scope to the values reported by the representative

monitoring stations. The air pollutants that show exceedances of the Ambient Air Quality

Standards occur in the representative stations as well as the Corcoran Station. All of the

stations in the ambient air monitoring network are utilized in determining the attainment

designations for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. The analyses already took into

consideration if the area had exceedances of the air quality standards and the

information from the Corcoran air monitoring station does not change the pollutants for

which exceedances were assumed for the background conditions. The analysis properly

considered if the emissions would cause an exceedance (if exceedances weren’t

already occurring) or contribute to further exceedances (if exceedances were already

occurring).

The Final EIR/EIS section 3.3.6.3 has been revised to include additional analysis of

impacts associated with localized air emissions associated with construction of the HST

as well as activities around the stations, HMF, and MOWF. Fugitive dust emissions as a

result of HST operations were estimated as detailed in Appendix D of the Fresno to

Bakersfield Air Quality Technical Report. Since there is no data that exactly matches the

scenario of fugitive dust generation for the HST operation in California, several different

approaches were taken to make reasonable scientific estimates based on similar and

related surrogate data as well as engineering and scientific principles. Based on

literature and studies from similar trains as well as theoretical models for dust generation

and settling of particles out of the air, the amount of fugitive dust at specific distances

from the HST was estimated. Since two independent methods produced similar order of

magnitudes of the results, the estimates seemed reasonable given the information

available at this time. Furthermore in recognition of the lack of specific data regarding

dust generation from the HST part of the project design features discussed in section

Response to Submission BO049 (Raymond Carlson, J.G. Boswell Company (Atty. For) Griswold,
LaSalle, Cobb, Dowd & Gin, LLP., October 19, 2012) - Continued

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

Page 40-505



BO049-50

3.14.6, during the HST testing phase, the Authority will fund a program to undertake

original research on the wind effects of the HST operations. The Authority will engage

qualified researchers to monitor the wind effects at representative points along the test

track.  The research period will include the testing phase and extend 2 years after

commencement of revenue service.  The research will include at a minimum the

generated wind speed, duration, and area of influence from HST trainsets at typical

operational speeds, Effects of HST-generated wind on the effectiveness of honey bee

pollination, dust production as a result of typical HST operations, including entrainment

and dispersal patterns of dust in the HST slipstream. The HST operation is required by

SJVUAPCD Rule 8011 to reduce ambient concentrations of fine particulate matter

(PM10) by requiring actions to prevent, reduce or mitigate anthropogenic fugitive dust

emissions. If the results of the research activities indicate that fugitive dust from HST

operations is substantial, the Authority will have to demonstrate its compliance with Rule

8011.

BO049-51

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

The Final EIR/EIS section 3.3.6.3 has been revised to include additional analysis of

impacts associated with localized air emissions associated with construction of the HST

as well as activities around the stations, HMF, and MOWF. The Final EIR/EIS section

3.3.6.3 also specifically analyzed the carbon monoxide hot-spots associated with a

single intersection in Corcoran that had an LOS worse than the screening criteria. This

intersection degradation is the result of impacts on estimated road closures in Corcoran.

Indirect effects to permitted air sources along the HST alignment are too speculative to

estimate quantitatively. However, all permitted air sources that would be a replacement

must be incompliance with existing air quality regulations such as New Source Review,

New Source Performance Standards, and Maximum Achievable Control Standards, as

well as numerous other local regulations covering a wide area of sources.  Qualitatively,

due to the existing regulations, it is unlikely that altered permitted sources as a result of

the HST construction would result in increases in air pollution beyond what they are

emitting currently.  In addition, the Authority has set up a permit bureau to assist

affected facilities with working with regulators to obtain new permits as required.  As part

BO049-51

of the property appraisal process, any diminution in value to a property owner's

remaining parcel(s) will be estimated by the appraiser through the appraisal process.

This involves appraising the remainder as it contributes to the whole property value

before acquisition, then appraising the remainder in the after condition as a separate

parcel as though the project was constructed (i.e., as bisected by the HST), and

including any estimated "cost to cure" damages to the remainder such as the design and

permitting costs of new facilities required to continue operation of an existing business.

Such cost of cure damages will be analyzed in the appraisal process with consultation

from experts in the appropriate fields and compensation will be estimated accordingly.

The difference between these "before" and "after" values is termed as severance

damages and will reflect any loss in value to the remainder due to the construction of the

proposed project.

BO049-52

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

Indirect effects to permitted air sources along the HST alignment are too speculative to

estimate quantitatively. However, all permitted air sources that would be a replacement

must be incompliance with existing air quality regulations such as New Source Review,

New Source Performance Standards, and Maximum Achievable Control Standards, as

well as numerous other local regulations covering a wide area of sources. Qualitatively,

due to the existing regulations, it is unlikely that altered permitted sources as a result of

the HST construction would result in increases in air pollution beyond what they are

emitting currently. In addition, the Authority has committed to maintain a “permit bureau”

to help businesses overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the project. This

bureau will provide technical expertise and liaison with permitting agencies to assist

businesses in re-permitting facilities. As part of the property appraisal process, any

diminution in value to a property owner's remaining parcel(s) will be estimated by the

appraiser through the appraisal process. This involves appraising the remainder as it

contributes to the whole property value before acquisition, then appraising the remainder

in the after condition as a separate parcel as though the project was constructed (i.e., as

bisected by the HST), and including any estimated "cost to cure" damages to the

remainder such as the design and permitting costs of new facilities required to continue

operation of an existing business. Such cost of cure damages will be analyzed in the
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appraisal process with consultation from experts in the appropriate fields and

compensation will be estimated accordingly. The difference between these "before" and

"after" values is termed as severance damages and will reflect any loss in value to the

remainder due to the construction of the proposed project. 

Compliance with the existing air quality regulations at the federal, state, and regional

level will ensure that emissions from affected facility changes will result in acceptable

impacts to local areas from an air quality perspective. Specific quantitative analyses

would be too speculative to estimate as part of this project as this would involve detailed

information not readily available due to confidential business information.

The Final EIR/EIS section 3.3.6.3 has been revised to include additional analysis of

impacts associated with localized air emissions associated with construction of the HST

as well as activities around the stations, HMF, and MOWF. The Final EIR/EIS section

3.3.6.3 also specifically analyzed the carbon monoxide hot-spots associated with a

single intersection in Corcoran that had an LOS worse than the screening criteria. This

intersection degradation is the result of impacts on estimated road closures in Corcoran.

BO049-53

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-04, FB-Response-SO-03.

The Authority has committed to maintain a “permit bureau” to help businesses overcome

the regulatory disruptions caused by the project. This bureau will provide technical

expertise and liaison with permitting agencies to assist businesses in re-permitting

facilities. The Authority understands that the vegetable oil refinery operations at J.G.

Boswell pose a particularly challenging permitting effort if this facility would require

relocation. As part of the property appraisal process, any diminution in value to a

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

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

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

a separate parcel as though the project was constructed (i.e., as bisected by the HST),

and including any estimated "cost to cure" damages to the remainder such as the design

and permitting costs of new facilities required to continue operation of an existing

business. Such cost of cure damages will be analyzed in the appraisal process with

BO049-53

consultation from experts in the appropriate fields and compensation will be estimated

accordingly. The difference between these "before" and "after" values is termed as

severance damages and will reflect any loss in value to the remainder due to the

construction of the proposed project.

Compliance with the existing air quality regulations at the federal, state, and regional

level will ensure that emissions from affected facility changes will result in acceptable

impacts to local areas from an air quality perspective. Specific quantitative analyses

would be too speculative to estimate as part of this project as this would involve detailed

information not readily available due to confidential business information.

Section 3.3.6.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional analysis of

impacts associated with localized air emissions associated with construction of the HST

as well as activities around the stations, HMF, and MOWF. The Final EIR/EIS section

3.3.6.3 also specifically analyzed the carbon monoxide hot-spots associated with a

single intersection in Corcoran that had an LOS worse than the screening criteria. This

intersection degradation is the result of impacts on estimated road closures in Corcoran.

BO049-54

The comment notes general support for Mitigation Measure AQ-4.

BO049-55

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03.

As previously described, industrial land uses are not considered noise-sensitive areas

as activities are generally compatible with higher noise levels (FTA 2006).

BO049-56

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03.

According to FRA methodology, industrial land uses are not considered noise-sensitive

areas.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-N&V-03.

According to FRA methodology, industrial land uses are not considered noise-sensitive

areas, because in general, activities within these buildings are compatible with higher

noise levels (FTA 2006).

BO049-58

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-21.

BO049-59

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

The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their

operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including the relocation of surface

water collection systems and the regulatory costs of re-permitting these systems.

BO049-60

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

J.G. Boswell personnel created a scaled rendition of the BNSF Alternative consistent

with the information attached in their comment letter (i.e., Figure 1 in Enclosure 2).

Although the attached figure includes the project footprint, it does not include information

regarding HST drainage design. Moreover, site-specific detailed grading and drainage

plans will be prepared by the design-build contractor and are not yet available.

Therefore, it is unclear if the model included any of the best management practices or

drainage features that will be implemented within the HST right-of-way.

The intent is that stormwater runoff from the elevated section of track would not enter

Boswell’s stormwater drainage system. The BNSF and Corcoran Elevated alternatives

would be on an aerial structure in southeast Corcoran in the vicinity of the Sherman

Avenue crossing. Drainage systems within portions of elevated track would collect and

drain stormwater to the ground through downspouts at the columns located every 100 to

120 feet along the alignment. Drainage from the downspouts would typically infiltrate

BO049-60

within the HST rights-of-way or be conveyed parallel to the overhead track to a nearby

stormwater collection system.  Runoff from the project would not be discharged directly

to private property. Santa Fe Avenue would be realigned under the Corcoran Elevated

Alternative and the existing freight rail tracks for the Boswell Spur would be realigned

under the BNSF Alternative. Drainage management for Santa Fe Avenue or the freight

rail rights-of-way would meet or exceed current practices. Detailed grading and drainage

plans will be prepared by the design-build contractor based on the design standards

described in Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-02. In addition, engineers

participating in the right-of-way acquisition process will ensure that site-specific drainage

impacts to neighboring properties are not created.

There are no overcrossing facilities planned adjacent to Boswell’s property. Runoff from

the aerial structure will not discharge onto Boswell property or into Boswell drainage

facilities. Therefore, the project should not result in any increase in flow to Boswell

drainage facilities or any increase in velocity. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-TR-02, FB-

Response-TR-01.

Utility conflicts for canals are discussed in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, under

Impact PU&E#11 – Potential Conflicts with Water Facilities.  The Authority would work

with irrigation districts to protect canal systems, with the intent that service disruptions

would be minimized to the extent possible in both the flood and irrigation seasons.

Where irrigation supply canals are crossed by the HST, culverts would be installed to

allow irrigation water to continue to pass through the embankment. If the capacity of the

canal or ditch is small, a pipeline would be installed through the embankment instead of

a culvert. A straight pipeline is preferred rather than a U-shaped siphon to allow for

easier flushing. All areas within the permanent HST right-of-way would be maintained by

the Authority, including canals and pipelines located within the HST embankment.

Design of specific canal features will be carried out during later stages of design and will

be coordinated through ongoing discussions and design reviews with the canal owners
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to ensure that the delivery of existing irrigation flows are maintained.

BO049-62

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

Because of the size of the HST project, it is not possible to provide specific information

about impacts on individual properties that would be displaced by alternative project

features. Such an approach would make the environmental document longer and more

difficult to understand. Instead of specific individual impacts, the EIR/EIS provides an

overall analysis of commercial, industrial, and residential displacements and the

economic effects of such displacements to the communities affected by the project. This

provides the general public and decision-makers with an understanding of the nature

and magnitude of the impacts.

BO049-63

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

See Section 5.4.4 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for specific

details on the property and sales tax effects on counties and cities.

The analysis of potential job loss due to residential and business displacement and

relocation was performed by alternative and the results are presented in the EIR/EIS,

Volume I, Section 3.12 (Impacts SO #9, SO #10, and SO #11). It is unforeseeable

where each individual displaced business owner would relocate. However, a gap

analysis of available properties was performed for the displaced residents and relocated

businesses, and the results showed that there are suitable replacement locations in the

surrounding areas. See the Draft Relocation Impacts Report for the complete analysis.

BO049-64

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

Response-SO-01.

For information about the impact on the community of Corcoran, see the EIR/EIS,
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Volume I, Section 3.12, Impacts SO #6 and SO #9, and Mitigation Measure SO-1. For

information about the impacts on communities and on the potential for physical

deterioration, see Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #16. Also see Volume I, Section

3.12, Mitigation Measure SO-5.

BO049-65

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-SO-03.

EIR/EIS Sections 3.12.6 and 3.12.7, Affected Environment present a summary of county

and community demographics, housing, economic conditions, community

characteristics, and environmental justice populations in the four-county region to

provide context for the Project impacts. The source data from the California Department

of Finance and U.S. Census Bureau include the institutionalized population in the total

population numbers, and the potential for this to skew the data is discussed in the text

each time the data is presented. The institutionalized population is not included in the

data for the total household population count. This is appropriate because the

community impacts detailed in Section 3.12.8, Environmental Consequences, occur as a

result of residential, business and community facility displacement along the HST right-

of-way, and do not impact the inmate population. The NEPA Impacts Summary and

CEQA Significance Conclusions described in Sections 3.12.13, 3.12.14 and 3.12.15 are

not deficient because of the absence of identifying the J.G. Boswell Company’s facility.

This is because while some property at the J.G. Boswell facility may be required to

accommodate the construction of the HST, it would not result in the displacement of the

entire facility or limit the operating capacity of the site. Therefore, the EIR/EIS is not

deficient; it provides an overall analysis of commercial, industrial, and residential

displacements and the economic effects of such displacements to the communities

affected by the project. This provides the general public and decision makers with an

understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts.

BO049-66

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

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

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

Response to Submission BO049 (Raymond Carlson, J.G. Boswell Company (Atty. For) Griswold,
LaSalle, Cobb, Dowd & Gin, LLP., October 19, 2012) - Continued

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

Page 40-509



BO049-66

they may experience. Federal and state laws require that the Authority pay fair market

value for the land that is acquired. Fair market value takes into account the value of the

land, the improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and

improvements can generate. The land acquisition process begins before construction. It

is during this phase that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual

landowners so that fair compensation for impacts to their property can be made and to

mitigate impacts from both construction and operation of the HST. During this phase,

agricultural and business-related infrastructure can be modified to minimize impacts

from the construction and operation of the HST.

BO049-67

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

Again, some property at the J.G. Boswell facility may be required to accommodate the

construction of the HST, but would not result in the displacement of the entire facility or

limit the operating capacity of the site. For this reason, the EIR/EIS does not consider

the J.G. Boswell facility and the employees to be fully displaced. The EIR/EIS is not

inaccurate; it provides an overall analysis of commercial, industrial, and residential

displacements and the economic effects of such displacements to the communities

affected by the project. This provides the general public and decision makers with an

understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts.

There are many utilities within or crossing the Study Area for the proposed HST and

associated facilities. The proposed project would avoid, protect or reroute potentially

affected existing public utility infrastructure. The Authority would work with utility owners

during final engineering design and construction of the project to relocate utilities or

protect them in place. Where existing underground pipelines cross the HST alignment,

the utilities would be placed in a protective casing so that future maintenance could be

accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would

coordinate schedules for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner

to ensure the project would not result in prolonged disruption of services. Refer to

Section 3.6.5.

Based on the current level of design, access to the 6-inch diameter high-pressure
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natural gas line along the east side of BNSF operation will, upon agreement between

the Authority and the Pacific Gas and Electric Company, be relocated or redesigned at

the expense of the Authority. The Authority’s construction contractor will coordinate

schedules for utility relocations or re-design with the service provider to ensure the

project will either minimize or eliminate the potential for disruption of service to affected

users.

BO049-68

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

There are many utilities within or crossing the Study Area for the proposed HST and

associated facilities. The proposed project would avoid, protect or reroute potentially

affected existing public utility infrastructure. The Authority would work with utility owners

during final engineering design and construction of the project to relocate utilities or

protect them in place. Where existing underground pipelines cross the HST alignment,

the utilities would be placed in a protective casing so that future maintenance could be

accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would

coordinate schedules for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner

to ensure the project would not result in prolonged disruption of services. Please refer to

Section 3.6.5.

Based on the current level of design, the natural gas pressure reducing station at the

northeast corner of the Boswell property and its associated delivery lines will, upon

agreement between the Authority and the Pacific Gas and Electric Company, be

relocated or redesigned at the expense of the Authority. The Authority’s construction

contractor will coordinate schedules for utility relocations or re-design with the service

provider to ensure the project will either minimize or eliminate the potential for disruption

of service to affected users.

BO049-69

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

Again, there are many utilities within or crossing the Study Area for the proposed HST

and associated facilities. The proposed project would avoid, protect or reroute potentially

Response to Submission BO049 (Raymond Carlson, J.G. Boswell Company (Atty. For) Griswold,
LaSalle, Cobb, Dowd & Gin, LLP., October 19, 2012) - Continued

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

Page 40-510



BO049-69

affected existing public utility infrastructure.  The Authority would work with utility owners

during final engineering design and construction of the project to relocate utilities or

protect them in place. Where existing underground pipelines cross the HST alignment,

the utilities would be placed in a protective casing so that future maintenance could be

accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would

coordinate schedules for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner

to ensure the project would not result in prolonged disruption of services. Please refer to

Section 3.6.5.

Based on the current level of design, the medium-pressure natural gas line beneath

Sherman Avenue will, upon agreement between the Authority and the Pacific Gas and

Electric Company, be relocated or protected in-place at the expense of the Authority.

The Authority’s construction contractor will coordinate schedules for utility relocations or

re-design with the service provider to ensure the project will either minimize or eliminate

the potential for disruption of service to affected users.

BO049-70

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

There are many utilities within or crossing the Study Area for the proposed HST and

associated facilities. The proposed project would avoid, protect or reroute potentially

affected existing public utility infrastructure. The Authority would work with utility owners

during final engineering design and construction of the project to relocate utilities or

protect them in place. Where existing underground pipelines cross the HST alignment,

the utilities would be placed in a protective casing so that future maintenance could be

accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would

coordinate schedules for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner

to ensure the project would not result in prolonged disruption of services. Again, please

refer to Section 3.6.5.

Based on the current level of design, the 3-inch diameter medium-pressure natural gas

line into the Boswell West Processing will, upon agreement between the Authority and

the Pacific Gas and Electric Company, be relocated or protected in-place at the expense

of the Authority. The Authority’s construction contractor will coordinate schedules for
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utility relocations or re-design with the service provider to ensure the project will either

minimize or eliminate the potential for disruption of service to affected users.

BO049-71

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

There are many utilities within or crossing the Study Area for the proposed HST and

associated facilities. The proposed project would avoid, protect or reroute potentially

affected existing public utility infrastructure. The Authority would work with utility owners

during final engineering design and construction of the project to relocate utilities or

protect them in place. Where existing fiber optic cables cross the HST alignment, the

cables would be placed in a protective casing so that future maintenance could be

accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would

coordinate schedules for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner

to ensure the project would not result in prolonged disruption of services. Refer to

Section 3.6.5.

Based on the current level of design, the fiber optic communication cable potentially

affected by the Corcoran Elevated Alternative will, upon agreement between the

Authority and the public service provider, be replaced and rerouted in a conduit at the

expense of the Authority. The Authority’s construction contractor will coordinate

schedules for utility relocation with the service provider to ensure the project will either

minimize or eliminate the potential for disruption of service to affected users.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03.

There are many utilities within or crossing the Study Area for the proposed HST and

associated facilities. The proposed project would avoid, protect or reroute potentially

affected existing public utility infrastructure. The Authority would work with utility owners

during final engineering design and construction of the project to relocate utilities or

protect them in place. Where existing fiber optic cables cross the HST alignment, the

cables would be placed in a protective casing so that future maintenance could be

accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would
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coordinate schedules for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner

to ensure the project would not result in prolonged disruption of services. Refer to

Section 3.6.5.

Based on the current level of design, the fiber optic communication cable potentially

affected between the Boswell East and West agricultural processing sites will, upon

agreement between the Authority and the public service provider, be replaced and

rerouted in a conduit at the expense of the Authority. The Authority’s construction

contractor will coordinate schedules for utility relocation with the service provider to

ensure the project will either minimize or eliminate the potential for disruption of service

to affected users.

BO049-73

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

Some property at the J.G. Boswell facility may be required to accommodate the

construction of the HST, but would not result in the displacement of the entire facility or

limit the operating capacity of the site. However, the final acquisition details for each of

the structures at the J.G. Boswell facility will ultimately be determined on a case-by-case

basis during the land acquisition phase of the project, see Appendix 3.12-A for more

information on the property acquisition and compensation procedures. The Authority will

consult with the respective parties before land acquisition to assess potential

opportunities to reconfigure land use or buildings, and relocate facilities, as necessary,

to minimize the disruption of facility activities and services.

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

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

they may experience. Federal and state laws require that the Authority pay fair market

value for the land that is acquired. Fair market value takes into account the value of the

land, the improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and

improvements can generate. The land acquisition process begins before construction. It

is during this phase that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual

landowners so that fair compensation for impacts on their property can be made and to

mitigate impacts from both construction and operation of the HST. During this phase,
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agricultural and business-related infrastructure can be modified to minimize impacts

from the construction and operation of the HST.

BO049-74

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

Some property at the J.G. Boswell facility may be required to accommodate the

construction of the HST, but would not result in the displacement of the entire facility or

limit the operating capacity of the site. However, the final acquisition details for each of

the structures at the J.G. Boswell facility will ultimately be determined on a case-by-case

basis during the land acquisition phase of the project, see Appendix 3.12-A for more

information on the property acquisition and compensation procedures. The Authority will

consult with the respective parties before land acquisition to assess potential

opportunities to reconfigure land use or buildings, and relocate facilities, as necessary,

to minimize the disruption of facility activities and services.

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

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

they may experience. Federal and state laws require that the Authority pay fair market

value for the land that is acquired. Fair market value takes into account the value of the

land, the improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and

improvements can generate. The land acquisition process begins before construction. It

is during this phase that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual

landowners so that fair compensation for impacts on their property can be made and to

mitigate impacts from both construction and operation of the HST. During this phase,

agricultural and business-related infrastructure can be modified to minimize impacts

from the construction and operation of the HST.

BO049-75

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

Some property at the J.G. Boswell facility may be required to accommodate the

construction of the HST, but would not result in the displacement of the entire facility or

limit the operating capacity of the site. However, the final acquisition details for each of
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the structures at the J.G. Boswell facility will ultimately be determined on a case-by-case

basis during the land acquisition phase of the project, see Appendix 3.12-A for more

information on the property acquisition and compensation procedures. The Authority will

consult with the respective parties before land acquisition to assess potential

opportunities to reconfigure land use or buildings, and relocate facilities, as necessary,

to minimize the disruption of facility activities and services.

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

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

they may experience. Federal and state laws require that the Authority pay fair market

value for the land that is acquired. Fair market value takes into account the value of the

land, the improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and

improvements can generate. The land acquisition process begins before construction. It

is during this phase that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual

landowners so that fair compensation for impacts on their property can be made and to

mitigate impacts from both construction and operation of the HST. During this phase,

agricultural and business-related infrastructure can be modified to minimize impacts

from the construction and operation of the HST.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-03.

Potential property acquisition at the J.G. Boswell facility would not result in the

displacement of the entire facility or limit the operating capacity of the site. The final

acquisition details for each of the structures at the J.G. Boswell facility will ultimately be

determined on a case-by-case basis during the land acquisition phase of the project,

see Appendix 3.12-A for more information on the property acquisition and compensation

procedures. The Authority will consult with the respective parties before land acquisition

to assess potential opportunities to reconfigure land use or buildings, and relocate

facilities, as necessary, to minimize the disruption of facility activities and services.

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

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

they may experience. Federal and state laws require that the Authority pay fair market
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value for the land that is acquired. Fair market value takes into account the value of the

land, the improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and

improvements can generate. The land acquisition process begins before construction. It

is during this phase that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual

landowners so that fair compensation for impacts on their property can be made and to

mitigate impacts from both construction and operation of the HST. During this phase,

agricultural and business-related infrastructure can be modified to minimize impacts

from the construction and operation of the HST.

BO049-77

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

The Authority will ensure the maintenance of property access from roadways and rail

spurs. Refer to Mitigation Measure TR MM#1- Access Maintenance for Property

Owners, which states that during construction, access will be maintained for owners to

their property to a level that maintains pre-project viability of the property for its pre-

project use. If a proposed road closure restricts current access to a property, alternative

access via connections to existing roadways will be provided. If adjacent road access is

not available, new road connections will be prepared, if feasible. If alternative road

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

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

Technical Appendix 3.12-A. 

BO049-78

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

The permanent right-of-way for the Corcoran Elevated or BNSF Alternative would

include a portion of the J.G. Boswell property adjacent to the existing freight track and/or

Santa Fe Avenue. Any of Boswell’s surface drainage infrastructure located within the

project footprint would need to be relocated. The Authority will fairly compensate land

owners during the right-of-way acquisition process for relocation of existing drainage

infrastructure, including sumps, pump stations, and associated ditches. If relocated

drainage systems would need to be re-permitted, compensation would also include
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regulatory costs.

BO049-79

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

At this stage of project design, identifying the individual circumstances surrounding the

acquisition of land on each parcel is not possible. Instead of specific individual impacts,

the EIR/EIS provides an overall analysis of commercial, industrial, and residential

displacements and the economic effects of such displacements to the communities

affected by the project. This provides the general public and decision makers with an

understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts. The final full and partial

parcel acquisition decisions will ultimately be determined on a case-by-case basis during

the land acquisition phase of the project, see Appendix 3.12-A for more information on

the property acquisition and compensation procedures.

Some property at the J.G. Boswell facility may be required to accommodate the

construction of the HST. However, it is not anticipated that the equipment storage yard

immediately adjacent to the HST would be displaced. The final parcel acquisition

decisions will ultimately be determined on a case-by-case basis during the land

acquisition phase of the project, see Appendix 3.12-A for more information on the

property acquisition and compensation procedures. Any direct loss of land or diminution

in value to a property owner’s parcel will be estimated by an appraiser through the

property acquisition process and the owner will be fairly compensated.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-03.

The Authority will ensure maintenance of existing, provide replacement of, or

compensate for "finished oil" rail car load out facility access. Refer to Mitigation Measure

TR MM#1- Access Maintenance for Property Owners, which states that during

construction, access will be maintained for owners to their property to a level that

maintains pre-project viability of the property for its pre-project use. If a proposed road

closure restricts current access to a property, alternative access via connections to

existing roadways will be provided. If adjacent road access is not available, new road
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connections will be prepared, if feasible. If alternative road access is not feasible, the

property will be considered for acquisition.

BO049-81

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-HWR-01, FB-

Response-SO-01.

The permanent right-of-way for the Corcoran Elevated or BNSF Alternative would

include a portion of the Boswell property adjacent to the existing freight track and/or

Santa Fe Avenue. Any irrigation wells located within the project footprint would need to

be relocated. The Authority will fairly compensate land owners during the right-of-way

acquisition process for destruction and replacement of agricultural wells. The Authority

will work with individuals on a case-by-case basis to provide equal utility for the

replacement wells. The design of the resulting replacement infrastructure will be

addressed during the appraisal process with consultation from experts in the hydraulic

engineering and agriculture management fields. Factors that will be taken into

consideration include well location, depth and screen elevation. The timing of any

restorative work or reconfigurations will be addressed at the acquisition stage and

documented in the right-of-way contract.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-03.

Some property at the J.G. Boswell facility may be required to accommodate the

construction of the HST, but would not result in the displacement of the entire facility or

limit the operating capacity of the site. However, the final acquisition details for each of

the structures at the J.G. Boswell facility will ultimately be determined on a case-by-case

basis during the land acquisition phase of the project, see Appendix 3.12-A for more

information on the property acquisition and compensation procedures. The Authority will

consult with the respective parties before land acquisition to assess potential

opportunities to reconfigure land use or buildings, and relocate facilities, as necessary,

to minimize the disruption of facility activities and services.
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The Authority has committed to compensating landowners at a fair market value for any

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

they may experience. Federal and state laws require that the Authority pay fair market

value for the land that is acquired. Fair market value takes into account the value of the

land, the improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and

improvements can generate. The land acquisition process begins before construction. It

is during this phase that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual

landowners so that fair compensation for impacts on their property can be made and to

mitigate impacts from both construction and operation of the HST. During this phase,

agricultural and business-related infrastructure can be modified to minimize impacts

from the construction and operation of the HST.

BO049-83

There is no planned closure of Santa Fe Avenue in Corcoran.  The C1 alignment option

provides realignment of Santa Fe Avenue from Pickerell Avenue to just south of Oregon

Avenue, and both C2 and C3 alignment options leave Santa Fe Avenue in place. 

The C1 option also realigns the connection of SR 43 to Orange Avene for southbound

traffic, and connection to SR 43 from Orange Avenue northbound can be made via 5-1/2

Avenue. Therefore a change in traffic circulation for this area is not expected. Santa Fe

Avenue is not proposed to be closed. The hypothetical impacts stated in the comment

are not possible and would not result from the HST.

BO049-84

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03.

Noise impacts were not assessed at the Boswell facility because according to FRA

methodology, industrial land uses are not considered noise-sensitive areas. In general,

activities within these buildings are compatible with higher noise levels (FTA 2006).

BO049-85

The noise from the Corcoran Elevated Alternative will be mitigated throughout the City of

Corcoran by a noise barrier adjacent to many of the commercial and industrial land uses

BO049-85

in the City. Over 90% of the severely impacted sensitive receivers will be benefitted by

the proposed noise barrier. The remaining sensitive receivers that would not benefit

from the noise barrier would receive mitigation in the form of acoustic insulation at their

individual residences. Along the elevated portions of the alignment, vibration levels from

the HST project are expected to be at least 10 to 15 decibels (dB) below the vibration

levels currently generated by the existing BNSF Railway freight operations. Structures

not currently impacted by vibration from existing BNSF Railway freight operations would

not be impacted by vibration from HST operations.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03.

Again, FRA methodology does not consider industrial land uses as noise-sensitive areas

as associated activities are generally compatible with higher noise levels (FTA 2006).
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03.

The project team has and will continue to actively coordinate with utility providers during

all the design phases of the project to identify, describe, and evaluate the high-speed

train's (HST) potential impact on solar farms. As appropriate and commensurate to the

early stage of engineering design, modifications have been made to the Revised Draft

EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS to reflect the comments provided (see Section 3.6.2 Laws,

Regulations, and Orders).

The cumulative projects list includes several solar projects (see Appendix 3.19-A,

Planned and Potential Projects and Plans). These projects were identified during

interviews with local and regional planning agencies and from existing applications for

project entitlements or construction, or were analyzed in recent environmental

documents. The analyses of potential cumulative impacts from these and other

cumulative projects combined with the HST project alternatives are provided in Section

3.19.4.2, High-Speed Train Alternatives Contributions, of the Revised Draft

EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The Authority will comply with the Uniform Relocation

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, to compensate property
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owners affected by a federally sponsored project.

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is estimated to require 78 megawatts

(MW) of peak demand, which is within existing reserves. The HST project would not

require the construction of a separate power source and would not impact power

reliability.

The Authority’s policy sets a goal to use 100% clean, renewable electricity for the

operation of the HST. This goal can be achieved through purchase agreements with

power suppliers and development of renewable energy on Authority facilities where

feasible, and through the design facilities to meet strict energy efficiency criteria. The

Authority has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the FRA, EPA,

and the U.S. Department of Energy to support common sustainability goals. These

include minimizing air and water pollution, energy usage, and other environmental

impacts. This MOU is located on the Authority's website.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

As previously discussed, the project team has and will continue to actively coordinate

with utility providers during all the design phases of the project to identify, describe, and

evaluate the high-speed train's (HST) potential impact on solar farms. As appropriate

and commensurate to the early stage of engineering design, modifications have been

made to the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS to reflect the comments provided

(see Section 3.6.2 Laws, Regulations, and Orders).

The cumulative projects list includes several solar projects (see Appendix 3.19-A,

Planned and Potential Projects and Plans). These projects were identified during

interviews with local and regional planning agencies and from existing applications for

project entitlements or construction, or were analyzed in recent environmental

documents. The analyses of potential cumulative impacts from these and other

cumulative projects combined with the HST project alternatives are provided in Section

3.19.4.2, High-Speed Train Alternatives Contributions, of the Revised Draft

EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The Authority will comply with the Uniform Relocation

BO049-88

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, to compensate property

owners affected by a federally sponsored project.
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Kern Supporter for High Speed Rail  
P.O. Box 2367, Bakersfield, Ca. 93303 

PH # 661-747-1465  
 

 
October 18, 2012  
 
Bakersfield City Council Members 
Mayor, City Manager, City Attorney, Staff  
 
Cc: Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/ 
      Supplemental Draft EIS Comment (2) 
      770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814   
 
From: Marvin Dean, Coordinator 
          Kern Supporter for High Speed Rail   
 
Re: City staff report Agenda Item 12 a – CHRSA Revised Draft EIR / EIS Comment  
 
After reviewing City Staff report regarding California High Speed Rail Revised Draft EIR / EIS 
& Staff request authorizing initiation of litigation against CHSRA.  
 
Kern Supporter for High Speed Rail written comment regarding staff report  
We continue to support California High Speed Rail Fresno to Bakersfield project, but make no 
recommendation on route alignment one of the routes will affect my family property.   
 
We believe it not in the best interest of Bakersfield citizen to initiation litigation against 
California High Speed Rail Authority they have agree to form a working group with the City of 
Bakersfield to address city staff concern.   
 
In fairness at one time City of Bakersfield staff recommended high speed rail station is located 
downtown near Am track station that now affects the various properties mention in staff report. 
 
But staff concern & comment raise will need to be address by CHSRA that mitigation of impacts 
lacking or deferred until later in revised draft EIR / EIS report. 
We believe this can be address by City of Bakersfield & CHSRA working group in good faith.  
 
“Hybrid” alternative route mention in staff report personally affects my family property located 
at 1330 E. Truxtun Ave, Bakersfield, My position on selecting the route is the following: 
(1)  It be base on engineer design to get require speed  
(2) Select alignment that affects the least amount of residents & businesses, etc  
(3) Pay affected property & business owner fairly make them hold for the taking  
 
We agree with staff comment regarding the adoption of final environment document outline on 
page 2 of staff report, but believe the city don’t  need the expense of a lawsuit to continue raise 
these & other issue with CHSRA.  Lastly staff mentions $4.6 million Fresno got if Bakersfield 
was more supported of the project we may have receive the same amount.  

BO051-1
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Kern Supporter for High Speed Rail  
P.O. Box 2367, Bakersfield, Ca. 93303 

PH # 661-747-1465  
 

 
October 12, 2012  
 
Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/ 
Supplemental Draft EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814   
 
Cc: Kern Cog Board Members  
Ahron Hakimi, Executive Director  
Kern Council of Governments  
1401 19th Street 3rd Floor, Bakersfield, CA. 93301   
 
Re: Revised Draft EIR / EIS - Public Comment (1) Period October 19, 2012   
 
Comment Submitted by:  
Marvin Dean, President 
Kern Minority Contractors Assoication  
 
KMCA & Kern Supporter for High Speed Rail - written comment regarding: 
CHSRA - Fresno to Bakersfield Section of revised draft environmental impact reports / 
supplemental draft environmental impact statement and Kern Council of Government staff 
comment regarding CHSRA revise draft EIR/EIS alignment, station and environmental justice 
community impacts.  
 
The propose route BNSF Alternative Hybrid B-3 Alignment (Bakersfield South)  
Will personal effect Kern Minority Contractors Assoication & A. Phillip Randolph 
Community Development Corporation environmental justice residents & business training center 
location @ 1330 E. Truxtun Ave, Bakersfield, Ca. 93305. The propose route run through the 
middle of our property taking out several building. 
 
The propose route South Alignment B-2  
This route run along California Ave cutting through the heart of Southeast Bakersfield older 
Business district, the main drive through roadway to get downtown Bakersfield area is mostly 
low income & minority neighborhood environmental justice community.  
 
After reviewing draft CHSRA EIR / EIS report & Kern Cog staff report our comment are:  
We continue to support the propose CHSRA project Fresno to Bakersfield section 
I will not be recommending any of the propose alignment route because one will affect us it 
would be unfair for me to propose that someone else be affected, 
My thought on the route alignment: 
(1)  It be base on engineer design to get require speed  
(2) Select alignment that affects the least about residents & businesses, etc  
(3) Pay affected property & business owner fairly make them hold for the taking  
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Page 2  
 
I like to add our support to Kern Cog staff report comment regarding CHSRA EIR / EIS draft 
report.  Our main concern CHSRA EIR / EIS draft report does not fully address impact to 
environmental justice community & spell out actual mitigation measure to be taken. 
 
Chapter 3.12 Socioeconomics, Communities and Environmental Justice  
 
We support Kern Cog staff comment items 1 - 8 page 11-13 (July 2012 – Version 3) 
 
All propose route going South of propose station will effect Southeast Bakersfield 
environmental justice community mostly made up of minority low income un- skill residents 
& high school drop out we believe this project can provide them an opportunity to learn a job 
skill and provide employment future if the CHSRA address this concern of the people living in 
these environmental justice communities and address the impact this project will have on them. 
 
We are requesting the CHSRA to put in place an actual program to address impact & 
provide real mitigation effort for resident living in environmental justice communities along 
route alignment get them able & ready to be included with construction of this project.   
 
We request CHSRA Mitigation effort include funding program that provide;  
 

1. Targeted environmental justice outreach to explain opportunity to residents & businesses 
2. Targeted environmental justice residents construction job readiness & referral  
3. Targeted environmental justice business owner sub contractors projects readiness 
4. Targeted environmental justice residents & business owner resource support center  
5. Assistance with program to help remove barrier; bonding, working capitol, etc  

 
We believe if CHSRA don’t address these issue now the project impact is not being mitigate   
In these environmental justice communities along the high speed rail route and their maybe a 
legal complaint in the future regarding lack of opportunity to be include in the project from 
environmental justice interest group. As supporter of this High Speed Rail project we want to 
help prevent this that why we are raising these concerns now.  
 
Note 
 
It’s has come to our attend the City of Bakersfield will be filing their comment that include  
Staff recommendation to take legal action in opposition to CHSRA revised draft EIR / EIS 
After we review their comment I will be providing additional comment (2) regarding EIR / EIS  
 
Cc: City of Bakersfield Staff & Council Members 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-09, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

Your support for the proposed project is noted.

BO051-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-

Response-SO-03.

BO051-3

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

BO051-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-07.

Section 3.12 of the EIR/EIS, Impact SO #18 outlines the environmental justice effects in

Bakersfield communities. Mitigation Measures SO-2 and SO-3 propose mitigations for

identified effects in Bakersfield communities. The project also includes specific

mitigation measures that would minimize or avoid the impacts on the environmental

justice populations. These include:I. Public Outreach

Refer to MM SO-6: Continue outreach to disproportionately and negatively impacted

environmental justice communities of concern. The Authority will continue to conduct

substantial environmental justice outreach activities in adversely affected neighborhoods

to obtain resident feedback on potential impacts and suggestions for mitigation

measures. Input from these communities will be used to refine the alternatives during

ongoing design efforts.

In the Environmental Justice Effects Conclusion in Section 3.12, Impact SO#18, it

explains that the Authority would also continue the existing activities like the workshops

that have been held in the city of Fresno to discuss the HST project and collect

community input. At meetings in September 2011 and February 2012, the Authority

provided overviews on the relocation process and distributed the brochure “Your

Property, Your High-Speed Train Project” and other brochures on the Relocation

BO051-4

Assistance Program. The Authority has also made information available on the right-of-

way process (Appendix 3.12-A), with emphasis on property and business owners’ rights

under federal and state laws and regulations. The overview consisted of a presentation

followed by a question-and-answer period.

II. Memorandum of Understanding

The Authority and FRA along with the EPA, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban

Development, and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have also entered into an

Interagency Partnership and established a “Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for

Achieving an Environmentally Sustainable High-Speed Train System in California,”

which includes a common goal of integrating HST station access and amenities into the

fabric of surrounding neighborhoods. The principles for this partnership are to help

improve access to affordable housing, increase transportation options, lower

transportation costs, and protect the environment in communities nationwide.

The implementation of the MOU would be beneficial to all populations, but could help

intensify project benefits in the areas most affected by project impacts, especially

communities of concern. One example is that the Authority would establish a temporary

relocation field office to help facilitate relocation efforts in areas with substantial

relocation needs. Project relocation field offices would be open during convenient hours

and evening hours if necessary. In addition to these services, the Authority is required to

coordinate its relocation activities with other agencies causing displacements to ensure

that all displaced persons receive fair and consistent relocation benefits available to all

affected persons, including persons within communities of concern.

III. Community Benefits Policy

Jobs created by construction and operation of the project would likely be filled by

workers in the region. To help offset any disproportionate effects, the Authority has

approved a Community Benefits Policy that supports employment of individuals who

reside in disadvantaged areas and those designated as disadvantaged workers,

including veterans returning from military service. It helps to remove potential barriers to

small businesses, disadvantaged business enterprises, disabled veteran business
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enterprises, women-owned businesses, and microbusinesses that want to participate in

building the high-speed rail system. Under the Authority’s Community Benefits Policy,

design-build construction contracts will be required to adhere to the National Targeted

Hiring Initiative, which states a minimum of 30% of all project work hours shall be

performed by national Targeted Workers and a minimum of 10% of National Targeted

Workers hours shall be performed by disadvantaged workers. According to the National

Targeted Hiring Initiative, disadvantaged workers either live in an economically

disadvantaged area or face any of the following barriers to employment: being

homeless, a custodial single parent, receiving public assistance, lacking a GED or high

school diploma, having a criminal record or other involvement with the criminal justice

system, chronically unemployed, emancipated from the foster care system, being a

veteran, or an apprentice with less than 15% of the required graduating apprenticeship

hours in a program. The Community Benefits Policy will be on supplement the

Authority’s Small Business Program which has an aggressive 30% goal for small

business participation, which includes goals of 10% for disadvantaged business

enterprises and 3% for disabled veteran business enterprises.

IV. Title VI Plan

The Authority, as a federal grant recipient, is required by the Federal Railroad

Administration to conform to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes.

The Authority’s sub-recipients and contractors are required to prevent discrimination and

ensure non-discrimination in all of their programs, activities, and services. The Authority

is committed to ensuring that no person in the state of California is excluded from

participation in, nor denied the benefits of, its programs, activities, and services on the

basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex, or disability as afforded by Title VI of the

Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Related Statutes.

As permitted and authorized by Title VI, the Authority will administer a Title VI Program

in accordance with the spirit and intent of the non-discrimination laws and regulations.

The Authority has assembled a Title VI Project Team with a Coordinator and Technical

and Policy Consultants who can be contacted via the Authority's website.

V. Project Benefits

BO051-4

According to EO 12898, the offsetting benefits associated with the project should be

considered as part of the environmental justice analysis. The project would provide

benefits that would accrue to all populations, including communities of concern. These

benefits would include improved mobility within the region, improved traffic conditions on

freeways as modes divert to HST, improvements in air quality within the region, and new

employment opportunities during construction and operation.

Station construction and planned station area improvements in downtown Fresno and

Bakersfield would improve the aesthetics and visual environment in both of these

locations, benefiting the nearby minority and low-income communities. Other station-

related benefits, including improved accessibility and property value increases, would

benefit those who live and work closest to the new stations. In Fresno and Bakersfield,

these benefits would be disproportionately incurred in minority and low-income

communities.

BO051-5

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

Response-SO-03.

BO051-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

BO051-7

Jobs created by construction and operation of the project would likely be filled by

workers in the region. To help offset any disproportionate effects, the Authority has

approved a Community Benefits Policy that supports employment of individuals who

reside in disadvantaged areas and those designated as disadvantaged workers,

including veterans returning from military service. It helps to remove potential barriers to

small businesses, disadvantaged business enterprises, disabled veteran business

enterprises, women-owned businesses, and microbusinesses that want to participate in

building the HST System. Under the Authority’s Community Benefits Policy, design-build

construction contracts will be required to adhere to the National Targeted Hiring
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Initiative, which states a minimum of 30% of all project work hours shall be performed by

national Targeted Workers and a minimum of 10% of National Targeted Workers hours

shall be performed by disadvantaged workers. According to the National Targeted Hiring

Initiative, disadvantaged workers either live in an economically disadvantaged area or

face any of the following barriers to employment: being homeless, a custodial single

parent, receiving public assistance, lacking a GED or high school diploma, having a

criminal record or other involvement with the criminal justice system, chronically

unemployed, emancipated from the foster care system, being a veteran, or an

apprentice with less than 15% of the required graduating apprenticeship hours in a

program. The Community Benefits Policy will supplement the Authority’s Small Business

Program which has an aggressive 30% goal for small business participation, which

includes goals of 10% for disadvantaged business enterprises and 3%for disabled

veteran business enterprises.

BO051-8

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

Jobs created by construction and operation of the project would likely be filled by

workers in the region. To help offset any disproportionate effects, the Authority has

approved a Community Benefits Policy that supports employment of individuals who

reside in disadvantaged areas and those designated as disadvantaged workers,

including veterans returning from military service. It helps to remove potential barriers to

small businesses, disadvantaged business enterprises, disabled veteran business

enterprises, women-owned businesses, and microbusinesses that want to participate in

building the HST System. Under the Authority’s Community Benefits Policy, design-build

construction contracts will be required to adhere to the National Targeted Hiring

Initiative, which states a minimum of 30% of all project work hours shall be performed by

national Targeted Workers and a minimum of 10% of National Targeted Workers hours

shall be performed by disadvantaged workers. According to the National Targeted Hiring

Initiative, disadvantaged workers either live in an economically disadvantaged area or

face any of the following barriers to employment: being homeless, a custodial single

parent, receiving public assistance, lacking a GED or high school diploma, having a

criminal record or other involvement with the criminal justice system, chronically

unemployed, emancipated from the foster care system, being a veteran, or an

BO051-8

apprentice with less than 15% of the required graduating apprenticeship hours in a

program. The Community Benefits Policy will supplement the Authority’s Small Business

Program which has an aggressive 30% goal for small business participation, which

includes goals of 10% for disadvantaged business enterprises and 3% for disabled

veteran business enterprises.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-SO-04, FB-

Response-SO-06, FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-

GENERAL-02.

For information on the potential for disruption and division in Bakersfield, see the

EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #6. Also see Impact SO #9 and Impact SO

#10 for displacement estimates in Bakersfield. Mitigation Measures SO-2 and SO-3

propose mitigations for identified effects in Bakersfield communities. Spanish

interpreters and informational materials in Spanish were provided at all public hearings

and meetings. For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts on the

regional economy, see Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #5 and SO #13.
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Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #376 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/19/2012
Response Requested : No
Affiliation Type : Local Agency
Interest As : Local Agency
Submission Date : 10/19/2012
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Steve
Last Name : Corl
Professional Title :
Business/Organization : Koinonia Christian Fellowship
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : scorl@kings.k12.ca.us
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Comments concerning Koinonia Christian Fellowship

The Church has the following comments concerning the current Revised
DEIR/DEIS that impacts the Church.  The Church has a master plan for
entire property.  It has invested over $3 million into the facilities.
Any impacts to the size of the usable facility impacts the future use of
the facility and could limit its use.  We would hope that the Authority
would have minimal impact to the facility so that future plans could be
implemented.

Traffic flow is critical to the church and especially on Sundays with
attendance over 1300.  The current plan shows a drive approach.  We
are
concerned that it is a safe approach with adequate turn and pull-out
access.  We would want to work with the Authority on any possible
change
to the drive approach and its impact to the entire campus traffic flow.
It may require a different location and reroute of existing driveways.
We would expect that the Authority would pay for any needed changes
because of any changes to the drive approach.

The plan shows the food ministry building and storage would be in or
near the footprint of the Hanford Armona Road overpass.  This ministry
is used to provide for the needy in Kings County.  Currently, there is
no other facility owed by the church that could house that ministry.  We
would need another facility to provide this ministry.  We would expect
the Authority to pay for any offset loss in property and buildings.

The plan also shows that along 198, property is needed that is currently
used for the drainage pond that was required by the City of Hanford and
a portion that is undeveloped.  We wish to have as little impact to the
property and that if the property is needed, an offsetting amount of
property could be provided for the needed drainage pond and future
facility needs.

The Church has started a preschool in a new building on the west side
of
the property.  We would hope that the HSR would not create a negative
impact to the preschool program.

Stephen Corl

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes

BO053-1

BO053-2

BO053-3

BO053-4
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

Two alternatives are proposed in the vicinity of Hanford: the BNSF (Hanford East)

Alternative and the Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives. Each has its own set of

impacts.

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and

public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included consideration of the

project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose,

Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis; and the

comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative balances the

least overall impact on the environment and local communities, cost, and the

constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. The Preferred

Alternative is identified and discussed in the Final EIR/EIS.

BO053-2

The Authority will work with the landowner of the church on the design of the access to

this property. There will be opportunities during final design and right-of-way to have

specific input to property access.

In addition, property access impact mitigation measures are identified under Section

3.2.7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Transportation Mitigation Measure #1

(TR MM#1) states that if a proposed road closure restricts current access to a property,

the project would provide alternative access via connections to existing roadways. If

adjacent road access is not available, then feasible new road connections would be

provided.

BO053-3

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

BO053-4

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

Two alternatives are proposed in the vicinity of Hanford: the BNSF (Hanford East)

BO053-4

Alternative and the Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives. Each alternative has its

own set of impacts.

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and

public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included consideration of the

project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose,

Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis; and the

comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative balances the

least overall impact on the environment and local communities, cost, and the

constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. The Preferred

Alternative is identified and discussed in the Final EIR/EIS.

BO053-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01, FB-Response-N&V-02, FB-

Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-HMW-01.

Neither the church nor the newly constructed preschool would be displaced by any of

the Hanford West Bypass alternatives proposed near this location. The at-grade options

would affect a portion of this property because of proposed road overcrossings. The

Final EIR/EIS has been updated to include this church in Volume I, Section 3.12

Affected Environment, subsection 6.4, Communities and Neighborhoods.

For all project alternatives, construction impacts would include traffic congestion related

to temporary road closures or detours, temporary increases in noise, and air quality and

visual changes. (Refer to Section 3.2, Transportation; Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration;

Section 3.3 Air Quality; and Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, for full

discussion of these construction impacts).

See Section 3.2, Transportation, Mitigation Measure #1 for how access will be

maintained for property owners within the construction area. If a proposed road closure

restricts current access to a property, this mitigation measure would provide alternative

access via connections to existing roadways. If adjacent road access is not available,

then feasible new road connections would be provided.
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See Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, for information about planned mitigation measures

in this area. The specific type of mitigation will be selected during final design, and

before operations begin. The ambient noise level of the church and preschool was

calculated to be 76.6 dBA Ldn. The operational noise levels and contours of all Hanford

West Bypass alternatives can be found in the Noise and Vibration Technical Report

(Authority and FRA 2012j) in Tables 6-7, 6-8, 6-9, and 6-10. Refer to the sites LT-007,

LT-008, and LT-009 where they are mentioned in the tables, as these are the closest to

the church location. The report shows that at an approximate distance of 550 feet from

the tracks, the church would experience moderate noise impacts under the Hanford

West Bypass 1 and 2 at-grade alternatives and no noise impacts under the Hanford

West Bypass 1 and 2 below-grade alternatives.

See Section 3.3, Air Quality, Mitigation Measure #3: Reduce the Potential Impact of

Concrete Batch Plants, about how concrete batch plants will be sited at least 1,000 feet

from sensitive receptors, including daycare centers, hospitals, senior care facilities,

residences, parks, and other areas where people may congregate.

See Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, for information about temporary

impacts related to new sources of light and glare during construction. The chapter

explains that the impacts are of negligible intensity, and because their context would be

localized, temporary, and with appropriate mitigation from AVR-MM #1a and #1b,

minimally affected, they are therefore not significant under the National Environmental

Policy Act

(NEPA) and would be reduced to less than significant levels under the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Community impacts in this area are described in Impact SO #1- Disruption to

Community Cohesion or Division of Existing Communities from Project Construction.

Although project construction would affect individuals and property owners, these

impacts would be temporary and would not substantially affect community cohesion.

Therefore, construction effects and impacts from the Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2

alternatives related to disruption or severance of community interactions or division of

established communities would be of moderate intensity under NEPA, and less than

significant under CEQA.
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Land Protection Partners 
P.O. Box 24020, Los Angeles, CA  90024-0020 
Telephone: (310) 247-9719 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Review of Biological Resources Analysis in Environmental Assessment of Fresno to 
Bakersfield Segment of California High-Speed Rail Project 

 
 

Travis Longcore, Ph.D. 
Catherine Rich, J.D., M.A. 

 
October 16, 2012 

 
1 Introduction 

California’s proposed High-Speed Rail system is administered by the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority (“Authority”), which seeks to build a High-Speed Train (“HST”) that connects cities 
from Sacramento to San Diego.  A Statewide Program Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (“Program EIR/EIS”) was adopted in 2005 and a 
second first-tier EIR/EIS was adopted in 2010 for the Bay Area to Central Valley portion of the 
proposed route.  The Authority, along with the Federal Railroad Administration (“FRA”) 
circulated a Draft EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield portion of the route in late 2011.  In 
response to comments received, the Authority added additional alternative routes and released a 
Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (“RDEIR/SDEIS”) in August 2012, with a deadline 
for comments of October 23, 2012.   
 
This report is a review and analysis of the “California High-Speed Train Project Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS Fresno to Bakersfield Section,” with a specific focus on impacts to 
biological resources. The expert qualifications of the authors, Travis Longcore, Ph.D. and 
Catherine Rich, J.D., M.A., are outlined below (Section 8).  Both authors have experience in the 
ecology and natural history of the natural communities of California and are experienced in 
evaluating environmental review documents prepared in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), and other 
environmental laws. 

This review is based on facts, assumptions based on those facts, and expert opinion supported by 
those facts.  The facts are established in part by the RDEIR/SDEIS released by the Authority and 
the FRA, and also by the published peer-reviewed scientific literature and other sources of 
reliable scientific information as cited herein. 
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Based on our review of the RDEIR/SDEIS and comparison with both the scientific literature and 
other CEQA/NEPA compliance documents, and based on our training and experience, we 
conclude that the RDEIR/SDEIS is deficient in almost every respect pertaining to biological 
resources.  It fails to contain adequate baseline information about the existing environment, fails 
to provide results from adequate surveys for sensitive species, and does not use a scientifically 
defensible method of identifying biological impacts or any rational means of evaluating whether 
proposed mitigation measures would be adequate to offset such impacts.  Furthermore, most of 
the project surveys for sensitive species are proposed to be deferred until after approval, as is the 
formulation of most of the mitigation measures.  We have never seen this level of deferral of 
analysis and mitigation in nearly 15 years of reviewing environmental compliance documents.  
Finally, the document provides no evidence that the proposed compensatory mitigation 
measures, which have not yet been formulated, could even be feasibly implemented on the 
existing landscape.  In short, the document completely fails to describe accurately the impacts to 
biological resources and provides no scientifically defensible analysis to evaluate the level of 
impact of the project.  
 
It is shocking to see two government agencies (one state, one federal) so blatantly disregard the 
guidelines for resource assessment and environmental impact analysis that are required by 
CEQA and NEPA, particularly for a project that purports to be environmentally progressive.  
 
2 Baseline Conditions Are Inadequately Defined 

The proposed HST system is a massive undertaking, encompassing thousands of acres of land 
slicing through California.  The first step to undertaking an environmental review for any project 
under CEQA and NEPA is to provide an accurate description of the baseline conditions.  For this 
project, the description of these baseline conditions for biological resources is woefully 
inadequate.  Rather than actually conducting surveys to determine presence of sensitive species 
at the level of accuracy and scale necessary for a project-level analysis, the RDEIR/SDEIS 
actually proposes to do surveys for these resources as mitigation for the project.  This simply 
does not meet the legal standard for environmental review and deviates from accepted and well-
established industry practice for CEQA and NEPA compliance.  The process specified in the law 
begins with adequate resource surveys.  Based on such surveys, the impact of the project can be 
measured and evaluated, and depending on the identified impacts, the law then requires that the 
project proponent propose and implement specific measures to eliminate or mitigate those 
identified impacts to the greatest degree possible.  To suggest that doing the survey is the 
mitigation for project impacts is backwards, and is a clear violation of the law. 
 
2.1 Surveys Are Inadequate 

Project biologists did not survey 60% of the study areas defined for the proposed project 
(RDEIR/SDEIS, p. 3-7.10).  Some of the areas not surveyed were viewed from adjacent rights-
of-way and roads, but such off-site visual inspection does not allow surveyors to detect rare 
plants, see animal sign (e.g., tracks, scat), investigate soil conditions, or perform any number of 
essential functions associated with a biological assessment.   
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In lieu of conducting proper biological resource surveys, the preparers of the RDEIR/SDEIS 
instead rely on various approaches using aerial photographs and a great many assumptions.  For 
example, they conduct an assessment of the possible presence of an endangered species (Fresno 
Kangaroo Rat) by attempting to recreate land use from the aerial photographs provided within 
Google Earth (Draft Fresno to Bakersfield Biological Assessment (“BA”), p. 4-2).  Although 
such a method might be useful for targeting surveys, it is not a substitute for protocol-level 
surveys in appropriate habitat, which have to take place before preparation of the project-level 
EIR/EIS, not after.  
 
The surveys for rare plants do not appear to have followed guidelines set forth by the California 
Department of Fish and Game (“CDFG”) (2009).  For example, the CDFG guidelines are 
provided to “meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for adequate 
disclosure of potential impacts” and include many elements not adhered to in the preparation of 
the RDEIR/SDEIS: 
 

SURVEY EXTENT 
Surveys should be comprehensive over the entire site, including areas that will be directly 
or indirectly impacted by the project. Adjoining properties should also be surveyed where 
direct or indirect project effects, such as those from fuel modification or herbicide 
application, could potentially extend offsite. Pre-project surveys restricted to known 
CNDDB rare plant locations may not identify all special status plants and communities 
present and do not provide a sufficient level of information to determine potential 
impacts.  

 
FIELD SURVEY METHOD 
Conduct surveys using systematic field techniques in all habitats of the site to ensure 
thorough coverage of potential impact areas. The level of effort required per given area 
and habitat is dependent upon the vegetation and its overall diversity and structural 
complexity, which determines the distance at which plants can be identified. Conduct 
surveys by walking over the entire site to ensure thorough coverage, noting all plant taxa 
observed. The level of effort should be sufficient to provide comprehensive reporting. For 
example, one person-hour per eight acres per survey date is needed for a comprehensive 
field survey in grassland with medium diversity and moderate terrain, with additional 
time allocated for species identification. 

 
TIMING AND NUMBER OF VISITS 
Conduct surveys in the field at the time of year when species are both evident and 
identifiable. Usually this is during flowering or fruiting. Space visits throughout the 
growing season to accurately determine what plants exist on site. Many times this may 
involve multiple visits to the same site (e.g. in early, mid, and late-season for flowering 
plants) to capture the floristic diversity at a level necessary to determine if special status 
plants are present. The timing and number of visits are determined by geographic 
location, the natural communities present, and the weather patterns of the year(s) in 
which the surveys are conducted. 
 
REFERENCE SITES 
When special status plants are known to occur in the type(s) of habitat present in the 
project area, observe reference sites (nearby accessible occurrences of the plants) to 
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determine whether those species are identifiable at the time of the survey and to obtain a 
visual image of the target species, associated habitat, and associated natural community. 

 
These guidelines were not followed.  The RDEIR/SDEIS de facto admits that the survey extent 
guideline was not followed by acknowledging that only 40% of the survey area was accessed.  
No comprehensive species lists of plants by site are reported in the RDEIR/SDEIS, so it appears 
that the field survey methods were not followed.  It would be difficult for the proper floristic 
surveys to have been conducted, because the surveys were often multi-purpose and included 
searches for other sensitive species besides plants.  It is not clear from the description of methods 
in the RDEIR/SDEIS whether surveyors spent the appropriate amount of time on the surveys or 
whether they made the appropriate number of visits necessary to fully capture floristic diversity 
at the sites.  The surveyors identified reference populations for rare plants, but did not visit them, 
rather calling colleagues to see if the plants were blooming (Biological Assessment, p. 4-33).   
 
Focused, repeated surveys by a qualified and experienced biologist in suitable climatic 
conditions are necessary to locate rare plants.  A single visit is inadequate and the RDEIR/SDEIS 
does not provide a schedule indicating when multiple visits were made to survey habitats with 
potential to support rare or endangered plant species.  Multiple visits to all potential habitats 
during appropriate times of the year is the standard for environmental impact analysis.  These 
surveys must follow the appropriate standards and have reference sites included that are in the 
vicinity of the area being surveyed and have the special status species present.  The surveys for 
the current RDEIR/SDEIS did not include a reference site.  It is utterly unacceptable for these 
surveys to be put off until a later phase in the project; this information is needed for analysis at 
the project EIR/EIS stage.  For example, no early spring botanical surveys were done on the 
BNSF route, which poses a significant limitation to any subsequent analysis.  The 
RDEIR/SDEIS even acknowledges that this is a significant issue near Cross Creek in the vicinity 
of Corcoran where natural lands along this route could not be accessed (Fresno to Bakersfield 
Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report, p. 3-47). 
 
Protocol-level surveys for endangered species have not been done for all potentially present 
species and consequently the information needed for project-level impact assessment is not 
available.  Protocol-level surveys should be done during the project EIR/EIS phase so that 
impacts can be assessed and possible mitigation measures considered.  This RDEIR/SDEIS 
attempts to defer such surveys to a later point in project implementation, but at that point it 
would be impossible to change course or choose another route and any unmitigatable impacts 
could not be avoided.  
 
Finally, although the RDEIR/SDEIS contains analysis based on maps of vegetation and land use 
for the entire project area, those maps are redacted from the publicly available files on the 
Authority’s website.  This deprives the general public from the opportunity to understand the 
baseline conditions. 
 
2.2 Areas Surveyed or Not Surveyed Are Not Distinguished 

Setting aside that all of the project area must be surveyed to conduct an adequate environmental 
review, the RDEIR/SDEIS does not even provide a map that shows what areas were and were 
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not surveyed.  Even though this information can be found in the underlying GIS files and in 
various technical reports, the RDEIR/SDEIS itself should contain a clear set of maps that show 
which areas were surveyed in the field and which areas were not.   

Uncertainty is inherent in mapping features from aerial photographs without surveying them.  
The RDEIR/SDEIS does not incorporate this uncertainty it the analysis of those maps.  Without 
on-the-ground surveys it is not possible to have confidence in the areas mapped, especially for 
wetland delineations.  This adds error to all of the analyses that is neither considered nor 
disclosed.  It is important that such information be provided because it has significant 
implications for mitigation of loss of wetland and other habitats.  Depending on the mitigation 
ratios for the habitat, a ¼-acre error might translate to a difference of 1 acre in mitigation lands.  
For example, areas with unsurveyed land and riparian resources include Cole Slough, Dutch 
John Cut, and others (BA, p. 4-68).  Any impacts to these lands will need to be mitigated off-site 
and the accuracy of the mapping is therefore important.  It is especially important in light of one 
of the other major defects of the RDEIR/SDEIS, which is that mitigation measures are not 
adequately developed (deferring the mitigation plan until later in the process); therefore it is 
impossible to assess whether it might be feasible to mitigate for various habitat impacts.  The 
lack of accurate surveys compounds this defect, since it is impossible to know how much 
mitigation land is needed, even if the mitigation ratios for habitat loss were finalized.  
 
2.3 Survey Study Areas Inappropriate  

The surveys and subsequent analysis are based on a series of “study areas” that are defined 
supposedly to encompass the area in which impacts might result from construction of the 
proposed project.  These are as follows: 
 
Wetlands Study Area – project footprint plus a 250-ft buffer; 
Special Status Plant Study Area – project footprint plus 100-ft buffer; 
Habitat Study Area – project footprint plus 1,000-ft buffer, divided into: 

Core Habitat Study Area – project footprint plus 250-ft buffer, which was surveyed; 
Auxiliary Habitat Study Area – project footprint plus 1,000-ft buffer (aerial photos and 
“windshield” surveys); 
Supplemental Habitat Study Area – project footprint plus up to 1.24-mile buffer, 
depending on target species. 

 
In nearly all instances, these buffer zones are inadequate to map sensitive resources that could be 
adversely impacted by the proposed project, because the distance over which such a project 
could have impacts significantly exceedes these thresholds.  It is furthermore particularly 
troubling that the RDEIR/SDEIS does not provide any citations or other scientific information to 
support the choice of these buffer widths. 
 
The definition of the project footprint is problematic because an adequate environmental 
assessment should normally include the entirety of the parcels that are part of the project, even if 
portions of those parcels are not proposed to be directly impacted by construction activities.  No 
justification is provided for radically narrowing the assessment area in the case of this 
RDEIR/SDEIS.  In this project, the parcels and their boundaries are not identified in the 
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biological assessments, in part because they have not yet been purchased/condemned by the 
Authority.  A proper baseline analysis would include full surveys of all of the properties that are 
part of the project, plus scientifically supported buffers that encompass the true area of impacts 
of complex infrastructure like a high-speed train.  

The RDEIR/SDEIS does not include any information about the electrical distribution system that 
would be needed to run an electric train in the footprints defined in the biological resources 
analysis.  The additional electricity distribution infrastructure beyond the overhead contact 
system (OCS) poles should be described and included in the project description, project 
footprint, and associated buffers for biological surveys.  It is not possible that the OCS could be 
energized without additional electricity distribution infrastructure, yet this infrastructure is not 
described in the RDEIR/SDEIS. 

The Wetlands Study Area is inadequate because impacts to wetlands and associated species can 
occur over distances greater than 250 ft.   
 
First, the 250-ft buffer does not account for the impacts to watersheds of wetlands.  For example, 
a vernal pool may lie just outside the study area buffer and yet have 50% or more of its 
watershed within the buffer area or even within the project footprint.  Impacts to watersheds of 
vernal pools and other wetlands can be just as significant as impacts to the wetland itself.  The 
project could thereby have significant impacts on a wetland through impacts to its watershed and 
yet these impacts would not be disclosed in the RDEIR/SDEIS. 
 
Second, wetland-dependent species move more than 250 ft around wetlands as part of their 
natural life cycles.  For example, California Tiger Salamander were found to have moved up to 
423 ft from pools in one study (Loredo et al. 1996) and 814 ft in another (Trenham 2001).  
Development within the area that species from a wetland currently use therefore would be an 
indirect impact on the wetland itself. 
 
Third, as discussed in more detail below, the impacts of a 220-mph train and the maintenance 
practices for its infrastructure would have impacts that extend beyond 250 ft.  The noise and 
startle impacts of a high-speed train would impact species in wetlands, and the management of 
the infrastructure would provide many other avenues for impacts, including use of rodenticides 
and herbicides that would run off and affect water quality, introduction of weed species, and 
production of dust and particulate matter, all of which could impact wetlands more than 250 ft 
from the footprint of the project itself. 
 
The special status plant survey area is likewise too small.  The impacts of development can and 
will extend beyond a 100-ft buffer around the project footprint.  Through the mechanisms just 
discussed, including use of herbicides, dust generation, and the introduction and increased 
density of weeds, the proposed project could adversely impact plants more than 100 ft from the 
project footprint.   
 
The Habitat Study Area is larger in some instances, but mostly is 250 ft from the project 
footprint.  Because one major impact of the project is fragmentation of existing habitat and 
decreased landscape connectivity, the study area needs to be much larger than this.  For example, 
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Tricolored Blackbirds are known to travel 3–5 miles or more daily to forage (Orians 1961) and 
the home ranges of the terrestrial species most likely to be impacted by the fragmenting impacts 
of the train have home ranges that are orders of magnitude larger than the 250-ft buffer.  Because 
their home ranges are so much larger, on the order of square kilometers for American Badger 
(Lindzey 2003) and San Joaquin Kit Fox (Cypher 2003), much larger survey areas would be 
needed to detect the mammals that might use the project area as part of their home range.   
 
2.4 Available Data on Avian Distributions Are Ignored 

The project biologists appear not to have conducted any dedicated surveys for wildlife, but rather 
recorded incidental observations in the process of general habitat and plant surveys.  Without 
specialized surveys for wildlife that are designed to detect particular sensitive species, the survey 
effort must be considered inadequate.  Unfortunately, the results of the surveys are given as if 
they were exhaustive, such as the case with Figure 5-4 of the Biological Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report, which purports to map “Special-status species (wildlife) within the Habitat 
Study Area.”  This is actually only the distribution of wildlife that biologists happened to observe 
while conducting general surveys, by no means does it indicate the true extent of habitat use by 
special status species within the survey area.  
 
The preparers of the RDEIR/SDEIS overlooked significant data sources that might have allowed 
them to assess the presence of wildlife species in and around the proposed routes.  In particular, 
the Cornell Lab of Ornithology maintains a website called eBird where volunteer citizen 
scientists enter sightings of birds.  There are multiple checks on the quality of the data and the 
resulting database is of sufficient quality to support scientific publication of the results 
(Fitzpatrick et al. 2002; Sullivan et al. 2009).  These data have been relied upon in top 
international scientific journals (e.g., Wood et al. 2011) and the eBird approach is recommended 
for scientific inquiry into environmental impacts on birds (Loss et al. 2012).  These data certainly 
meet the standards for scientific information in the environmental review process and provide a 
significant supplement to the effort undertaken by project biologists.   
 
The eBird data provide significantly more detailed and complete information than reviewed in 
the RDEIR/SDEIS with regard to the distribution of sensitive bird species, as discussed in further 
detail below.  To be adequate, the Final EIR/EIS must include, at a minimum, a review of the 
eBird data and an evaluation of the relationship of the species distributions defined by those data 
and the project as proposed. 
 
In short, the RDEIR/SDEIS is inadequate in describing the baseline conditions for special status 
species because of the failure to conduct focused surveys or to refer to or use available data 
sources.  As discussed below, it is not a substitute to simply assert that habitat for sensitive 
species either exists or does not exist, and to only use records from the California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB) to define species distributions.  Searches of the CNDDB are meant 
to be a starting point for environmental analysis, not a substitute for proper surveys.  Although 
our example here concentrates on birds, the same can be said for other special status wildlife 
species.  
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2.5 Key Data Not Provided 

The RDEIR/SDEIS does not provide key data that were collected for the environmental analysis, 
or buries that information so deeply in the appendices as to be impossible for the reader to find.  
For example, surveyors collected information about the location of rare plant species.  
Specifically, the RDEIR/SDEIS states, “Federally listed plant species identified were mapped 
using a Trimble GeoXH GPS and recorded on CNPS Rare Plant Treasure Hunt Field Survey 
Forms” (BA, p. 4-33).  These data do not appear anywhere in the main text of the 
RDEIR/SDEIS.  Any reasonable description of baseline conditions would have included a map 
with these data so that the impacts of the various routes might be assessed.  We obtained these 
data and others through a Public Records Act request, but the Authority should have provided 
information such as the location of sensitive species observations in the RDEIR/SDEIS because 
the general public is unlikely to know that they can request such data or to have the software 
needed to analyze it.  The current RDEIR/SDEIS fails as an adequate informational document 
for this reason.  The required information should be provided in a revised RDEIR/SDEIS and 
that document should then be circulated for further public review. 
 
2.6 Assumption of Occupancy Undermines Purpose of Environmental Review 

One of the fundamental decisions made in the preparation of the RDEIR/SDEIS was to assess 
impacts to sensitive species based on the presence of their habitats (p. 3.7-52).  One might 
initially think that this is a conservative approach, assuming presence whenever appropriate 
habitat is found, and that impacts are therefore overestimated.  This approach is flawed, however.  
By failing to distinguish habitat confirmed to be occupied by a sensitive species from that which 
might be occupied, the RDEIR/SDEIS undermines a core function of environmental impact 
analysis, which is to be able to be able to make informed comparisons between the impacts of 
different project alternatives.  Because the RDEIR/SDEIS fails to distinguish between potential 
and occupied habitat, it is impossible to judge which of the alternative routes might be superior 
to another.  Furthermore, assuming that all potential habitats are occupied precludes avoidance of 
impacts, which is the preferred and best mitigation measure available.  Finally, assuming all 
potential habitats are occupied undermines the ability of the trustee agencies to set appropriate 
mitigation ratios for occupied versus potentially suitable habitats.  By assuming that all 
potentially occupied habitats have the same value, the true value of those occupied areas is 
diminished and is neither properly assessed nor can impacts to occupied habitats be either 
calculated or mitigated.  This is a grave flaw of the document that puts it far below the accepted 
practices of either CEQA or NEPA analysis.   
 
2.7 Corridors Are Inappropriately Based on Large-Scale Assumptions, Not Wildlife Data 

Throughout the RDEIR/SDEIS, the preparers base their assessment of impacts to wildlife 
connectivity on large-scale map-based estimates of where wildlife corridors might be, rather than 
on any data collected in the field.  The reports upon which the RDEIR/SDEIS rely to define areas 
of wildlife connectivity were not prepared with the application to project-scale impacts in mind.  
These documents were (Fresno to Bakersfield Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical 
Report, p. 3-19): 
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• Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape (Penrod et al. 
2000) 

• South Coast Missing Linkage: A Linkage Design for the Tehachapi Connection 
(Penrod et al. 2003) 

• Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley, California (Williams et 
al. 1998) 

• San Joaquin Kit Fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica) 5-Year Review: Summary and 
Evaluation (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010) 

• California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project (Spencer et al. 2010) 
 
The Missing Linkages report (Penrod et al. 2000) was not based on field data.  Rather it was 
designed to identify places where connectivity should be maintained, based on consultation with 
taxonomic experts in various regions.  This broad-scale planning document is not adequate to 
define baseline conditions under CEQA, nor is it sufficiently detailed to aid in defining impacts 
to those baseline conditions.  
 
The linkage design for the Tehachapi connection (Penrod et al. 2003) is similarly not adequate to 
describe existing conditions.  The technical approach used in that report involved predicting the 
distribution of species based on their habitat associations, then using geographic techniques to 
define the most effective routes to connect two major areas.  The report does not measure or 
describe existing wildlife use of the proposed project site.  If anything, this report represents a 
conservation plan with which the proposed project might be inconsistent, but it is not a document 
that defines baseline conditions.  
 
The recovery plan for upland species in the San Joaquin Valley (Williams et al. 1998) is not 
adequate to describe existing conditions for wildlife connectivity.  The maps used by the 
RDEIR/SDEIS as wildlife corridors are described in the plan as, “general locations of areas 
targeted as Valley floor linkages between natural communities” (Williams et al. 1998: Figure 
72).  Although the recovery plan does discuss areas of movement and connectivity for various 
species, the maps do not thoroughly document those descriptions and should be seen as being the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s aspiration, not documentation, for connectivity in the region.  
Consequently, it is inadequate to describe baseline conditions at the detail necessary for a 
project-level environmental review.  

The 5-year review for San Joaquin Kit Fox contains information only about this species, and 
does not address connectivity for any other species (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010).  It 
could be used to focus surveys for kit fox movement in the project area, but does not contain the 
level of detail to be able to assess movement of this species within the project area that would be 
needed to conduct a project-level environmental review.  
 
The California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project (Spencer et al. 2010) provides guidance 
about areas that provide habitat connectivity at the statewide scale.  The maps produced by this 
project are not intended to take the place of local-level analysis, and in fact the connectivity 
routes are referred to as “placeholder polygons” and do not represent the needs of any particular 
target species (Spencer et al. 2010).  This report also carefully warns users, “even areas outside 
of Natural Landscape Blocks and Essential Connectivity Areas support important ecological 
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values that should not be ‘written off’ as lacking conservation value.”  So although this report 
would be useful in prioritizing areas for acquisition for a connectivity strategy, and for warning 
would-be developers about the potential impacts of development on connectivity in an area, it is 
not adequate to define wildlife use of a project site for the purpose of describing baseline 
conditions.  In fact, the report does not contain any analysis at the species level, let alone any 
measurements of actual species movement on the project site.   
 
So, as documented throughout the RDEIR/SDEIS (BA, p. 4-37, p. 4-79), the maps that purport to 
show wildlife corridors are not based on actual data for a range of wildlife species, but rather on 
a series of assumptions about wildlife movement at a large scale that were not intended to 
describe baseline conditions.  The linkages mapped are not specific to any species and the only 
data collected on wildlife movement were incidental observations of tracks and other wildlife 
sign (e.g., burrows, nests, scat; BTR, p. 3-42).   
 
The use of the statewide and regional plans to assess connectivity conditions is also flawed 
because that approach completely ignores local-scale movement that would not be described in 
these reports.  Even if not part of a connectivity area of statewide significance, areas of the 
project site will be used by wildlife for local movement.  Such local movement is important over 
the long term for the genetic health and overall viability of wildlife populations (Robinson et al. 
2012). 
 
The description of the methods for assessing wildlife connectivity in the RDEIR/SDEIS does not 
contain enough detail about the methods to be useful (Fresno to Bakersfield Biological 
Resources and Wetlands Technical Report, p. 3-42): 
 

The background review of wildlife movement/migration corridors was ground-truthed in 
the Habitat Study Area to ascertain the utility of identified movement corridors on both a 
local- and meta-population level. This field evaluation of potential movement corridors 
addressed their availability and suitability for migratory species, and identified changes in 
corridor quality on a rough landscape level. This evaluation was further augmented 
through a review of existing wildlife passages (such as culverts, washes, and automobile 
and train bridges) in the habitat survey area for signs of local wildlife movement. 
Potential migration barriers such as canals and roadways were also noted in the field. 

 
This description contains a number of errors in basic biology and does not provide any of the 
information that would be needed to understand what was done.  How were corridors “ground-
truthed”?  We know that the surveyors did not use any of the techniques necessary to quantify 
wildlife use (cameras, track pads, telemetry, etc.), so how was use of potential corridors 
assessed?  What is the “rough landscape level”?  What resolution is this?  Was the analysis 
limited to only “migratory” species or did it extend to all native species as it should?  What is a 
“review” of a wildlife passage?  Simple enumeration?  Documentation of dimensions?  How 
could the usefulness of corridors “on a local- and meta-population level” be assessed if no 
quantitative data were collected about wildlife use?  How was importance at the “local” level 
separated from the “meta-population” level?  It is not clear here that the authors of the report 
even fully understand what a metapopulation is, let alone how one might figure out the 
importance to one of a movement corridor. 
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In conclusion, building a specific project, as is proposed, without first obtaining specific 
information on key connectivity conditions and taking these specific conditions into account for 
the purpose of developing alternatives and mitigation measures virtually guarantees that there 
will be adverse impacts that could have been avoided with a proper project-level study.  
Empirical studies are necessary to identify wildlife movement locations properly.  These should 
come before route selection and include track counts, trail monitoring with remotely triggered 
cameras, and incorporation of relevant information into detailed landscape models to predict 
animal movement.  The methods described in the RDEIR/SDEIS might qualify at best as a first-
pass reconnaissance survey that would allow for the formulation of the actual biological surveys 
that would be needed to describe baseline conditions of the project site. 
 
3 Impact Analysis for Biological Resources 

The impact analysis for the proposed project has many flaws, starting with the comparison of 
“alternatives.”  A true alternatives analysis would include another whole route (e.g., along SR 
99) so that there would be at least one alternative to the BNSF right-of-way.  Interestingly, a 
review of 10 years of data from eBird shows that an alignment along SR 99 would likely have far 
fewer impacts on sensitive bird species than the chosen alignment.  Again, the eBird data should 
be consulted and analyzed in a revised RDEIR/SDEIS that is then recirculated for public review 
and comment. 
 
Furthermore, the RDEIR/SDEIS does not present any alternatives to the BNSF right-of-way 
through approximately 50% of the segment length.  The only places where alternative alignments 
are considered are Hanford, Corcoran, Allensworth, Wasco-Shafter, and through Bakersfield.  
Throughout much of the project extent there are no alternatives analyzed at all.  Given that this 
document does not itself have adequate surveys for sensitive species and habitats, it is not 
possible that a previous EIR/EIS contained sufficient information to stand in for the analysis of a 
true alternative to the BNSF right-of-way.  The analysis also does not allow for comparisons of 
various complete routes, of which the combinations number close to 200.   
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS also piecemeals the analysis by doing impact assessment on each of the 
bypass routes separately, as if each of these bypass routes was its own project.  The 
RDEIR/SDEIS does not assess whether impacts are significant for the whole project as it should, 
but rather makes separate assessments for different segments of the route and parts of the project.  
For example, in the analysis of protected trees, the RDEIR/SDEIS compares the Allensworth 
Bypass with the corresponding BNSF route through Allensworth.  On the BNSF route five trees 
would be removed, while three protected trees would be removed on the bypass.  The 
RDEIR/SDEIS concludes, “Due to the limited number of protected trees that would be affected, 
the Allensworth Bypass Alternative would result in only a slight change to existing biological 
conditions and little to no regional effects” (p. 3.7-144).  This is completely improper, because 
the project being considered is not the Allensworth Bypass, but the whole route from Fresno to 
Bakersfield.  The evaluation of whether the project has, or does not have, significant impacts has 
to be made on the basis of the entire route, not each subsection.  If the entire route has significant 
impacts to protected trees, then loss of protected trees has to be mitigated along the entire route.  
Once it is determined that impacts to protected trees is significant, losses of trees are significant 
on all of the parts of the segment.  
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3.1 Wetlands Analysis 

Throughout the wetlands section, the preparers downplay the ecological value of certain wetland 
types.  In particular, they argue that emergent wetlands have “poor to fair ecological value due to 
poor landscape position” and “offer few biological resources to plants and wildlife” (Fresno to 
Bakersfield Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report, p. 5-40).  This blanket 
assessment reflects a misunderstanding of the role of such wetlands in the agricultural landscape 
of the Central Valley.  In an agricultural landscape, an emergent wetland will be highly attractive 
to wildlife and used as a resource for both resident and migratory species.  Without proper 
surveys it is not possible to conclude that such wetlands have “poor” or “fair” ecological value 
based on location alone.  
 
The preparers also maintain that retention/detention basins are “in relatively poor ecological 
condition due to a disturbed environmental setting.”   They also recognize reservoirs as 
providing some ecological value for wading birds and wildfowl, but in general these are 
described as having “poor to fair ecological condition.”  Again, this is a mischaracterization of 
the value of wetland habitats in this landscape.  These features are extremely important to birds 
in the Central Valley.  To take one example, at the Alpaugh irrigation ponds, which would be 
impacted by the project regardless of the alternative, birders report 50-plus species (including 
identified sensitive species) in an hour and the site is designated as a birding hotspot on eBird.  
The proposed alternatives would be either constructed directly through this feature or 
immediately adjacent to it.   
 
In addition to such simplistic characterization of wildlife use of wetlands in the Central Valley 
landscape, the RDEIR/SDEIS does not include the survey data necessary to assess impacts under 
the Clean Water Act as required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as it implements that law.   
 
3.2 Special Status Plants and Plant Communities 

The RDEIR/SDEIS makes the assertion that special status plant communities cannot be found in 
urban areas (p. 3.7-89).  This of course is not true; remnant native vegetation can be and is found 
in cities.  The RDEIR/SDEIS furthermore, and more troublingly, makes the determination that 
any “developed” land use in the BNSF corridor is considered to be “urban” even if it is orchard 
or cropland (p. 3.7-17).  This will lead to underestimation of biological impacts because orchard 
and cropland are used as habitat by some sensitive species, a point that the document as a whole 
does not adequately acknowledge.   
 
All of the descriptions of impacts to special status plants are inadequate because the survey effort 
was inadequate (e.g., preparers did not follow required CDFG protocols, did not have access to 
all project sites, did not survey during wet years when plants might be observed, etc.).  Because 
the impacts to special status plant species are not quantified through proper surveys, the impacts 
of the limited alternatives investigated cannot be compared.  
 
The standards used in the RDEIR/SDEIS for evaluating the level of impact on sensitive plant 
communities under CEQA and NEPA are not clear.  For example, the RDEIR/SDEIS indicates 
that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station – West could impact 18.59 acres of lands that might 
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support sensitive plant communities (these lands were not surveyed).  The RDEIR/SDEIS then 
states, “Due to the limited nature of these impacts, the [alternative] would result in only a slight 
change to existing biological conditions and little to no regional effects” (p. 3.7-154).  The 
RDEIR/SDEIS does not provide any logic by which the conclusion that loss of 18.59 acres of 
sensitive habitat would not be a significant impact under CEQA and NEPA except to assert that 
it would be “limited” and to compare it to the region.  This assertion is arbitrary, inconsistent, 
and without precedent.  The revised EIR/EIS should actually analyze the impacts on sensitive 
plant communities that the current document dismisses as minor or “limited.”  At the very least, 
an adequate EIR/EIS must explain, based on facts and analysis presented in the document, why 
the Authority reaches the conclusion that there would be “limited” impacts.    
 
3.2.1 Alkali Desert Scrub 

The assessment of impacts suggests that there can be “temporary” impacts to alkali desert scrub 
(Table 3.7-6).  The available evidence, however, does not support that such habitats can be 
restored.  In this regard, alkali desert scrub is similar to vernal pools, for which the 
RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges impacts are never temporary, precisely because vernal pool 
hydrology and plant communities are essentially impossible to restore (p. 3.7-13).  It is similarly 
difficult to restore scrub habitats to their previous biological diversity, especially since 
disturbance and construction activities promote the invasion of exotic insects such as Argentine 
Ants and earwigs (Longcore 2003).  Any contemplated dust control measures (e.g., wetting soil, 
etc.) will create ideal conditions for the invasion of exotic arthropods into sensitive habitat such 
as alkali desert scrub.  The adverse effect of Argentine Ants on native arthropods is well 
documented, with numerous studies reporting a decrease in arthropod diversity as Argentine Ant 
abundance increases (Cole et al. 1992; Erickson 1971; Holway 1998a; Human & Gordon 1996, 
1997; Kennedy 1998).  The project will promote the expansion of Argentine Ants by providing 
two conditions that increase invasion: a water source from dust control and other construction 
activities (Holway 1998b; Human et al. 1998), and increased disturbance (Human et al. 1998).  
More argentine Ants results in lower native arthropod diversity and has adverse consequences 
for native reptiles (Suarez et al. 2000) and the seed dispersal of native plants (Christian 2001).  
Argentine Ants invade far beyond the water sources and into surrounding undisturbed habitats, 
with increased abundance documented to a distance of up to 650 ft (Suarez et al. 1998).  Suarez 
et al. show that Coast Horned Lizards (Phrynosoma coronatum), which are characteristic species 
of alkali desert scrub (p. 3.7-18) prefer native ants (Pogonomyrmex and Messor spp.) as their 
food source and suffer when invading Argentine Ants eliminate these native ant species (Suarez 
et al. 2000).  
 
Since the RDEIR/SDEIS has not provided any evidence that alkali desert scrub can be restored 
to a pre-disturbance condition, any impacts to this habitat type should be considered permanent.  
Some alkali desert scrub has been enhanced as mitigation for sensitive species of the San Joaquin 
Valley, but effectiveness of this measure has not been documented.   

3.3 Wildlife Movement Corridors 

The assessment of impacts to wildlife movement corridors is flawed from the start because 
empirical data about wildlife movement were not collected in a manner necessary to identify 
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where and how wildlife currently moves across the project area (see discussion above).  The 
methodology does not take into account fragmentation at the local scale for wildlife populations 
from introducing what for many species will be an impermeable barrier.  The large-scale 
movement areas that the RDEIR/SDEIS analyzes are certainly important on a regional level, but 
so is the fragmentation of species home ranges along the entire route.  Therefore wildlife 
movement impacts and mitigation measures should not be limited to those areas identified in the 
various large-scale plans referenced.   
 
As summarized by the California Department of Fish and Game in a previous letter to the 
Authority: 
 

[T]he single biggest biological impact potentially arising from construction of the HST is 
the impact on regional movements of wildlife and connections between habitats. The 
HST has the potential to disrupt wildlife passages that are already hindered with existing 
obstacles, create long stretches of impediments, and further narrow areas of low or 
compromised permeability, which are already threatening the continued viability of many 
species. Construction of access controlled rail lines may create barriers to the movement 
of wildlife, thereby cutting them off from important food, shelter, or breeding areas. As 
the Department has stated in its numerous comment letters referenced above, the isolation 
of sub-populations limits the exchange of genetic materials and puts populations at risk of 
local extinctions through genetic and environmental factors. Barriers can prevent the re-
colonization of suitable habitats following local extirpations, ultimately putting the 
species at risk of extinction. 

 
Furthermore, the Authority’s analysis seems to be inexplicably concentrated only on mammals, 
and in particular San Joaquin Kit Fox.  But it is not only mammals that need connectivity.  For 
example, invertebrate populations will be fragmented by the route, since small, terricolous 
species will not traverse larger barriers like a rail line (Mader et al. 1990).  For example, carabid 
beetles may cross a narrow road, but not a wider road (Mader 1984).  For any number of smaller 
organisms, the HST will present a complete landscape barrier (Forman 1995). 
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS makes the claim that construction impacts from the project will be “small 
and non-linear” so wildlife should be able to move around the construction site (p. 3.7-93).  This 
blanket assertion cannot be made without a site-level detailed analysis, which is lacking in the 
RDEIR/SDEIS.  Furthermore, this assertion does not take into account the presence of night 
lighting at the construction site, which can impede wildlife movement (Beier 1995; Beier 2006).  
Most construction sites have lighting at night for security reasons, and if such lighting will not be 
used for the proposed project, this should be specified in the RDEIR/SDEIS.  To be adequate, a 
revised RDEIR/SDEIS must analyze these impacts and then give the public the opportunity to 
review and comment. 
 
The overall approach to assessing impacts on wildlife movement is flawed because it treats all 
animals as behaving identically.  While the term “wildlife movement” makes sense intuitively, it 
does not have any real biological meaning without specifying which species or groups of animals 
are being considered.  The assumption in the document seems to be that San Joaquin Kit Fox is 
the target species for wildlife movement (see BA, p. 3-12).  Elevated tracks are proposed to 
reduce impediments to “wildlife movement,” ignoring that elevated tracks could pose a greater 
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impediment to certain sensitive bird species such as sandhill cranes, which are very susceptible 
to collisions with obstacles in their flight paths (Brown & Drewien 1995; Morkill & Anderson 
1991; Windingstad 1988).  This is a result of the failure to consider connectivity for species other 
than kit fox.  Connectivity for wildlife is not a uniform parameter; it varies by species and 
consequently any assessment of the impacts to wildlife must also consider the different 
requirements for all species of concern.   
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS does not contain a statement of what might constitute a barrier or be needed 
to maintain connectivity for each of the sensitive species.  This is essential information to 
conduct the analysis that would determine whether there are significant impacts to each of these 
species.  Such information is conspicuously missing for American Badger, Ringtail, Blunt-nosed 
Leopard Lizard, and California Tiger Salamander, all of which species are likely to be impacted 
by the project as currently proposed.   
 
The wildlife corridor impact analysis also falsely claims that the proposed noise barriers would 
have no additional impact on wildlife permeability because they would be in urban areas.  San 
Joaquin Kit Fox thrives in some urban areas (Cypher 2010) and therefore connectivity for this 
species could be adversely impacted by noise barriers. 
 
3.4 Night Lighting 

The RDEIR/SDEIS does not adequately describe the impacts that would result from artificial 
night lighting nor does it mitigate those impacts.  In addition to stations, the project description 
reveals that maintenance areas would be illuminated at night: “Typically, exterior lights would 
be mounted on tall masts, towers, or poles and illuminate the area with sodium- or mercury- 
vapor light” (BA, p. 2-58).  The project would also include intermittent lighting from the lengthy 
period of construction (p. 3.16-65).  The mitigations for these impacts are only that lights would 
be shielded, with no reference to the many other ways in which lighting impacts might be 
reduced (p. 3.16-140).  
 
Artificial night lighting has adverse impacts on wildlife, which have been documented at length 
(see, for example, Eisenbeis & Hänel 2009; Kempenaers et al. 2010; Longcore & Rich 2004; 
Perry et al. 2008; Rich & Longcore 2006).  These impacts include disruptions of foraging and 
reproductive behavior, altered circadian rhythms, disrupted predator-prey dynamics, and direct 
mortality.  In particular, lights can increase predation risk for small animals such as kangaroo 
rats, by giving predators a visual advantage (Longcore & Rich 2004). 
 
It is surprising that the project description suggests the use of high-pressure mercury vapor 
lights.  These lights are known to produce ultraviolet light, which causes insect attraction far 
more than light in the visible spectrum (Eisenbeis 2006; Eisenbeis & Hassel 2000; Frank 2006), 
and significant amounts of blue light, which is the most physiologically active wavelength 
(Falchi et al. 2011; Pauley 2004).  In short, the RDEIR/SDEIS is woefully deficient in its failure 
to discuss and analyze issues related to night lighting.  A revised RDEIR/SDEIS must be 
prepared that fully discusses these impacts and is recirculated for public review and comment. 
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3.5 Noise 

The RDEIR/SDEIS sets a threshold of significance for noise impacts as, “Potential indirect 
impacts, both temporary and permanent, from excessive noise that elicits a negative response and 
avoidance behavior” (p. 3.7-15).  Later, the biological assessment establishes 100 dBA SEL 
(Sound Exposure Level) as the threshold for noise impacts (p. 3.7-155).  This number is cited 
back to a 2005 Federal Railroad Administration report on noise and vibration impacts from high-
speed trains (p. 3.4-9).  It bears noting that the 2005 FRA report was not peer reviewed and none 
of the conclusions therein are published in the peer-reviewed scientific literature.  As illustrated 
below, the 100 dBA SEL impact threshold has no basis in science and will radically 
underestimate the noise, vibration, and startle impacts from the proposed project.   
 
The 2005 FRA report is flawed on many levels and does not represent the best available 
scientific information (it is not peer-reviewed and is out-of-date).   
 
First, it adopts the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) only as a measurement for wildlife impacts.  
SEL is a cumulative noise exposure from a single event, as if all of the noise from the event were 
compressed into a 1-second interval.  Most research on wildlife disturbance from noise reports 
sound levels as Lmax (the maximum noise level during an event) or as Leq (equivalent sound over 
a specified time period of an hour or a day).  Either SEL or Lmax might be used to assess acute 
impacts from noise events (e.g., startle, flight), but it cannot be used to assess the known chronic 
impacts of elevated noise levels on wildlife.  A longer-term measurement such as the 24 h Leq is 
needed in addition to a measurement for acute disturbance. 

Second, the 2005 FRA report uses A-weighted decibels, which weight the sound in a manner that 
matches human hearing, even though different species have hearing that is more or less 
responsive in different parts of the spectrum (low or high frequencies).  Current science supports 
analysis that takes into account differences in animal hearing (Bowles & Pater 2000; Pater et al. 
2009). 
 
Third, the 2005 FRA report does not contain a scientific basis for setting 100 dBA SEL as the 
impact threshold for both domestic and wild birds and mammals.  The entire bibliography 
presented to support this threshold was five technical reports on airplane overflights, the most 
recent of which was published in 2002.  The FRA (2005) did not consider any of the extensive 
literature on the effects of chronic noise on wildlife that was available at the time (e.g, Forman & 
Deblinger 2000; Peris & Pescador 2004; Reijnen & Foppen 1994; Reijnen et al. 1996; Reijnen et 
al. 1997).  In fact, nowhere in the FRA report does it state on what basis exactly the 100 dBA 
SEL impact threshold was determined.   
 
Fourth, the scientific literature on the effects of noise on wildlife has grown substantially since 
the 2005 FRA report and the current RDEIR/SDEIS must consider this new literature.  This 
literature contradicts the 2005 FRA statement that “long-term effects [on wildlife] continue to be 
a matter of speculation” (p. A-22), with, for example, researchers finding significant decrease in 
abundance of a sensitive bird species in response to an experiment replicating noise from gas 
drilling and extraction (Blickley et al. 2012).  Other researchers have similarly confirmed 
impacts from chronically elevated noise levels (Barber et al. 2010).  The impacts go far beyond 
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those recognized by the FRA (and by extension those considered in the RDEIR/SDEIS) to 
include disruption of a variety of species, including breeding birds (Bayne et al. 2008; Francis et 
al. 2009; Halfwerk et al. 2011), mammals (Benítez-López et al. 2010), and amphibians 
(Eigenbrod et al. 2009).  Many reviews (Barber et al. 2010; Patricelli & Blickley 2006; 
Slabbekoorn & Ripmeester 2008; Warren et al. 2006) were available to the Authority that might 
have been consulted to include this information in the RDEIR/SDEIS.  
 
Researchers have moved beyond the approach cited by the 2005 FRA report, which is that 
impacts occur when an animal exhibits an acute response, such as taking flight (Barber et al. 
2011), to assessing impacts from chronic exposure as well.  But even for the acute responses, the 
2005 FRA report and RDEIR/SDEIS have out-of-date information.  The thresholds for acute 
responses from airplane overflights (which are similar to a train going by at 220 mph) range from 
75–133 dBA for ungulates (Efroymson & Suter 2001), which are the frequent subject of acute 
noise studies.  The more relevant number is the effect distance for disturbances such as roads and 
indeed a high-speed train.  Because few experiments have been done with high-speed trains, we 
have to look at the literature from roads to give a sense of how wildlife will respond to the noise 
from the high-speed train.   

As a start, an adequate analysis would consider the acute impacts, which could be estimated from 
the SEL or Lmax values from the train.  The RDEIR/SDEIS comes to the conclusion that no 
wildlife would be disturbed more than 100 ft from the train, which is where it calculates where 
the 100 dBA SEL threshold would be met.  This 100-ft effect distance is scientifically 
indefensible.  Meta-analysis of road disturbance shows effect distances from roads of 1 km 
(3,280 ft) for birds and 5 km (16,404 ft) for mammals (Benítez-López et al. 2010).  For acute 
effects from airplane overflights, the distances reported from the literature include 340 m (1,115 
ft) for raptors, 15 km (49,212 ft) for waterfowl, and 420 m (1,378 ft) for ungulates (Efroymson & 
Suter 2001).  A high-speed train would have a somewhat lesser effect than an aircraft, but its 
noise impacts will extend at least an order of magnitude farther than the 100 ft suggested by the 
RDEIR/SDEIS. 

Road noise, which is several orders of magnitude quieter than aircraft noise, has been 
documented to exert an adverse impact on breeding birds.  Of 45 bird species investigated in 
woodlands in The Netherlands, 33 showed significantly depressed breeding density in response 
to increased noise levels near roads.  All species in the small passerine families Sylviidae, 
Fringillidae, and Emberizidae were affected by noise (Reijnen et al. 1997).  Empirical 
measurement of the threshold value triggering decreased density in woodlands shows that for all 
bird species combined the threshold value is 42–52 dB(A), with individual species exhibiting 
thresholds as low as 36 dB(A) and as high as 58 dB(A) (Reijnen & Foppen 1995; Reijnen et al. 
1996; Reijnen et al. 1995; Reijnen et al. 1997).  Furthermore, years with overall low population 
densities showed lower threshold levels.  Similar research has been conducted for grasslands.  
Overall, this research shows that breeding bird habitat is degraded at noise levels as low as 36 
dB(A) (Reijnen et al. 1996; Reijnen et al. 1997). 

Mammals are likewise vulnerable to impacts from chronic noise (Manci et al. 1988): 
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Only a few studies of the physiological effects of noise on rodents have involved wild 
animals. A field study by Chesser et al. (1975) involved two populations of house mice 
near the end of a runway at Memphis International Airport. Adult mice also were 
collected from a rural field 2.0 km from the airport field. Background noise levels at both 
fields were 80–85 dB. Noise levels of incoming and outgoing aircraft at the airport field 
averaged 110 dB, with the highest reading reaching 120 dB. Total body weights and 
adrenal gland weights of mice from the fields were measured. Additional mice were 
captured from the rural field, placed in the laboratory, and exposed to 1 minute of 105-dB 
recorded jet aircraft noise every 6 minutes to determine if noise was the causative factor. 
Control mice were not subjected to noise. After 2 weeks, the adrenals were removed and 
weighed. Adrenal gland weights of male and female mice from the airport field were 
significantly greater than those of mice from the rural field. The noise-exposed mice in 
the laboratory study had significantly greater adrenal gland weights than the control mice. 
After ruling out stress factors, such as population density, Chesser et al. (1975) concluded 
that noise was the dominant stressful factor causing the adrenal weight differences 
between the two feral populations. 

Chronic noise, even at low levels, is associated with elevated stress hormone levels, higher blood 
pressure, faster heart rates, and other physiological effects (Manci et al. 1988).  As a result, birds, 
mammals, and other vertebrates may show anatomical differences indicative of stress (e.g., 
smaller body size, enlarged adrenal glands) from prolonged exposure to noise. 
 
Impacts to wildlife from chronic noise exposure from the proposed project are not assessed in the 
RDEIR/SDEIS even though chronic noise exposure levels (24 h Leq estimates) were calculated 
for impacts to humans.  This is a gross oversight. 

Neither the FRA nor the RDEIR/SDEIS adequately take into account the auditory capabilities of 
reptiles and their susceptibility to disturbance.  Although vision is generally more important for 
arid-land reptiles, some species are sensitive to sound.  A close relative of the Blunt-nosed 
Leopard Lizard (in the same genus) is known to be sensitive to sound, and in fact exhibits a high 
sensitivity at lower frequencies (300–700 Hz) (Manley 1970; Wever et al. 1966).  Leopard 
lizards are also known to vocalize in the range of 2,000–3,000 Hz, apparently as a defense 
against predators (Crowley & Pietruszka 1983).  Assessment of impacts to such species requires 
analysis that takes into account the auditory sensitivity of the species as described by Wever et 
al. (1966).  The current analysis essentially applies the standards developed for startling of 
ungulates in response to aircraft overflights to the chronic exposure of a reptile species to noise 
and vibrations to which it is sensitive.  There is simply no scientific logic to support the implicit 
conclusion in the RDEIR/SDEIS that lizards will behave like elk (ungulates) in response to 
noise.  
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS fails to provide a spatially explicit sound analysis that would allow for an 
actual assessment of the impacts of noise and vibration from the train.  The Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report claims that, “generalized [noise] contours were developed and analyzed with 
respect to existing electronic land use maps along the project alignment” (p. 6-2), but does not 
describe how these contours were developed or whether they incorporated a three-dimensional 
model of the affected environment.  In any case, the maps of these noise contours were not 
provided to the public so they cannot be used to assess impacts to wildlife.  

BO054-19

October 16, 2012 
Page 19 of 51 
 
 
Well-established technology allows for production of a map that shows sound level contours 
throughout a project site, and allows comparison of pre- and post-development sound levels.  A 
professional sound engineer employing commercially available, widely used sound level 
prediction software that takes into account site topography, building shape and size, and location 
of noise sources could perform this analysis.  Several software packages are available, including 
NoiseMap (http://www.noisemap.ltd.uk/), CadnaA (http://www.datakustik.com/), LimA 
(http://www.softnoise.com/), and SoundPLAN (http://www.soundplan.eu/), all of which 
incorporate three-dimensional georeferenced site plans with automated sound propagation 
calculations to produce maps of sound levels (Figure 1).   
 

 
Figure 1.  Sample map of noise levels from multiple sources, calculated from three-dimensional 
topographic and building data, multiple sound generation sources, and sound propagation laws by 
the software package CadnaA. 

Computer-aided analysis is the current standard necessary to perform an adequate assessment of 
noise impacts from a project of this magnitude, and is especially necessary for the current project 
for three important reasons.  First, compliance with the quantified noise standards requires an 
analysis that considers all noise sources, including their cumulative effects.  The RDEIR/SDEIS 
does not allow for analysis of the cumulative impacts of multiple sound sources.  Second, the 
project will drastically alter noise levels in sensitive wildlife habitat.  Third, the current report is 
incomplete because it fails to provide maps of the pre- and post-development sound levels across 
the entire site and in adjacent sensitive receptor areas, including wildlife habitat.  In conclusion, 
the level of specificity in the RDEIR/SDEIS is not sufficient to inform decisionmakers and the 
public about the project. 
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Figure 2.  Example of spatially explicit noise analysis (of the baseline condition) characteristic of a 
project-level environmental impact report (prepared for the proposed NFL football stadium in the 
City of Industry before that project was exempted from CEQA review by legislative action).  No 
similar maps are provided for the HST project. 

 
3.6 Rodent Control Measures 

The RDEIR/SDEIS biological assessment does not adequately describe either the proposed 
rodent control program (see p. 3.7-55) or the impacts of such a program.  The RDEIR/SDEIS 
acknowledges that chemical rodenticides will be used, but the likely extent of such poisoning 
programs is not disclosed and the needs of farmers of adjacent agricultural lands to keep the train 
right-of-way rodent-free to prevent damage to their crops do not appear to have been 
contemplated.  So the RDEIR/SDEIS does not adequately describe the extent of the rodent 
control programs and is dramatically underestimating the severity of its impacts.  Rodent control 
must be considered as a direct impact to native species that are a target of such programs and on 
non-target species, which include impacts through reduction of prey populations (mentioned only 
in passing in the RDEIR/SDEIS, p. 3.7-55) and through poisoning of predators and scavengers.  
This will include impacts to raptors (Albert et al. 2010) and a wide range of mammals (Albert et 
al. 2010; Riley et al. 2007; Stone et al. 1999; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2008; Uzal 
et al. 2007; Way et al. 2006), including San Joaquin Kit Fox (Vulpes macrotis; Cypher 2010).  
Indirect impacts from control of ground squirrels on other species must be considered as well 
(e.g., Burrowing Owls use burrows constructed by ground squirrels). 
 
A study tracking coyote and bobcat populations in an urban interface zone found that 
anticoagulant rodenticide was the second leading cause of death for all coyotes after deaths from 
vehicle collisions, and the leading cause of death for juveniles (Sauvajot et al. 1998).  Research 
from agricultural regions also shows lower badger (Taxidea taxus) density in areas with intensive 
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rodent poisoning programs (Proulx & MacKenzie 2012) so badgers should also be considered as 
impacted by any chemical-based rodent control program.  
 
Use of persistent second-generation anticoagulant rodenticides has significant and widespread 
impacts on predators and scavengers (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2008), so the type 
and nature of the proposed rodent control program must be fully disclosed, analyzed, and 
mitigated.  
 
3.7 Collision Risk 

The RDEIR/SDEIS does not adequately assess the risk of birds colliding with the power lines, 
overhead structures, and fences associated with the proposed project.  First of all, the project 
description does not contain any details about the power line infrastructure that will be necessary 
to energize the train system.  This infrastructure is an integral part of the project and should be 
described and evaluated for environmental impacts along with the rest of the infrastructure.  
Assessment of the impacts of this infrastructure is especially important because birds, including 
many of the sensitive bird species found on or near the alignments, are known to collide with 
power lines and other linear structures such as fences (Allen & Ramirez 1990).  Guidance for 
identifying and mitigating impacts from collisions is available (APLIC 1994), but the 
RDEIR/SDEIS neither describes this integral infrastructure nor acknowledges its impacts.  
Collisions with the overhead power delivery system and even the fences associated with the 
proposed project are also likely.   
 
Avian collisions with power lines can be reduced through tower design and siting decisions, but 
such collisions cannot be eliminated (Alonso et al. 1994; Brown & Drewien 1995; Janss & Ferrer 
1998).  Even a single tower can kill many birds in a single night under adverse conditions, as was 
shown by a 100-ft unlighted communication tower on a ridge in West Virginia that killed 75 
birds in a single night (Wylie 1977).  This type of blind collision can occur during the day as 
well (Bevanger 1998; Emerson 1904; Janss 2000).  Avian collisions will continue to occur with 
power lines, even after following all possible mitigation measures currently available.  For this 
reason, site planning is critically important to minimize impacts of new power line routes.  As 
summarized by Janss (2000), “Because mitigation measures only reduce collision mortality, but 
do not solve it, adequate route planning of power lines is especially important.”  

The RDEIR/SDEIS contains no assessment of the collision risk posed to sensitive species, even 
for groups of species known to be particularly vulnerable.  Ornithologists have identified 
characteristics that make certain bird species especially vulnerable to collisions (Bevanger 1994, 
1998; Janss 2000; Savereno et al. 1996).  Rails, coots, and cranes (Gruiformes) are the birds most 
frequently recorded killed at power lines (Bevanger 1998).  Other groups at risk include other 
waterbirds and diving birds, such as ducks (Anseriformes) and loons (Gaviformes), which also 
have high “wing loading,” which means that their wings are small relative to their weight 
(Bevanger 1998).  These species are unable to maneuver to avoid power lines, especially in low 
visibility conditions.  Many shorebirds (Scolopacidae) are collision victims, partially because 
they encounter many lines in their long migratory routes (Bevanger 1998).  Aerial predators, 
such as swifts, many raptors, and even gulls, are at risk because they spend so much time in 
flight that they have an increased probability of colliding with wires compared with other species 
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that fly less (Bevanger 1998; Janss 2000). 

Collision mortality is of particular concern for species that are in decline (Bevanger 1998; Janss 
2000).  For those bird species identified as sensitive in the RDEIR/SDEIS, many fall into groups 
that are susceptible to collision with power lines.  These include the raptors (Cooper’s Hawk, 
Golden Eagle, White-tailed Kite, Peregrine Falcon, Short-eared Owl, Swainson’s Hawk, 
Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Prairie Falcon, Bald Eagle), Redhead, Greater and Lesser 
Sandhill Crane, Mountain Plover, Black Tern, Fulvous Whistling-Duck, Long-billed Curlew, and 
Least Bittern.  A subset of these species has been recorded being killed in collisions with barbed-
wire fences, including Sandhill Crane, Golden Eagle, and Short-eared Owl (Allen & Ramirez 
1990), so collision with the taller HST infrastructure can be expected, especially in the dense tule 
fog characteristic of the San Joaquin Valley. 
 
Collision with power lines is the principal cause of death for Greater Sandhill Cranes in 
California (California Department of Fish and Game 1994).  Collisions occur during migration 
and when birds encounter power lines that are located in feeding areas (Krapu et al. 1984; 
Windingstad 1988).  The proposed project would bisect Sandhill Crane wintering habitat, 
regardless of which route is taken through Allensworth, with eBird records showing Sandhill 
Cranes foraging on either side of the proposed route.  Addition of the HST will inevitably result 
in direct mortality of Sandhill Cranes, which are found within the project area.  In short, the 
RDEIR/SDEIS is totally deficient in this area of required analysis. 
 
4 RDEIR/SDEIS Lacks Information to Support Conclusions About Mitigation 

Effectiveness 

The proposed mitigation measures contained in the RDEIR/SDEIS, as discussed below, are 
totally unspecific and inadequate.  To be effective, a mitigation measure must be tailored 
specifically to reduce an identified adverse impact.  In virtually every case, the so-called 
mitigation measures outlined in the RDEIR/SDEIS are highly general, not based on any 
identified performance standard, and are not tied, directly, to the identified adverse impact that 
they are supposed to help reduce or eliminate.  
 
Bio-MM#1.  Designate Project Biologist(s), Contractor’s Biologist(s), and Project Biological 
Monitor(s).  
 
This mitigation measure is not sufficiently tied to any particular outcome as to be considered 
effective mitigation for anything. 
 
Bio-MM#2.  Regulatory Agency Access.  
 
This should be done anyway and is not a mitigation measure for any impact. 
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Bio-MM#3.  Prepare and Implement a Worker Environmental Awareness Program.  
 
It is the contractor’s responsibility to comply with mitigation measures even without such a 
measure, so this mitigation measure should not be considered to provide additional reduction of 
impacts beyond that specified in the other mitigation measures themselves.  
 
Bio-MM#4.  Prepare and Implement a Weed Control Plan. 
 
If reducing the impact of weeds introduced and promoted by the project is the goal, the 
mitigation measure must contain some level of detail to measure its effectiveness.  What 
performance criteria will the plan have?  Without any measurable and enforceable performance 
criteria, this mitigation measure cannot be relied upon to have any effect whatsoever on the level 
of impacts. 
 
Bio-MM#5.  Prepare and Implement a Biological Resources Management Plan.  
 
This biological resources plan should, in large part, be presented as part of the RDEIR/SDEIS.  
To put off the essential elements of the mitigation strategy, e.g., where and how impacts will be 
mitigated, is impermissible in the environmental review process.  The mitigation measures must 
be explained in the RDEIR/SDEIS in sufficient detail for the public to be able to conclude 
whether they might be effective.  The promise of a plan to be written in the future does not fulfill 
this obligation. 

Bio-MM#6.  Prepare and Implement a Restoration and Revegetation Plan. 
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS cannot leave all of the details of a restoration and revegetation plan to be 
done “later.”  The document must at a minimum identify the locations and types of restoration to 
be implemented, the general approach, and the performance criteria for success of the 
restorations.  This is critically important, because the RDEIR/SDEIS essentially and wrongly 
asserts that restored habitats, such as coastal sage scrub, are equal in value to natural habitats.  
Specifically, the RDEIR/SDEIS states, with regard to temporary impacts, “Subsequent 
mitigation would restore the land to an appropriate previous state” (p. 3.7-43).  Also, “adjacent 
vegetation requiring removal to accommodate construction operations (i.e., access and laydown 
area) would be restored after construction activities are completed” (p. 3.7-73).  This logic 
provides the underpinning for the whole concept of “temporary impacts” in RDEIR/SDEIS. 

This assumption that sensitive habitats can be restored to their previous state is not supported by 
the scientific literature (see Longcore 2003).  Ecological restoration is difficult at best and many 
projects fail for many reasons in recreating whole communities (not just habitat for single target 
species) (Longcore et al. 2000).  Research from coastal sage scrub showed that in the case of 
three restoration projects, native arthropod diversity was significantly lower at restoration sites 
(even up to 10 years old) than at comparable reference sites (Longcore 2003).  Arthropods are 
important to mitigation because they are excellent indicators of habitat quality, they constitute a 
significant proportion of site biodiversity, and they play a range of ecological roles as prey, 
predators, decomposers, and herbivores (Bolger et al. 2000; Kremen 1992; Longcore 2003; 
McGeoch 1998).  Another study using arthropods to evaluate restored riparian woodland in 
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California found significantly lower numbers of predaceous and parasitic arthropods at restored 
sites (Williams 1993, 1997).  While revegetation projects can be implemented that are successful 
in providing habitat for some bird species (Farley et al. 1994; Kus 1998), the overall biodiversity 
of the created habitat is generally far lower than native habitats and does not serve to mitigate the 
loss of sensitive vegetation.  It is therefore appropriate to mitigate temporary habitat losses at 
greater than a 1:1 ratio because the quality of the resulting “restored” habitat is invariably lower 
than native habitat. 

Restoration is also an ineffective method to mitigate for wetland losses.  For example, in an 
analysis of the hydrology, biogeochemistry, and biology of 256 acres of riparian mitigation in 
Orange County, it was found that none of the sites met minimal levels of wetland functions 
(Sudol & Ambrose 2002).  A separate review of wetland mitigation projects in California found 
that even though permittees generally followed their permit conditions, the resulting wetlands are 
not similar to natural wetlands (Ambrose et al. 2006).  This means that from the standpoint of 
environmental assessment it is inappropriate to rely on the mitigation plans approved by the 
resource agencies to ensure that restoration projects provide similar functions, values, and 
species diversity as the natural habitats they replace. 

Desert ecosystems are especially hard to restore because of the low rate of vegetative growth.  
Desert soils are often dominated by cryptobiotic crusts that are made of mosses, cyanobacteria, 
fungi, blue-green algae, and bacteria (Belnap 1993; St. Clair & Johansen 1993).  Once disturbed, 
these crusts are exceedingly difficult to restore (Bowker 2007).  Natural rates of regeneration are 
slow and even with restoration efforts recovery of disturbed sites may take decades to hundreds 
of years (Belnap 1993; Bowker 2007).  These crusts are important because they provide nutrients 
to plants (Harper & Pendleton 1993) and reduce soil erosion (Belnap & Gardner 1993), and they 
may inhibit the spread of invasive exotic plant species (Mattoni et al. 1997).  Because of the slow 
growth of plants and the difficulty of restoring soil crust communities, scientists consider that for 
desert ecosystem restoration, “the probability for long-term success is low to moderate” (Lovich 
& Bainbridge 1999). 
 
It is therefore insufficient to simply assert that restoration and revegetation will occur without 
providing the information necessary to evaluate whether the performance criteria set by the 
restoration/revegetation plan will be effective in mitigating the impacts to sensitive species and 
habitats. 
 
Bio-MM#7.  Delineate Environmentally Sensitive Areas and Environmentally Restricted 
Areas (on plans and in-field). 
 
This is not a mitigation measure, because those areas that would be avoided are not included in 
the tally of impacts for the project.  The benefits of this measure are already assumed in the 
impact analysis itself.  
 
Bio-MM#8.  Wildlife Exclusion Fencing. 
 
This measure will not be effective in keeping sensitive species outside of the construction zone.  
It is essentially impossible to keep species like Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard and California Tiger 
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Salamander excluded from an area with a fence.  The RDEIR/SDEIS provides no evidence that 
the proposed fence is a proven technique that can be effective.  In a similar situation, a landfill 
operator proposed to construct a fence to keep endangered Arroyo Toads out of operations areas 
and off of roads where they could be killed.  Experts commenting on that project noted that there 
was no practical way to install and maintain a fence of this size and magnitude because 
zoogeomorphologic forces (e.g., burrowing mammals) would quickly compromise the integrity 
of the fence.  UC Santa Barbara Professor Samuel Sweet wrote a letter to the lead agency 
(County of San Diego) and offered this expert comment: 

Exclusion fencing has never been documented to be effective in keeping arroyo toads out 
of a large area; it cannot be installed or maintained in a manner that will exclude toads, 
especially when the fences are to cross flowing streams. Toads will bypass such a fence by 
using the stream channel, and the integrity of the fence will be impossible to maintain 
against runoff events (Dr. Sam Sweet, UC Santa Barbara, Letter to County of San Diego 
Department of Planning and Land Use, March 28, 1999). 

There is no reason to believe that the wildlife fencing proposed in the RDEIR/SDEIS will be any 
more effective.  In short, such a fence may reduce wildlife access to the construction sites but it 
cannot be relied upon to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  

Bio-MM#9.  Equipment Staging Areas. 
Bio-MM#10.  Mono-Filament Netting. 
Bio-MM#11.  Vehicle Traffic. 
 
These are not mitigation measures, but elements of the project description that are implicit in the 
analysis.  If equipment were to be staged on sensitive habitats or the contractor were to drive off-
road at the construction sites, those impacts would need to be included in the impact analysis.  
There is no additional mitigation benefit derived from not doing something that the analysis has 
already assumed will not be done. 
 
Bio-MM#12.  Entrapment Prevention. 
 
Conceivably this could be seen as a mitigation measure, but it should probably be included in the 
project description as a best management practice. 
 
Bio-MM#13.  Work Stoppage. 
 
The contractor would need to stop work if special status species were in the work area to avoid 
violating various laws anyway, so it cannot be seen as a mitigation measure. 
 
Bio-MM#14.  “Take” Notification and Reporting. 
 
This is simply following the law, and confers no mitigation benefit relative to any impact on 
biological resources. 
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Bio-MM#15.  Post-Construction Compliance Reports. 
 
Again, a mitigation monitoring report is required under state law for CEQA, so this would be 
done anyway, and it should not be listed as a mitigation measure. 
 
Bio-MM#16.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Special-Status Plant Species and 
Special-Status Plant Communities. 

Adequate plant surveys following the required protocols should have been done as part of the 
preparation of the RDEIR/SDEIS.  Doing such surveys after the fact is not a mitigation for any 
impacts.  Furthermore the promise to “avoid” sensitive plants confers no additional mitigation 
because the level of impacts on sensitive species should have been assessed already in the 
RDEIR/SDEIS.  The responsibility of the Authority is to have assessed where sensitive plant 
species are and what the impacts on them will be as part of the RDEIR/SDEIS, not to survey for 
them later and then decide whether they can be avoided. 
 
Bio-MM#17.  Prepare and Implement Plan for Salvage, Relocation and/or Propagation of 
Special-Status Plant Species. 

The RDEIR/SDEIS should already include surveys done with the detail necessary to know what 
sensitive plants will be impacted and whether they will need to be salvaged or relocated.  The 
vague promise to “salvage” or “relocate” cannot be assessed for its effectiveness without 
additional detail about each of the plant species that would be affected.  How will plants be 
salvaged that are known to be present but not growing because rainfall levels are too low?  
Which of the sensitive plant species are amenable to relocation (“salvage”)?  What is the known 
success rate of “salvage” for these species?  Many of the details that would be included in the 
salvage and relocation plan, including the performance criteria, should be included in a revised 
RDEIR/SDEIS so that a rational basis is provided to assess whether implementation of the plan 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  Without the plan, no conclusion can be 
drawn about the effectiveness of the mitigation measure. 
 
Bio-MM#18.  Conduct Preconstruction Sampling and Assessment for Vernal Pool 
Fauna. 
 
All vernal pools should already have been surveyed as part of the preparation of the 
RDEIR/SDEIS.  Surveying them before construction does not reduce impacts on them. 
 
Bio-MM#19.  Seasonal Vernal Pool Work Restriction. 
 
Limiting work within 250 ft of vernal pools during the wet season may partially reduce impacts, 
but it would be insufficient to eliminate impacts to such pools.  Work should be limited within 
the watershed of any vernal pool.  If water can drain from a construction area to the pool, the 
pool and its sensitive species can be adversely impacted.  The RDEIR/SDEIS should have 
mapped the watersheds of any vernal pool that construction activities will impact, regardless of 
its distance to the construction site.  
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The mitigation measure does not provide an enforceable set of dates because it provides for 
alternative arrangements to be made with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE).  The CEQA/NEPA process is independent from the subsequent 
compliance with USFWS or USACE restrictions and requires enforceable mitigation measures 
not subject to subsequent alteration without public review and comment.   

Bio-MM#20.  Implement and Monitor Vernal Pool Protection. 

This measure proposes use of “exclusion fencing” to protect vernal pools in temporary impact 
zones.  As discussed above (Bio-MM#8), “exclusion fencing” is ineffective at keeping wildlife 
in or out of areas, particularly for small species.   
 
Bio-MM#21.  Implement Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn 
Beetle. 
 
The surveys for Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle should already have been conducted.  The 
Authority will not be able to obtain the necessary permits from USFWS until such surveys are 
conducted, so the results of those surveys should have been included in the RDEIR/SDEIS.  Part 
of the environmental review process (CEQA/NEPA) is demonstrating compliance with other 
environmental laws, so the results of this permitting process, or at least the protocol-level 
surveys necessary to start such a permitting process, should be provided in the EIR/EIS.   

Bio-MM#22.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Special-Status Reptile and Amphibian 
Species. 
 
Such surveys should already have been done as part of the preparation of the RDEIR/SDEIS.   
 
Bio-MM#23.  Conduct Special-Status Reptile and Amphibian Monitoring, Avoidance, and 
Relocation. 

Relocation of individuals has negligible, if any, benefits to the conservation of sensitive species.  
Relocated individuals may survive but the habitat that supported them will be gone and density 
will equilibrate with the available area and resources.  The degree to which this measure is 
effective in decreasing any identified impact is not established and would be extremely low.  

Bio-MM#24.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for California Tiger Salamander. 
 
Protocol-level surveys for California Tiger Salamander should already have been conducted and 
the results reported as part of preparation of the RDEIR/SDEIS.  
 
Bio-MM#25.  Implement Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Tiger 
Salamander. 
 
See comments above (Bio-MM#8) on fencing effectiveness for small special status species. 
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Bio-MM#26.  Conduct Protocol-Level Surveys for Blunt-Nosed Leopard Lizard. 

Protocol-level surveys for Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard should already have been conducted. 
 
Bio-MM#27.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Blunt-Nosed Leopard Lizard. 
Bio-MM#28.  Blunt-Nosed Leopard Lizard Avoidance. 
 
Although these actions will probably be required by any subsequent permit from USFWS, they 
will not, in the long run, appreciably decrease the impacts of habitat loss for any occupied sites 
in the construction footprint.  Measures to identify and remove endangered species prior to site 
development are frequently required by the Service but have little practical conservation value 
(Longcore et al. 2005), especially if the habitat itself is lost or the relocation is not to a carefully 
chosen recipient site that is both suitable habitat for the species AND not already occupied by it.  
 
Bio-MM#29.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys and Delineate Active Nest Exclusion Areas 
for Other Breeding Birds. 
 
This is required by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
 
Bio-MM#30.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys and Monitoring for Raptors. 
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS describes the creation of a 300-ft buffer for any raptor nests and a 0.5-mile 
buffer for any fully protected species.  These and other geographic restrictions raise a question of 
how the site will be accessed for the purpose of construction.  A revised RDEIR/SDEIS should 
have a construction plan that shows the exclusion areas from various mitigation measures and 
describes the schedule on which the construction would be completed while still avoiding those 
areas restricted by the mitigation measures.  
 
Bio-MM#31.  Raptor Protection on Power Lines. 
 
This is appropriate to avoid violation of the MBTA.  However, the RDEIR/SDEIS does not 
include description of the whole power system necessary for the project in addition to the 
catenary and mast system over the track.  The new power lines necessary to bring electricity to 
the project must also be described, impacts analyzed, and mitigation measures developed for 
significant impacts (see Section 3.7 above). 
 
Bio-MM#32.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Swainson’s Hawks. 
Bio-MM#33.  Swainson’s Hawk Nest Avoidance and Monitoring. 
Bio-MM#34.  Monitor Removal of Nest Trees for Swainson’s Hawks. 
 
The mitigation measures for Swainson’s Hawk consist of things that should already have been 
done (surveys), things already required by law (avoid nests), and a promise to undergo a required 
regulatory process (get an incidental take permit for removal of nests).  The RDEIR/SDEIS does 
not, however, contain an assessment of the level of impact that will be suffered by Swainson’s 
Hawk and a plan to mitigate those impacts that can be reviewed by the public as part of the 
CEQA/NEPA process.  A promise of future compliance with regulations does not illustrate that 
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mitigation for any losses is even feasible or aid in determining the level of impact after 
mitigation. 
 
Bio-MM#35.  Conduct Protocol Surveys for Burrowing Owls. 
Bio-MM#36.  Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization. 
 
It is evident from the eBird data on Burrowing Owls that the proposed project will significantly 
impact a large region occupied by this species, and indeed the survey data provided in the 
RDEIR/SDEIS confirm this fact.  But the mitigation measures proposed in the RDEIR/SDEIS 
fail to meet the standard required for a project-level analysis.  First, protocol-level surveys for 
Burrowing Owls should already have been conducted and the results reported as part of the 
CEQA/NEPA process.  The project proponent and the public have no idea what number of owls 
and burrows would be destroyed by the project.  Without this knowledge it is impossible to 
assess what mitigation measures are needed, let alone whether they would be effective.  Future 
compliance with State regulations does not substitute for analysis of the magnitude of impacts 
and disclosure of the mitigation approach so that the public can comment. 
 
In this instance it is especially important that the number and general location of nesting sites 
along the route is provided, since these sites would influence the dates and locations where work 
can be undertaken.  This information must be incorporated into a master schedule that shows that 
construction of the project and compliance with the various exclusion zones to protect sensitive 
species can actually be achieved on the timeline proposed. 
 
Bio-MM#37.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nelson’s Antelope Squirrel, Tipton 
Kangaroo Rat, Dulzura Pocket Mouse, and Tulare Grasshopper Mouse. 
 
These surveys should already have been conducted and the results reported.  Information about 
the distribution of special status species is central to the process of impact analysis and especially 
in determining whether mitigation of any impacts will be feasible.  
 
Bio-MM#38.  Implement Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Nelson’s Antelope 
Squirrel, Tipton Kangaroo Rat, Dulzura Pocket Mouse, and Tulare Grasshopper Mouse. 
Bio-MM#39.  Implement Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Fresno Kangaroo 
Rat. 
 
These measures involve reliance on exclusion fences.  Exclusion fences for small mammals are 
not effective (see discussion of Bio-MM#8).  It is difficult to create a barrier that is not easily 
undermined by burrowing species or does not contain holes small enough for small mammals to 
enter.  It is not clear how this measure would have any long-term conservation benefits for the 
species, assuming the habitat in question will be destroyed.  Certainly, the RDEIR/SDEIS 
provides no analysis that connects the impacts to these species with the effectiveness of the 
mitigation measures, since the document does not even contain adequate surveys to describe the 
impacts.  
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Bio-MM#40.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Special-Status Bat Species. 
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS should already contain survey results for special status bat species.  And 
unlike the apparent assumption in the RDEIR/SDEIS that destruction of hibernation roosts or 
active nurseries are the only potential impacts to these species, the impact analysis and 
mitigation measures should evaluate the impacts of artificial night lighting on bats from the 
construction phase through to operations (especially the Heavy Maintenance Facilities).  
Research conclusively shows that artificial night lighting can have an adverse impact on the 
foraging behavior of bat species, and exclude certain species from foraging routes or areas 
(Polak et al. 2011; Stone et al. 2009).  Furthermore, one day and one evening is inadequate 
survey time to characterize the bat fauna of any area, especially given that some bat species are 
migratory (Arnett et al. 2008).  The project should contain a mitigation measure to minimize the 
impacts of the project on bat species from use of artificial night lighting. 
 
Bio-MM#41.  Bat Avoidance and Relocation. 
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS should already contain sufficient survey information and project design to be 
able to assess whether bat roosts can be avoided, and if not, provide a detailed plan for their 
eviction.  It is insufficient to point to a future “Bat Roost Relocation Plan” without providing the 
scope, approach, and details of such a plan. 
 
Bio-MM#42.  Bat Exclusion and Deterrence. 
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS provides no explanation of what impacts this measure will mitigate or how 
the scope of the impact relates to the mitigation measure.  
 
Bio-MM#43.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for American Badger and Ringtail. 

The project biological surveys should already have included remotely triggered camera surveys 
for sensitive species of mammals such as American Badger and Ringtail.  Pre-construction 
surveys will be simply too late to establish the impact of the project on landscape connectivity 
for these two sensitive species.  Both species are vulnerable to fragmentation and genetic 
isolation by the project and yet no data about their distribution or movements across the project 
area have been provided in the RDEIR/SDEIS.  For example, juvenile badgers can disperse 50 
km (31 miles) across the landscape (Lindzey 2003).  Lack of survey data on use of the project 
site during dispersal, foraging, or reproduction of these species is a significant failing of the 
document and cannot remedied by pre-construction surveys.  

Bio-MM#44.  American Badger and Ringtail Avoidance. 
 
Both of these species are sensitive to human disturbance and the proposed 50-ft buffer for 
occupied dens and 100-ft buffer around natal dens is insufficient.  Other projects in California 
require a 500-ft buffer around badger dens (AECOM 2012).   
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Bio-MM#45.  Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for San Joaquin Kit Fox. 
 
Protocol-level surveys should already have been conducted for San Joaquin Kit Fox, both for 
habitat use for foraging and reproduction and for dispersal.  Such surveys cannot wait until after 
the project-level environmental review stage. 
 
Bio-MM#46.  Minimize Impacts on San Joaquin Kit Fox. 
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS should describe the USFWS guidance for mitigation to minimize impacts on 
this species, describe the impacts to the species accurately and completely (which it has not yet 
done), and then identify the specific mitigation measures that will be implemented, how they will 
be implemented, and where they will be implemented.  Without such an analysis, it is impossible 
to draw any conclusion about the extent of the impacts, the feasibility of the mitigations, or the 
level of impact after mitigation.  This is especially important with regard to habitat connectivity 
and the alleged effectiveness of the culvert system intended to serve as mitigation for 
fragmentation of the species’ range. 
 
Bio-MM#47.  Restore Temporary Riparian Impacts. 
 
This mitigation measure appears to imply that temporary impacts to riparian habitats can be 
completely offset by revegetation (through the use of “appropriate plants and seed mixes”).  This 
may not be true and performance measures that incorporate all elements of the riparian 
community (including invertebrates) (Williams 1993, 1997) must be used to confirm that native 
diversity is restored at the sites following disturbance or other compensatory mitigation must be 
required to make up for the difference in habitat quality before and after project implementation.  
Simple recovery of the dominant plant species (a usual, but flawed, criterion for restoration) does 
not indicate that the whole biological community has been restored (Longcore 2003). 
 
Bio-MM#48.  Restore Temporary Impacts on Jurisdictional Waters. 

The RDEIR/SDEIS should recognize that impacts to wetlands are never temporary.  
Comprehensive worldwide comparison of constructed and native wetlands shows that 
constructed (i.e., “restored”) wetlands do not provide the same ecosystem services as natural 
wetlands, even after long periods of slow recovery (Moreno-Mateos et al. 2012).  The 
RDEIR/SDEIS cannot therefore make the assumption that temporary impacts to natural wetlands 
will be fully mitigated by “restoration.”  
 
Bio-MM#49.  Monitor Construction Activities within Jurisdictional Waters. 
 
Monitoring construction activities is not a mitigation measure unto itself; this mitigation should 
be incorporated into the mitigation monitoring plan as a means to track compliance with actual 
mitigation measures.  
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Bio-MM#50.  Mitigation and Monitoring of Protected Trees. 
 
This is not a mitigation measure, but rather belongs in the mitigation monitoring plan, with the 
exception of protection of trees during construction.  
 
Bio-MM#51.  Install Wildlife Fencing.  
 
This is not a well-formulated mitigation measure.  First, as already noted, “wildlife movement 
corridors” have not been defined based on any empirical data in the RDEIR/SDEIS.  The 
Authority has very little firsthand information about where wildlife is moving.  Second, the 
measure is vague about what it means by “mammals.”  All mammals?  Small mammals?  
Burrowing mammals?  Third, the idea that mammals are targeted by this measure confirms that 
the Authority believes that no other groups of organisms might use wildlife movement corridors 
and by extension, that connectivity is only a concern for mammals.  Nothing could be further 
from the truth (Forman 1995; Samways 1990). 
 
Bio-MM#52.  Construction in Wildlife Movement Corridors. 
 
It is worthwhile to avoid temporary impacts to any wildlife corridors that are actually 
documented in the project area.  However, the mitigation measure is not sufficiently connected to 
any specific impact to assess its effectiveness.  The specification that night lighting be shielded 
to avoid lights from “spilling” onto wildlife corridors is insufficient to mitigate impacts on 
wildlife usage.  The existence of the lights themselves, shielded or not, is sufficient to influence 
wildlife movement (Beier 1995; Beier 2006).  This phenomenon was illustrated by a radio 
telemetry study of young mountain lions in Orange County (Beier 1995): 
 

All travel in corridors and habitat peninsulas occurred at night. During overnight 
monitoring, the disperser usually avoided artificial lights when in the corridor or 
peninsula. For example, M12 [a juvenile mountain lion] consistently used dark areas as 
he rapidly (<4 hr) traveled the grassy ridge (6.0 X 1.5 km) separating San Juan 
Capistrano from San Clemente (Fig. 1). Also M12 seemed to use light cues when he 
negotiated the tightest part of the Pechanga Corridor; his consistent movements in the 
direction of the darkest horizon caused him to miss the only bridged undercrossing of I-
15. 

Overnight monitoring showed that dispersers especially avoided night-lights in 
conjunction with open terrain. On M12’s initial encounter with a well-lit sand factory and 
adjacent sand pits, he took 2 hours and 4 attempts to select a route that skirted the facility, 
after which he rested on a ridgetop for 2 hours. During 2 nights in the Arroyo Trabuco, 
M8 explored several small side canyons lacking woody vegetation. He followed each 
canyon to the ridgetop, where city lights were visible 300–800 m west. He stopped at 
each canyon ridgetop for 15–60 minutes before returning to the arroyo, without moving 
>100 m into the grasslands west of the ridgeline in view of the city lights. 

Although the current study area does not support mountain lions, this research illustrates that the 
presence of lights alone is sufficient to affect wildlife movement.   
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Bio-MM#53.  Compensate for Impacts on Special-Status Plant Species. 
 
This measure improperly defers the details of the compensatory mitigation program to a later 
date.  The RDEIR/SDEIS does not contain adequate information to determine if the mitigation 
ratio is appropriate (1:1 may or may not be adequate to offset impacts) or feasible (there may not 
be adequate mitigation bank lands or potential restoration sites to implement restoration in the 
same watershed as the impacts).  The term “watershed” is also vague because watersheds are 
nested within each other and the RDEIR/SDEIS gives no guidance what stream order of 
watershed is intended.  

Bio-MM#54.  Compensate for Impacts on Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and Vernal Pool 
Tadpole Shrimp. 
Bio-MM#55.  Implement Conservation Guidelines During Project Operation for Valley 
Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. 
Bio-MM#56.  Compensate for Impacts on California Tiger Salamander. 
Bio-MM#57.  Compensate for Impacts on Blunt-Nosed Leopard Lizard, Tipton Kangaroo 
Rat, and Nelson’s Antelope Squirrel. 
 
These mitigation measures simply promise compliance with the law.  This would have to be 
done anyway.  The RDEIR/SDEIS does not provide adequate details of the impacts or the 
mitigations to be able to assess whether they would be either effective or feasible.  The nature of 
the mitigation programs, the location of mitigation lands, and the mitigation ratios must be 
disclosed to the public for comment as part of the environmental review process.  These 
mitigation measures simply list possible mitigation approaches that might be pursued, which is 
inadequate for the reader to assess whether the standards of CEQA/NEPA will be met. 
 
Bio-MM#58.  Compensate for Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Trees.  
 
This measure promises that 150 acres of natural habitat will be preserved per active nest tree 
removed or abandoned as a result of construction.  The RDEIR/SDEIS does not contain citations 
to sources that would provide support for the assertion that 150 acres would be adequate 
mitigation.  It also does not contain performance criteria or triggers for remediation if the 
mitigation measure does not result in Swainson’s Hawk nesting and reproduction.  The 
mitigation for loss of an active nest should be a new and protected nest site that is occupied.  The 
mitigation measure does not ensure this.  
 
Bio-MM#59.  Compensate for Loss of Burrowing Owl Active Burrows and Habitat. 
 
CEQA and NEPA require disclosure of the magnitude and location of project impacts so that a 
judgment can be made whether mitigation measures are feasible and effective.  The 
RDEIR/SDEIS completely lacks the information necessary to determine if implementing the 
CDFG guidelines for impacts to Burrowing Owl (as specified in this mitigation measure) would 
be feasible and contains no analysis meeting the standard required under CEQA and NEPA that 
those mitigation measures would be effective for the current project.  The RDEIR/SDEIS should 
establish separate, enforceable standards for mitigation for this species that clearly describe 
where Burrowing Owl habitat and burrows will be lost, describe where and how those impacts 
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will be mitigated, and establish triggers for remedial action if the mitigation measures are not 
effective. 
 
Bio-MM#60.  Compensate for Destruction of Natal Dens [San Joaquin Kit Fox]. 
 
This mitigation measure defers all details of the habitat purchase to CDFG and USFWS and fails 
to provide any analysis of how it will effectively offset the described impacts.  In fact, this would 
be impossible without conducting further surveys, since the location of natal dens and the 
associated habitat for San Joaquin Kit Fox is not provided in the RDEIR/SDEIS. 

Bio-MM#61.  Compensate for Permanent Riparian Impacts. 
 
As described above for temporary riparian impacts (Bio-MM#5), the mitigation measure should 
not rely on “restoration” to provide the same habitat functions, values, and diversity as natural 
habitat unless performance criteria are included that extend beyond simple plant establishment.  
The RDEIR/SDEIS provides no rationale for the 2:1 mitigation ratio or any description of where 
the mitigation might be undertaken.  It is also possible that impacts might not be mitigatable, 
such as creating breaks in riparian vegetation at a river crossing structure.  Simply acquiring or 
restoring habitat elsewhere does not mitigate for the fragmentation caused by bridges (Málnás et 
al. 2011). 
 
Bio-MM#62.  Prepare and Implement a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. 

All of the elements of the proposed mitigation and monitoring plan for wetlands should have 
been disclosed and included as part of the RDEIR/SDEIS. 
 
The proposed success criteria for wetlands are insufficient because they do not explicitly include 
measurement of the whole natural community (in addition to plant cover) or performance of the 
biological functions of natural wetlands (Moreno-Mateos et al. 2012).   
 
Furthermore, it is impossible to judge whether the proposed mitigation plan will offset the 
impacts of the project because the plan has not yet been formulated and no analysis explicitly 
connects the project impacts with the features of the mitigation plan in a manner that would 
support any conclusion. 
 
Bio-MM#63.  Compensate for Permanent and Temporary Impacts on Jurisdictional 
Waters. 
 
This measure proposes various compensatory mitigation approaches for impacts to vernal pools 
and other wetlands.  It does not provide any logical connection between the location and quality 
of the habitats to be mitigated and the mitigation ratios proposed.  The mitigation ratios appear to 
be arbitrary, at least as described in the RDEIR/SDEIS.  Nor does it illustrate that sufficient 
locations and/or mitigation bank lands are available to implement the mitigation.   
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Bio-MM#64.  Compensate for Impacts to Protected Trees. 
 
The RDEIR/SDEIS proposes transplanting affected trees.  Transplanting individual trees, such as 
oaks, is an enormous waste of money and not effective (Dagit 2000; Fahselt 2007).  Any 
mitigation for specimen trees should be through planting new trees.  Furthermore, it is unclear 
where the RDEIR/SDEIS complies with SB 1334, the Oak Woodlands Conservation Act, which 
requires mitigation for oak woodlands as a whole community and not just as individual trees.   
 
Bio-MM#65.  Offsite Habitat Restoration, Enhancement, and Preservation. 
 
This appears to be targeted to the implementation of mitigation measures offsite to ensure that 
they do not have adverse impacts on sensitive resources.  Such analysis should be incorporated 
into the design of each of the mitigation measures so that the facts of such instances can be 
understood and analyzed as part of the RDEIR/SDEIS.  This measure is designed to reduce 
impacts that have not been identified from actions that have not been fully described in places 
that have not yet been chosen.  It is therefore impossible to assess whether such measures will be 
effective. 
 
4.1 Wildlife Underpasses 

It is curious that no mitigation measure is proposed for wildlife movement, especially since 
fragmentation of wildlife populations and landscape connectivity is such an important impact 
from such an extensive piece of linear infrastructure (Mader 1984; Robinson et al. 2012; 
Trombulak & Frissell 2000).  Impacts can be felt across geographic scales, from the home range 
of individual animals to genetic isolation within a large landscape (Robinson et al. 2012). 
 
The only project feature purporting to mitigate the significant adverse impacts on connectivity is 
the design of the culverts along the HRS system, which are included in specific areas assumed to 
be used for wildlife movement.  For purposes of the RDEIR/SDEIS, wildlife is apparently 
defined as medium-sized mammals, since no effort appears to be made to reduce fragmentation 
for terricolous invertebrates, large mammals, or even flying vertebrates such as birds that may be 
influenced by fences and overhead superstructure associated with the train.  The RDEIR/SDEIS 
describes these culverts (called “wildlife crossing structures”) as follows:   
 

The preliminary wildlife crossing structure design consists of modified culverts in the 
embankment that would support the HST tracks (Figures 2-10a and 2-10b).  From end to 
end, the typical culvert would be 73 feet long (crossing structure length), would span a 
width of approximately 10 feet (crossing structure width), and provide 3 feet of vertical 
clearance (crossing structure height).  These dimensions would yield a calculated 
openness factor (Bremner-Harrison et al. 2007) of 0.41. 
 
Additional wildlife crossing structure designs could include circular or elliptical pipe 
culverts, and larger (longer) culverts with crossing structure distances of up to 100 feet.  
However, any changes to the design of wildlife crossing structures must meet the 
following constraints: the design must have a minimum of 3 feet of vertical clearance 
(crossing structure height), depressed no more than 1.5 feet below grade (half of the 
vertical clearance), and must meet or exceed the minimum 0.41 openness factor. 
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Although the Biological Assessment draft (p. 5-28) claims that crossing structures will be 
included for Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard, we were unable to find a description of anything other 
than these generic culvert crossings.  
 
The question is whether an underpass 3 ft tall, 10 ft wide, and 73 ft long is adequate to provide 
connectivity for sensitive species in the area.  The RDEIR/SDEIS provides no data to support the 
assertion that it is adequate, with the exception of reference to an unpublished report (Bremner-
Harrison et al. 2007) that applies only to San Joaquin Kit Fox.  The RDEIR/SDEIS does not 
include any of the peer-reviewed scientific literature that investigates the effectiveness of 
underpasses and culverts for a range of species groups.  This literature demonstrates that species 
vary greatly in their use of different design of underpasses and overpasses provided as crossing 
structures for wildlife.  In particular it is noteworthy that European Badgers (Meles meles) and 
Red Fox (Vulpes vulpes) do not use culverts that are only 6 ft tall nearly as much as open span 
underpasses (Mata et al. 2008).  Furthermore, the increased underpass openness (which is used 
as a design criterion in the RDEIR/SDEIS) is associated with additional wildlife use in certain 
groups, but not in small mammals and lizards (two groups that are represented by sensitive 
species in the project area) (Mata et al. 2008).  And although a study showed that San Joaquin 
Kit Fox can use culverts to cross linear barriers, the number of crossings was insufficient to 
make predictions about the effect of different design types on crossing behavior or to compare it 
with the absence of the barrier (Bremner-Harrison et al. 2007).   
 

 
Figure 3.  Figure and caption from Mata et al. (2008) showing overall wildlife use by different 
crossing structures.  The proposed culverts for the HST route are substantially shorter (3 ft) than 
any of the crossing structures evaluated in this study (> 5.5 ft) and have a lower openness index 
than the structures performing the best (0.41 vs. 0.5–2). 
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The available research indicates that use of a culvert undercrossing will still reduce the amount 
of larger wildlife movement compared with other design options (Figure 3) and with the no 
project alternative (Mata et al. 2005, 2008).  Put another way, a mitigation strategy for wildlife 
connectivity must contain many different kinds of underpasses (and even overpasses) to 
maximize wildlife permeability (Mata et al. 2005, 2008), but even then the new high-speed train 
will represent a new barrier to wildlife movement along a large proportion of the proposed route.   

In conclusion, even after incorporating the design features intended to reduce fragmentation, the 
proposed project will interrupt or reduce connectivity for a wide range of species, including 
many sensitive species. 

5 Proposed Route Does Not Meet Standard of Proposition 1A 

The project reviewed in the RDEIR/SDEIS is being partially funded with monies made available 
through Proposition 1A (2008), a measure enacted by the voters, and that specifies that:  

2704.09. The high-speed train system to be constructed pursuant to this chapter shall be 
designed to achieve the following characteristics: 
… 
(i) The high-speed train system shall be planned and constructed in a manner that 
minimizes urban sprawl and impacts on the natural environment. 
(j) Preserving wildlife corridors and mitigating impacts to wildlife movement, where 
feasible as determined by the authority, in order to limit the extent to which the system 
may present an additional barrier to wildlife’s natural movement. 

The RDEIR/SDEIS does not even collect any data to identify wildlife corridors, let along 
preserve them as required by Proposition 1A.  The Fresno to Bakersfield route itself violates the 
intent of Proposition 1A, which requires that the system be designed to minimize urban sprawl 
and impacts on the natural environment.  The choice of the BNSF/SR 43 alignment over an 
alignment following SR 99 or Interstate 5 itself ensures that the project will not minimize urban 
sprawl and impacts on the natural environment.  Of all the possible routes through the Central 
Valley, even a cursory review of the distribution of sensitive species and lands would lead to the 
conclusion that the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield route along the BNSF right-of-way will be 
the most damaging to the natural environment.  A review of all of the distributions of the 
sensitive bird species (from eBird maps, not included in this submission) shows this, as does a 
review of the natural habitat and protected lands that must be traversed.  The standard of 
Proposition 1A is higher than that required by CEQA and NEPA, and the CEQA and NEPA 
analysis should evaluate compliance with Proposition 1A as part of the EIR/EIS process.  

We conclude, based on the data presented here and in our possession, that the proposed route 
does not preserve wildlife corridors (see section 4.1) or minimize impacts to the natural 
environment compared with other possible routes through the San Joaquin Valley.  Even though 
the choice of routes supposedly reflects choices that have been made after previous 
environmental reviews, compliance with 2008 Proposition 1A is not optional, so even if previous 
environmental clearances were obtained, the current RDEIR/SDEIS should address such 
compliance with respect to biological resources.  It does not do this.  Anyone with knowledge of 
the ecology of the San Joaquin Valley would recognize that building the high-speed train along 
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the perimeter of the historic Lake Tulare (see maps in The Bay Institute 2003) would be the 
most, not the least, damaging to biological resources. 

6 Cumulative Impacts Analysis  

The cumulative impacts analysis for biological resources in the RDEIR/SDEIS consists mainly 
of asserting that the project impacts are cumulatively significant or insignificant without any 
quantitative analysis.  Because the analysis is not rigorous — really it is just a series of assertions 
— the basis for claims about mitigation is lacking a rational foundation.  While the conclusion 
that the entire HST would have a significant adverse impact on wildlife appears to be correct, the 
analytical detail necessary to reach that conclusion is lacking in the RDEIR/SDEIS as a whole.   

The RDEIR/SDEIS acknowledges that several solar power projects are planned for the project 
study area (p. 3.19-18).  These projects would convert farmland to solar installations.  Solar 
farms have far less wildlife value than farmland, especially where croplands are managed to 
promote sensitive species, such as is done with the timing of harvest of crops to benefit 
Tricolored Blackbird (NRCS 2012).  Swainson’s Hawk forages extensively on commercial 
agricultural fields.  The cumulative impacts analysis for this farmland-to-solar conversion is only 
mentioned with regard to energy supply, not for its impacts on wildlife.  Such impacts on 
wildlife should be considered as part of the cumulative impacts analysis, in terms of lost habitat 
for wildlife to provide energy needs and in terms of potential ongoing avian mortality at solar 
sites.  Solar installations are known to incinerate birds flying in the path of the focused mirrors at 
solar thermal projects and to cause collision mortality at reflective surfaces (McCrary et al. 
1986). 

7 Ecological Benefits From “Green” Energy Are Overstated 

The RDEIR/SDEIS appears to rest part of the notion that the project will have environmentally 
beneficial effects on the commitment that the project will use “renewable energy sources.”  As 
can be seen from the already significant adverse consequences from the development of 
industrial-scale wind and solar energy facilities in California, such reliance on renewable sources 
will have a far greater impact on biological resources than is disclosed, and probably will hurt 
rather than help the resilience of California ecosystems to climate change.  The RDEIR/SDEIS 
does not even consider this possibility and passes off “renewable” energy as 100% beneficial.   
The RDEIR/SDEIS states:   
 

The HST alternatives incorporate, to the extent possible, design measures, such as state-
of-the-art, energy-efficient equipment and renewable energy sources, to minimize 
potential air pollution impacts associated with power used by the HST system (p. 3.3-1). 
… 
The HST system, including the propulsion of the trains and the operations of the stations 
and maintenance facilities, would be powered by the state’s electricity grid. Because no 
dedicated generating facilities are proposed for this project, no source facilities can be 
identified. Therefore, emission changes from power generation were predicted on a 
statewide level. In addition, because of the state requirement that an increasing fraction 
(33% by 2020) of electricity generated for the state’s power portfolio must come from 
renewable energy sources, the emissions generated for the HST system are expected to be 
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lower in the future as compared to emissions estimated for this analysis, which are based 
on the state’s current power portfolio. In addition, the Authority has adopted a goal to 
purchase the HST system’s power from renewable energy providers (p. 3.3-17). 
… 
The state’s electrical grid would power the HST system, and therefore no one generation 
source for the electrical power requirements can be identified. The estimated emission 
changes for power plants are considered to be conservative because they are based on the 
current electric generation profile of the state. As previously discussed, the state requires 
an increasing fraction (33%) of electricity generated for the state’s power portfolio to 
come from renewable energy sources and the Authority has a policy goal to use 100% 
renewable energy to power the HST. As such, the GHG emissions generated for 
powering the HST system are expected to be lower in the future compared to emission 
estimates used in this analysis (p. 3.3-62). 

 
Given that the RDEIR/SDEIS is basing its analysis of emissions on the purchase of renewable 
energy (up to 100% of project needs), the adverse impacts of such a decision on biological 
resources must also be evaluated.  To be adequate, the RDEIR/SDEIS must outline the kind of 
energy development projects that the Authority contemplates will be utilized to generate 
necessary electric power, and then analyze the expected environmental impacts of these energy 
development projects. 
 
The impacts of industrial-scale wind and solar energy development are far from benign.  Projects 
that have already been built or are in the construction phase have had significant adverse impacts 
on endangered species, e.g., Desert Tortoise at the Ivanpah Valley site developed by 
BrightSource (Cart 2012).  The California Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 
(DRECP) is intended to guide development of energy resources in a way that minimizes (but 
cannot eliminate) significant adverse impacts on ecosystems, but the Independent Science Panel 
for the effort concluded that “DRECP is unlikely to produce a scientifically defensible plan 
without making immediate and significant course corrections” (Schwarzbach et al. 2012).   
 
The assessments of the lifecycle environmental impacts of alternative energy production are 
usually focused only on carbon emissions and wrongly do not consider impacts to wildlife and 
sensitive lands (Lund & Biswas 2008; Varun & Prakash 2009; Wang & Sun 2012).  Such 
considerations would include impacts at the location of construction and also the significant 
adverse lifecycle impacts from, for example, mining of the rare earth minerals that are required 
for parts that make up renewable energy systems (Bradsher 2009). 
 
Wind power has significant lifecycle impacts on wildlife, including mining of rare earth minerals 
for the magnets in the turbines, loss of habitat for construction (Pearce-Higgens et al. 2012), and 
direct impacts through mortality for birds (Carrete et al. 2009; de Lucas et al. 2008; Smallwood 
et al. 2010; Smallwood & Thelander 2008) and bats (Arnett et al. 2008; Barclay et al. 2007; 
Kunz et al. 2007).  These impacts are not well predicted by pre-construction impact studies 
(Ferrer et al. 2012), so impacts are not avoided or properly mitigated.  This occurred with the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power Pine Tree Wind project which was challenged by 
conservationists because it would likely kill birds, was built anyway, and now has one of 
California’s highest avian mortality rates and has killed several Golden Eagles (Sahagun 2012). 
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Those analyses that attempt to incorporate wildlife impacts into lifecycle assessments of 
alternative energy are crude at best and fail to distinguish between different types of wildlife, let 
alone individual species of birds (Environmental Bioindicators Foundation & Pandion Systems 
2009; Jacobson 2009; Sobin 2007; Sovacool 2013).  Knowing which species are being affected 
is essential to impact analysis (Longcore et al. 2012a, b), as is illustrated by the significant 
adverse impacts predicted for long-lived raptor species from wind development in Spain (Carrete 
et al. 2009). 
 
The impacts of industrial-scale solar development on desert ecosystems have not been 
adequately assessed either (Lovich & Ennen 2011).  Utility-scale solar development, along with 
wind energy and other alternative energy sources, is resulting in what has been termed “energy 
sprawl” across North American habitats, affecting far greater areas of natural habitat than the 
energy sources they are attempting to replace (McDonald et al. 2009).  Concentrating solar 
plants, which require large amounts of water, will rapidly deplete local groundwater aquifers and 
adversely impact desert ecosystems dependent on them (Glennon 2009; Schwartz 2011). 
 
Finally, development of wildland-consuming alternative energy facilities, which is what would 
be involved under current policies for the production of energy for the HST, is not consistent 
with the best scientific advice for actions to mitigate and adapt to the coming changes in climate.  
First, it should be recognized that land use, not climate change, is still the major influence on the 
status of wildlife populations, as shown by recent research on birds in the United Kingdom 
(Eglington & Pearce-Higgens 2012).  Second, conservation scientists recognize that climate 
change is happening and therefore steps must be taken to allow ecosystems to adapt to such 
change as it happens (Groves et al. 2012).  Third, the core advice for conserving natural diversity 
under climate change scenarios — conserving a range of geophysical units, protecting climatic 
refugia, enhancing regional connectivity, and sustaining ecosystem processes and functions — 
are each undermined by wildland development of alternative energy facilities like wind and solar 
plants.  For example, solar development in the Ivanpah Valley threatens to eliminate regional 
genetic connectivity for the Desert Tortoise (Ironwood Consulting 2012).  It is for these reasons 
that MacDonald et al. (2009) conclude that the development of alternative energy is coming at 
the expense of greater habitat impacts.  

So if the RDEIR/SDEIS is going to incorporate the alleged benefits of the purchase of renewable 
energy, it must also review and acknowledge the significant and irreversible adverse impacts to 
wildlife and habitat that would result from the shift to these energy sources to meet the needs of 
the HST system.  Alternative energy sources are not “green” when they result in the widespread 
destruction and disturbance of natural lands.   

8 Qualifications 

Dr. Travis Longcore and Catherine Rich are the principals of Land Protection Partners.  Dr. 
Travis Longcore is Associate Professor (Research) at the USC Spatial Sciences Institute and 
Associate Adjunct Professor at the UCLA Institute of the Environment and Sustainability where 
he has taught, among other courses, Bioresource Management, Environmental Impact Analysis, 
Field Ecology, and the Environmental Science Practicum.  He was graduated summa cum laude 
from the University of Delaware with an Honors B.A. in Geography, and holds an M.A. and a 
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Ph.D. in Geography from UCLA, and is professionally certified as a Senior Ecologist by the 
Ecological Society of America.  Catherine Rich holds an A.B. with honors from the University 
of California, Berkeley, a J.D. from the UCLA School of Law, and an M.A. in Geography from 
UCLA.  She is Executive Officer of The Urban Wildlands Group and lead editor of Ecological 
Consequences of Artificial Night Lighting (Island Press, 2006) with Dr. Longcore.  Longcore and 
Rich have authored or co-authored over 25 scientific papers in top peer-reviewed journals such 
as Conservation Biology, Biological Conservation, Current Biology, Environmental 
Management, and Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment.  Land Protection Partners has 
provided scientific review of environmental compliance documents and analysis of complex 
environmental issues for local, regional, and national clients for 14 years.   
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As indicated in the responses to specific comments included in this letter, no evidence

has been provided to indicate that the biological analysis is deficient. Clarification has

been provided in the Final EIR/EIS in response to some of the comments in this letter.

However, none of those changes alter the conclusions of the biological analysis

presented in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

BO054-2

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

Contrary to the comment, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS adequately provides

information in Section 3.7.3, Methods for Evaluating Impacts, which presents the study

areas, background research, field surveys, and impact analysis. Furthermore, Section

3.7.4 describes the Affected Environment, including descriptions of the regional setting,

plant communities and land cover types (terrestrial and aquatic communities), native

fauna assemblage, special-status species (Tables 3.7-3 and 3.7-4 and Appendix 3.7-A),

habitats of concern (e.g., special-status plant communities, jurisdictional waters, critical

habitat, essential fish habitats, conservation areas, and protected trees), and wildlife

movement corridors. The method used to analyze impacts is based on the construction

and project footprints. Biological resources present or identified suitable habitats present

inside the footprints are identified as direct impacts; indirect impacts would occur to

resources present outside the footprint extending out to the study area. This method for

analyzing impacts is widely used and accepted in the state of California and is

consistent with CEQA requirements.

Prospective offsite compensation locations will be identified in coordination with

resource agencies during the preparation of a Compensatory Mitigation Plan that

identifies land parcels that appear to retain natural habitat and/or jurisdictional water

features for preservation, or land where the restoration of land and/or water features

would contribute an ecological lift to the landscape. Preparation of the plan is part of the

NEPA/404/408 Memorandum of Understanding with the U.S. EPA and of a requirement

of Checkpoint C (Identification of the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable

Alternative). Furthermore, the Final EIR/EIS contains additional information regarding

the potential mitigation sites identified to date that could be used to meet the

compensatory mitigation obligation. The additional information includes descriptions of

BO054-2

the locations and size of the properties, biological resources present, types of activities

(preservation, restoration, enhancement) that may be used to offset the construction,

and project impacts.

BO054-3

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

The Authority and FRA have complied with CEQA, NEPA, and related regulatory

guidance throughout the process. This is illustrated by the previous Program EIR/EISs

and project EIR/EIS prepared for various components of the HST System. As indicated

in the responses to comments provided below, this submission does not provide

substantive evidence that the environmental impact analysis presented in the

EIR/EIS does not meet the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.

BO054-4

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

The baseline conditions identified in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands,

and the associated impact analysis provides a sufficient level of information required by

CEQA. Contrary to the comment, baseline conditions are described over the course of

26 pages in Section 3.7.4, Affected Environment, including descriptions of the regional

setting, plant communities and land cover types (terrestrial and aquatic communities),

native fauna assemblage, special-status species (Tables 3.7-3 and 3.7-4 and Appendix

3.7-A), habitats of concern (e.g., special-status plant communities, jurisdictional waters,

critical habitat, essential fish habitats, conservation areas, and protected trees), and

wildlife movement corridors. Impacts on biological resources are discussed over the

course or 118 pages and include full descriptions of the type of impacts that are

anticipated to occur and the mechanisms by which these would occur for each of the

HST alternatives and the associated biological resources.

The baseline conditions and impact analysis was conducted through the assimilation of

numerous data sources. These data sources include a tremendous amount of existing

information found with the California Natural Diversity Database and California Wildlife

Habitat Relationship System. Contrary to statements made in the comment, this
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information was supplemented with extensive field surveys that were conducted where

permission to enter was granted. These surveys included wetland delineations, special-

status plants surveys, and wildlife habitat mapping surveys. While access to all

properties was not granted, public access to much of the footprint and adjacent areas

(where permission to enter was not granted) was available and windshield surveys were

conducted to verify aerial signatures and map suitable habitats for special-status

species, jurisdictional waters, and other biological resources (i.e., protected trees).

Lastly, the impact analysis takes the conservative approach of assuming that special-

status species are present within their range where suitable habitat exists. This impact

analysis provides a worst-case scenario for analyzing impacts and maximizes

compensatory mitigation requirements. In order to avoid and minimize impacts on a

number of biological resources, preconstruction surveys are proposed as mitigation.

BO054-5

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

BO054-6

None of the information regarding location of special-status species, habitats of concern

(including wetlands), or wildlife movement was redacted from the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The information presented in the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was adequate for the public to understand biological

conditions in the project area. The only information redacted was from the Biological

Resource and Wetlands Technical Report. The location of certain occurrences, such as

special-status plant and wildlife species, was redacted to protect these resources and

avoid public disclosure of the resources on private property. This technical information

was only released to technical professionals who requested the information.

BO054-7

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

As stated in Section 3.7.3.3, Field Surveys, of the Final EIR/EIS, field surveys were not

and could not be performed in areas where permission to enter (access) was not

granted. These areas will be surveyed before construction, as required by various

BO054-7

mitigation measures presented in Section 3.7.7, Mitigation Measures, of the Final

EIR/EIS. The jurisdictional wetlands and waters within the study area are pending

verification by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), which will make the final

determination as to the amount, locations, and types of waters present within the study

area. The results of the Preliminary Wetland Determination will be included as part of

the Final EIR/EIS.

Because the HST alternatives have changed over time, a single map representing

where access was granted or denied for all biological surveys would mislead the public.

In some instances, biological surveys for some resources were complete, but other

resource surveys were not. For example, access to lands granted in the fall of 2011

resulted in the completion of some surveys (jurisdictional delineation, habitat

mapping), but surveys for special-status plant species where not conducted because the

timing of the surveys coincided with an inappropriate bloom period for target species.

For these reasons, a map showing the locations with permission to enter is not included

in the Final EIR/EIS.

BO054-8

To address regulatory requirements and assess potential impacts on biological

resources, the Central Valley Biological Resources and Wetlands Survey Plan (Authority

and FRA [2009] 2011) was prepared and provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and California Department Fish and Game

(CDFG) in September 2009 for review and comment. Therein, the varying biological

resource study areas were identified for wetlands and special-status plants and wildlife

species. The reasoning behind the different buffer distances for each resource is

provided in Section 3.7.3.1, Study Areas, of the Final EIR/EIS.

The basis for the 250-foot buffer for the Wetland Study Area is consistent with the

guidance in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 1996 "Programmatic Formal

Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issuance of 404 Permits for Projects with

Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans within the Jurisdiction of the

Sacramento Field Office, California (Programmatic BO)" (USFWS 1996). The basis for

the wildlife core (250 feet), auxiliary (750 feet), and supplemental (1.24 miles) habitat

study areas was “to evaluate direct and indirect impacts on habitats and the special-
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status wildlife species that use them” beyond the proposed construction (project)

footprint. In the specific case of sensitive species, such as the California tiger

salamander, the supplemental Habitat Study Area of up to 1.24 miles beyond the

construction (project) footprint was based on the dispersal range of the California tiger

salamander from potential breeding pools, in accordance with the USFWS and CDFG’s

2003 Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for Determining Presence

or a Negative Finding of the California Tiger Salamander (USFWS and CDFG 2003).

The basis for the 100-foot Special-Status Plant Study Area buffer beyond the

construction (project) footprint was to allow for indirect impacts on special-status plant

species and their habitats and is in accordance with Protocols for Surveying and

Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities

(CDFG 2009), which prescribes that “[botanical] surveys should be comprehensive over

the entire site, including areas that will be directly or indirectly impacted.”

BO054-9

Figure 5-4 of the draft Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Biological Resources and

Wetlands Technical Report depicts only those special-status wildlife species observed

during the 2010 and 2011 field surveys (Authority and FRA 2012g). The reported

distribution of special-status species in the region is reported on Figure 3-2a, CNDDB

special-status wildlife species and critical habitat: invertebrates, fish, amphibians,

reptiles, and birds, and on Figure 3-2b, CNDDB special-status wildlife species:

mammals.

As depicted in Appendix 3.7-A, Special-Status Species and Observed Habitats, in

Attachment 3 (Figure A3-1a–1n, Observed Habitats within the Habitat Study Area), the

extent of habitat use by these species is presented through the California Wildlife

Habitat Relationship (CWHR) System habitat types mapped for the entire Habitat Study

Area, which includes the construction (project) footprint plus a 1,000-foot buffer around

project elements. Together, Figure A3-1a–1n and Appendix 3.7-B, Comparison of

Impacts on Biological Resources by Alternative, Attachment 2, provide a detailed

breakdown of the location and extent of impacts on special-status species and suitable

habitat for these species. The field survey methodology described in Section 3.7.3.3,

Field Surveys, in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS states that “field surveys

were conducted to identify potentially suitable wildlife habitat for special-status wildlife

BO054-9

species” and “focused surveys were not conducted.”

To identify the locations of wetlands and other waters of the U.S., state and federally

listed plant or wildlife species, wildlife movement areas, and migration corridors, the

Central Valley Biological Resources and Wetlands Survey Plan (Authority and

FRA [2009] 2011) was prepared and provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and California Department of Fish and Wildlife

(CDFW) in September 2009 for review and comment. Therein, industry-standard data

sources, such as the USFWS Sacramento field office website, California Natural

Diversity Database (CNDDB)/RareFind, California Native Plant Society Online Inventory

of Rare and Endangered Plants of California, CWHR System, USFWS recovery plans,

USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) for Region 8 (California and Nevada),

and agency communications were proposed to identify all reported occurrences within

10 miles of the alternative alignments or potentially within the various U.S. Geological

Survey 7.5-minute quadrangles (quads) that overlap the alternative alignments and their

eight surrounding quads.

As stated under the Terms and Conditions of eBird, the Cornell Lab of Ornithology, and

the Avian Knowledge Network, “Reproduction of any eBird data or any products derived

from it, either whole or in part, for commercial purposes is prohibited without prior written

permission of the Cornell Lab of Ornithology.” Permission from Cornell Lab of

Ornithology was not requested because the information would not have likely provided

significantly different results or new information that was not already available through

species lists or occurrence data from regulatory agencies that govern these resources.

Within the state of California, CNDDB is the primary resource for tracking special-status

species occurrences throughout the state. During project initiation and before

conducting field surveys, the Central Valley Biological Resources and Wetland Survey

Plan (Authority and FRA 2009 [2011]) was prepared and reviewed by regulatory

agencies. The survey plan did not include eBird as a source of information that would be

used to supplement survey efforts. Furthermore, eBird is not considered a scientifically

rigorous dataset and could therefore contain erroneous reports. Use of eBird as baseline

data in environmental documents, such as an EIR/EIS, is uncommon for these reasons.

To identify the locations of state and federally listed plant or wildlife species, the Central
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Valley Biological Resources and Wetlands Survey Plan (Authority and FRA [2009] 2011)

was prepared and provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, USFWS, and CDFW

in September 2009 for review and comments. Due to the constraints associated with

obtaining permission to enter private property, access to the proposed Habitat Study

Area was limited, making protocol-level survey impracticable. After consultation with

USFWS and CDFW, the Authority will assume the presence of special-status wildlife

species where suitable habitat is present, and will perform botanical surveys (Mitigation

Measure BIO-MM#16) as described in Section 3.7.7.2, Construction Period Mitigation

Measures, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, in all unsurveyed areas where

suitable habitat for special-status plants is present.

Preconstruction surveys will be conducted for special-status bird species, including state

and federally listed species, as described Section 5.6.3, Avoidance and Minimization

Measures, of the draft Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Biological Resources and

Wetlands Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012g), and Section 3.7, Table 3.7-

21, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, which

includes the following measures: Mitigation Measure BIO-MM#29, Conduct

Preconstruction Surveys and Delineate Active Nest Exclusion Areas for Other Breeding

Birds; Mitigation Measure BIO-MM#30, Conduct Preconstruction Surveys and

Monitoring for Raptors; Mitigation Measure BIO-MM#32, Conduct Preconstruction

Surveys for Swainson’s Hawks; and Mitigation Measure BIO-MM#35, Conduct

Protocol Surveys for Burrowing Owls.
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Due to the breadth and scope of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and the logistics

and costs involved in publishing and distributing this report for public review and

comment, not all of the details from the individual technical reports could be

incorporated into the main document. This additional information was made available to

the public through release of the technical reports, including the draft Fresno to

Bakersfield Section: Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report (Authority

and FRA 2012g). The location of certain occurrences, such as special-status plant and

wildlife species, was redacted to protect these resources and avoid public disclosure of

these resources on private property.
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To identify the locations of state and federally listed plant or wildlife species, the Central

Valley Biological Resources and Wetlands Survey Plan (Authority and FRA [2009] 2011)

was prepared and provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife

(CDFW) in September 2009 for review and comments.

Due to the a number of constraints, and primarily because of limitations associated with

permission to enter private property, access to the proposed Habitat Study Area was

limited, making protocol-level surveys of the vast majority of the project footprint

impractical. Through consultation with USFWS and CDFW, the Authority will assume

special-status plant and wildlife species’ presence in areas where the species have

been scientifically documented and where they are reasonably expected to occur (i.e.,

where suitable habitat is present and within the species' known ranges).

Contrary to the comment, the Authority will perform and complete a number of protocol-

level surveys within the project area before implementation of ground disturbance.

These protocol-level surveys are described in Section 3.7.7.2, Construction Period

Mitigation Measures, in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Furthermore, once protocol-level surveys are complete,

additional mitigation measures would be implemented to avoid, minimize, and rectify or

compensate for construction and project impacts.

This approach is consistent across all alternatives and provides the same level of

information and environmental data to compare construction and project period impacts

across the identified HST alternatives. Contrary to the commenter's suggestion, the

approach does not preclude avoidance of impacts. As an example, both the Corcoran

Bypass and Allensworth Bypass alternatives were revised through the environmental

process to avoid impacts to biological resources. This approach is a conservative

approach, where impacts to suitable habitat are used as a basis for calculation of

compensatory mitigation requirements. In contrast, if protocol-level surveys were

conducted across the entire project area and found the species to be absent, no

compensatory mitigation would be required. As such, more mitigation and benefit to
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biological resources will be realized by the project than through the commenter’s

suggested approach, which is impracticable for the Authority to implement. 

BO054-12

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

As described in Section 3.4.7: Wildlife Movement Corridors, in the draft Fresno to

Bakersfield Section: Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report (Authority

and FRA 2012), wildlife movement/migration corridors were ground-truthed during field

surveys through a  boots-on-the-ground a visual inspection of the wildlife movement

corridor, typically a riparian corridors and/or associated bridge crossing and the

immediate up- and down-stream vicinity of the crossing , to document any native

special-status or common wildlife species observed through observation or sign at the

time of the site visit. The review was limited to previously identified wildlife movement

corridors on a landscape level across the valley floor, rather than on a species-by-

species or parcel-by-parcel basis. California Wildlife Habitat Relationship System habitat

types were also mapped throughout the Habitat Study Area, which includes the

construction (project) footprint, plus a 1,000-foot buffer around project elements, as

depicted in Appendix 3.7-A, Special-Status Species and Observed Habitats, Attachment

3, (Figure A3-1a–1n: Observed habitats within the Habitat Study Area). As stated, no

focus surveys were performed. The field review was limited to the wildlife movement

corridor’s availability (presence/absence), type (bridge, culvert), and suitability (rough

size, dimensions, obstructions). This information was paired with the published wildlife

corridor technical reports and information available from the regulatory agencies,

described above, to address wildlife movement on a local and metapopulation level, as

in the case of the core and satellite populations of the San Joaquin kit fox. Given the

“rough landscape level” of the review, no differentiation or “importance” was assigned to

local versus metapopulations; instead, wildlife movement was considered on both a

micro and macroscale.

BO054-13

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

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used habitat as a proxy for identification of

BO054-13

impacts on special-status bird species. The use of eBird as part of the impact evaluation

is not a valid because the data are only as good as the locations that birders (both

amateur and professional) frequent. Given that the alternatives are closer to public lands

(e.g., Pixley National Wildlife Refuge, Kern National Wildlife Refuge, and Allensworth

Ecological Reserve), more eBird data would be expected. Furthermore, as stated under

the Terms and Conditions of eBird, the Cornell Lab of Ornithology, and the Avian

Knowledge Network, “Reproduction of any eBird data or any products derived from it,

either whole or in part, for commercial purposes is prohibited without prior written

permission of the Cornell Lab of Ornithology.”

To identify the locations of wetlands and other waters of the U.S., state and federally

listed plant or wildlife species, and wildlife movement areas and migration corridors, the

Central Valley Biological Resources and Wetlands Survey Plan (Authority and FRA

[2009] 2011) was prepared and provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and California Department of Fish and Wildlife in

September 2009 for review and comment. Therein, industry-standard data sources,

such as the USFWS Sacramento field office website, California Natural Diversity

Database (CNDDB)/RareFind, California Native Plant Society Online Inventory of Rare

and Endangered Plants of California, California Wildlife Habitat Relationship (CWHR)

System, USFWS recovery plans, USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) for

Region 8 (California and Nevada), and agency communications were proposed to

identify all reported occurrences within 10 miles of the alternative alignments or

potentially within the various U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangles (quads)

that overlap with the alternative alignments and their eight surrounding quads.

The baseline conditions identified in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of

the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and the associated impact analysis provide a

sufficient level of information required by the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA). Contrary to the comment, baseline conditions are described over the course of

26 pages in Section 3.7.4, Affected Environment, including descriptions of the regional

setting, plant communities and land cover types (terrestrial and aquatic communities),

native fauna assemblage, special-status species (Tables 3.7-3 and 3.7-4 and Appendix

3.7-A), habitats of concern (e.g., special-status plant communities, jurisdictional waters,

critical habitat, essential fish habitats, conservation areas, protected trees), and wildlife
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movement corridors. Impacts on biological resources are discussed over the course of

118 pages and include full descriptions of the type of impacts that are anticipated to

occur and the mechanisms by which these would occur for each of the HST alternatives

and their associated biological resources.

The data sources, mentioned above, include a tremendous amount of existing

information found with the CNDDB and CWHR System. Contrary to statements made in

the comment, this information was supplemented with extensive field surveys that were

conducted where permission to enter was granted. These surveys included wetland

delineations, special-status plant surveys, and wildlife habitat-mapping surveys.

Although access was not granted to all properties, public access to much of the footprint

and to adjacent areas was available, and windshield surveys were conducted (where

permission to enter was not granted) to verify aerial signatures and to map suitable

habitats for special-status species, jurisdictional waters, and other biological resources

(e.g., protected trees). Also, the impact analysis takes the conservative approach of

assuming that special-status species are present within their range where suitable

habitat exists. This impact analysis provides a worst-case scenario for analyzing impacts

and maximizes compensatory mitigation requirements. To avoid and minimize impacts

on a number of biological resources, preconstruction surveys are proposed as

mitigation.

With the various alternative alignments considered for the project, there are 72

alternative ways for a single alignment to run from Fresno to Bakersfield. Providing an

individual analysis of all 72 alternatives would have made the document unreadable. To

provide information to compare alternatives in as concise a format as possible, the

impacts of a single alternative from Fresno to Bakersfield, termed the BNSF Alternative,

were described first. This description was followed by a description of the impacts of

each individual alternative segment (e.g., Hanford West Bypass 1, Allensworth Bypass)

and a comparison of the difference in impacts between that alternative segment and the

corresponding segment of the BNSF Alternative. In this way, a reader can quickly

understand the implications of choosing either the BNSF Alternative or one of the

alternative segments for the particular environmental topic being evaluated.

Sections 3.7.7, Mitigation Measures, and 3.7.8, NEPA Impacts Summary, provide

BO054-13

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and CEQA summary determinations for each

biological resource and each alternative. Where differences arise in the potential

alternative, the conclusions have been identified. For most impacts, the biological

resource impacts are the same within a given comparison area. The addition of the

remaining portions of the BNSF Alternative in some instances increases the intensity of

a given impact. For this information, please refer to analysis provided for the BNSF

Alternative. Tables 3.7-18 through Table 3.7-21 are provided to facilitate the review of

summary determinations. Furthermore, for a complete comparison of impact

conclusions associated with the 72 route variations, please refer to Table S-2 in the

Executive Summary.

BO054-14

As described in Section 3.7.4.5, Habitats of Concern, in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental

DEIS, the characterization of ecological condition was based in part on a combination of

landscape position, manipulation of the hydrological regime, biological resources

available to plants and wildlife, physical manipulation/engineering, and the physical and

biological characteristics of the substrate. Manipulated features include all jurisdictional

water features except vernal pools and swales, and some riverine areas. Although

manipulated features can and do provide ecological values for wildlife and waterfowl,

these values are comparatively poorer than those values inherent in natural water

features such as vernal pools, vernal swales, and riverine.

Retention/detention basins and reservoirs were similarly characterized based on the

landscape position, manipulation of the hydrological regime, biological resources

available to plants and wildlife, physical manipulation/engineering, and the physical and

biological characteristics of the substrate. Retention/detention basins are “square,

rectangular, round, or triangular in shape; often found with constructed earthen walls;

and devoid of vegetation”; are “closely associated with agriculture activities, and in most

instances are used as water storage (or retention) facilities”; and “In urban areas,

retention/detention basins are used to retain urban stormwater runoff.”  Likewise,

reservoirs are “large, steep-sided, man-made impoundments that may contain either

drinking water or irrigation water storage”; have “a highly manipulated hydrological

regime”; and “are physically engineered to the extent that they are devoid of natural

characteristics.”
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Mitigation for wetlands will be based on a U.S. Army Corp of Engineers Standard

Operating Procedure (SOP) for mitigation compensation, which requires an evaluation

and characterization of wetlands based on a California Rapid Assessment Method

(CRAM) or CRAM-like analysis to quantify the ecological loss resulting from project

impacts and the ecological lift expected in future wetland restoration, enhancement,

establishment, and preservation. The characterization of wetlands described in the

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and draft Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Biological

Resources and Wetlands Technical Report  (Authority and FRA 2012g) is consistent

with the USACE’s SOP.

In accordance with CEQA guidelines, Section 15147, TECHNICAL DETAIL, all “highly

technical and specialized analysis and data” were provided through “inclusion of

supporting information and analyses as appendices to the main body of the EIR” and

were made “readily available for public examination.”

As part of the NEPA/404/408 Integration Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

between the FRA, Authority, USACE and U.S. EPA, the Authority conducted, as

required under Checkpoint C, a rapid condition assessment of aquatic resources in the

study area. As background, the MOU established three checkpoints on which the

signatory agencies work through the NEPA/404 and 408 process. Checkpoint A

established the project's purpose and need; Checkpoint B identifies the range of

alternatives to be studies in the EIR/EIS; and Checkpoint C identified the preliminary

Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). Checkpoint C

requires a substantial amount of information to evaluate the projects impacts.

Specifically, Checkpoint C looks closely at both the quantity and quality of aquatic

resources and the project's associated impacts. This information is presented in detail in

the Watershed Evaluation Report, which relies on existing desktop information as well

as a condition assessment conducted in the field. 

The condition assessment used the CRAM resulting in a numeric score and was

conducted on aquatic resources where permission to enter was granted. Based on the

results of the CRAM assessment, wetland scientist extrapolated the CRAM results to all

aquatic resources in the study area and assigned a relative condition (e.g., excellent,

BO054-14

good, fair, poor). The information provided in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is

based on the CRAM and relative-condition class extrapolation. The Authority has

prepared a number of reports related to Checkpoint C that substantiate the conditions

described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and discuss at length the condition

of aquatic resources in the study area. These documents are publicly available as part

of the administrative record on the Authority’s website and titled Summary Report,

Watershed Evaluation Report, and Evaluation of Wetland Condition Using the California

Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM).

BO054-15

To identify the locations of state and federally listed plant species and vegetation

communities, the Central Valley Biological Resources and Wetlands Survey Plan

(Authority and FRA [2009] 2011) was prepared and provided to the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and California Department of Fish

and Wildlife in September 2009 for review and comments. Because it was anticipated

that much of the Central Valley HST project sections would be in areas of cultivated row

crops, recently tilled land, and urban environments that were not expected to support

special-status plant species, native vegetation, or sensitive natural communities, the

survey plan proposed that all areas would be visually accessed, but that detailed

pedestrian surveys would not be performed where habitat is unsuitable. Best

professional judgment was used to determine whether an agricultural or urban area

could support special-status plant species. Any patches of native vegetation within a

given agricultural or urban area were surveyed, depending on whether permission to

enter was granted.

Land within the BNSF corridor represents the BNSF’s legal right-of-way; therefore, any

encroachment or other unauthorized land use within the BNSF’s right-of-way may be

subject at any time to removal, maintenance, rodenticide or herbicide treatment, or other

disturbances at the discretion of the BNSF. As stated in Section  3.7.4.2, Plant

Communities and Land Cover Types, in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, “All

areas of developed habitats or agricultural lands (e.g., crop, urban) in the right-of-way

are controlled by the BNSF Railway, which retains the right to modify land use (e.g.,

remove orchard trees or structures).” However, “All riverine, canal, and natural upland

habitats (i.e., annual grassland, alkali desert scrub, and valley foothill riparian) in the

BNSF Railway right-of-way were mapped as such and not as BNSF Urban” to address
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key natural habitat where special-status species are most likely to be present. At best,

agricultural lands provide, on occasion, marginal dispersal and foraging habitat, but are

not expected to provide the key natural habitat components (i.e., vegetation, soil types,

prey base, forage, microhabitats, refugia) necessary to support special-status species

denning, refugia, reproduction, and so on.

Due to the constraints associated with obtaining permission to enter private property,

access to the proposed Habitat Study Area was limited, making protocol-level survey

impracticable. Through consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Authority will perform botanical and

vegetation community surveys (Mitigation Measure Bio-16), as described in Section

3.7.7.2, Construction Period Mitigation Measures, in Biological Resources and

Wetlands, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, in all unsurveyed areas where

suitable habitat for special-status plants and plant communities is present.

The 18.59 acres listed describes the maximum acreage of unsurveyed land where

special-status plant communities may be detected at this station location. As described

above, all unsurveyed areas will be surveyed prior to construction, and mitigation will be

provided as outlined in Mitigation Measure Bio-16, Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for

Special-Status Plant Species and Special-Status Plant Communities.
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Evidence that temporary impacts to alkali desert scrub can be restored can be found in

the San Joaquin Valley at such locations as the protected Allensworth Ecological

Reserve and surrounding properties, where evidence of past land disturbances can

been seen in aerial imagery in the way of historic canals and ditches for water diversion,

and signs of past light discing for agricultural purposes (see below). These disturbances

were temporary or low-intensity in nature, and avoided effects to soil chemistry,

underlying hard-pan layers, seed banks, and water table to an extent that the

microtopography, vegetation communities, and plant and wildlife species were able to

reform and recolonize these locations.  Please see the image below where evidence of

past land disturbances can been seen in aerial imagery in the way of historic canals and

ditches for water diversion, and signs of past light discing for agricultural purposes.
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Source: Microsoft BING Map, 2010; URS, 2013

Figure 1 Demonstration of Temporary Impacts to Alkali Desert Scrub
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In the San Joaquin Valley – where the vegetation community composition within the

project footprint and a 1,000-foot buffer is dominated by agricultural/cropland, urban,

and pasture land, which altogether comprise approximately 90% of the land cover

compared to the remaining annual grassland (which is itself a stand-in for the historic

native perennial grasslands once present), alkali desert scrub, valley foothill riparian,

and valley oak woodlands habitat – invasive exotics are already prevalent in the

surrounding developed areas. Efforts have been taken to avoid significant impacts on

sensitive natural areas; elsewhere in the San Joaquin Valley, the project footprint

crosses through natural land already fragmented and disturbed by the developed lands

described above and have mostly likely already been exposed to exotic insects via

existing private and county roads, the BNSF, Highway 43, private residences, and

vehicular and pedestrian traffic. In accordance with CEQA guidelines, Section 15145,

SPECULATION, the suggestion that one impact of construction activities could be the

creation of ideal conditions for invasive exotic insects, such as Argentine ants and

earwigs, above and beyond the level of disturbance already present is too speculative

for further investigation.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-01.

Furthermore, in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Guidelines Section 15143, Emphasis, this analysis was limited to the significant effects

on the environment. The severity and probability of impacts to small, terricolous

invertebrate populations were not considered significant and do not require further

discussion. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, Speculation, the

suggestion that one impact of the project could be the fragmentation of habitat for small,

terricolous invertebrate populations is too speculative for further investigation.

Concerning the “small and non-linear” impacts of construction, project build-out is

expected to occur in phases, such that the entire alignment would not be obstructed

continuously during construction. Furthermore, design elements, such as road

overcrossings and undercrossings, drainage facilities, and specific structures designed

for wildlife crossings that facilitate wildlife movement, would be among the first project
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components built to accommodate existing vehicle traffic on surface streets and to

maintain hydrologic connectivity. Therefore, as a consequence of project infrastructural

needs, impacts on wildlife movement are expected to be “small and non-linear” during

project build-out, with opportunities available for wildlife species to pass around or

through construction areas.

As described in Section 3.7.5, Environmental Consequences, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, direct and indirect construction and project impacts are

discussed for artificial night lighting, including, in particular for bat species; potential

disruption or abandonment of bat foraging activities from prolonged disturbance;

attraction of nocturnal insects and bats to light sources; potential mortality through

disorientation and impacts with construction equipment; and individual mortality from

noise, dust, and ultrasonic vibrations from construction equipment. Impacts on other bird

and mammal species include avoidance behavior and disruption of wildlife movement,

especially in wildlife movement corridors (linkages) or natural lands.

As described in Section 3.16.5.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, during construction “[work] would not occur at night at all

times; therefore, this impact would be intermittent over the construction period.

Construction at any given location would typically last 1 to 2 years, although construction

activities at concrete batch plants and some construction laydown areas would last for

up to 5 years.” Mitigation Measure AVR-1b, Minimize Light Disturbance during

Construction, proposes that “where construction lighting will be required during nighttime

construction, shield such lighting and direct it downward in such a manner that the light

source is not visible offsite, and so that the light does not fall outside the boundaries of

the project site to avoid light spillage offsite.” This mitigation would be required at all

construction sites using nighttime lighting, regardless of its location from sensitive

receivers.

Likewise, during the project, “the proposed HST stations in Fresno, Kings County, and

Bakersfield would be designed to direct lighting downward. No overhead lights on the

HST guideway are proposed, and train lights would be directed toward the guideway.”

To further reduce the potential effects of lighting on wildlife, the project description has

been amended to explain that “Exterior lighting associated with HMFs would be angled
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toward the ground to limit reflectance or light pollution/spillage outside the HMF, and

would incorporate fixture hoods/shielding, cutoff angles, minimum necessary brightness

standards consistent with operational safety and security requirements, and, where

feasible, switches, timer switches, or motion detectors as necessary.”

As described in Section 3.7.7.2, Construction Period Mitigation Measures, of the

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Mitigation Measure BIO-MM#31, Raptor Protection

on Power Lines (renamed in the Final EIR/EIS as BIO-MM#31, Bird Protection), has

been proposed to address the risk of birds colliding with the overhead contact system

and masts. The measure states that “…the Project Biologist will verify that the catenary

system and masts and other structures such as fencing are designed to be bird- and

raptor-safe in accordance with applicable recommendations presented in Suggested

Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006 (APLIC

2006), and Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines: State of the Art in 2012 (APLIC

2012). The Project Biologist will check the final design drawings and submit a

memorandum to the Mitigation Manager to document compliance with this measure.”

This mitigation measure has been updated to include that the project design will also

take into account APLIC’s Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the

Art in 2012 report, as recommended, and that “during Final Design, the Project Biologist

will verify that the catenary system, and masts, and other structures such as fencing are

designed to be bird and raptor-safe” in accordance with APLIC’s 2006 and 2012

guidance documents. Please note, Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines (APLIC

1994) has been superseded by APLIC’s 2012 publication.

As recommended, the discussion of direct project impacts has been revised to include

fencing as a project impact that could result in injury or mortality from bird strikes or

interactions. “Project impacts (e.g., operation of the HST project at-grade or on an

elevated structure) could result in injury or mortality from bird strikes or bird interactions

with fencing and the electrical systems…”

As described in Section 3.7.5, Environmental Consequences, in the draft Fresno to

Bakersfield Section: Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report (Authority

and FRA 2012g), impacts on wildlife species are described by guild (mammals, birds,

amphibians, reptiles) for special-status and other “native fauna” and include “temporary
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shifts in foraging patterns or territories” for amphibian and reptile species, and

“displacement… from the actual fragmentation of the landscape caused by the

construction of the HST project components (e.g., security fences, elevated structures,

rail beds, and associated facilities). These indirect impacts could interfere with the daily

movement, foraging, and dispersal” for bird species; “disrupt breeding or roosting activity

or result in the temporary loss of foraging habitats” for bat species; and result in “shifts in

foraging patterns or territories” for San Joaquin kit fox and American badger.”

In response to concerns about the effects of noise barriers on San Joaquin kit fox

movement in urban areas, the discussion of project impacts on wildlife movement

corridors has been revised to state that in urban Bakersfield where the track is

predominantly elevated, noise barriers will also be elevated alongside the track and will

not impede wildlife movement. In areas where noise barriers have been proposed along

at-grade sections of track, wildlife movement will be limited to proposed road

overcrossings and drainage pipes.

In response to concerns about the use of the San Joaquin kit fox as an umbrella

species, this approach is consistent with the USFWS’ Recovery Plan for Upland Species

of the San Joaquin Valley, California (USFWS 1998), which states that: “The broad

distribution and requirement for relatively large areas of habitat means conservation of

the kit fox will provide an umbrella of protection for many other species that require less

habitat. Therefore, the San Joaquin kit fox is an umbrella species for purposes of this

recovery plan” (USFWS 1998, page ix).
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As described in Section 3.7.5, Environmental Consequences, Biological Resources and

Wetlands, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, direct and indirect construction and

project impacts are discussed for artificial night lighting, including, in particular, for bat

species potential disruption or abandonment of bat foraging activities from prolonged

disturbance, attraction of nocturnal insects and bats to light sources, potential mortality

through disorientation and impacts with construction equipment, and individual mortality

from noise, dust, and ultrasonic vibrations from construction equipment. Impacts on

other bird and mammal species include avoidance behavior and disruption of wildlife

Response to Submission BO054 (Travis Longcore, Land Protection Partners, October 19, 2012) -
Continued

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

Page 40-608



BO054-18

movement, especially in wildlife movement corridors (linkages) or natural lands.

As described in Section 3.16.5.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives, Aesthetics and Visual

Resources, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, during construction “[work] would

not occur at night at all times; therefore, this impact would be intermittent over the

construction period. Construction at any given location would typically last 1 to 2 years,

although construction activities at concrete batch plants and some construction laydown

areas would last for up to 5 years.” Mitigation Measure AVR-1b, Minimize Light

Disturbance during Construction, proposes that “where construction lighting will be

required during nighttime construction, shield such lighting and direct it downward in

such a manner that the light source is not visible off-site, and so that the light does not

fall outside the boundaries of the project site to avoid light spillage off-site.”

Likewise, during the project, “the proposed HST stations in Fresno, Kings County, and

Bakersfield would be designed to direct lighting downward. No overhead lights on the

HST guideway are proposed, and train lights would be directed toward the guideway.”

To further reduce the potential effects of lighting on wildlife, the project description has

been amended to explain that “Exterior lighting associated with HMFs would be angled

toward the ground to limit reflectance or light pollution/spillage outside the HMF, and

would incorporate fixture hoods/shielding, cutoff angles, minimum necessary brightness

standards consistent with operational safety and security requirements, and, where

feasible, switches, timer switches, or motion detectors as necessary.”

In conclusion, impacts on special-status species during construction are significant

under CEQA. However, with the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures

identified in Section 3.7.7 and with the inclusion of Mitigation Measure AVR-1b, those

impacts are less than significant under CEQA. Lighting impacts are reduced because

the shields would "direct it [the light] downward in such a manner that the light source is

not visible off-site, and so that the light does not fall outside the boundaries of the project

site to avoid light spillage off-site." Construction period impacts on wildlife movement

corridors are less than significant and therefore do not require mitigation. Table 3.7-21

has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS to include and reference Mitigation Measure

AVR-1b as a measure that will reduce impacts on special-status wildlife species during

construction.
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Research on noise effects on wildlife and livestock is limited, but suggests that noise

levels of about 100 decibels (dBA) Sound Exposure Level (SEL) (the total A-weighted

sound experienced by a receiver during a noise event, normalized to a 1-second

interval) may cause animals to alter their behavior. Accordingly, the High-Speed Ground

Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FRA 2005a) considers an SEL

of 100 dBA the most appropriate threshold for disturbance effects on wildlife and

livestock of all types. This level is based on a summary of the research and studies

referenced in Appendix A of the FRA assessment. Given a reference SEL of 102 dBA at

50 feet for a 220 mile per hour (mph) HST on ballast and tie track, an animal would need

to be within 100 feet of an at-grade guideway to experience an SEL of 100 dBA. At

locations adjoining an elevated guideway, an SEL of 100 dBA would not occur beyond

the edge of the elevated structure. Refer to Section 3.4.3.3, Impact Assessment

Guidance, and Section 3.4.5.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS

under the heading "Noise Effects on Wildlife and Domestic Animals" for further

information regarding noise effects on wildlife and livestock.

Table 3.4-26 of the Final EIR/EIS presents the screening distances to the HST tracks

within which the level would exceed the criteria and therefore may affect animals for

both at-grade and elevated structures. The criterion for assessing potential noise

impacts on wildlife and domestic animals is an SEL of 100 dBA from HST pass-by

events. This criterion is based on research into the potential effects from HST noise on

animals. These potential effects include relocation, running, physiological effects such

as changes in hormones or blood composition, and startle. The criteria for potential

startle from rapid onset rates of HST noise apply to humans, because the supporting

research is based primarily on human response to rapid onset rates from military aircraft

flights.  At this time, there is no conclusive evidence that noise and vibration decrease

livestock production or affect breeding habits.

In 2005, the Authority and FRA completed the Final Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the

proposed California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005) as the first phase of a tiered

environmental review process. The Authority certified the final Statewide Program
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EIR/EIS under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), selected the proposed

HST System alternative for further project environmental review over the No Project and

Modal alternatives, and made several corridor decisions. The Authority also issued a

Notice of Determination (Authority 2005c) and CEQA Findings of Fact (Authority 2005a)

and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan (Authority 2005b). The FRA

issued a Record of Decision (ROD) (November 18, 2005) under the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Final Program EIS (FRA 2005b).

The Authority and FRA are now undertaking second-tier project environmental

evaluations for several sections of the Statewide HST System. The project EIR/EIS

documents for sections of the HST System are being prepared to satisfy the

environmental review requirements of state and federal laws and enable the public and

agencies to participate in the review of site-specific alternatives. The project EIR/EIS

documents will also help define appropriate project mitigation measures to minimize and

mitigate adverse impacts that tier from the CEQA Findings of Fact (Authority 2005a) and

the ROD (FRA 2005b) for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005).

The information in the project environmental documents will be used to make decisions

about the location of alignments, stations, and facilities to serve the HST and to seek

permits and other needed approvals. In all cases, the project environmental analysis will

reference and use the information contained in one or both of the Program EIR/EIS

documents to ensure consistency with previous decisions and guidance provided by the

Authority and FRA. In particular, relevant mitigation strategies for impacts identified in

the Program CEQA Findings of Fact and the ROD will be addressed in each project

EIR/EIS.

The Authority is both the project sponsor and the lead agency under CEQA. The

Authority has determined that project EIRs for sections of the Statewide HST System

are the appropriate documents for this next stage of planning and decision-making,

which will involve further refining and evaluating of the alignment alternatives, station

location options, maintenance facility locations, and phasing options. The coordination

and consultation with local and regional agencies needed for project approvals will be

part of the project environmental review process.

FRA is the federal lead agency for the preparation of the EIS. Other federal agencies
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with major actions or permits may choose to serve as cooperating agencies. The

second-tier project EISs under NEPA for sections of the HST System are the

appropriate NEPA documents for the nature and scope of the HST System, the

anticipated approvals and decisions by federal agencies, and the need to further

examine alignment alternatives and station location options selected at the program

level.

The noise and vibration analysis was conducted using the criteria, protocols, and

methodology found in the High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration

Impact Assessment (FRA 2005a). FRA adopted this assessment and used it as the

basis of the analysis for each segment of the HST project. Because the FRA is the

federal lead agency for the preparation of this project EIS, it makes sense to use FRA's

assessment document. The 2005 version of the assessment was the latest version

available when the analysis was conducted.

Because the version of the assessment used for the EIR/EIS was adopted in 2005, it is

expected that additional research and scientific studies have been conducted since then

that shed light on certain areas involving the correlation of specific noise levels and

metrics to corresponding noise impacts relative to various animal species. The various

thresholds, metrics, methodologies, and criteria within the FRA methodology are geared

primarily to impacts on humans; they include limited impact criteria for some animals. As

such, the analysis is limited to the methodologies adopted and presented by the

FRA. With respect to the volume of scientific literature that has been developed since

the release of the 2005 assessment, that information, including the various thresholds,

methodologies, and metrics with respect to impacts on animal species, along with

subsequently adopted noise impact standards and criteria associated with those

species, should be presented to the FRA for possible adoption in a future version of the

impact assessment.

Generalized noise contours were developed for the project to reflect the locations of the

impact criteria levels presented in the impact assessment. These contours were

calculated using the equations contained within the assessment. The distances to the

noise impact contours for wildlife, as covered in the assessment, were presented in the

noise analysis.

Response to Submission BO054 (Travis Longcore, Land Protection Partners, October 19, 2012) -
Continued

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

Page 40-610



BO054-19

As described in Section 3.7.5, Environmental Consequences, of the Final EIR/EIS and

the Fresno to Bakersfield Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report

(Authority and FRA 2012g), impacts on wildlife species resulting from noise are

described by guild (mammals, birds, amphibians, reptiles) for special-status and other

“native fauna”; these impacts include mortality of bats during construction due to

construction equipment; temporary impacts on American badger, unhabituated San

Joaquin kit fox, and other special-status mammals and native fauna; temporary shifts in

foraging patterns or territories, refugia abandonment, and increased predation for

amphibians and reptiles; and permanent or temporary displacement of daily movement,

foraging, and dispersal of special-status bird species to avoid disturbance or reduced

reproductive success and increased mortality through the exposure of nests to predators

and the elements.

A “spatially explicit sound analysis” or a study of the effect of chronic noise on wildlife

species’ stress hormone levels, blood pressure, heart rate, and other physiological

effects, as suggested by the commenters, for wildlife species by guild or at the species

level was not called for in the Central Valley Biological Resources and Wetlands Survey

Plan (Authority and FRA [2009] 2011), and such analyses are not practicable or

feasible.

As stated in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of the Final EIR/EIS,

compensatory mitigation for special-status wildlife species is included among the

mitigation measures listed in Table 3.7-21. This table includes the following measures:

BIO-MM#5, Prepare and Implement a Biological Resources Management Plan; BIO-

MM#51, Install Wildlife Fencing; BIO-MM#52, Construction in Wildlife Movement

Corridors; BIO-MM#53, Compensate for Impacts on Special-Status Plant Species; BIO-

MM#54, Compensate for Impacts on Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and Vernal Pool Tadpole

Shrimp; BIO-MM#55, Implement Conservation Guidelines during Project Operation for

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle; BIO-MM#56, Compensate for Impacts on California

Tiger Salamander; BIO-MM#57, Compensate for Impacts on Blunt-Nosed Leopard

Lizard, Tipton Kangaroo Rat, and Nelson’s Antelope Squirrel; BIO-MM#58, Compensate

for Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Trees; BIO-MM#59, Compensate for Loss of

Burrowing Owl Active Burrows and Habitat; BIO-MM#60, Compensate for Destruction of
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Natal Dens; BIO-MM#61, Compensate for Permanent Riparian Impacts; BIO-MM#62,

Prepare and Implement a Comprehensive Mitigation and Monitoring Plan; BIO-MM#63,

Compensate for Permanent and Temporary Impacts on Jurisdictional Waters; BIO-

MM#64, Compensate for Impacts to Protected Trees; and BIO-MM#65, Offsite Habitat

Restoration, Enhancement, and Preservation.

Prospective offsite compensation locations will be identified in coordination with

resource agencies during the preparation of a Compensatory Mitigation Plan that

identifies land parcels that appear to retain natural habitat and/or jurisdictional water

features for preservation or land where the restoration of land and/or water features

would contribute an ecological lift to the landscape. The analysis will be consistent with

identified conservation strategies and take into account natural wildlife habitat types,

location relative to wildlife movement corridors, level of disturbance, parcel size, and the

historic/current presence of wetland features, special-status plant and wildlife species,

and other natural resources. Water rights and availability will be included as part of the

feasibility analysis during the conceptual mitigation design for prospective wetland

mitigation sites.

In accordance with CEQA guidelines, Section 15145, Speculation, and Section 15151,

Standards for Adequacy of an EIR, to extrapolate beyond the discussion provided in the

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS the potential effects of the project on common, non-

listed wildlife species is too speculative for further investigation, and the discussion

therein therefore meets the level of adequacy, completeness, and good faith effort at full

disclosure necessary to provide decision-makers with information that enables them to

make a decision that intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.
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A rodent control program is not proposed during either the construction phase or the

project phase. The impacts associated with a rodent control program (page 3.7-54,

Direct [Bio#2] Impacts during Construction Period) on special-status bird species

(burrowing owl and Swainson’s hawk) have been removed from the Final EIR/EIS

because the activity is not proposed and should not have been evaluated in the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Because a rodent control program is not a part of this project

and has been removed from the Final EIR/EIS, there is no need to analyze the potential
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impacts or provide corresponding mitigation.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-01, FB-Response-PU&E-02.

The Final EIR/EIS provides details regarding the fencing and overhead contact system

in Section 2.2.6, Traction Power Distribution, of the project description (see Figure 2-3)

and in the preliminary engineering design plans provided in Volume III (Sections A and

B). Furthermore, the Final EIR/EIS provides the required analysis of impacts associated

with the electric system, which are discussed in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and

Wetlands (see Impact Bio #6), where the text states, "Project impacts (e.g., operation of

the HST project at-grade or on an elevated structure) could result in injury or mortality

from bird strikes or bird interactions with the electrical systems, as well as by permanent

disturbance or temporary displacement from noise, vibration, wind, or visual stimuli." As

recommended by the commenter, this sentence was modified for the Final EIR/EIS to

include bird interactions with fencing. As recommended, the discussion of direct project

impacts has been revised to include fencing as a project impact.

The commenter points out that power lines are known to result in mortality of significant

numbers of bird species; however, power line infrastructure is not required by the

Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. Because the electrical infrastructure

(e.g., overhead contact system and traction power substations) is different in design,

height, and purpose than the transmission line infrastructure (e.g., guidelines, towers,

masts, lines), the impacts cannot be directly compared and may not be as severe.

To address the risk of birds colliding with the overhead contact system and masts, as

described in Section 3.7.7.2, Construction Period Mitigation Measures, of the Final

EIR/EIS, Mitigation Measure BIO-MM#31, Bird Protection, has been revised to also

include practices disucssed in Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines:

The State of the Art in 2006 (APLIC 2006) and Reducing Avian Collisions with Power

Lines: State of the Art in 2012  (APLIC 2012). Although both guidelines referenced in the

measure are specific to power lines, which are not a part of this project, these guidelines

will be adopted and applied to this project's electrical infrastructure, where applicable.

The revised measure addresses the risk of birds colliding with the overhead contact
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system and masts and states, “The Project Biologist will verify that the catenary system,

masts, and other structures, such as fencing, are designed to be bird- and raptor-safe, in

accordance with Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: The State of

the Art in 2006 (APLIC 2006) and Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines: State of

the Art in 2012 (APLIC 2012). The Project Biologist will check the final design drawings

and submit a memorandum to the Mitigation Manager to document compliance with this

measure."

As described in Section 3.7.7.2, Construction Period Mitigation Measures, of the Final

EIR/EIS, revised Mitigation Measure BIO-MM#31, Bird Protection, is proposed to

address the risk of birds colliding with the overhead contact system and masts and

states that the Project Biologist will verify that the catenary system and masts are

designed to be raptor-safe in accordance with Suggested Practices for Avian Protection

on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006 (APLIC 2006) and Reducing Avian

Collisions with Power Lines: State of the Art in 2012 (APLIC 2012). The Project Biologist

will check the final design drawings and submit a memorandum to the Mitigation

Manager to document compliance with this measure.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03.

In response to comments related to Mitigation Measures BIO-1–3, 14, and 15, with

respect to measures not being tied to a particular impact or with respect to

measures that are required as part of existing law and regulations: Designating role

and responsibilities for a project mitigation program, granting regulatory access,

preparing and implementing a worker environmental awareness program (WEAP),

completing take notification and reporting, and submitting post-construction compliance

reports are standard elements of regulatory agency permits for large construction

projects.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is a mandatory component of implementing the wider

mitigation program; because the implementation of the various mitigation components

(preconstruction surveys, take avoidance, monitoring, compensation, etc.) is a complex

process, it is necessary to identify the individuals that will be responsible for
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implementation of each measure.

Development of the Work Environmental Awareness Program (Mitigation Measure BIO-

3) as described in the Final EIR/EIS is designed to reduce and minimize the impacts

associated with construction activity by training construction and operations personnel in

sensitive biological resource identification and avoidance. Implementation of this is

intended to minimize and avoid inadvertent impacts on a wide range of sensitive

biological resources.

Mitigation Measures BIO-14 and BIO-15 are included in the overall mitigation measures

to accommodate anticipated agency requirements. Though the commenter is correct in

pointing out that Mitigation Measure BIO-14 and Mitigation Measure BIO-15 do not in

themselves mitigate for any particular impact, compliance with agency permitting

requirements is generally a mandatory component of permitting conditions and was

therefore included as part of the mitigation measures.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Please refer to Standard

Response #42. This measure has a number of items that specifically identified what will

be included in the Weed Control Plan. Portions of this measure have been modified in

the Final EIR/EIS. The mitigation measure now states that the Weed Control Plan will

establish success criteria and limit the introduction and spread of highly invasive species

to less than, or equal to, the predisturbance conditions in areas temporarily impacted by

construction activities. An increase in invasive species of more than 5% would require

implementation of a control effort. Performance criteria for the weed control plan will be

established during development of the plan. The results of preconstruction surveys for

noxious weeds will also be taken into account during plan development. Additionally, the

weed control plan will be linked to the development of the Biological Resources

Management Plan, details of which are described in Mitigation Measure BIO-5. The

Biological Resource Management Plan (Mitigation Measure BIO-5) will be in place to

monitor the success of the mitigation measure and adjust, if necessary, to achieve the

desired results (control of noxious and nuisance species).

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Please refer to Standard

Response #42. While the simple promise of a plan does not mitigate or fulfill the
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mitigation obligation, the Biological Resources Management Plan cannot be fully

developed without information from issued agency permits, including detailed

compensatory mitigation plans and monitoring criteria. The Authority and FRA believe

the outline of the numerous provisions included in the Mitigation Measure BIO-5

contains sufficient information for the general public to conclude that implementation of

the Biological Resources Management Plan will be an effective tool to avoid and

minimize impacts on biological resources. Furthermore, additional information regarding

potential compensatory mitigation properties and the resources that are present have

been included in the Final EIR/EIS.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Please refer to Standard

Responses #01, #42, and #44. The Restoration and Revegetation Plan cannot be fully

developed until final design information is available. The plan will comply with all

applicable permit conditions (to be issued). Furthermore, the Restoration and

Revegetation Plan is only applicable to temporarily disturbed upland areas. Restoration

of temporary impacts on riparian areas and jurisdictional waters are addressed in

Mitigation Measures BIO-47 and BIO-48.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measures BIO-7, 9–13, 49, and 50: The

commenter claims that a number of mitigation measures are not appropriate, and

suggests that the measures be presented in other sections or documents. The Authority

and FRA believe that while these mitigation measures can also be used by agencies as

part of permit requirements, or included in mitigation and monitoring plans, or are not

required because they violate state law, or may be included as elements of the project

description, or are assumed as part of the project impacts, there is nothing to prevent

these mitigation measures from also being included as part of the mitigation measures

developed to avoid, minimize, reduce, or rectify the construction and project direct and

indirect impacts on biological resources.

ESAs and ERA

Specifically, the identification and installation of environmentally sensitive area (ESA)

and environmentally restricted area (ERA) fencing is a standard element of regulatory

agency permitting guidelines for large construction projects. The identification of these
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areas would reduce potential for unintentional impacts outside of the construction and

project footprint, or within areas during sensitive time periods when construction is not

allowed in accordance with other mitigation measures. For example, Mitigation Measure

BIO-28, Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard Avoidance, has specific seasonal buffers

requirements that will be identified on plans and marked in the field through

implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-7, Delineate Environmentally Sensitive Areas

and Environmentally Restricted Areas.

Equipment Staging, Netting, and Traffic

The impact analysis considers all areas within temporary and permanent impact

footprints to be impacted. The implementation of these mitigation measures will serve to

minimize direct and indirect impacts and will locate construction elements, such as

staging areas, in areas away from sensitive biological resources (e.g., high-quality

wetlands or habitat for special-status species).

Entrapment

The Authority and FRA agree that entrapment prevention is an appropriate mitigation

measure since it prevents impacts identified under Mitigation Measure BIO-2, but have

not included it as best management practice in the project description.

Work Stoppage and Presence of a Biological Monitor

The presence of a Biological Monitor will be required to accurately identify any special-

status species within the work area and to provide input to the contractor on the extent

and detail of work stoppage. Without a Biological Monitor to implement work stoppage,

unintentional direct and indirect impacts on biological resources may occur. Therefore,

the designation of stop work authority to the Biological Monitor would serve to reduce

and mitigate the amount of take of listed species than would occur if work stoppage

were designated only to the contractor.

Additionally, the presence of a construction monitor for work within jurisdictional waters

would ensure that permit conditions are being adhered to and therefore serve to
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minimize impacts on these features.

Protected Trees

This measure includes several methods to avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts

on protected trees that would all serve to mitigate for impacts on protected trees.

In response to comments regarding Mitigation Measures BIO-8, 20, 25, 38, and 39: The

installation of wildlife exclusion fencing is a common requirement in biological permits,

and is included as a mitigation measure in anticipation of such a requirement. The

project (landfill) and species (arroyo toad) for which exclusion fencing was installed in

the commenter’s example are not related to the HST project. While similar issues may

exist with other burrowing or ground-dwelling species, the installation, maintenance, and

monitoring of the exclusion fence and associated design will significantly minimize the

potential for these species to occur to such degree that they are excluded from the work

area.

To address the commenter’s concerns that fossorial wildlife may pass under an

unsecured, aboveground fence, the measure has been slightly revised to include the

placement of the fence partially buried below-grade and monitoring requirements. The

measure states that “The Contractor’s Biologist, under the supervision of the Project

Biologist, will install wildlife-specific exclusion barriers at the edge of the construction

footprint. Exclusion barriers will be made of durable material, be regularly maintained,

and installed below-grade under the supervision of the Project Biologist. Wildlife

exclusion fencing will be installed along the outer perimeter of environmentally sensitive

areas and ERAs, and below-grade (e.g., 6-10 inches below-grade). The design

specifications of the exclusion fencing will be determined through consultation with the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS]) and/or California Department of Fish

and Wildlife [CDFW]. The wildlife exclusion barrier will be monitored, maintained at

regular intervals throughout construction, and removed following completion of major

construction activities. The Project Biologist will submit a memorandum to the Mitigation

Manager to document compliance with this measure.”

In response to comments on Mitigation Measures BIO-16, 18, 21, 22, 24, 26, 27, 29, 30,
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32–37, 43, and 45: Please refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03. The

Authority and FRA agree that it is important to know the locations of sensitive resources

before the start of construction so that construction can commence. The project

Mitigation Monitoring Plan will provide a complete list of the preconstruction surveys that

must be completed before the start of construction, that coupled with Mitigation Measure

BIO-5, Prepare and Implement a Biological Resources Management Plan, requires the

plan to “include terms and conditions from applicable permits and agreements and make

provisions for monitoring assignments, scheduling, and responsibility.” To highlight this

commitment, the contents of Mitigation Measure BIO-5 have been modified to include

“[a] master schedule that shows that construction of the project, preconstruction

surveys, and establishment of buffers and exclusions zones to protect sensitive

biological resources.”

Additionally, with regards to Mitigation Measure BIO-30, this measure has been revised

to state: “No more than 14 days prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, a

qualified, agency-approved biologist (designated by the Project Biologist) will conduct

visual preconstruction surveys where suitable habitats are present for nesting raptors if

construction and habitat removal activities are scheduled to occur during the bird

breeding season (February 1 to August 15). Surveys will be conducted in areas within

the construction footprint and, where permissible, within 500 feet of the construction

footprint for raptor species (not Fully Protected species) and 0.5 mile of the construction

footprint for Fully Protected raptor species. The required survey dates will be modified

based on local conditions. If breeding raptors with active nests are found, the

Contractor’s Biologist, under the supervision of the Project Biologist, will establish a 500-

foot buffer around the nest to be maintained until the young have fledged from the nest

and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival, or the nest fails (as

determined by the Project Biologist). If fully protected raptors (e.g., white-tailed kite) with

active nests are found, the Contractor’s Biologist, under the supervision of the Project

Biologist, will establish a 0.5-mile buffer around the nest to be maintained until the young

have fledged from the nest or the nest fails (as determined by the Project Biologist).

Adjustments to the buffer(s) will require prior approval by USFWS and/or CDFW. The

Project Biologist will submit a memorandum, on a weekly basis or at other appropriate

intervals, to the Mitigation Manager to document compliance with this measure.”

Construction and access plans cannot be presented until final design, and the locations
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of nesting raptors cannot be confirmed until initiation of preconstruction surveys. No

construction would occur within these buffers until either the nestlings have fledged or

the nest fails.

Additionally, with regards to Mitigation Measure BIO-40: Impacts on Bat Species from

Nighttime Lighting, are addressed in Section 3.7.5.3. Details on the exclusion and

deterrence of bats are presented in Mitigation Measure BIO-42. Measures to Reduce

Lighting in Wildlife Movement Corridors, are addressed in Mitigation Measure BIO-52.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-17: Please refer to Standard

Response #42 for information regarding general implementation of plans following

certification of the document. Details of this plan are not presented because the number

and location of special-status plant species and communities cannot be determined until

both final design and preconstruction surveys are completed.  As stated in the measure,

permit conditions issued by the appropriate resource agencies (e.g., USFWS and

CDFW) will guide the development of the plan and performance standards.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-19: The stated buffer of 250 feet in

this mitigation measure will reduce impacts on vernal pool habitat. As stated in the

measure, to prevent impacts during the wet season (October 15–June 1), exclusion

fencing and erosion control measures will be installed. These restrictions are subject to

revision by regulatory agencies including USFWS and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

(USACE).

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-23: This measure is included to

minimize and prevent the extent of take of special-status reptiles and amphibians. While

the commenter makes the argument that relocation of special-status species has little to

no effect on conservation of the species due to habitat loss, this mitigation measure

does not address conservation and mitigation of habitat lost. Habitat conservation and

mitigation measures for reptiles and amphibians are presented in Mitigation Measures

BIO-56 and BIO-57. Additionally, the habitat conservation and mitigation measures for

wetlands, riparian areas, and other sensitive habitats are presented in Mitigation

Measures BIO-61, BIO-62, BIO-63, and BIO-65.
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In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-28: These measures are included,

in part, to prevent the take of blunt-nosed leopard lizard individuals. This measure has

been revised in the Final EIR/EIS to incorporate avoidance recommendations presented

in USFWS-issued Biological Opinion. While the commenter makes the argument that

relocation of special-status species has little to no effect on conservation of the species

due to habitat loss, this mitigation measure does not address conservation and

mitigation of habitat lost. Habitat conservation and mitigation for blunt-nosed leopard

lizard are addressed in Mitigation Measure BIO-57.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-31: Please refer to Standard

Responses #22, #37, #38, and #39.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-41: Details of bat avoidance and

relocation are dependent on the results of preconstruction surveys and final design.

Please see the general comment for preconstruction surveys. 

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-44: The buffers proposed in this

mitigation measure are preliminary and are subject to approval by the appropriate

regulatory agency (California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]).

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-46: Details on impacts on San

Joaquin kit fox (SJKF) are presented in the Biological Resources and Wetlands

Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012g). As stated within Mitigation Measure BIO-

46, USFWS guidelines for protecting SJKF would be followed during ground-disturbing

construction activities. Compensation for SJKF habitat loss is described in Mitigation

Measure BIO-60, which has been revised to state that “Habitat will be replaced at a

minimum of a 1:1 ratio for natural lands and 0.1:1 for suitable urban or agricultural lands

to provide additional protection and habitat in a location that is consistent with the

recovery of the species.” Additionally, project design features as described in Section

3.7.6 will mitigate for impacts on habitat connectivity and movement corridors.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measures BIO-47, 48, and 62: As stated within

Mitigation Measure BIO-47, success criteria for restoration of riparian and other

impacted areas will be established in the development of the Comprehensive Mitigation
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and Monitoring Plan (CMMP). The restoration of temporary impacts on jurisdictional

waters will be carried out in accordance with the CMMP (Mitigation Measure BIO-62),

which will be developed in cooperation with regulatory agencies including USACE, State

Water Resources Control Board, and CDFW. The plan will include all required

avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and monitoring measures. The plan will also

address mitigation for the lost conditions, functions, and values of impacts on waters

consistent with agency requirements. Examples of potential success criteria are

proposed in this measure and would include criteria for plant cover, habitat functions,

and species diversity.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-51: Please refer to Standard

Response #41. This measure is specific to mammal wildlife movement. Measures

pertaining to other mobile animals, including reptiles and amphibians, include Mitigation

Measures BIO-18 through BIO-28. Avian species are not considered in this measure as

these corridors are land-based and avian species can easily pass over the HST corridor

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-52: Please refer to Standard

Response #41. With regards to night lighting: the shielding of lights in areas of known

wildlife movement corridors would reduce the level of impact associated with unshielded

lights. The literature referenced by the commenter does not pertain to species known to

occur within the study area, nor does it contain information that addresses impacts

associated with shielded versus unshielded lights. The commenter’s literature appears

to show that individuals avoided lit areas; the wildlife movement corridors within the

construction area will not be lit, in accordance with implementation of Mitigation Measure

BIO-52 which states “the Contractor will keep nighttime illumination (e.g., for security)

from spilling into the linkages or shield nighttime lighting to avoid illumination spilling into

the linkages.” Furthermore, Mitigation Measure BIO-52 contains other measures in

addition to lighting that would reduce construction impacts in wildlife movement

corridors, such as removing any obstacles from the area and avoiding the use of the

area for construction equipment staging.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measures BIO-53–61, 63, and 65: Please refer to

Standard Responses #01, #42, and #44. The legal requirement to implement mitigation

or compensation measures does not preclude such measures from being included as a
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mitigation measure. Prospective offsite compensation locations will be identified in

coordination with resource agencies during the preparation of a Compensatory

Mitigation Plan (see Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02 regarding the

compensatory mitigation process) that identifies land parcels that appear to retain

natural habitat and/or jurisdictional water features for preservation, or land where the

restoration of land and/or water features would contribute an ecological lift to the

landscape. The analysis will be consistent with identified conservation strategies and

take into account natural wildlife habitat types, level of disturbance, parcel size, and the

historic/current presence of wetland features, special-status plant and wildlife species,

and other natural resources. The exact details of impacts and project design cannot be

determined until completion of preconstruction surveys and final design. Details on

restoration, enhancement, and preservation would be provided in the Compensatory

Mitigation Plan that will be developed in coordination with regulatory agencies (see

response to Mitigation Measures BIO-54 to BIO-57).

In response to the commenter’s questions about appropriate “watersheds” and their

definitions and use, mention of “watersheds” related to direct and indirect impacts to

vernal pools refers specifically to the hydrologic connectivity between any given pool

and surrounding pools, dictated by the microtopography of the landscape surrounding

said pools. Such watersheds are highly localized, and are predominantly defined by

precipitation levels and site microtopography than by a traditional “HUC” watershed. The

traditional Hydrologic Unit Code (aka “HUC”) watershed refers to a standardized

watershed classification system developed by USGS, which is defined by watershed

boundaries organized in a nested hierarchy by size. Mention of “watersheds” related to

mitigation requirements for sensitive resources, in general, refers specifically to defined

HUC watersheds. Any references to “watersheds” in Mitigation Measure BIO-62,

Prepare and Implement a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, and Mitigation

 Measure BIO-53, Compensate for Impacts on Special-Status Plant Species, have been

revised to say, “HUC watershed” to avoid confusion. At the commenter’s suggestion,

Mitigation Measure BIO-62, Prepare and Implement a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring

Plan, has been updated to say that “preference will be given to conducting the mitigation

within the same HUC-8 or HUC-6 watershed where the impact occurs.”

In response to the commenter’s suggested mitigation measure that “The mitigation for
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loss of an active nest should be a new and protected nest site that is occupied,” the

likelihood of locating an active Swainson’s hawk nest on land whose landowner is

agreeable to establishing a permanent conservation easement or pursuing a fee-title

purchase of the property for mitigation purposes is extremely unlikely and could

constrain the Authority to mitigation that would be impractical, ineffective, and infeasible.

Through ongoing coordination with California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the

significant loss of suitable nest trees due to the conversion of land to agriculture and the

degradation of riparian habitat in the San Joaquin Valley floor have been identified as

one of the primary limiting factors for Swainson’s hawks nesting in the San Joaquin

Valley. As stated in the mitigation measure, for every documented or active nest tree

that is removed or significantly modified, the Authority will acquire and preserve 150

acres of natural habitat. Protecting suitable nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk is both

effective and feasible in mitigating for the loss of nest trees by protecting land that

provides both nesting and foraging habitat for the species in perpetuity. Details on the

location of natural habitat preserved as part of compensation will be provided in the

Compensatory Mitigation Plan that will be developed in coordination with regulatory

agencies (see response to Mitigation Measures BIO-54 to BIO-57, above).

As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-59, the Authority will provide compensatory

mitigation for burrowing owl based on the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation

(CDFG 2012), which requires a site-specific analysis accounting for the wide variation in

natal area, home range, foraging area, and other factors influencing burrowing owls and

burrowing owl population persistence in a particular area, including habitat acreage and

the number of burrows and individual owls. Such information will not be available, nor

known, until right-of-way has been secured and preconstruction surveys are performed.

The exact locations and details of burrowing owl habitat and habitat loss cannot be

determined until completion of final design and preconstruction surveys. Details on the

compensation for burrowing owl habitat will be presented in the Compensatory

Mitigation Plan that will be developed in coordination with regulatory agencies (see

response to Mitigation Measures BIO-54 to BIO-57).

Mitigation Measure BIO-60 has been renamed, “Compensate for Impacts on San

Joaquin Kit Fox” and revised to explain that the Authority will mitigate the loss of SJKF

habitat by the protection of suitable, approved habitat (USFWS and CDFG). Habitat will
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be replaced at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio for natural lands and 0.1:1 for suitable urban or

agricultural lands to provide additional protection and habitat in a location that is

consistent with the recovery of the species. The Authority will mitigate the impacts on

SJKF in accordance with the USFWS Biological Opinion (2013) and/or California Fish

and Game Code 2081(b). Compensatory mitigation could include one of the following:

•           Purchase of credits from an agency-approved mitigation bank.

•           Fee-title acquisition of natural resource regulatory agency-approved property.

•           Purchase or establishment of a conservation easement with an endowment for

long-term management of the property-specific conservation values.

•           In-lieu fee contribution determined through negotiation and consultation with

USFWS.

The exact locations and details of SJKF habitat cannot be determined until completion of

final design and preconstruction surveys. Details on the compensation for SJKF habitat

will be presented in the Compensatory Mitigation Plan that will be developed in

coordination with regulatory agencies (see response to Mitigation Measures BIO-54 to

BIO-57).

Compensatory mitigation for jurisdictional waters requires close coordination with

USACE through the application of USACE’s new 2012 Standard Operating Procedure

for Determination of Mitigation Ratios. Adherence to this Standard Operating Procedure

(SOP) entails a detailed accounting of specific impacts sites and proposed

compensatory mitigation sites to identify a project-specific, site-specific mitigation plan

that deviates from the traditional “ratios” used in the past. This SOP process is overseen

and executed by USACE by a Regulatory Project Manager, who must complete the

mitigation ratio checklist on the project’s behalf. As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-63,

Compensate for Permanent and Temporary Impacts on Jurisdictional Waters, the ratios

proposed represent a minimum to compensate for permanent impacts; the final ratios

will be determined in consultation with the appropriate agencies. Compensation

described in this measure would be addressed in the CMMP described in Mitigation
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Measure BIO-62. Mitigation ratios presented in this measure are ratios proposed by the

Authority, but are subject to change and would be determined in consultation with

regulatory agencies. Location and quality of these impacts and their corresponding

mitigation will be addressed in the Compensatory Mitigation Plan that will be developed

in coordination with regulatory agencies (see response to Mitigation Measures BIO-54 to

BIO-57).

Mitigation for permanent riparian impacts will be presented in the CMMP, which will be

developed in coordination with regulatory agencies including USACE, USFWS, SWRCB,

and CDFW. Mitigation for riparian habitat will be identified through the 401 and 1602

permitting process as “waters of the state.”  A preliminary compensation ratio of 2:1 for

impacted valley foothill riparian is proposed in this measure. Riparian habitat

fragmentation is not an impact that traditionally warrants purposed mitigation under

CEQA and the California Endangered Species Act; however, the proposed restoration,

enhancement, establishment, and preservation of riparian habitat at mitigation and

conservation properties will help offset habitat fragmentation within the HUC-6 to HUC-8

watersheds within which project impacts will occur.

In response to comments on Mitigation Measure BIO-64: Regarding mitigation for

protected trees, impacts on protected trees are considered significant if the tree is

protected by a local ordinance. The mitigation measure must reduce the impact that

causes it to be significant. Therefore, the Authority and FRA will refer to local ordinances

to determine protected tree measures, and mitigation will occur pursuant to the method

identified in the ordinance to reduce impacts. The text in the Final EIR/EIS has been

revised to clarify and provide for the requirement to compensate for the loss of protected

trees in accordance with the local jurisdiction. As such, if a local regulation or law

requires mitigation for the loss of protected trees based on the size of the tree impacted,

the Authority and FRA will provide mitigation commensurate with the regulations and

laws in that jurisdiction.

The measure in the Final EIR/EIS now states, “The Authority will compensate for

impacts, including removal or trimming of naturally occurring native protected trees and

landscape or ornamental protected trees, in accordance with the local regulatory body

(city or county government). The local regulations and laws allow for a number of
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potential mitigation opportunities. The Authority will provide mitigation commensurate

with the regulations and laws in that jurisdiction, such that the resulting impact on

protected trees are less than significant, and may include, but are not limited to, the

following, depending on the local jurisdiction:

•           Transplant all directly affected protected trees that are judged by an arborist to

be in good condition to a suitable site outside the zone of impact.

•           Replace directly affected protected trees at an onsite or offsite location, based

on the number of protected trees removed, at a ratio not to exceed 3:1 for native trees or

1:1 for landscape or ornamental trees.

•           Contribute to a tree-planting fund.

The Project Biologist will submit a memorandum to the Mitigation Manager to document

compliance with this measure.”

Descriptions of local regulations pertaining to oak woodlands are provided in the Fresno

to Bakersfield Section: Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report, Table 3-1,

Regional and Local Regulations; and Table 3-2, Biological Resources Regulations by

City and County Jurisdiction (Authority and FRA 2012g). The Oak Woodlands

Conservation Act does not directly provide protection of oak woodlands, but instead

provides grant funding and other incentives for voluntary private conservation of oak

woodlands in counties that have adopted an Oak Woodlands Management Plan. For

example, the Fresno County Oak Woodland Management Plan provides

recommendations to landowners to assist with voluntary management of oak

woodlands, such as maintaining an average canopy cover of 10–30% when harvesting

oaks, and retaining oak trees of all sizes and species represented at the site. If oak

woodlands occurred within the project footprint, the Authority would, as with mitigation

for protected trees, provide mitigation commensurate with the city or county’s Oak

Woodlands Management Plan under the Oak Woodlands Conservation Act. As

described in Section 3.7.4.2, Plant Communities and Land Cover Types, “valley oak

woodland in the Habitat Study Area was located along the floodplain of the Kings River

and associated sloughs and side channels (in the Hanford West Bypass alternatives, as
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depicted in Figures A3-1a to A3-1o in Appendix 3.7-A, Attachment 3). Oak woodlands

occur “within the Habitat Study Area but not within the project footprint; therefore, it will

not be directly impacted.” Kings County does not currently have an Oak Woodlands

Management Plan under the Oak Woodlands Conservation Act.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-01.

It is expected that heterospecific medium and small mammal species (e.g., American

badger, fox, bobcat)—as well as other amphibian, reptile, and “terricolous”

invertebrates—will be able to utilize these and other wildlife crossing opportunities

available, such as elevated portions of the alignment, bridges over riparian corridors,

road overcrossings and undercrossings, and drainage facilities (i.e., large-diameter [60-

to 120-inch] culverts and paired 30-inch culverts). Larger mammals, such as deer,

mountain lions, bear, and tule elk, are at present largely absent from the project area

and as such did not figure into wildlife crossing structure design.

For these reasons and based on input from San Joaquin kit fox expert Dr. Brian Cypher,

Associate Director and Research Ecologist at the Endangered Species Recovery

Program (Cypher 2012), that San Joaquin kit foxes were no more likely to use a

dedicated earthen overcrossing structure than they might be to use an existing road

overcrossing, dedicated earthen overcrossing structures were not considered further

due to the economics of additional land acquisition, the aesthetic and visual impacts,

and the design costs associated with large-scale dedicated earthen crossing structures.

For the San Joaquin kit fox and smaller wildlife species like the blunt-nosed leopard

lizard and terricolous invertebrates, peer-reviewed studies and data specific to tailoring

wildlife crossing structure design and implementation to individual California wildlife

species and/or subspecies are poorly represented in the scientific literature and were

not available during the preparation of the technical reports or the EIR/EIS. Dr. Cypher

relied on his professional experience studying the San Joaquin kit fox, together with the

best-available science on wildlife crossing structure design parameters for other foxes,

when making his recommendations on wildlife crossing structure design. The San

Joaquin kit fox was used as a representative umbrella species on which to model the
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design specifications because it is a high-profile (federally Endangered, state

Threatened) species, has a relatively wide dispersal range, is more widespread than

other species in the Central Valley, and is of a size comparable to or larger than other

species likely to use the structures. Therefore, in the absence of peer-reviewed studies

and data specific to San Joaquin kit fox or other wildlife species, it is presumed that the

recommended structures are of ample size and should provide adequate crossing

opportunities for species other than the San Joaquin kit fox.

The papers cited by the commenter (Mader 1984, Robinson et al. 2012, Trombulak and

Frissell 2000) document the effects of linear infrastructure, but do not address design

parameters, especially with regard to Central Valley wildlife species. The other reports

referenced (Mata et al. 2005, 2008; Bremner-Harrison et al. 2007) address design

optimization; Bremner-Harrison et al. 2007 was a primary reference used in the design

of the project’s proposed wildlife crossing structures, and although Mata et al. 2005 and

Mata et al. 2008 were not reviewed during wildlife crossing structure design, their

recommendations that “a mitigation strategy for wildlife connectivity must contain many

different kinds of underpasses (and even overpasses) to maximize wildlife permeability”

is consistent with the wildlife crossing opportunities that would be available across the

HST System through its variety of engineered structures, including dedicated wildlife

crossing structures, elevated track, bridges, road overcrossings and undercrossings,

and drainage facilities (i.e., large-diameter culverts [60 to 120 inches in diameter] and

paired 30-inch-diameter culverts).

Flying vertebrates (bats and birds) are expected to navigate over at-grade portions and

under elevated portions of the track, as they are expected to do at existing locations in

the valley such as fenced-off water treatment ponds and retention/detention

basins. Mitigation Measure Bio-MM#31, Raptor Protection on Power Lines, has been

revised to more broadly address bird protection. Mitigation Measure Bio-MM#31 (now

titled Bio-MM#31, Bird Protection) has been updated to state that the project design will

now take into account the findings in both Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on

Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006 (APLIC 2006) and Reducing Avian Collisions

with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2012 (APLIC 2012), as recommended. Please

note, Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines (APLIC 1994) has been superseded by

APLIC’s 2012 publication.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the

2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA

2005). The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5),

State Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision

for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS rejected those routes and selected the BNSF

corridor as the Preferred Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Further

engineering and environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor have resulted in

practicable alternatives that meet most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible,

and would result in certain environmental impact reductions relative to each other.

Accordingly, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on

alternative alignments along the general BNSF corridor. The I-5 corridor was again

reviewed during the

environmental review for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (see Section 2.3.2, Range of

Potential Alternatives Considered and Findings, of the Final EIR/EIS), but was

eliminated from further consideration, as described in Standard Response FB-

Response-GENERAL-02.

The purpose of project alternatives is to minimize or avoid impacts. The purpose of an

EIR/EIS is to analyze and document the environmental impacts of a project. The fact

that a project alternative will result in environmental impacts is not a violation of the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or the National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA). Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow

SR 99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the I-5 corridor and determined that these

alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither

CEQA nor NEPA requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are

not

practicable to implement.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01.
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As described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, quantitative and

qualitative analyses were completed for the HST project as applicable and feasible for

each resource. The cumulative analysis for biological resources in Section 3.19,

Cumulative Impacts, provides only a qualitative analysis, consistent with many of the

other resource topics addressed therein. The Authority believes this analysis is

adequate for the identification of cumulative impacts. As described in CEQA Guidelines

Section 15130 and stated in Section 3.19.1 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS,

“the discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their

likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is

provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.”

Solar projects are identified in the cumulative projects list in Appendices 3.19-A and

3.19-B and the cumulative impacts analysis for each resource, including biological and

agricultural resources, accounts for these projects.

BO054-26

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02.

The Authority’s policy goal is to use 100% renewable electricity for the operation of the

HST. The Authority would consider renewable sources to include bio-energy from

livestock, wind, solar, and geothermal. This goal can be achieved through purchase

agreements with power suppliers and through the design of project buildings and

facilities to meet progressive energy performance goals required by California code and

policy (zero-net energy buildings). Developers who enter into agreements with the

Authority to supply renewable energy will be responsible for the environmental

clearance and permitting for those facilities. In the 2012 Strategic Energy Plan,

developed for the Authority by the National Renewable Energy Lab, it was

recommended that the Authority prioritize renewable energy projects sited

on brownfields or other previously disturbed land.

The cumulative projects list includes several solar projects in Kings County and Kern

County (see Appendix 3.19-A, Planned and Potential Projects and Plans). These

projects were identified during interviews with local and regional planning agencies and

in existing applications for project entitlements or construction, or were analyzed in
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recent environmental documents. The analyses of potential cumulative impacts from

these and other cumulative projects combined with the HST project alternatives are

provided in Section 3.19.4.2, High-Speed Train Alternatives Contributions, of the

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

See Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS

for information about HST project energy demand, impacts, and mitigation measures.

Table 3.6-12 shows the change in energy usage due to HST versus current and future

conditions. The energy analysis uses a dual baseline approach, meaning the HST

project’s energy impacts are evaluated both against existing conditions and against

background (i.e., No Project Alternative) conditions as they are expected to be in 2035.

Project-related effects to biological resources are discussed in Section 3.7.5,

Environmental Consequences. California’s electricity grid would power the proposed

HST system. Management of California’s electricity infrastructure and power supply

includes demand forecasting, which includes buffer (or reserve) electricity-generating

capacity above expected peak demand that is available to call upon as needed. The

Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is estimated to require 78 megawatts of peak

demand, which is within existing reserves.

Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, estimates the proposed project’s electricity

demand. The HST system energy demand is estimated in Table 3.6-18. No impacts on

the supply of electrical power to existing users would be anticipated. The HST project

would not require the construction of a separate power source, although it would include

the addition and upgrade of power lines to a series of substations positioned along the

HST corridor. Please refer to the summary of electricity requirements in Section 2.2.6,

Traction Power Distribution. Section 3.6.5.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives, discusses

how the energy demand would be met.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-

Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-03, FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-AG-05,

FB-Response-AG-06.

For information on the economic effects on agriculture, see Volume I, Section 3.12,

Impact SO #15.

The Authority recognizes that the loss of farmland cannot be fully mitigated, and as such

has been classified as a significant and unavoidable impact. See Impact AG #4 for

information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation

Measure AG-1 in Section 3.14 for measures to reduce impacts on prime farmland.

The Authority will not "seize" land in that it has committed to compensating landowners

at a fair market value for their land. During the land acquisition phase, each landowner

will have the ability to discuss the impacts from the HST with the Authority’s right-of-way

agent so that fair compensation for impacts on their property can be made. During the

property acquisition process, losses in the value of the remaining property will be taken

into account, and  compensation will be provided for the loss in productivity.

The EIR/EIS discloses the impact of the loss of farmland. As discussed in Standard

Responses FB-Response-AG-03 through FB-Response-AG-06, the impacts of the HST

project will be limited on lands that are outside of the project footprint. The creation of

uneconomic parcels as a result of farm severance has also been considered, and the

impact has been disclosed in the EIR/EIS.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AG-02.

BO055-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.
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4 Creeks, Inc. 1150 N. Chinowth St., Suite B, Visalia, CA 93291 
Phone: (559) 802-3052 

www.4-Creeks.com 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
July 27, 2011 
 

Initial Comments identifying the Potential Impacts of the High Speed Rail Project to Wreden Ranch 
 

4Creeks, Inc. has reviewed the potential impacts of the proposed High Speed Rail (HSR) to Wreden Ranch 
(Wreden) based on the draft alignment of the new rail. Additional information concerning the design and 
specifications of the rail, including the proposed cross section at the location of Wreden are requested to provide 
more specific comments.  However, the overall potential impacts to Wreden by constructing the HSR are 
summarized into the three (3) following categories: 
 
1. Potential Impacts to the Facility Permit(s) 
2. Potential Devaluation of Property 
3. Potential Physical Impacts and constraints to the existing operations 
 
 
1. Potential Impacts to the Facility Permit(s) 
 
For Wreden to operate, three (3) permits are required.  A conditional use permit is required by Kings County 
(County Permit), a Permit to Operate is required by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (Air Permit), 
and Waste Discharge Requirements are provided by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Permit).  
Each of these permits has different conditions of approval and the potential impacts of the HSR to these permits are 
summarized as follows: 

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

• In addition to the 12 acres for the HSR, additional setbacks to the prime farm ground are required to 
manage and operate the farming effectively.  For instance, pest and weed applicators, specifically aerial 
applicators will stay a minimum of 100 feet to potentially 500 feet away from the HSR to avoid drifting from 
both the applicator and the HSR.  Crop Applicators are not interested in spraying close to the HSR.  This 
will be an additional loss in farm ground area, if pests and weeds cannot be controlled in a portion of the 
field, it is not feasible to farm the area as it will spread into the rest of the field. 

• Any land that is no longer being farmed, will need to be maintained to prevent weed growth and dust 
control per the Air Permit. 

 
At a minimum, there will be a loss of approximately 36 acres.  Each farmable acre allows the farmer to have roughly 
an additional 5 milking cows.  This equates to a minimum loss of 180 milk cows from the permits.  The farming 
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operation has a significant loss from losing 36 acres of prime farm ground as well as the dairy operation.  A rough 
estimate on the loss of gross revenue from the dairy facility alone is approximately $4,500 per cow annually, or 
$810,000 annually for the minimum 300 ft. cross section. 
 
 
2. Potential Devaluation of the Property 
 
The owner/operator purchased the facility for several different reasons. One of the key reasons is that this facility 
was contiguous and operates very efficiently from the Farming Operations to the Dairy Operations.   By splitting the 
property in half, the value of the overall facility is greatly reduced.   
 
In addition, the existing residence within 100 feet of the HSR will be impacted by noise and potentially vibrations 
from the HSR.  This will devalue the house. 
 
By having the HSR so close the freestall barns will create noises and vibrations in the freestall barns as well as the 
milk barn.  This will have a direct effect on the amount of milk a cow produces, thus reducing the value of the dairy. 
 
Finally, the HSR will bring suburbia to proximity of the facility for possible added scrutiny on the facility and political 
headaches.  
 
Overall, it is estimated that the value of the facility will have a minimum 20% decrease in value.   
 
3. Potential Physical Impacts and constraints to the existing operation 
 
3.1. Rail Crossings 
This impact is dependent on the final design of the HSR and any potential easements/crossings it might allow.  
Currently the operator has no restricted access between the fields or on the public maintained road, Lansing 
Avenue. The proposed HSR at ground level will separate the fields and shut down the Lansing Avenue to the West 
of the facility, cutting off any access to the remaining Wreden Farm area.  To access the western edge of the 
farmland, an additional 3 miles of travel will be required each time access is required to the western farm area. This 
will impact man hours, equipment hours, and fuel cost.  Because the crops grown are double cropped each year, 
hundreds of trips may be required each year.  The cost and impact of this will be significant. 
 
3.2. Aerial Spray Application 
The operator will have a difficult time finding an applicator willing to crop dust fields within the potential of a vortex 
created from a high-speed train in the proximity.  Aerial applicators are sensitive from wind changes from 8 mph to 
10 mph and will need to address the increased liability from the proposed rail.  If the owner is unable to control pest 
and weeds, it will affect its adjacent crops and thus would be better off disking property and not farming.  If farming 
continues, most likely the crop will have a loss of yields, thus reducing the revenue and creating issues with the 
Water Permit. 
 
3.3 Irrigation System 
The supply water for the irrigation system is located in the lagoon next to the dairy.  Fresh water and manure water 
are mixed and then sent throughout the farm.  The HSR will cross the irrigation system in several locations and 
Wreden will need a minimum of a 36” steel casing at each crossing for each pipeline.  A culvert system will need to 
be designed for the open canal system as well.  The easements for these pipelines should not restrict Wreden from 
operating or maintaining the pipelines. 
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3.4 Stray Voltage Concerns 
Based upon the power source of the HSR, Wreden has a potential impact from stray voltage that connects to the 
freestall barns or milk barns which are steel building and excellent conduits for electricity.  If stray voltage contacts 
the feeding areas, it can create slight shock in the cows and cause issues when they are feeding.  If stray voltage 
contacts the milk barn, it could cause the pulsators to prematurely release from the cow, resulting in a loss of milk 
production. 
 
3.5 Noise and Vibration Impacts 
Noise impacts to the facility have a potential to affect cow health and milk production.  The constant noise of a 
passing by train echoing in the freestall barns may generate a 10% decrease in milk production.  In addition, the 
nearby residence will have significant noise and vibration impacts from the train and may require the house be 
relocated.  Lastly, there are several existing wells adjacent to and nearby the HSR.  The wells are tapped into a 
sand stratum deep in the soil for the water, but with the vibrations of the HSR, the stratums may collapse and cause 
the wells to fail.  It would be a minimum of $500,000 to replace each well, as the water table for potable water is 
below 1,200 feet. 
 
3.6 Cattle Crossing 
Wreden has the ability to use a portion of the farmland for pasture land and grazing land for the dry cows and 
heifers at the facility.  The HSR will cut the pasture land areas off and away from the dairy facility, taking away any 
access from the pasture areas.  This will impact the cost of feed and animal health. 
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Craig Hartman, PE 
Civil Engineer 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-06.

The Authority has committed to help businesses (including confined-animal operations)

overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the project. As a part of the HST project,

the Authority will assign a representative to act as a single point of contact to assist each

confined-animal facility owner during the process of obtaining new or amended permits

or other regulatory compliance necessary to the continued operation or relocation of the

facility. The Authority will consider and may provide compensation when acquisition of a

confined-animal site would either require relocation of the facility or amendment of its

existing regulatory permits (see Section 3.14.6).

The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their

operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including the relocation of

existing dairy wastewater ponds and the regulatory costs of permitting relocated

wastewater storage ponds. The Authority will work with individual landowners and

operators to permit new wastewater lands that may be required. This will be done on a

case-by-case basis, with the actual amount of compensation dependent upon the

characteristics of the property/dairy operation involved and the necessary permits. The

commenter has provided an estimate of his costs, but that amount is unverifiable until

actual negotiations begin over the just compensation due.

Obtaining permits for large confined-animal operations is often a slow and expensive

process, which makes the conversions of any land used for confined-animal agriculture,

whether it is for the grazing of the animals or the disposal of their waste, costly and

potentially economically harmful to the farmer. These land conversions could impact the

economic viability of one or more confined-animal operations. A more in-depth

discussion of the economic impacts can be found in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics,

Communities, and Environmental Justice.

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

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

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

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

reports there would be no need for new spraying regulations around the HST because it
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would be treated like any other transportation corridor.

Statements regarding the termination of aerial application of pesticides along the HST

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

applications of pesticides, each farm must submit an application to its respective County

Agricultural Commissioner, detailing what types of pesticide they are proposing to spray.

After receiving this information, the Agricultural Commissioner places restrictions on the

farm’s application of pesticides. These restrictions include, but are not limited to, buffer

zones, aerial spraying height restrictions, mesh size limits, and wind speed restrictions.

When creating these restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby

sensitive receivers (transportation corridors, houses, business, etc.), the proposed

pesticides to be sprayed (different pesticides have different spraying restrictions based

on the manufacturer’s approved application rates), and several other factors that may

influence environmental effects of pesticide application.

Because there are a large number of factors that influence the possible restrictions

placed on aerial application of pesticides, an absolute statement of "no spraying within a

specific distance" is not reasonable. There are several options available to farmers to

avoid having new spraying restrictions placed on them by their Agricultural

Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the pesticides they propose to

use to ones that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a different variety of crops

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

restrictions.

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice as a result

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

as cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing buffers for aerial

spraying, etc. The difference between these “before” and "after" values is termed as
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severance damages and will reflect any loss in value of the remainder due to the

construction in the manner proposed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

property owners, managers, and experts in the field.

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

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

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

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

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

unique farmland) at the following ratios:

Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of

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

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

•

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

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

•

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

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

•

BO056-2

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

Response-SO-01, FB-Response-N&V-01.

The analysis undertaken by the Authority and FRA show that the HST system has the

potential to induce some growth and intensify growth near stations. The project would

redirect development growth to central cities, in conjunction with the Senate Bill 375

(state legislation requiring regional targets for reduction of greenhouse gas emissions)

BO056-2

regional efforts and future plans of the cities of Fresno and Bakersfield, and would

reduce the pressure for the future conversion of farmlands by encouraging new

investments around the stations in Fresno and Bakersfield rather than in peripheral

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

While the project will result in increased travel time for Wreden Farm by imposing an

approximately 3-mile detour, access will remain. During the right-of-way process a

private overcrossing or undercrossing may be provided, as described in FB-Response-

AG-02. Please see Section 3.12.11, Mitigation Measures; Mitigation Measure SO-4:

Provide access modifications to affected farmlands for more information on possible

overcrossings or undercrossings.

BO056-4

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

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

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

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

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

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

would be treated like any other transportation corridor.

The white paper "Induced Wind Impacts" examined the potential for airflow from the

train to create wind. It found that the induced wind speed would be 2.3 miles per hour at

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

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

trainsets are very streamlined and applicable and are not directly comparable to the

wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. The typical HST trainset is

sealed, with windows that cannot be opened, and no gaps between cars. If pesticide

applicators apply pesticides adjacent to the HST in accordance with the existing

regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet those regulations, the
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applicator would be liable for damages.

Statements regarding the termination of aerial application of pesticides within a specific

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive receptors

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

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

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

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

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

no spraying adjacent to the HST is not reasonable. Several options are available to

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

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

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

of crops near the HST that does not require the application of pesticides with spraying

restrictions.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

project was constructed, and including any estimated damages to remainder, such as,

cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing buffers for aerial

spraying, etc.  The difference between these “before” and “after” values is termed as

severance damages and will reflect any loss in value to the remainder parcels due to the
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construction in the manner proposed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

owners and managers, and experts in the field.

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

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

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

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

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

unique farmland) at the following ratios:

Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of

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

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

•

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

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

•

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

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

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

The Authority will work with individual land owners and operators to permit new

wastewater lands to make up for the loss of those from the HST footprint. Lost business

revenue from the HST will be dealt with on a case-by-case basis.

Response to Submission BO056 (E.J. de Jong, Lansing LLC dba Wreden Ranch, October 18, 2012) -
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BO056-6

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

People and businesses in California use electric power for many purposes and services

in homes and businesses, farms, and factories. The intensive use of electric power in

California and all developed countries has ensured that the potential health effects of

electromagnetic fields (EMFs) and the resulting currents and voltages on people and

animals have been thoroughly studied.  As a result, the levels at which EMFs and stray

voltages and currents can cause health or behavior effects are well established. 

Broadly used international standards were created based on intensive investigation to

ensure that:

*  EMFs and the resulting stray currents and voltages are measured and controlled.

*  Fields do not disturb or injure people or animals.

Stray voltages occur when there is a voltage or potential difference between the neutral

conductor on an electrical system and the ground (earth).  Stray currents occur when

the earth conducts some of the current of a power system.  Stray voltages and currents

exist whenever a power system has more than one connection to the

earth, so they are a general condition in homes, factories, farms, and anywhere electric

power is used. As a result, engineers and power systems have well-established

procedures and standards to provide protection against the effects of stray voltages and

currents.

Stray voltages and currents can cause shocks, as described in the EIR/EIS

under Impact EMF/EMI #8 - Potential for Nuisance Shocks. 

The Authority's traction power and rail designs recognize the need to control

stray voltages and currents to avoid shocks. The bonding and grounding of California

HST equipment will fulfill the requirements of EN 50122-1: 2011, Railway applications -

Fixed installations - Electrical safety, earthing and the return circuit - Part 1: Protective

provisions against electric shock, Section 9.2.2.  This standard was established

specifically to protect people near

traction power systems like the one that would be used for the California HST

project. International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) standard TS 60479-1:2007,

BO056-6

Effects of current on human beings and livestock – Part 1: General aspects, is a related

document that provides specific guidance for protecting livestock.

For the California HST, the running rails will be periodically connected to earth all along

the track, and the rails will carry a significant amount of train propulsion current, called

return current. This return current will create a stray voltage along the rails, which also

will be connected to the earth due to the periodic grounding.

The project will calculate the maximum stray voltages and will provide all necessary

protections against shock from stray voltage, such as grounding procedures for metal

fences, buildings, buried pipes, above-ground irrigation pipes, etc. that run parallel to the

track. 

The California HST project will avoid disturbing or injuring cattle or other animals

or people near the HST track by:

*  Using the broad knowledge of currents and fields from existing electric railways in the

United States and around the world.

*  Learning from the experience in preventing adverse effects.

*  Performing the California HST program actions to apply necessary protections along

the HST track.

BO056-7

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

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

operations.  If the wells are not currently experiencing any of these problems under

existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these problems with the

addition of HST operations.

BO056-8

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-SO-01.
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Submission BO057 (Victor Martinov, Lazy "H" Ranch, August 13, 2012)
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BO057-1

The project alignment in the area adjacent to the Lazy H Community has been moved to

run along the east side of the BNSF right-of-way. The location of this updated alignment

will put the centerline at a distance of at least 78 feet from the eastern property line of

the Lazy H Community. As a result, the noise barrier for this alignment would also be

located on the east side of the BNSF alignment as opposed to running along the east

side of the Lazy H Community.
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Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #204 DETAIL
Status : Unread
Record Date : 9/26/2012
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : Business
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Date : 9/26/2012
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Ken
Last Name : Filipponi
Professional Title : Member
Business/Organization : LifeTime Pacific, LLC
Address : PO Box 420
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Atascadero
State : CA
Zip Code : 93423
Telephone : 805-235-4242
Email : kenfilipponi@att.net
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Subject Property:

1200 Orange Avenue and Hwy 43

Corcoran, CA 93212

To Whom This May Concern:

We submit the following public comments/concerns regarding the
California
High Speed Rail Project and its potential adverse impact on the
above-referenced property:

.         The property currently has an active BNSF rail spur that provides
considerable value to the property as a whole and may be adversely
impacted
by the project;

.         We are currently discussing possible other commercial uses of the
property with the City of Corcoran that would utilize all of the existing
acreage as well as the existing building and may be adversely impacted
by
the project;

.         We are currently negotiating with at least one cell site carrier
and possibly others in the future. This business opportunity may be
adversely impacted by the project;

.         There may be other potential adverse impacts to the property that
are unknown at this time.

Ken Filipponi, Member

LifeTime Pacific, LLC

PO Box 420

Atascadero, CA 93423

kenfilipponi@att.net

805-235-4242

EIR/EIS Comment :
Official Comment Period : Yes
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-03.

Displaced businesses that rely on railroad spurs to gain access to the BNSF railroad will

be relocated to ensure continued access to the BNSF in a new location.
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BO059-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-

Response-GENERAL-18.

The environmental justice analysis adheres to the definition defined by Executive Order

12898 and U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5610.2, which defines an

environmental justice effect as a "disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority

and low-income populations." This is an adverse effect that is predominately borne by a

minority population and/or a low-income population or that would be appreciably more

severe or greater in magnitude for the minority and/or a low-income population than the

adverse effect that would be suffered by the non-minority and/or non-low-income

population along the project.  Section 4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment

Technical Report identifies the environmental justice populations along the project.  The

methodologies for identifying these populations are detailed in Appendix A of the

Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. Section 5.3 in the Community Impact

Assessment Technical Report provides detailed information on the potential for

substantial environmental justice effects across resources along the project. See

Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO#17 and Impact SO#18 and Mitigation Measure MM

SO-6 as well as sections 4.3 and 5.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical

Report for information on the environmental justice analysis and methodology. 

Determination of potential environmental justice effects includes consideration of all

possible mitigation. Mitigation of impacts to less than significant is not possible in every

instance, so the effect is acknowledged and considered in decisions about project

alternatives.

BO059-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-18.

The Authority has approved a Community Benefits Policy that supports employment of

individuals who reside in disadvantaged areas and those designated as disadvantaged

workers.

Jobs created by construction and operation of the project would likely be filled by

workers in the region. To help offset any disproportionate effects, the Authority has

approved a Community Benefits Policy that supports employment of individuals who

BO059-2

reside in disadvantaged areas and those designated as disadvantaged workers,

including veterans returning from military service. The Community Benefits

Policy also helps to remove potential barriers to small businesses, disadvantaged

business enterprises, disabled veteran business enterprises, women-owned businesses,

and microbusinesses that want to participate in building the California High-Speed Rail

System. Under the Authority’s Community Benefits Policy, design-build construction

contracts will be required to adhere to the National Targeted Hiring Initiative, which

states a minimum of 30% of all project work hours shall be performed by national

Targeted Workers, and a minimum of 10% of National Targeted Workers' hours shall be

performed by disadvantaged workers. According to the National Targeted Hiring

Initiative, disadvantaged workers either live in an economically disadvantaged area or

face any of the following barriers to employment: being homeless, a custodial single

parent, receiving public assistance, lacking a General Educational Development Test

(GED) certificate or high school diploma, having a criminal record or other involvement

with the criminal justice system, chronically unemployed, emancipated from the foster

care system, being a veteran, or being an apprentice with less than 15% of the required

graduating apprenticeship hours in a program. The Community Benefits Policy will

supplement the Authority’s Small Business Program which, has an aggressive 30% goal

for small business participation, including goals of 10% for disadvantaged business

enterprises and 3% for disabled veteran business enterprises.

BO059-3

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

Jobs created by construction and operation of the project would likely be filled by

workers in the region. To help offset any disproportionate effects, the Authority has

approved a Community Benefits Policy that supports employment of individuals who

reside in disadvantaged areas and those designated as disadvantaged workers,

including veterans returning from military service. It helps to remove potential barriers to

small businesses, disadvantaged business enterprises, disabled veteran business

enterprises, women-owned businesses, and microbusinesses that want to participate in

building the High-Speed Rail system. Under the Authority’s Community Benefits Policy,

design-build construction contracts will be required to adhere to the National Targeted

Hiring Initiative, which states a minimum of 30% of all project work hours shall be

Response to Submission BO059 (Baldwin Moy, Low-Income Rural Communities (Atty. For), California
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performed by national Targeted Workers and a minimum of 10% of National Targeted

Workers hours shall be performed by disadvantaged workers. According to the National

Targeted Hiring Initiative, disadvantaged workers either live in an economically

disadvantaged area or face any of the following barriers to employment: being

homeless, a custodial single parent, receiving public assistance, lacking a GED or high

school diploma, having a criminal record or other involvement with the criminal justice

system, chronically unemployed, emancipated from the foster care system, being a

veteran, or an apprentice with less than 15% of the required graduating apprenticeship

hours in a program. The Community Benefits Policy will supplement the Authority’s

Small Business Program which has an aggressive 30% goal for small business

participation, which includes goals of 10% for disadvantaged business enterprises and

3% for disabled veteran business enterprises.

BO059-4

Although Authority staff will provide oversight of the design-build contractors'

performance with regard to the Community Benefits Policy, the Authority retains the

option of using a subconsultant as a project facilitator.

BO059-5

The Authority is committed to implementing its mitigation measures and the Community

Benefits Policy.

BO059-6

The Authority appreciates this suggestion and plans to continue to work with all

stakeholders as this project progresses.
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The material attached to this comment has been entered into the Administrative Record

for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR/EIS.

Response to Submission BO060 (Jason Holder, Madera County Farm Bureau (Atty. For) Fitzgerald
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2.8 Construction Plan 

This section summarizes the general approach to building the HST system, including activities 
associated with pre-construction and construction of major system components. To maintain its 
eligibility for federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding, the Authority 
intends to begin final design and project construction in early 2013. The Initial Operating Section 
(IOS) first construction is to be completed by December 2018. Service on the IOS is expected to 
start in 2022.  

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section would be built using a “design-build” (D/B) approach. This 
method of project delivery involves a single contract with the project owner to provide design 
and construction services. This differs from the “design-bid-build” approach, where design and 
construction services are managed under separate contracts and the design is completed before 
the project is put out for construction bids. The D/B approach offers more flexibility to adapt the 
project to changing conditions. The contract with the D/B contractor will require compliance with 
standard engineering design and environmental practices and regulations as well as 
implementation of any project design features and applicable mitigation measures included in this 
EIR/EIS. 

The Authority has prioritized a portion of the Merced to Fresno and the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Project sections as the first section of the California HST System to be built to meet the ARRA 
funding requirements, which includes both a funding deadline of September 30, 2017 and the 
requirement that the Federal investment demonstrate “independent utility” as that term is 
defined in the High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Notice of Funding Availability and Interim 
Program Guidance (74 FR 29900, 29905, June 23, 2009). The IOS first construction will be 
available for immediate use for improved and faster service on the San Joaquin intercity line prior 
to the initiation of HST service on the IOS in 2022, thus providing for independent utility 
consistent with ARRA. The Central Valley was determined to be the best location for the initial 
construction, with service extending south to Palmdale and the San Fernando Valley and north to 
San Jose to link with blended service to Metrolink in the south and Caltrain in the north. The 
Authority has met the “independent utility” requirement of the federal stimulus financing because 
the IOS first construction track would have dedicated passenger track capable of higher speeds, 
thereby improving existing San Joaquin operations. It would also include a basic station design 
(platform) for non-electrified passenger service in Fresno (located at the planned Fresno Station). 

The interim use of the IOS first construction track for upgraded San Joaquin service could have 
environmental impacts that differ from those analyzed in this EIR/EIS; for example, increased 
noise and air quality impacts with increased frequency of diesel trains during the temporary 
period when San Joaquin service would use the IOS first construction track (between 2018 and 
2022). Service upgrades for the San Joaquin service and the potential for environmental impact 
would be assessed by the operating agency prior to service initiation. 

2.8.1 General Approach 

Upon receiving the required environmental approvals and securing needed funding, the Authority 
would begin implementing its construction plan. Given the size and complexity of the HST 
project, the design and construction work could be divided into a number of procurement 
packages. In general, the procurement would address the following: 

• Civil/structural infrastructure, including design and construction of passenger stations, 
maintenance facilities, and right-of-way facilities.  

• Trackwork, including design and construction of direct fixation track and sub-ballast, ballast, 
ties and rail installation, switches, and special trackwork. 

Attachment to Submission BO060 (Jason Holder, Madera County Farm Bureau (Atty. For) Fitzgerald
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• Core systems, such as traction power, train controls, communications, the operations center, 
and the procurement of rolling stock. 

One or more D/B packages would be developed and the Authority would then issue construction 
requests for proposals (RFPs), start right-of-way acquisition, and procure construction 
management services to oversee physical construction of the project. During peak construction 
periods, work is envisioned to be underway at several locations along the route, with overlapping 
construction of various project elements. Working hours and workers present at any time would 
vary depending on the activities being performed. Though the D/B contractor will set the actual 
schedule, the approximate schedule for construction is provided in Table 2-17 as follows. 

Table 2-17 
Approximate Construction Schedulea 

Activity Tasks Duration 

Right-of-way 
Acquisition 

Proceed with right-of-way acquisitions once State 
Legislature appropriates funds in annual budget 

March 2013–March 2015  

Survey and 
Preconstruction 

Locate utilities, establish right-of-way and project 
control points and centerlines, establish or relocate 
survey monuments 

March 2013–October 2013 

Mobilization Safety devices and special construction equipment 
mobilization 

June 2013–July 2014 

Site Preparation Utilities relocation; clearing/grubbing right-of-way; 
establishment of detours and haul routes; preparation 
of construction equipment yards, stockpile materials, 
and precast concrete segment casting yard 

July 2013–July 2017  
(two site preparation periods) 

Earth Moving Excavation and earth support structures December 2013–August 2015 
Construction of Road 
Crossings 

Surface street modifications, grade separations December 2013–August 2015 

Construction of 
Aerial Structures 

Aerial structure and bridge foundations, substructure, 
and superstructure 

December 2013–December 
2017 

Track Laying Includes backfilling operations and drainage facilities May 2016–December 2017 
Systems Train control systems, overhead contact system, 

communication system, signaling equipment 
March 2018–January 2021 

Demobilization Includes site cleanup August 2017–June 2022  
(two demobilization periods) 

HMF Phase 1b Test Track Assembly and Storage April 2017–November 2017 
HMF Phase 2b Test Track Light Maintenance Facility April 2017–December 2018 
Maintenance-of-Way 
Facility 

Potentially collocated with HMFa April 2017–December 2018 

HMF Phase 3b Heavy Maintenance Facility January 2018–July 2019 

HST Stations Demolition, site preparation, foundations, structural 
frame, electrical and mechanical systems, finishes 

Fresno:  
May 2019–May 2022 
Kings/Tulare Regional: TBDc 
Bakersfield: 
May 2019–May 2022 
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Table 2-17 
Approximate Construction Schedulea 

Activity Tasks Duration 

Notes: 
a Based on a two-phase implementation of the project: first construction will meet the ARRA funding deadline and be 
completed in 2017; the remainder of the Initial Operating Segment will be completed by 2022 per the Business Plan and 
based on anticipated funding flow. 
b HMF would be sited in either the Merced to Fresno or Fresno to Bakersfield Section. 
c Right-of-way would be acquired for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station; however, the station itself would not be part of 
initial construction. 

Acronym:  

TBD = to be determined 
 

Consistent with the MOU for Achieving an Environmentally Sustainable High-Speed Train System 
in California (Authority, FRA, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Federal 
Transit Administration, and EPA 2011), the Authority intends to build the project using 
sustainable methods that: 

• Minimize the use of nonrenewable resources. 
• Minimize the impacts on the natural environment. 
• Protect environmental diversity. 
• Emphasize using renewable resources in a sustainable manner. An example of this approach 

would be the use of material recycling for project construction (e.g., asphalt, concrete, or 
Portland Cement Concrete [PCC], excavated soil). 

Fill material would be excavated from local borrow sites and travel by truck from 10 to 30 miles 
to the preferred alignment. Railroad ballast would be drawn from existing, permitted quarries 
located from the Bay Area to Southern California. Ballast would be delivered by a combination of 
rail and trucks. All materials would be suitable for construction purposes and free from toxic 
pollutants in toxic amounts in accordance with Section 307 of the Clean Water Act. 

Applicable design standards are included in Appendix 2-D. 

2.8.2 Pre-Construction Activities 

During final design, the Authority and its contractor would conduct a number of pre-construction 
activities to determine how best actual construction should be staged and managed. These 
activities include the following: 

• Conducting geotechnical investigations, which would focus on defining precise geology, 
groundwater, seismic, and environmental conditions along the alignment. The results of this 
work would guide final design and construction methods for foundations, underground 
structures, tunnels, stations, grade crossings, aerial structures, systems, and substations. 

• Identifying staging areas and precasting yards, which would be needed for the casting, 
storage, and preparation of precast concrete segments, temporary spoil storage, workshops, 
and the temporary storage of delivered construction materials. Field offices and/or temporary 
jobsite trailers would also be located at the staging areas. 

• Initiating site preparation and demolition, such as clearing, grubbing, and grading, followed 
by the mobilization of equipment and materials. Demolition would require strict controls to 
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ensure that adjacent buildings or infrastructure are not damaged or otherwise affected by 
the demolition efforts. 

• Relocating utilities, where the contractor would work with the utility companies to relocate or 
protect in place high-risk utilities as overhead tension wires, pressurized transmission mains, 
oil lines, fiber optics, and communications prior to construction. 

• Implementing temporary, long-term, and permanent road closures to re-route or detour 
traffic away from construction activities. Handrails, fences, and walkways would be provided 
for the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists. 

• Locating temporary batch plants, which would be required to produce PCC or asphaltic 
concrete (AC) needed for roads, bridges, aerial structures, retaining walls, and other large 
structures. The facilities generally consist of silos containing fly ash, lime, and cement; 
heated tanks of liquid asphalt; sand and gravel material storage areas; mixing equipment; 
aboveground storage tanks; and designated areas for sand and gravel truck unloading, 
concrete truck loading, and concrete truck washout. The contractor would be responsible for 
implementing procedures for reducing air emissions, mitigating noise impacts, and reducing 
the discharge of potential pollutants into storage drains or watercourses from the use of 
equipment, materials, and waste products. 

• Conducting other studies and investigations, as needed, such as local business surveys to 
identify business usage, delivery, shipping patterns, and critical times of the day or year for 
business activities. This information would help develop construction requirements and 
worksite traffic control plans, and will identify potential alternative routes, cultural resource 
investigations, and historic property surveys. 

2.8.3 Major Construction Activities 

Four major types of construction activities are briefly described below. Because there is no tunnel 
construction proposed for the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section, this construction element is not 
discussed. 

 Earthwork 2.8.3.1

Earth support is an important factor in constructing deep excavations that will be encountered on 
several alignment sections. It is anticipated that the following excavation support systems may 
be used along the route. There are three general excavation support categories, which are 
described below. 

• Open Cut Slope. Open cut slope is used in areas where sufficient room is available to open-
cut the area and slope the sides back to meet the adjacent existing ground. The slopes are 
designed similar to any cut slope, taking into account the natural repose angle of adjacent 
ground material and global stability. 

• Temporary. Temporary excavation support structures are designed and installed to support 
vertical or near vertical faces of the excavation in areas where room to open-cut does not 
exist. This structure does not contribute to the final load carrying capacity of the tunnel or 
trench structure and is either abandoned in place or dismantled as the excavation is being 
backfilled. Generally, it consists of soldier piles and lagging, sheet pile walls, slurry walls, 
secant piles, or tangent piles. 

• Permanent. Permanent structures are designed and installed to support vertical or near 
vertical faces of the excavation in areas where room to open-cut does not exist. This 
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structure forms part of the permanent final structure. Generally it consists of slurry walls, 
secant piles, or tangent pile walls. 

 Bridge, Aerial Structure, And Road Crossing Construction 2.8.3.2

Similar to existing high-speed rail systems around the world, it is anticipated that the elevated 
guideways will be designed and built as single box segmental girder construction. Where needed, 
other structural types will be considered and used, including steel girders, steel truss, and cable-
supported structures. 

• Foundations. A typical aerial structure foundation pile cap is supported by an average of 4 
large diameter bored piles with diameters ranging from 5 to 9 feet. Depth of piles depends 
on geotechnical site conditions. Pile construction can be achieved by using rotary drilling rigs, 
and either bentonite slurry or temporary casings may be used to stabilize pile shaft 
excavation. The estimated pile production rate is 4 days per pile installation. Additional pile 
installation methods available to the contractor include bored piles, rotary drilling cast-in-
place piles, driven piles, and a combination of pile jetting and driving. 

Upon completing the piles, pile caps can be constructed using conventional methods. For pile 
caps constructed near existing structures such as railways, bridges, and underground 
drainage culverts, temporary sheet piling (i.e., temporary walls) can be used to minimize 
disturbances to adjacent structures. It is anticipated that sheet piling installation and 
extraction is achieved using hydraulic sheet piling machines. 

• Substructure. Aerial structures with pier heights ranging from 20 to 90 feet may be 
constructed using conventional jump form and scaffolding methods. A self-climbing formwork 
system may be used to construct piers and portal beams over 90 feet high. The self-climbing 
formwork system is equipped with a winched lifting device, which is raised up along the 
column by hydraulic means with a structural frame mounted on top of the previous pour. In 
general, a 3-day cycle for each 12 feet pour height can be achieved. The final size and 
spacing of the piers depends on the type of superstructure and spans they are supporting. 

• Superstructure. It will be necessary to consider the loadings, stresses, and deflections 
encountered during the various intermediate construction stages, including changes in static 
scheme, sequence of tendon installation, maturity of concrete at loading, and load effects 
from erection equipment. As a result, the final design will depend on the contractor’s means 
and methods of construction and can include several different methods, such as a span-by-
span, incrementally launched, progressive cantilever, and balanced cantilever. 

Road crossings of existing railroads, roads, and the HST would be constructed on the line of 
the existing road or offline at some locations. When constructed online, the existing road 
would be closed or temporarily diverted. When constructed offline, the existing road would 
be maintained in use until the new crossing is completed. Where new roadway 
undercrossings of existing railroads are required, a temporary shoofly track would be 
constructed to maintain railroad operations during undercrossing construction. 

Construction of foundations and substructure would be similar to that for the aerial 
structures, but reduced in size. The superstructure would likely be constructed using precast, 
prestressed, concrete girders and cast-in-place deck. Approaches to the bridges would be 
earthwork embankments, mechanically stabilized earth wall, or other retaining structures. 

 Railroad Systems Construction 2.8.3.3

The railroad systems are to include trackwork, traction electrification, signaling, and 
communications. After completion of earthwork and structures, trackwork is the first rail system 
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to be constructed, and it must be in place at least locally to start traction electrification and 
railroad signalizing installation. Trackwork construction generally requires the welding of 
transportable lengths of steel running onto longer lengths (approximately 1/4 mile), which are 
placed in position on crossties or track slabs and field-welded into continuous lengths from 
special trackwork to special trackwork.  

Both tie and ballast as well as slab track construction would be used. Tie and ballast construction, 
which would be used for at-grade and minor structures, typically uses cross ties and ballast that 
are distributed along the trackbed by truck or tractor. In sensitive areas, such as where the HST 
is parallel to or near streams, rivers, or wetlands, and in areas of limited accessibility, this 
operation may be accomplished by using the established right-of-way with material delivery via 
the constructed rail line. For major civil structures, slab track construction would be used. Slab 
track construction is a non-ballasted track form employing precast track supports. 

Traction electrification equipment to be installed includes traction power substations and the 
overhead contact system. Traction power substations are typically fabricated and tested in a 
factory, then delivered by tractor-trailer to a prepared site adjacent to the alignment. It is 
assumed that substations are to be located every 30 miles along the alignment. The overhead 
contact system is assembled in place over each track and includes poles, brackets, insulators, 
conductors, and other hardware. 

Signaling equipment to be installed includes wayside cabinets and bungalows, wayside signals (at 
interlocking), switch machines, insulated joints, impedance bounds, and connecting cables. The 
equipment will support automatic train protection, automatic train control, and positive train 
control to control train separation, routing at interlocking, and speed. 

 Station Construction 2.8.3.4

As HST stations for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would be newly constructed, existing train 
operations, including station capacity and passenger levels of service, would be maintained 
during construction. HST stations require significant coordination and planning to accommodate 
safe and convenient access to existing businesses and residences and to accommodate traffic 
control during construction periods. Additional information about the station areas is provided in 
Section 2.4.4. The typical construction sequence would be: 

• Demolition and Site Preparation. The contractor would be required to construct detour 
roadways, new station entrances, construction fences and barriers, and other elements 
required as a result of taking existing facilities on the worksite out of service. The contractor 
would be required to perform street improvement work, site clearing and earthwork, 
drainage work, and utility relocations. Additionally, substations and maintenance facilities are 
assumed to be newly constructed structures. For platform improvements or additional 
platform construction, the contractor may be required to realign existing track. 

• Structural Shell and Mechanical/Electrical Rough-Ins. For these activities, the contractor 
would construct foundations and erect the structural frame for the new station, enclose the 
new building, and/or construct new platforms and connect the structure to site utilities. 
Additionally, the contractor would rough-in electrical and mechanical systems and install 
specialty items such as elevators, escalators, and ticketing equipment. 

• Finishes and Tenant Improvements. The contractor would install electrical and mechanical 
equipment, communications and security equipment, finishes, and signage. Additionally, the 
contractor may install other tenant improvements if requested. 
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2.9 Permits 

The Authority and FRA are in the process of preparing agreements with environmental resource 
agencies to facilitate the environmental permitting required during final design and construction. 
These agreements—a Memorandum of Understanding and a Memorandum of Agreement or 
Programmatic Agreement—will clearly identify the Authority’s responsibilities in meeting the 
permitting requirements of the federal, state, and regional environmental resource agencies. A 
Memorandum of Agreement was established in 2010 between the Authority, the FRA, the USACE, 
and the USEPA (Authority et al. 2010) regarding integration of NEPA, Clean Water Act Section 
404, and Rivers and Harbors Act Section 14 processes. Coordination with the United States Coast 
Guard was conducted and the Coast Guard indicated that this project is not within their 
jurisdiction (Sulouff 2011). Table 2-18 lists the major environmental permits required for the HST 
Project. As a state agency, the Authority is exempt from local permit requirements; however, in 
order to coordinate construction activities with local jurisdictions, the Authority will seek local 
permits as part of construction processes consistent with local ordinances. The agencies 
identified in Table 2-18 are anticipated to rely on the EIR/EIS to support their permitting and 
approval processes. 

Table 2-18 
Potential Major Environmental Permits and Approvals 

Agency Permit 

Federal 

USACE Section 404 Permit for Discharge of Dredge or Fill Materials 
into Waters of the U.S., including wetlands  
Section 10 Permit for Construction of any Structure in or over 
any Navigable Water of the United States  

U.S. Department of Interior/Federal 
Railroad Administration 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 

U.S. Department of Interior/National 
Park Service 

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965 

U.S. Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation via the California State 
Historic Preservation Office 

Section 106 Consultation (National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966) 

USEPA Review of Environmental Justice conclusions 
General Conformity Determination 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Consultation and Biological Opinion 

National Marine Fisheries Service Section 7 Consultation and Biological Opinion 

State 

California Department of Fish and 
Game 

California Endangered Species Act permits  
California Department of Fish and Game Section 1602 
Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement  
Use of Title 14 lands – Allensworth Ecological Reserve 

California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) 

Caltrans Encroachment Permits 

California Public Utilities Commission Approval for construction and operation of railroad crossing of 
public road and for construction of new transmission lines and 
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Table 2-18 
Potential Major Environmental Permits and Approvals 

Agency Permit 
substations 

California State Lands Commission Lease for crossing state sovereign lands 

Regional 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District 

Rule 201 General Permit Requirements, Rule 403 Fugitive 
Dust, Rule 442 Architectural Coatings, and Rule 902 Asbestos 

Regional Water Quality Control Board Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Water Discharge Permit  
Dewatering permit (Order No. 98-67) 
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan 
(part of Section 402 process) 
Stormwater Construction and Operation Permit 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board Title 23 California Code of Regulations, Section 2, and Title 33 
Code of Federal Regulations, Section 208.10 (flood protection 
facilities) 
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PART A. Instructions to Proposers 

1 Introduction and Purpose of Solicitation 

1.1 Authority, System and Project Overview 

1.1.1 Authority 
Established  in 1996 by State  legislation,  the California High‐Speed Rail Authority  (Authority) 

has a statutory mandate to plan, build, and operate a high‐speed rail system to be coordinated 

with  California’s  existing  transportation  network,  particularly  intercity  rail  and  bus  lines, 

commuter rail  lines, urban rail  transit  lines, highways, and airports. The Authority  is seeking 

competitive proposals to provide design‐build services (Proposals) for Construction Package 1 

(Project) of  the  Initial Construction Segment  (ICS) of  the California High‐Speed Train System 

(System)  in California’s Central Valley. This procurement  is conducted  in accordance with the 

Authority’s contracting power described  in Section 185036(a) of  the California Public Utilities 

Code. 

1.1.2 System 
The System goal is to increase and maintain California’s mobility, vital to our economy’s health, 

as the population grows from 38 million today to a projected 50 million by 2035. The planned 

System  length  is  approximately  800  miles  from  Sacramento  to  San  Diego,  with  nine  (9) 

segments  running  through  the  Bay  Area,  Central  Valley,  Inland  Empire,  and  Southern 

California. The train will travel at speeds up to 220 miles per hour with approximately 15 stops. 

A key performance goal is to make the trip from San Francisco to Los Angeles within 2 hours 

and 40 minutes. The  initial operating segment  (IOS) will  run  through  the Central Valley, and 

includes  the  ICS. Completion  of  the  Project  represents  the  first  step  toward  delivery  of  the 

System. 

1.1.3 Project 
The Project is located within the Counties of Madera to the north and Fresno to the south, and 

the City of Fresno in the southern area. It is composed of one base alignment and two alignment 

options: 

 Construction Package  (CP) 1A  (including  the hybrid alternative) – Approximately  twenty‐

three (23) miles, from south of Avenue 17 to north of Stanislaus Street (base alignment) 

 CP 1B – Approximately one (1) mile, from north of Stanislaus Street to south of Santa Clara 

Street (option) 

 CP  1C  – Approximately  five  (5) miles,  from  south  of  Santa Clara  Street  to  south  of East 

American Avenue (option) 
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The Project will extend from twenty‐three (23) to twenty‐nine (29) miles in length depending on 

the  final  alignment  selected  through  the  environmental  process.  The  Project  alignment will 

include at‐grade, aerial structures, and  trench sections and one short  tunnel. Also,  the Project 

will include approximately seventeen (17) or twenty‐five (25) grade separations and one (1) or 

three (3) bridges depending on the chosen alignment. The Contractor will be responsible for all 

work required to design and construct the Project. 

Refer  to  the  Scope of Work  in Book  2, Part C  for  a more detailed description of  the Project, 

including other major elements of Work. 

1.1.4 Project Cost and Funding 
The  estimated Project  cost  is  between  $1.2  billion  and  $1.8  billion. The Authority  intends  to 

finance  the  Project  with  State  and  federal  funding,  provided  by  the  Federal  Railroad 

Administration  (FRA)  and  funding  made  available  through  the  American  Recovery  and 

Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). No private funding is required. 

The Authority will act as the FRA designated recipient of grant funds obligated under the High‐

Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program. The Authority Chief Executive Officer (CEO) 

and  the Authority Board are ultimately accountable  to  the FRA  for  the expenditure of  federal 

funds  for  the  Project. As  a  recipient  of  federal  transportation  grants,  the Authority will  be 

subject to the oversight requirements of the FRA. The Authority will work closely with the FRA 

in order  to meet all of  the FRA  requirements and will make quarterly  submissions of Project 

budget and schedule reports to the FRA. The Authority will coordinate with the FRA through 

regularly scheduled monthly meetings, and as otherwise needed. 

1.2 Construction Package 1 Request for Proposals 

This  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  is  the  second  phase  of  a  2‐phase  best  value  procurement 

process. Proposals are only invited from, and will only be considered from, Shortlisted Offerors 

(Proposers)  based  on  their  Statements  of Qualifications  (SOQs)  submitted  in  response  to  the 

Request for Qualifications (RFQ) issued by the Authority on November 15, 2011.  

The purpose of this RFP  is for the Authority to seek competitive proposals to provide design‐

build services  for  the Project. By submitting a Proposal, Proposers agree  to be bound by and 

meet all of the requirements specified in this RFP. Failure to do so may result in rejection of the 

Proposal and elimination of the Proposer from the procurement. 

This RFP includes the following documents (RFP Documents): 

 Book 1 – Instructions to Proposers (ITP) 

 Instructions (this document) 

 Certifications 

 Forms 
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 Book 2 – Contract Requirements 

 Signature Document 

 Special and General Provisions 

 Scope of Work  

 Book 3 – Supplemental Contract Requirements 

 Final Environmental Documents and Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

 Third‐Party Agreements and Permits 

 Approved Design Variances 

 HSR Design Criteria Manual 

 HSR Directive Drawings 

 HSR Plans Preparation Manual 

 Book 4 – Reference Documents 

 Drawings 

 Reports 

 Electronic Design Files 

 Standard and Special Specifications 

 Electronic Cross Sections Design Files 

The ITP and Reference Documents are not Contract Documents and will not form a part of the 

Contract. The  ITP provides  instructions  to be  followed by Proposers  in  their  response  to  this 

RFP No. HSR  11‐16.  The  Reference Documents  are  included  in  the  RFP  for  the  purpose  of 

providing information to Proposers that is in the Authorityʹs possession. The Authority has not 

determined whether  the Reference Documents  are  accurate,  complete or pertinent, or of  any 

value to the Proposers. The Authority makes no representation, warranty or guarantee as to the 

accuracy, completeness, pertinence or fitness of the Reference Documents.  The Authority takes 

no responsibility for the Reference Documents and shall not be responsible for any conclusions 

drawn therefrom, except to the extent the Contract Documents expressly allow the Contractor 

to  rely  on  such  documents  under  the  “Differing  Site Conditions”  clause  (Section  22)  of  the 

General Provisions.  

2 Definitions 

The following terms used in this ITP shall have the meanings set forth below.  Refer to Book 2, 

General Provisions, Section 1 for the meaning of capitalized terms and acronyms used but not 

defined herein. 
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 Alternative Technical Concept (ATC) – Any concept submitted by a Proposer and accepted 

by the Authority, which differs from the requirements of the Contract Documents provided 

in  the RFP and  results  in performance and quality of  the end product  that  is equal  to or 

better  than  the  performance  and  quality  of  the  end  product  absent  the  deviation  as 

determined by  the Authority  in  its sole discretion, and  is not merely  the result of reduced 

quantities, performance or reliability. 

 Best Value Proposer  – The Proposer  that  submits  the Best Value Proposal,  as defined  in 

Book 2, General Provisions, Section 1. 

 Contract Price – The combined price for Construction Package 1A, 1B and 1C submitted by 

the Proposer in Form E: Contract Price 

 Financial Statements – consist of the following:  

- Balance sheet 

- Income statement 

- Statement of changes in cash flow; and (iv) footnotes 

 Guarantor – Any Person  that  is  the obligor under any guaranty  in  favor of  the Authority 

required under the Contract. 

 Key Personnel – Those individuals identified in the Proposal to fill the positions specified in 

Form G (Key Personnel Matrix). 

 Major Participant – Any of the following entities:  

- Principal Participants;  

- The Lead Engineering Firm;  

- Each Subcontractor that may perform 10 percent or more of the construction Work; and  

- Each Subcontractor that may perform 20 percent or more of the design Work. 

 Material Change  – Any material  changes  in  financial  condition,  corporate  form, market 

capitalization,  or  potential  liabilities  that  may  affect  an  entity’s  ability  to  complete  the 

Project for any entity for which financial statements are provided in the Proposal. Set forth 

below is a representative list of events intended to provide examples of what the Authority 

considers a material change in financial condition, corporate form, market capitalization, or 

potential liabilities. This list is intended to be indicative only. 

 An event of default or bankruptcy involving the affected entity, a related business unit 

within the same corporation, or the parent corporation of the affected entity. 

 A change in tangible net worth of 10 percent of shareholder equity. 
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 A  sale, merger or acquisition exceeding 10 percent of  the value of  shareholder equity 

prior to the sale, merger or acquisition which in any way involves the affected entity, a 

related business unit, or parent corporation of the affected entity. 

 A  change  in  credit  rating  for  the  affected  entity,  a  related  business  unit,  or  parent 

corporation of the affected entity. 

 Inability  to meet conditions of  loan or debt covenants by  the affected entity, a  related 

business  unit  or  parent  corporation  of  the  affected  entity which  has  required  or will 

require a waiver or modification of agreed financial ratios, coverage factors or other loan 

stipulations, or additional credit support from shareholders or other third parties. 

 In the current and the three (3) most recently completed fiscal years, the affected entity, a 

related business unit  in the same corporation, or the parent corporation of the affected 

entity either:  

o Incurs a net operating loss;  

o Sustains charges exceeding 5 percent of  the  then shareholder equity due  to claims, 

changes in accounting, write‐offs or business restructuring; or  

o Implements  a  restructuring/reduction  in  labor  force  exceeding  200  positions  or 

involve the disposition of assets exceeding 10 percent of the then shareholder equity. 

 Other events known to the affected entity, a related business unit or parent corporation 

of the affected entity which represents a material change in financial condition over the 

past three (3) years or may be pending for the next reporting period. 

 Offeror – A Person that submitted an SOQ in response to the RFQ. 

 Principal Participant – is defined as one or all of the following: 

- The Proposer 

- If  the Proposer  is  a  joint  venture, partnership,  or  limited  liability  company,  any  joint 

venture, general partner, or member thereof 

- Any  Person  holding  (directly  or  indirectly)  a  15  percent  or  greater  interest  in  the 

Proposer 

 Proposer  – The  Shortlisted Offeror  submitting  a Proposal,  as defined  in Book  2, General 

Provisions, Section 1, in response to this RFP. 

 Proposer Team – Collectively,  the Proposer, other Major Participants, Subcontractors, and 

their respective employees, agents, and officers. 

 Request for Qualifications  (RFQ) – The Request for Qualifications,  including all addenda 

thereto, issued by the Authority for the Project on November 15, 2011. 

 Request for Proposals  (RFP) – This written solicitation,  issued by  the Authority  in March 

2012 to all Shortlisted Offerors for submission of detailed proposals to undertake the Project. 
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 Shortlisted  Offerors  –  Offerors  invited  by  the  Authority,  based  on  the  Authorityʹs 

evaluation of each Offeror’s SOQ, to submit Proposals in response to this RFP. 

 Statement of Qualifications (SOQ) – The document submitted by a Proposer in response to 

the RFQ issued on November 15, 2011. 

 Surety  –  A  properly  licensed  surety  company,  insurance  company,  or  other  Person 

approved  by  the  Authority,  which  has  issued  a  Proposal  Bond  and/or  will  issue  a 

Performance Bond and Payment Bond.  To be considered a Surety for purposes of this ITP 

the surety company, insurance company, or other Person approved by the Authority shall:  

-  Be registered with the California State Insurance Commissioner;  

- Appear on the current Authorized Insurance List in the State of California published by 

the Office of the Insurance Commissioner, and  

- Possess an A.M. Best and Company rating level of A‐ or better and Class X or better, or 

as otherwise approved by the Authority in its sole discretion. 

 Total Warranty Price – The combined price  for all  five  (5) Warranty Options provided  in 

Form E, Price Breakdown Form. 

 Warranty Options – The ITP requests that the Proposer provide a price for five (5) warranty 

options  to extend  the original warranty period  for each option by one year as specified  in 

Section 13 of the Special Provisions.  

3 Procurement and Project Schedules 

Table 1 summarizes  the schedule of events  in  this RFP phase of  the  two  (2)‐step procurement 

process (the “RFP Schedule”). The RFP Schedule is subject to modification at the sole discretion 

of the Authority. Proposers will be notified of any change in the RFP Schedule by an addendum 

to this RFP. 
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Table 1: RFP Schedule 

Activity Deadline* Responsibility 

Issue RFP March 22, 2012 Authority 

One-on-One Meetings with Potential Proposers May 14-15, 2012 Both 

Mandatory Department of Labor EEO and AA Seminar May 16, 2012 Both 

Mandatory Authority Small Business Program Seminar May 16, 2012 Both 

Mandatory Authority Sponsored Small Business Outreach 
Meeting May 17, 2012 Both 

Meetings with Potential Proposers on Possible ATCs June 4-6, 2012 Both 

Follow-up Meetings with Potential Proposers on ATCs 
(Tentative) June 18-20, 2012 Both 

Proposal Agreement Submittal Deadline June 15, 2012 Proposers 

ATC Submittal Deadline July 9, 2012 Proposers 

List of Critical Right-of-Way Parcels Submittal Within 60 Days of 
receipt of RFP Proposers 

Response to ATC Submittals July 27, 2012 Authority 

Deadline for Proposer Questions September 14, 2012 Proposers 

Deadline to Submit Changes to Proposer Teams August 10, 2012 Proposers 

Proposal Deadline November 2, 2012 Proposers 

Deadline to Submit Escrowed Proposal Documentation 
(See 8.2.5) November 5, 2012 Proposers 

Anticipated Contract Award January 2013 Authority 

* All deadlines are 3:00 p.m. Pacific Time unless otherwise indicated. 

Table 2 summarizes the anticipated schedule of events for Project implementation. 

Table 2: Anticipated Project Implementation Schedule 

Activity Approximate Date Responsibility

Initial Notice to Proceed March 2013 Authority 

Final Acceptance May 2016 Contractor 

ARRA Funding Deadline September 30, 2017 Authority 

 

4 Project Goals 

The  Authority’s  goals  for  this  Project  focus  the  Contractor  on  schedule,  budget,  quality, 

environmental mitigation, sustainability, safety, and small business utilization. 
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4.1 Schedule 

The Authority’s goal is to have the design, construction, and testing of the Project completed in 

accordance with  the  schedule  requirements  of  the  Grant/Cooperative Agreement,  including 

completion of  the  ICS  and FRA  approval of  a  final  report  submitted by  the Authority on or 

before September 30, 2017. 

4.2 Budget 

The Authority’s budget goal  is  for  the design and construction of  the Project  to be completed 

within the budget for the Project, which is estimated at $1.2 billion to $1.8 billion. 

4.3 Quality 

The Authority’s quality goal is for the Project to be designed and constructed in such manner as 

to  serve  as  a model  for  the  high  standard  of  quality  that  the Authority will  require  for  the 

remainder of the ICS and the entire System. 

Consistent with  the Authority’s  quality  goal,  the Contractor  shall  develop  and  implement  a 

Quality Management Plan that provides quality control and quality assurance for both design 

and  construction  of  the  Project,  including  control  of  quality‐related  documents,  and which 

effectively coordinates with the Contractor’s Verification and Validation process. 

4.4 Verification, Validation (V&V), and Self Certification 

The Authority’s goal for verification, validation, and self‐certification is to complete a series of 

self‐certified,  verified  and  validated,  design‐build  construction  packages  to  confirm  that  the 

technical contract  requirements have been  fulfilled and provide  the Authority documentation 

that the System will meet the overall performance requirements.  

4.5 Environmental Mitigation and Compliance 

The Authority’s environmental goal  is  for  the Project  to  comply with all environmental  laws 

and  regulations,  including  permit  terms  and  conditions,  and  to  effectively  implement  all 

required  mitigation  measures  the  Authority  and  the  FRA  adopt  at  the  conclusion  of  the 

California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)/National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 

environmental  review processes. Construction activities under  this  contract will be  subject  to 

specific  mitigation  measures  and  other  commitments,  which  will  be  included  in  the 

environmental documents for the Project.  

4.6 Sustainability 

The  Authority’s  vision  is  to  design  and  construct  the  System  in  a manner  that minimizes 

impacts  to  the  natural  and  built  environment  and  encourages  compact  land  development 

around  transit  stations.  The  goal  for  the  Project  is  to  demonstrate  environmental  design 

excellence  that  employs  sustainability  as  its  measure  of  and  foundation  for  design  and 
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construction. Additionally, these goals will provide a benchmark for sustainable infrastructure 

and serve as a model that requires and is progressively improved upon for the remainder of the 

System.  In  furtherance  of  these  goals,  as  set  forth  in  the  Authority’s  Memorandum  of 

Understanding; which  also  establishes  its  partnership  for  sustainable  planning with  the US 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Federal Railroad Administration 

(FRA), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); the following must be achieved: 

 Exemplary energy use minimization and energy efficiency 

 Minimize water use 

 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and dependency on fossil fuels 

 Employ sustainable, healthy materials and reduce the extraction of scarce resources  

 Reduce waste to landfill  

4.7 Safety and Security 

The Authority’s safety and security goal is for work to be performed on the Project in a manner 

that ensures the safety and security of employees, contractors, emergency responders, and the 

public.  Implicit  in  this  goal  is  the  compliance  with  applicable  safety  and  security  laws, 

regulations,  requirements  and  railroad  industry  practices,  including  all  FRA  railroad  safety 

regulations.  To  achieve  this  goal,  the Contractor will  be  expected  to  promote  the  following 

elements of the Authority’s safety and security program at all levels of management within the 

Contractor’s organization: 

 Plan all work to prevent injury, damage, and lost production time 

 Compliance with federal, State, and local laws and regulations, and with industry standards 

 Maintain  a  system  for  prompt  detection  of  and  corrective  actions  for  unsafe  and/or 

unhealthy practices and conditions 

 Timely notification and  investigation of accidents/incidents or claims, to determine causes, 

and to initiate prompt corrective and mitigation actions 

 Maintain  a  comprehensive  security  program,  encompassing  personnel,  facility,  and  site 

management in conjunction with emergency planning and response procedures 

 Actively  participate  and  cooperate  at  all  levels  of management  within  the  Contractor’s 

organization, along with direct coordination with the Authority to promote the Authority’s 

safety and security program 

4.8 Overall Project Small Business Goal 

For this Project, the Authority has established an overall project Small Business utilization goal 

of 30 percent of the Total Contract Price to be achieved through the utilization of firms, in any 

combination  and  at  any  tier  level,  who  are  certified  as  Small  Businesses  (SB)  inclusive  of 
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Disadvantaged Business Enterprises  (DBEs), Disabled Veteran Business Enterprises  (DVBEs), 

and Microbusinesses (MBs). 

The  selected design‐build  contractor will  be  responsible  for  establishing  subsequent  contract 

goals, as appropriate for the subcontracting solicitation packages it lets in conformance with 49 

CFR Part 26.53 Best Practices and the Authority’s Small and Disadvantaged Business Enterprise 

Program. 

More  detailed  information  regarding  the  Overall  Project  Small  Business  goal  is  in  the 

Authority’s Small and Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program located in Book 3, Part A. 

5 Project Status 

The status of significant Project activities includes: 

5.1 Environmental Analysis 

The  Project  encompasses  project  scopes  addressed  in  two  (2)  separate  environmental 

documents as described above. As part of this environmental analysis, on August 12, 2011, the 

Authority and FRA  released  for public  review and comment both  the Merced  to Fresno HSR 

Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) and the 

Fresno  to Bakersfield HSR Project Draft Environmental  Impact Report/Environmental  Impact 

Statement (EIR/EIS). The initial comment period for both documents closed on October 13, 2011.  

After considering the  initial public comments for Merced to Fresno, the Authority  identified a 

preferred alignment for the Merced to Fresno HSR Project.  On April 20, 2012, the Authority and 

FRA  released  a  Final  EIR/EIS  for  the Merced  to  Fresno HSR  Project.    The Authority  Board 

certified the Final EIR/EIS on May 3, 2012, and filed a Notice of Determination (NOD) with the 

State Clearinghouse on May 4, 2012. The FRA is anticipated to issue a Record of Decision (ROD) 

in August 2012, following the Authority Board’s action. 

In  response  to public  input during  the  initial  comment period  for Fresno  to Bakersfield,  the 

Authority  and  FRA  released  a  Revised Draft  EIR/Supplemental Draft  EIS  for  the  Fresno  to 

Bakersfield HSR Project for additional public comment on July 20, 2012. Following the close of 

the  subsequent  comment  period,  the  Authority  and  FRA  will  consider  any  additional 

comments, identify a preferred alignment alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield HSR project, 

and the Authority will obtain all necessary State and Federal agency approvals.  The release of 

the  Fresno  to Bakersfield  Final EIR/EIS  is  anticipated  in  January  2013  after which Authority 

Board  and  FRA  action  on  the  final document  and  subsequent NOD/ROD  is  anticipated. No 

Notice  to  Proceed  (NTP)  will  be  issued  for  any  construction  activity  until  issuance  of  the 

relevant NOD/ROD. 

Proposers  are  advised  that  the  Authority’s  issuance  of  this  RFP  does  not  constitute  a 

commitment  to  undertake  this  project  or  enter  into  a  contract  for  all  or  any  portion  of  this 

project.  It  is possible  that  the environmental process will  result  in  the  selection of a no‐build 
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alternative for the Project or an alignment that differs from the preferred alignment identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS. Nothing contained in this RFP is intended to modify, limit, or otherwise 
constrain the environmental process, or commit the Authority or any other entity to undertake 
any action with respect to the Project, including the selection of a Contractor or the design and 
construction of the Project.  

To review the construction mitigation measures included in each of the DEIR/EIS documents, 
Proposers may refer to the following links at the Authority’s website: 

• Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS: http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/final-eir-m-f.aspx 

• Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS: 
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/revised-draft-eir-f-b.aspx 

Upon issuance of the NOD/ROD the Authority will issue an addendum incorporating the 
provisions of the final EIR/EIS and including any updated mitigation measures included in the 
final EIR/EIS or NOD/ROD. 

5.2 Investigations of Site Conditions 

Existing available geotechnical data and limited geotechnical investigations are located in Book 
4, Part B, Sections 2 and 3.  

Preliminary hazardous materials/waste information is available in the environmental 
documents. The Authority is also consulting with school districts pursuant to Public Resources 
Code § 21151.4 regarding certain hazardous substances and hazardous air emissions, and 
mitigation measures to avoid hazardous materials/air emissions impacts to schools. 

5.3 Permitting 

The Authority has obtained or will obtain various permits and governmental approvals. The 
Contractor will be responsible for obtaining all other permits and governmental approvals, 
including final versions of any draft approvals obtained by Authority, as further described in 
General Provisions, Book 2, Part B, Section 7.7 and Book 3, Part D. 

5.4 Right-of-Way 

The Authority intends to provide the Contractor with sufficient right-of-way to contain the 
limits of construction in support of the alignment and scope of work for this solicitation, as 
developed in the preliminary engineering drawings. The Work must be designed and 
constructed within the right-of-way limits indicated in these drawings unless otherwise stated 
in the Contract. 

The Authority cannot commence parcel acquisition for the Merced to Fresno or Fresno to 
Bakersfield project scopes until the respective NOD/RODs are obtained, but is currently 
undertaking preliminary activities to expedite the acquisition process. The current Right-of-
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Way Acquisition Plan is located in Book 3. Details regarding parcel maps and numbers, parcel 

access dates and the updated right‐of‐way footprint will be released in addenda to the RFP. 

Proposers  must  submit  information  regarding  right‐of‐way  parcels  to  be  acquired  and 

possession dates necessary to accommodate the Proposer’s anticipated construction schedule in 

Form I by the date indicated in Table 1. 

5.5 Utility Relocation 

The Authority has commenced discussions with utility owners regarding master agreements for 

the Project. The Authority has also mapped existing high risk utilities and  identified conflicts 

with  the high risk utilities, based on preliminary engineering drawings  for CP 1A, CP 1B and 

CP 1C. Current agreements and mapping documentation are located in Book 3. 

5.6 Other Third Parties 

The Authority has entered or will enter  into memoranda of understanding  (MOUs) and other 

agreements with certain State and local agencies, railroads and other third parties that may be 

impacted by  the Project. These MOUs and other agreements are  located  in Book 3 or will be 

provided by addenda. 

5.7 Design Information 

Technical Memorandum 0.3, Basis for Design, is included for reference in Book 3. The document 

provides potential Proposers a definition of the major components and performance objectives 

of  the System. The document, as originally  issued, pre‐dated  the Draft EIR/EIS and  the  latest 

business  plan;  therefore  the  document  includes  updates  to  some  of  the  values  and 

organizational groupings. 

The  Design  Manual  and  Computer  Aided  Design  and  Drafting  (CADD)  Guidelines  are 

included in Book 3. 

The  standard  drawings  and  standard  specifications  are  located  in  Book  4  and  the  directive 

drawings are included in Book 3. 

6 Federal Requirements 

This Project will  receive  federal  funding,  including ARRA  funds. Therefore,  the procurement 

documents and any Contract entered into by the Authority shall be subject to the requirements 

of applicable Federal law, regulations, and conditions in the Grant/Cooperative Agreement with 

FRA. The Authority  reserves  the  right  to modify  this procurement  to  address  any  concerns, 

conditions or requirements of the funding agencies, including FRA. The full Grant/Cooperative 

Agreement,  including  relevant Federal  requirements,  is available  for  review by Proposers on 

the Project Website at the following link: 
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 Not  identify  the Proposer’s  identity  in  the body of  the question or contain proprietary or 

confidential information 

 Indicate whether the question is a Class 1, 2, 3 or 4 question 

 Each page of questions shall be marked with the Proposer’s name and date of submission 

As  used  above,  “Class  1”  means  a  potential  “go/no‐go”  issue  that,  if  not  resolved  in  an 

acceptable fashion, may preclude the Proposer from submitting a Proposal. “Class 2” means a 

major issue that, if not resolved in an acceptable fashion, will significantly affect price or, taken 

together  with  the  entirety  of  other  issues,  may  preclude  the  Proposer  from  submitting  a 

Proposal. “Class 3” means an issue that may affect price, or another material issue, but is not at 

the level of a Category 1 or Category 2 issue. “Class 4” means an issue that is minor in nature, a 

clarification, or a comment concerning a conflict between documents or within a document, etc.  

Proposers will be  limited  to  seventy  (70)  comments/questions per  the  released RFP,  and per 

each addendum released modifying the RFP. Each Proposer’s allotment of comments/questions 

will be reset  to seventy  (70) upon release of each addendum. If a question has more  than one 

subpart,  each  subpart will  be  considered  a  separate  question.  Corrections  of  typographical 

errors, incorrect cross references or inconsistencies within or among the RFP documents will be 

excluded from the 70 question limitation and shall be categorized as a “Class 4” question. 

7.5.2 Authority Responses 
The Authority will use the following guidelines when responding to questions and requests for 

clarification: 

 Questions  and  requests  for  clarification  from  all  Proposers  will  be  reviewed  by  the 

Authority’s procurement team. 

 The Authority will post responses to questions and requests for clarification in the form of a 

response matrix posted on the Project Website. 

 The Authority will  send an e‐mail notification as  soon as each  response  to questions and 

requests for clarification is issued. 

7.6 Site Visits 

Proposers will be permitted one (1) visit with Authority representation of portions of the Project 

site. Authority will notify Proposers in writing of the date for the visit and specific parameters 

related to the visit. Attendance at the site visit by Proposers shall be mandatory. Each Proposer 

shall, by submission of a Proposal, be deemed to have participated in the site visit and to have 

satisfied itself as to the conditions to be encountered in performing the Work. 
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U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Railroad Administration 

 
Record of Decision 

 
California High-Speed Train Merced to Fresno Section 

 

1.0 Introduction 
This is the Record of Decision (ROD) of the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), an 
operating administration of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), and the lead 
Federal agency for the California High-Speed Train (HST) Merced to Fresno Section 
(Project) (Figure 1).  The Project Proponent is the California High-Speed Rail Authority 
(Authority), the lead agency for state environmental reviews under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and joint lead agency with FRA for Federal 
environmental reviews under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The 
Authority proposes to construct and operate the Project subject to the approval of the 
appropriate Federal agencies.  These agencies include FRA and the Federal cooperating 
agencies—the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Bureau of Reclamation.  
Other Federal agencies with specific review or permitting roles include the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).    

To comply with NEPA and CEQA, FRA and the Authority issued a joint Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the 
Merced to Fresno Section of the California HST Project in August 2011 and a joint Final 
EIR/EIS in April 2012.  Consistent with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) 1506.2, 
the Final EIR/EIS is one document that covers both state and federal environmental 
requirements.  Because this ROD contains only the decision of FRA, a Federal agency, 
based on the Draft and Final EIR/EIS, the documents will be referred to as the “Draft 
EIS” and the “Final EIS.” In making its decision, FRA considered the information and 
analysis contained in the 2011 Draft EIS and 2012 Final EIS (collectively, “EIS 
Documents”).  FRA also considered public and agency comments received during the 
public comment period for the Draft EIS and the waiting period following the Final EIS.  
Based on the analysis of the Project’s potential environmental effects (both adverse and 
beneficial) in the EIS Documents and substantive agency and public comments, FRA 
selects the north-south Hybrid Alternative and the Downtown Merced Station and 
Downtown Fresno Mariposa Street Station alternatives, as described further in 
Section 4.0, Alternatives, below.   
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Figure 1 
California HST System Initial Study Corridors 

Attachment to Submission BO060 (Jason Holder, Madera County Farm Bureau (Atty. For) Fitzgerald
Abbott & Beardsley LLP, October 18, 2012) - 770_Holder_CD_10182012_Attachments.pdf - Continued

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

Page 40-657



Record of Decision for California High-Speed Train Merced to Fresno Section 

3 

 

FRA has prepared the ROD in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 C.F.R. Section 1505.2) and FRA’s Procedures 
for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 Federal Register [FR] 28545, May 26, 1999) 
(FRA Environmental Procedures).  Specifically, this ROD:  

 Provides background on the NEPA process leading to the Final EIS, including a 
summary of public involvement and agency coordination. 

 States and reaffirms the Project’s purpose and need. 

 Identifies the alternatives considered in the EIS Documents. 

 Summarizes the alternatives previously considered in the alternatives analysis 
process and not carried forward for study in the Draft EIS. 

 Identifies the Selected Alternative. 

 Identifies the Environmentally Preferable Alternative. 

 Summarizes environmental benefits and adverse effects. 

 Summarizes the comments received on the Final EIS. 

 Discusses the measures to avoid and minimize environmental harm and requires 
a monitoring and enforcement program for all mitigation measures. 

 Presents the FRA Decision, determinations, and findings on the proposed Project 
and identifies and discusses the factors that were balanced by FRA in making its 
decision. 

1.1 California HST System  
The Authority is responsible for planning, designing, constructing, and operating the 
California HST System.  Its state statutory mandate is to develop a high-speed rail 
system that coordinates with the state’s existing transportation network, which includes 
intercity rail and bus lines, regional commuter rail lines, urban rail and bus transit lines, 
highways, and airports.   

The California HST System will provide intercity, high-speed service on more than 
800 miles of track throughout California, connecting the major population centers of 
Sacramento, the San Francisco Bay Area, the Central Valley, Los Angeles, the Inland 
Empire, Orange County, and San Diego, as shown in Figure 1.  The Authority and FRA 
prepared two programmatic (Tier 1) EIR/EIS documents to select preferred alignments 
and station locations to advance for project-level analysis in Tier 2 EIR/EISs.  See 
Chapter 1 of the Merced to Fresno Section Final EIS for a more detailed description of 
the HST System, history of Tier 1 documents, and HST system phasing.  Figure 1 shows 
the proposed California HST System that resulted from the Tier 1 EIR/EISs and Tier 1 
decisions.  The HST System will use state-of-the-art, electrically powered, high-speed, 
steel-wheel-on-steel-rail technology, including contemporary safety, signaling, and 
automated train-control systems, with trains capable of operating up to 220 miles per 
hour (mph) over a fully grade-separated, dedicated guideway alignment.   
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The Authority plans two phases: Phase 1 (to be constructed in stages dependent on 
funding availability) will connect San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim via Pacheco 
Pass and the Central Valley through a combination of dedicated high-speed rail 
infrastructure blended with existing urban systems, with a state statute mandated 
express travel time from San Francisco to Los Angeles of 2 hours and 40 minutes or less.  
Phase 2 will extend the system from Los Angeles to San Diego and from Merced to 
Sacramento.  The HST System could have more than 200 trains per day after full build-
out of Phase 2.  The California High-Speed Rail Program Revised 2012 Business Plan1 
describes in more detail how Phase 1 of the HST System will be implemented and 
recognizes current budgetary and funding realities, which will result in both Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 being constructed over a longer period of time than originally anticipated. 

The California HST System as approved through Tier 1 decisions has been divided into 
nine individual sections for more detailed, second-tier analysis. The nine sections were 
identified by certain operating characteristics including the requirement that they 
terminate at or proximate to station locations in larger urban centers.   The individual 
project sections tier from decisions made during the programmatic decision and are 
units of the whole system that can be combined together as necessary due to funding and 
constructability constraints.   

The Merced to Fresno Section is one of the nine individual sections undergoing Tier 2 
environmental review for Phases 1 and 2 of the California HST System.  As described in 
the October 1, 2009, Notice of Intent (NOI) for the Merced to Fresno Section (74 FR 
50869), FRA identified the Project termini as the station sites in downtown Fresno and 
Merced.  This is consistent with the Tier 1 decisions and permits full analysis and 
consideration of the potential impacts of construction and operation of the Merced to 
Fresno Section of the California HST System.  

1.2 Merced to Fresno Section  
FRA and the Authority, as joint lead agencies for NEPA compliance, commenced the 
environmental review process for the Project in 2009.  The Authority held scoping 
meetings for the Project in March 2009.  The Draft EIS was issued in August 2011 and 
the 60-day public review period closed on October 13, 2011.  The Draft EIS presented the 
purpose and need for the Project; the reasonable range of alternatives for rail alignment, 
station site, heavy maintenance facility (HMF), and a connection to the east-west 
running San Jose to Merced Section also known as “wye connections”; the existing 
environmental setting; potential effects (both beneficial and adverse) from construction 
and operation; and mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potential adverse 
environmental effects. 

The Draft EIS informed decision-makers, interested parties, and the public about the 
various alternatives and potential impacts.  FRA and the Authority held public hearings 
                                                           
1.  Authority.  2012.  California High-Speed Rail Program Revised 2012 Business Plan.  Sacramento, Calif.  
April 2012.  Available at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/Business_Plan_reports.aspx.  
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in Merced, Madera, and Fresno to provide opportunities for all of the public to comment 
on the Draft EIS verbally and in writing.  FRA and the Authority received 895 comment 
submittals on the Draft EIS.   

FRA and the Authority considered the information presented in and the comments 
received on the Draft EIS when preparing the Final EIS.  During a hearing by the 
Authority Board of Directors in December 2011, the Authority designated the Hybrid as 
the Preferred Alternative.  The Final EIS, published April 20, 2012, identified the Hybrid 
as the Preferred Alternative and included minor design modifications to proposed 
alternatives resulting from public and agency comments on the Draft EIS and an 
evaluation of the potential environmental effects of the Preferred Alternative.   

Following the identification of the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS, the USACE and 
EPA concurred (on March 26, 2012,2 and March 23, 2012,3 respectively)—based upon 
the analyses incorporated in the Draft EIS and the subsequent Final EIS, as well as 
documents submitted as part of the Section 404 permitting process, and the biological 
assessment of ecosystems impacts and cultural and community impacts—that the Hybrid 
Alternative is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA), 
consistent with USACE’s permit program (33 C.F.R. Part 320–331) and EPA’s Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 C.F.R. 230–233).4 

Table 1 summarizes the major NEPA milestones of the Project.   

                                                           
2 Response to February 22, 2012 Checkpoint C Package, and the March 9, 2012 response for the proposed 
Merced to Fresno segment of the California HST Project.  Letter from Michael S. Jewell, Chief, Regulatory 
Division to Mark McLoughlin, Authority.  Sacramento, CA.  March 26, 2012.   
3 Response to Checkpoint C – Request for Agreement on Preliminary Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative and Draft Mitigation Plan for California HST Project Merced to Fresno Section.  
Letter from Connell Dunning, Transportation Team Supervisor, Environmental Review Office, 
Communities and Ecosystems Division, to David Valenstein, FRA, and Tom Fellenz, Authority.  San 
Francisco, CA.  March 23, 2012.   
4 For more information about the integration of NEPA with Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting, 
please see Section 2.2.  For more information about the identification of the LEDPA and the integration of 
USACE’s 404 permit into the NEPA process, please see Section 4.4.   
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Table 1: Summary of Major NEPA Milestones 

Milestone Date 

Notice of Intent (NOI) February and October5 
2009 

Public Scoping Meetings March 2009 

Notice of Availability Published and Circulation of Draft EIS/Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation 

August 2011 

Public Hearings: Merced, Madera, and Fresno September 2011 

Notice of Availability and Publication of Final EIS and Final Section 
4(f) Evaluation 

April 2012 

 

1.3 Initial Project Construction 
The Authority identified the Central Valley as the highest construction priority, and FRA 
selected this Project for construction funding.  Recognizing funding limitations, and to 
maximize potential interim use of the HST System in the Central Valley, the Authority 
will phase construction of the Project.   

The Authority will use the design/build project delivery method to construct the HST 
System in the Central Valley.  When using design/build, one contractor (or team of 
contractors) is selected to provide design and construction services under a single 
contract.  Construction within the Merced to Fresno Section is anticipated to commence 
in 2013 after the Authority selects a design/build contractor(s) as part of an ongoing 
procurement process.   

This ROD will allow the Authority to move forward with construction and related 
activities for the Selected Alternative within the Merced to Fresno Section, a portion of 
which (between Avenue 17 and Los Angeles Street) is funded for construction.   

2.0 Federal Agency Actions 
The specific roles and responsibilities of the Federal agencies involved in the Project, 
including lead, cooperating,6 and permitting agencies, are further described below.  
Table 2 identifies permit and approvals anticipated for these agencies. 

 

                                                           
5 The original NOI was filed for the Merced to Bakersfield Section in February 2009; it was amended in 
October 2009 for the Merced to Fresno Section.   
6 The Bureau of Reclamation is a cooperating agency but does not have jurisdiction over a permit or 
approval for this section.   
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Table 2: Federal Permits or Approvals Anticipated  

Agency Permit/Approval 

FRA • FRA funding approval  
• FRA regulations related to HST operation and safety 
• Section 4(f) of the U.S. Transportation Act of 1966 
• National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultation  
• Clean Air Act General Conformity Determination  

USACE • Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit for discharge of 
dredge or fill materials into waters of the United States, 
including wetlands 

• Rivers and Harbors Act Section 408 Permit for the use, 
including modifications or alterations, of any flood control 
facility built by the USACE 

• 33 C.F.R. 208.10 Permit for encroachment on a local flood 
control facility built by the USACE that does not include 
modifications to the facility 

USFWS • Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation and 
Biological Opinion 

NMFS • Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation and 
Biological Opinion 

 

 

2.1 Federal Railroad Administration 
Under 49 United States Code (U.S.C.) 20101 et seq., FRA has authority over the safety of 
railroads.  FRA will exercise jurisdiction over railroad safety issues during design and 
operation of the Project.  FRA also administers the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail 
grant program.  Based on the evaluation of applications submitted to FRA and the two 
Tier 1 EIRs/EISs and subsequent RODs, FRA selected the Authority to receive grant 
funds for preliminary engineering and environmental reviews for Phase 1 of the 
California HST System, and final design and construction of the California HST System 
between Madera, a city located within the Merced to Fresno Section, and Bakersfield 
(Kern County) in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section.   

Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. 303) prohibits DOT and its modal 
administrations, including FRA, from undertaking a transportation project or providing 
Federal funding or discretionary approvals for a project that results in the use (unless the 
use has de minimis impacts) of land from publicly owned parks, recreational areas, 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and private historical sites, unless there is no 
feasible and prudent alternative to the use of the resource and the action includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from use.  Section 4(f) also 
protects historic sites of national, state, or local significance located on public or private 
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land.  FRA’s Environmental Procedures contains FRA processes and protocols for 
analyzing the potential use of Section 4(f) protected properties.  FRA’s Section 4(f) 
Determination is included as Section 9.2 of this ROD.   

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470f), 
requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties and afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a 
reasonable opportunity to comment.  The historic preservation review process mandated 
by Section 106 is outlined in regulations issued by the ACHP that are available at 36 
C.F.R. Part 800.  Under the NHPA, significant cultural resources, referred to as historic 
properties, include any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, object, or 
landscape included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).  A Programmatic Agreement (PA) among FRA, ACHP, the California State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the Authority regarding compliance with 
Section 106 of the NHPA for the HST System was executed on July 22, 2011.7  In 
accordance with the PA, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the treatment of 
adverse effects on historic properties in the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST System 
was executed on August 31, 2012 (see Appendix A).  The City of Madera, the City of 
Fresno, and Fresno County, as well as the following Federally-recognized Native 
American tribes: Cold Springs Rancheria of Mono Indians, Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi 
Tribe, the North Fork Rancheria of Mono Indians, and the California Valley Miwok 
Tribe; and the following non-Federally recognized Native American tribes: North Fork 
Mono Tribe, and the Chowchilla Tribe of Yokuts, have accepted the Authority and FRA’s 
invitation(s) to be consulting parties to the MOA and treatment plan(s). 8  

Pursuant to the Clean Air Act (CAA) Section 176(c) requirements, EPA promulgated 40 
C.F.R. 51 Subpart W and 40 C.F.R. Part 93, Subpart B, “Determining Conformity of 
General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans” (58 FR 63214, 
November 30, 1993, as amended, 75 FR 17253, April 5, 2010).  These regulations, 
commonly referred to as the General Conformity Rule, apply to all Federal actions, 
including those by FRA, except for those Federal actions that are excluded from review 
(e.g., stationary source emissions) or related to transportation plans, programs, and 
projects under Title 23 or the Federal Transit Act, which are subject to the 
Transportation Conformity Rule.   

A conformity determination under the General Conformity Rule is required if the 
Federal agency determines the following: the action will occur in a nonattainment or 
maintenance area; that one or more specific exemptions do not apply to the action; the 
action is not included in the Federal agency’s “presumed to conform” list; the emissions 
from the proposed action are not within the approved emissions budget for an applicable 

                                                           
7 Authority and FRA. 2012. Programmatic Agreement.  Appendix 3.17-A of the California HST Merced to 
Fresno Section Final Project EIR/EIS. Volume II: Technical Appendices. Sacramento, CA, and Washington, 
D.C. April 2012.  
8 Signatures of potentially concurring parties are currently being sought.   
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facility; and the total direct and indirect emissions of a pollutant (or its precursors), are 
at or above the de minimis levels established in the General Conformity regulations.  The 
proposed Project is subject to review under the General Conformity Rule; therefore, FRA 
prepared a Conformity Determination consistent with the applicable regulatory 
requirements.  The final General Conformity Determination was issued on 
September 18, 2012.  

2.2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USACE is responsible for issuing permits under the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 
(33 U.S.C. 1344) (Section 404) and the Rivers and Harbors Act Section 14 (33 U.S.C. 
408) (Section 408).9  USACE is required to comply with NEPA and issue its own Record 
of Decision before it can issue a permit under Section 404 or Section 408.   

As a first step in Project permitting, the Authority, FRA, USACE, and EPA executed a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU or NEPA/404/408 MOU) in November 2010.  
The MOU outlines a process to integrate the requirements of NEPA with the 
requirements of Section 404 and Section 408.  The purpose of the MOU is to ensure the 
analysis underlying the EIS Documents for each HST section is sufficient to support 
USACE’s Preliminary LEDPA determination and for USACE to issue a NEPA decision 
document.   

Consistent with the MOU, FRA and the Authority initiated the CWA Section 404 
permitting process with USACE on August 3, 2011.  As part of the CWA Section 404 
permitting process, FRA and the Authority prepared a Wetland Delineation Report 
(2011) and submitted it to USACE for issuance of a preliminary jurisdictional 
determination, which USACE issued on November 3, 2011.  Jurisdictional 
determinations and issuance of a permit for the discharge of fill material into waters of 
the United States associated with construction and operation of the Project will be part 
of the CWA Section 404 permit process administered by USACE.10 

Pursuant to NEPA, Section 404, and Section 408, USACE and EPA issued letters 
identifying the Hybrid Alternative as the preliminary LEDPA on March 26, 2012, and 
March 23, 2012, respectively.  The Section 404 process continues with submittal of a 
permit application to USACE and development of a mitigation plan.  The Section 408 

                                                           
9 CWA Section 404 sets forth a program to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of 
the United States, including wetlands.  USACE may only issue a Section 404 permit for a project 
alternative that USACE determines is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative 
(LEDPA).  Section 408 permit decisions will be made for alteration/modification of completed Federal 
flood risk management facilities and any associated operation and maintenance, and real estate 
permissions or instruments (as applicable). 
10 For CWA section 404(b)(1) compliance, USACE must take into consideration the context of the 
geographic area of the proposed action and the type of project being proposed.  USACE has determined 
that the overall project purpose (as stated above) allows for a reasonable range of practicable alternatives 
to be analyzed and is acceptable as the basis for the USACE 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis.   
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process continues with USACE’s evaluation of potential Project impacts on flood 
protection facilities.  USACE will issue a NEPA decision after a preliminary review of 
impacts on facilities under its jurisdiction.  Subsequently, the Authority will submit 
permit applications for facilities under Section 408 jurisdiction to USACE. 

2.3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
Concurrently with the NEPA process, FRA initiated the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
Section 7 (16 U.S.C. 1536) consultation process, pursuant to 50 C.F.R. Part 402.  Section 
7 of the Federal ESA requires Federal agencies to consult with USFWS and/or NMFS, 
depending on the type of species or habitat affected, to ensure that actions they 
authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
threatened or endangered fish, wildlife, or plant species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of designated critical habitat for any such species.  Impacts 
associated with threatened and endangered species, including critical habitat, occupied 
habitat, and suitable habitat for special-status species, is addressed through a 
coordination process that is outlined under Section 7 of the Federal ESA.  If a project 
may have an impact on a resource under Section 7, a study that describes the impacts, 
known as a Biological Assessment (BA), is required to be submitted to the appropriate 
agency with jurisdiction over the resource (USFWS, and/or NMFS).  After the 
appropriate agency has accepted the BA, the agency will render a Biological Opinion 
(BO).  A BO is the agency’s opinion as to whether a project is likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of an ESA-listed species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of a species’ critical habitat.   

Because the Project is likely to have an impact under Section 7, FRA prepared a BA for 
the Project and consulted with USFWS, as required.  FRA’s informal and formal Section 
7 consultation with USFWS has been ongoing and was instrumental in scoping the 
biological resource analysis for the EIS Documents, as well as for the BA.  FRA developed 
and submitted the Draft BA to USFWS in October 2011, which evaluated direct, indirect, 
and cumulative effects of the Project on Federally listed, threatened, endangered, or 
proposed listed species and their designated habitat.   

Following USFWS review and additional consultation and coordination, USFWS issued a 
BO for the Project on September 14, 2012.  In the BO, USFWS concluded that the 
Project, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed 
wildlife and plant species potentially occurring in the Project action area.  Consistent 
with Section 7 requirements, the BO stipulates several reasonable and prudent 
conservation measures to avoid or reduce potential impacts.  The BO is included as 
Appendix B.  This BO also includes an incidental take statement authorizing activities 
associated with the first phase of construction in the Central Valley, as described in 
Section 1.3.   
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2.4 National Marine Fisheries Service 
Because the Project might impact protected aquatic species under NMFS jurisdiction, in 
addition to the Section 7 consultation with USFWS described above, FRA is required to 
consult with NMFS. 

FRA submitted a Draft BA to NMFS in October 2011.  In addition to the BO issued by 
USFWS, NMFS issued a BO for the Project on April 17, 2012.  NMFS concluded in its BO 
that the Project would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species.  
NMFS anticipates that the Project would result in the incidental take of California 
Central Valley steelhead and Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon.11  Consistent 
with Section 7 requirements, the BO stipulates several reasonable and prudent 
conservation measures to avoid or reduce potential impacts.  This BO is included as 
Appendix B.  The BO also includes an incidental take statement authorizing activity 
associated with construction and operation of the Project.   

3.0 Purpose and Need 
As established in the Final Program EIS, the purpose of the California HST System is to 
provide a reliable high-speed electric-powered train system that links the major 
metropolitan areas of California, delivering predictable and consistent travel times.  A 
further objective is to provide an interface with commercial airports, mass transit, and 
the highway network and to relieve capacity constraints of the existing transportation 
system as increases in intercity travel demand in California occur, in a manner sensitive 
to and protective of California’s unique natural resources.12  

The purpose of this Project is to implement the Merced to Fresno Section of the 
California HST System to provide the public with electric-powered high-speed rail 
service that provides predictable and consistent travel times between major urban 
centers and connectivity to airports, mass transit systems, and the highway network in 
the south San Joaquin Valley and to connect the northern and southern portions of the 
system.   

The capacity of California’s intercity transportation system, including the central part of 
the San Joaquin Valley region, is insufficient to meet existing and future travel demands.  
The current and projected future system congestion will continue to result in 
deteriorating air quality, reduced reliability, and increased travel times.  The current 
transportation system has not kept pace with the increase in population, economic 
activity, and tourism within the state, including in the central part of the San Joaquin 
Valley region.  The interstate highway system, commercial airports, and conventional 
passenger rail system serving the intercity travel market are operating at or near capacity 

                                                           
11 Within the Project action area, these species potentially occur only in the San Joaquin River. 
12 Authority and FRA. 2005. Final Program EIR/ EIS for the Proposed California HST System.  Sacramento, 
CA, and Washington, DC.  August 2005. 
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and will require large public investments for maintenance and expansion to meet 
existing demand and future growth over the next 25 years and beyond.  Moreover, the 
feasibility of expanding many major highways and key airports is uncertain; some 
needed expansions might be impractical or are constrained by physical, political, and 
other factors.  The need for improvements to intercity travel in California, including 
intercity travel between the central part of the San Joaquin Valley, the San Francisco Bay 
Area, Sacramento, and Southern California, relates to the following issues: 

 Future growth in demand for intercity travel, including the growth in demand 
within the central part of the San Joaquin Valley region. 

 Capacity constraints that will increase congestion and travel delays, including 
those in the central part of the San Joaquin Valley region. 

 Unreliability of travel stemming from congestion and delays, weather conditions, 
accidents, and other factors that affect the quality of life and economic wellbeing 
of residents, businesses, and tourism in California, including the central part of 
the San Joaquin Valley region. 

 Reduced mobility as a result of increasing demand on limited modal connections 
between major airports, transit systems, and passenger rail in the state, including 
the central part of the San Joaquin Valley region. 

 Poor and deteriorating air quality and pressure on natural resources and 
agricultural lands as a result of expanded highways and airports and urban 
development pressures, including those within the central part of the San 
Joaquin Valley region. 

4.0 Alternatives 
This section summarizes the alternatives analysis process and the alternatives evaluated 
in the EIS Documents and describes the Selected and Environmentally Preferable 
alternatives. 

4.1 Alternatives Considered in the Alternatives Analysis 
Process and Not Carried Forward for Consideration in 
the EIS Documents 

FRA and the Authority have undertaken an extensive, public screening process for 
alternatives to study in the EIS Documents.  The potential alternatives considered but 
eliminated from detailed study were presented in the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis 
Report (April 2010), the Alternatives Analysis Report (August 2010), and the 
Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report (May 2011) and are summarized in 
Chapter 2 of the EIS Documents.  Several potential alternatives either failed to 
adequately meet the project purpose, need, and objectives, failed to offer a substantial 
environmental advantage over one or more of the alternatives studied in the EIS 
Documents, or were deemed infeasible from a cost, technical, or engineering perspective 
and therefore were eliminated from further analysis in the EIS Documents.   
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4.2 Alternatives Considered in the EIS Documents  
The EIS Documents included three alignment alternatives: UPRR/SR 99 Alternative, 
BNSF Alternative, and the Hybrid Alternative (Figure 2).  The No Action Alternative was 
also analyzed in the EIS Documents.  The EIS Documents also included the Downtown 
Merced HST Station, two station alternatives for Downtown Fresno (the Kern Street 
Station Alternative and Mariposa Street Station Alternative), five HMF alternatives, and 
two wye alternatives.  These alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS.  The alternatives analyzed in the EIS Documents are those that FRA and the 
Authority considered reasonable and feasible. 

4.2.1 HST Alignment Alternatives 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would result in no construction and no operation of the HST 
System.  As a result, it would not meet the Project’s purpose, need, and objectives.   

The No Action Alternative is the basis for comparison of the Project alternatives in the 
Environmental Documents.  The No Action Alternative represents the state’s 
transportation system (highway, air, bus, conventional rail) as it is currently and as it 
would be after implementation of programs or projects that are currently projected in 
regional transportation plans, have identified funds for implementation, and are 
expected to be in place by 2035, as well as any major planned land use changes.  The 
entire San Joaquin Valley is projected to grow at a rate higher than any other region in 
California.  The three counties—Merced, Madera, and Fresno—are projected to continue 
to grow at an average rate of 3% per year.  By 2035, the population in the study area is 
projected to grow from 1,365,911 to 2,298,075, for a net increase of 60%.  
Accommodating this new population would require land acquisition and the 
construction of new infrastructure, including roadways, electric power generation, water 
and wastewater facilities, schools, hospitals, and commercial and industrial facilities.  To 
support this growth, development would consume an estimated 91,000 acres because, 
according to current planning trends, these counties would develop at a density of 
approximately 10 persons per acre. 

UPRR/SR 99 Alternative  

The alignment for the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative traverses urban downtown areas in the 
cities of Merced, Madera, and Fresno.  It is generally adjacent to SR 99 and the UPRR 
railway.  The HST alignment is designed to follow the existing UPRR corridor adjacent to 
the UPRR mainline right-of-way and to avoid the existing UPRR operations right-of-way 
and active rail spurs to the greatest extent possible.  In several locations, the HST 
alignment is elevated to cross over the UPRR operational right-of-way.  In these 
instances, the alternative maintains required horizontal and vertical clearance over 
UPRR operational right-of-way to avoid or minimize impacts on other UPRR right-of-   
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way, spurs, and facilities.  Similarly, the HST alignment follows the SR 99 corridor and, 
therefore, crosses over SR 99 in some locations and under SR 99 in Merced.  As the 
alignment travels through rural areas, it affects existing local frontage roads used by 
small communities and farm operations.  Where these frontage roads parallel the HST 
alignment, they would be shifted and reconstructed to maintain their function.  Where 
roads are perpendicular to the proposed HST, overcrossings or undercrossings are 
planned approximately every two miles, while other roads would be closed.   

The north-south alignment of the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative would begin at the HST 
station in Downtown Merced, located on the west side of the UPRR right-of-way.  South 
of the station and leaving Downtown Merced, the HST alignment would be at-grade and 
cross under SR 99.  As the HST alignment approaches Chowchilla, the UPRR/SR 99 
Alternative has two primary design options: the East Chowchilla design option, which 
would pass Chowchilla on the east side of town, following the Ave 24 Wye alignment, 
and the West Chowchilla design option, which would travel south at a distance of three 
to four miles west of Chowchilla before turning back to rejoin the UPRR/SR 99 
transportation corridor.  Both of the Ave 21 and the Ave 24 Wye options would connect 
in the vicinity of Chowchilla; these wye options are described below in Section 4.2.4.  The 
HST alignment would continue south on the east side of the UPRR corridor south of Dry 
Creek and remain on an elevated profile for 8.9 miles through Madera.  After crossing 
over Cottonwood Creek and Avenue 12, the HST alignment would transition to an at-
grade profile and continue to be at-grade until north of the San Joaquin River.  The 
UPRR/SR 99 Alternative would continue toward Fresno, crossing the San Joaquin River, 
and rise over the UPRR railway on an elevated guideway supported by straddle bents.  
The HST alignment would then cross over the existing Herndon Avenue and descend 
into an at-grade profile.  The alignment would continue west of and parallel to the UPRR 
right-of-way.  Advancing south from Clinton Avenue between Clinton Avenue and 
Belmont Avenue, the two-track HST alignment would run at-grade adjacent to the 
western boundary of the UPRR right-of-way and then enter the station in Fresno. 

BNSF Alternative  

The alignment for the BNSF Alternative traverses from north to south, crossing the cities 
of Merced, Le Grand, Madera, and Fresno.  The north-south alignment of the BNSF 
Alternative would begin at the HST station in Merced.  South of Merced, there are two 
design options that traverse east to the BNSF in the vicinity of the community of Le 
Grand.  The BNSF alternative would remain at-grade through Merced and would cross 
under SR 99 at the south end of the city.  Just south of the SR 99/East Childs Avenue 
interchange, the BNSF Alternative would cross over SR 99 and UPRR once more as it 
begins to curve to the east, crossing over the E Mission Avenue interchange.  It would 
then travel east to the vicinity of Le Grand where it would turn south and travel adjacent 
to the BNSF tracks.  Continuing southeast along the west side of BNSF, the HST 
alternative would begin to curve just before Plainsburg Road through a predominantly 
rural and agricultural area.  One mile south of Le Grand, the HST alignment would cross 
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Deadman and Dutchman creeks.  The HST alignment would deviate from the BNSF 
corridor just southeast of S White Rock Road, and would remain at-grade for another 
seven miles, except at the bridge crossings, and would continue on the west side of the 
BNSF corridor through the community of Sharon.  The HST alignment would continue 
at-grade through the community of Kismet until reaching the crossing at Dry Creek.  The 
BNSF Alternative would cross Dry Creek and continue at-grade through agricultural 
areas along the west side of the BNSF corridor through the community of Madera Acres 
north of the City of Madera.  Between Le Grand and Madera, the proposed Ave 21 or 
Ave 24 Wye alignments would connect with this north-south portion of the alternative.  
The wye alignments are described below in Section 4.2.4.  The HST alignment would 
continue at-grade on the west side of the BNSF corridor, crossing over the Fresno River 
and SR 145.  This would involve raising the HST tracks over the existing SR 145 
undercrossing.  South of Avenue 15 east of Madera, the alignment would transition 
toward the UPRR corridor.  The alignment would follow the east side of the UPRR 
corridor near Avenue 9 south of Madera and then would continue along nearly the same 
route as the UPRR/ SR 99 Alternative over the San Joaquin River to enter the 
community of Herndon.  The HST alignment for the BNSF Alternative in the Fresno 
vicinity would be the same as for the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative.   

Hybrid Alternative  

From north to south, generally, the Hybrid Alternative would follow the UPRR/SR 99 
alignment with either the West Chowchilla design option and Ave 24 Wye or the East 
Chowchilla design option and Ave 21 Wye; at the wye connection, it would join the BNSF 
Alternative through Madera and would continue south over the San Joaquin River on to 
the Fresno station.  The HST alignments in the Merced vicinity for the Hybrid 
Alternative and design options are the same as for the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative.  
Approaching the Chowchilla city limits, the Hybrid Alternative would follow one of two 
wye options.  In the vicinity of Madera and south to Fresno, the Hybrid Alternative is the 
same as the BNSF Alternative, and throughout the Fresno vicinity, both the Hybrid and 
BNSF Alternatives are the same as the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative   

4.2.2 Station Alternatives 

The Downtown Merced and Downtown Fresno stations would each occupy several 
blocks, to include the station plazas, drop-offs, multimodal transit center, and parking 
structures.  The stations would include the platforms and associated building for 
passenger services and concessions, and back-of-house functions and access structures.  
Both the Merced and Fresno stations would have additional platform tracks, with the 
platforms at-grade. 

Downtown Merced Station  

The Downtown Merced Station would be between Martin Luther King Jr. Way to the 
northwest and G Street to the southeast, approximately seven blocks west of the existing 
Amtrak station.  The station would be accessible from both sides of the UPRR, but the 
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primary station house would front 16th Street.  The major access points from SR 99 
include V Street, R Street, Martin Luther King Jr. Way, and G Street.  Primary access to 
the parking facility would be from W 15th Street and W 14th Street, just one block east of 
SR 99.  The closest access to the parking facility from the SR 99 freeway would be 
R Street, which has a full interchange with the freeway.  The site proposal includes a 
parking structure that would have the potential for up to six levels with a capacity of 
approximately 2,250 cars and an approximate height of 50 feet.  During Phase 1 of the 
HST System (see Section 1.1), when parking demand would be higher at the station, 
additional parking would be provided either at existing sites distributed throughout the 
community or at a second structure.   

Fresno Mariposa Street Station Alternative  

The Mariposa Street Station Alternative is located in Downtown Fresno, less than one 
half mile east of SR 99.  The station would be centered on Mariposa Street and bordered 
by Fresno Street on the north, Tulare Street on the south, H Street on the east, and 
G Street on the west.  The station building would be approximately 75,000 square feet, 
with a maximum height of approximately 64 feet.  The two-level station would be at-
grade, with passenger access provided both east and west of the HST guideway and the 
UPRR tracks, which would run parallel with one another adjacent to the station.  The 
first level would contain the public concourse, passenger service areas, and station and 
operation offices.  The second level would include the mezzanine, a pedestrian 
overcrossing above the HST guideway and the UPRR railway tracks, and an additional 
public concourse area.  Entrances would be located at both G and H Streets.  The eastern 
entrance would be at the intersection of H Street and Mariposa Street, with platform 
access provided via the pedestrian overcrossing.  This entrance would provide a “front 
door” connection with Downtown Fresno on an axis that also includes the County 
Courthouse and City Hall several blocks to the east.  The main western entrance would 
be located at G Street and Mariposa Street. 

The Mariposa Street Station Alternative includes the potential for up to three parking 
structures occupying a total of 5.5 acres.  Two of the three potential parking structures 
would each sit on two acres, and each would have a capacity of approximately 1,500 cars.  
The third parking structure would be slightly smaller in footprint (1.5 acres), with 
five levels and a capacity of approximately 1,100 cars.  An additional two-acre surface 
parking lot would provide approximately 300 parking spaces.  Currently, Downtown 
Fresno has a large amount of excess public parking within a mile of the proposed HST 
station.  Based on discussions with the City of Fresno, the balance of spaces needed to 
satisfy the estimated year 203513 parking demand (7,400 total spaces) would be 
accommodated by existing public spaces, without the need for additional parking lots or 
structures. 

                                                           
13 During Phase 2 of the California HST System (see Section 1.1). 
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Fresno Kern Street Station Alternative  

The Kern Street Station Alternative for the HST station is also situated in Downtown 
Fresno and would be centered on Kern Street between Tulare Street and Inyo Street.  
This station would include the same components as the Mariposa Street Station 
Alternative, but under the Kern Street Station Alternative, the station would not 
encroach on the historic Southern Pacific Railroad depot just north of Tulare Street and 
would not require relocation of existing Greyhound facilities.  The station building would 
be approximately 75,000 square feet, with a maximum height of approximately 64 feet.  
The station building would have two levels housing the same facilities as the Mariposa 
Street Station Alternative (i.e., UPRR tracks, HST tracks, mezzanine, and station office).  
The approximately 18.5-acre site would include 13 acres dedicated to the station, bus 
transit center, short-term parking, and kiss-and-ride accommodations.  Two of the 
three potential parking structures would each sit on two acres and each would have a 
capacity of approximately 1,500 cars.  The third structure would be slightly smaller in 
footprint (1.5 acres) and have a capacity of approximately 1,100 cars.  Like the Mariposa 
Street Station Alternative, the balance of the spaces needed to satisfy the estimated year 
2035 parking demand (7,400 total spaces) would be accommodated by existing public 
spaces, and the majority of station facilities would be sited east of the HST tracks. 

4.2.3 Heavy Maintenance Facility 

One HMF site will be required for operation of the entire HST System.  The HMF, to be 
located within the Central Valley, would serve two functions: (1) support train arrival, 
assembly, testing, and commissioning to operations and (2) become the state’s system-
wide heavy maintenance workshop.  It is anticipated that permanent emergency standby 
generators will be located at the HMF.  The EIS Documents evaluated five different 
locations for the HMF site (as shown in Figure 2): 

 Castle Commerce Center, accessible by all HST alternatives. 

 Harris-DeJager, accessible along the UPRR/SR 99 and Hybrid alternatives if 
coming from the Ave 21 Wye.  (This site was withdrawn from consideration by 
the property owners on October 27, 2011.)14 

 Fagundes, accessible by all HST alternatives, via the Ave 24 Wye. 

 Gordon-Shaw, accessible along the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative. 

 Kojima Development, accessible along the BNSF Alternative if coming from the 
Ave 21 Wye. 

4.2.4 Wyes 

The connection between the east-west alignment of the San Jose to Merced Section (i.e., 
Pacheco Pass connection) and the north-south alignment of the Merced to Fresno 

                                                           
14 Kopshever, Jim.  2011.  E-mail from Jim Kopshever, Harris-DeJager site property owner, to Peter 
Valentine, regarding withdrawal of site from consideration for use as an HMF, October 27, 2011. 
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Section would require a railroad wye.  Two railroad wye locations (see Figure 2) were 
considered in the EIS Documents.  These include the Ave 24 Wye (generally following 
the south side of Avenue 24) and the Ave 21 Wye (generally following the north side of 
Avenue 21).  Based on input from regulatory agencies, FRA and the Authority have 
determined that a previously studied SR 152 east-west alignment and related wyes merit 
detailed study as well.  Although the Final EIS identifies the possibility of the SR152 wye, 
full environmental analysis of this wye option as well as additional analysis on the Ave 24 
and Ave 21 options, where necessary, will occur in the San Jose to Merced Project 
EIR/EIS. 

4.3 Selected Alternatives  

4.3.1 Alignment Alternative 

The Selected Alternative is the Hybrid Alternative with the Downtown Merced Station 
and Downtown Fresno Mariposa Street Station Alternative.  Chapter 7 of the Final EIS 
identified the Hybrid Alternative as the preferred north-south alignment for the Merced 
to Fresno Section, as shown in Figure 3.  In identifying a preferred north-south 
alignment alternative, FRA was guided by the project purpose and need and project 
objectives found in the Final EIS Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as 
well as the objectives and criteria developed for and recorded in the Merced to Fresno 
Section Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report15 and Supplemental Alternatives 
Analysis Report.16  For the Merced to Fresno Section, these objectives and criteria 
primarily include impacts on biological resources, agricultural resources, cultural 
resources, impacts on urban environments (e.g.  noise and parks), and cost. 

The Hybrid Alternative will result in the least or similar effects on biological resources 
compared to the other build alternatives.  It will have the fewest effects on waters of the 
United States, including impacts on seasonal wetlands and direct impacts on vernal 
pools, whereas the BNSF Alternative would have resulted in substantially more 
permanent effects on waters of the United States.  Overall, direct conversion of 
conservation habitats, habitats to support special-status wildlife species, and wildlife 
corridors are minimized through the selection of the Hybrid Alternative.   

The Hybrid Alternative effects on prime farmland resources is similar to the 
UPRR/SR 99 Alternative, which would have up to a third fewer acres removed from 
production over the BNSF Alternative.  While the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative would have 
the fewest effects on farmlands, the Hybrid Alternative counters this difference with the   

                                                           
15 Authority and FRA.  2010.  Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report, Merced to Fresno Section HST 
Project EIR/EIS.  Available at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/lib_Merced_Fresno.aspx.  Prepared by 
AECOM and CH2M HILL.  Sacramento, CA, and Washington, DC.  April 7, 2010 
16 Authority and FRA.  2010.  Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report, Merced to Fresno Section HST 
Project EIR/EIS.  Available at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/lib_Merced_Fresno.aspx.  Prepared by 
AECOM and CH2M HILL.  Sacramento, CA, and Washington, DC.  August 5, 2010 

Record of Decision for California High-Speed Train Merced to Fresno Section 

20 

 

 

 

  

Figure 3 
Selected Alternative – Hybrid 
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advantage of avoiding more community resources than the other alternatives.  The 
Hybrid Alternative will result in fewer effects on community resources than either of the 
other two alternatives but substantially less than the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative, for which 
impacts would be exacerbated during construction for resources such as noise, dust, and 
air quality, as well as reduced access to parks and businesses.  Additionally, the Hybrid 
Alternative was found to result in the least harm to Section 4(f) resources.  Overall, in 
balancing the effects on natural and community resources, the Hybrid Alternative will 
minimize environmental impacts the most among the three action alternatives.   

Consistent with the purpose and need to construct, operate, and maintain an electric-
powered high-speed train system, the Hybrid Alternative’s performance is comparable to 
if not better than the other alternatives.  In terms of HST System travel time, the Hybrid 
Alternative offers the second-best travel time, taking only 30 seconds longer between 
San Francisco and Los Angeles, a minute more between Merced and Fresno, and the 
same amount of time between San Francisco and Merced compared to the UPRR/SR 99 
Alternative.  The BNSF Alternative would have the same travel time as the Hybrid 
Alternative between San Francisco and Los Angeles but otherwise would take as much as 
four minutes longer than the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative.  The Hybrid Alternative is 
shorter in length than the BNSF Alternative and has less elevated guideway and fewer 
impacts on adjacent infrastructure than the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative.  This difference 
translates into fewer emissions during construction and less disturbance on local traffic 
patterns and traffic circulation in adjacent communities.   

Consistent with the NEPA/404/408 MOU, permitting criteria were also considered in 
the selection of the alternatives.  These considerations are consistent with the criteria 
used in the Section 404(b)(1), implementing regulations (40 C.F.R. 230–233), including 
minimizing impacts on waters of the United States and other sensitive environmental 
resources.  As a result of the analyses incorporated in the EIS Documents as well as 
NEPA/404/408 MOU documentation, USACE and EPA concurred (on March 26, 
2012,17 and March 23, 2012,18 respectively) that the Hybrid Alternative is the LEDPA, 
consistent with USACE’s permit program (33 C.F.R. Parts 320–331) and EPA’s Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230). 

Overall, the Hybrid Alternative best balances the minimization of impacts on the 
environment, farmland, and communities.  It would avoid the greater impacts on the 
environment and rural communities in Merced County that would occur with the BNSF 
Alternative and it would avoid the greater impacts on more urban areas, such as in the 
City of Madera, along the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative.  A summary of the environmental 
effects associated with the Selected Alternative is provided in Section 5.0, below.  The 
Hybrid Alternative also best meets the regulatory and permitting criteria under 
Sections 404 and 408. 

                                                           
17USACE, 2012. 
18 EPA, 2012. 
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4.3.2 Station Alternatives 

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS also describes the Downtown Merced HST station, between 
Martin Luther King Jr. Way and G Street, and the Downtown Fresno Mariposa Street 
Station Alternative as preferred station locations, as shown in Figures 4 and 5, 
respectively.  The Downtown Merced Station is consistent with the City of Merced’s 
future land use plans for the downtown area and the intent to strengthen connectivity 
with the city’s transit center.  The City of Fresno’s Fulton Corridor Specific Plan (2011) 
specifies that the Mariposa Street Station Alternative would better serve the planned 
transit improvements for the downtown area.19   

4.3.3 Heavy Maintenance Facility 

The HMF site will be located in the Central Valley.  While the EIS contains a thorough 
analysis of the potential impacts of the HMF alternatives in the Merced to Fresno 
Section, FRA and the Authority are also examining possible HMF alternatives in the 
Fresno to Bakersfield and San Jose to Merced sections.  As only one HMF site will be 
required for full HST operations, FRA and the Authority will select the HMF site once all 
three Central Valley HST section EIS processes are complete.  FRA and the Authority are 
conducting additional environmental analysis of the HMF as necessary, as part of the 
San Jose to Merced and Fresno to Bakersfield Section EISs. 

4.3.4 Wyes 

The Hybrid Alternative would eventually connect to an HST wye with one of three 
associated east-west alignments (along Avenue 24, Avenue 21, and SR 152) (see 
Figure 3).  The wyes and east-west alignments would connect the selected Hybrid 
Alternative with the San Jose to Merced Section north of Madera Acres at approximately 
Avenue 19½, depending on the eventual selection of the east-west connection and wye.  
All alignments within the area denoted by the rectangle on Figure 3 will be carried 
forward for further study and consideration as part of the San Jose to Merced Section 
Draft EIS.  A decision on the east-west alignment within this area is anticipated to occur 
at the conclusion of the San Jose to Merced Section EIS process.   

4.4 Environmentally Preferable Alternative  
CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require that an agency identify the alternative or 
alternatives considered to be environmentally preferable, which is defined as “the 
alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in the 
NEPA, Section 101” (440 C.F.R. 1505.2).  This means the alternative that causes the least 
damage to the physical environment; it also means the alternative that best protects, 
preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.    

                                                           
19 City of Fresno.  Fulton Corridor Specific Plan.  October 14, 2011. Available at 
http://fresnodowntownplans.com/project/details/fcsp.   
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Figure 5 
Downtown Fresno Mariposa 

Street Station Alternative Source: URS (2011). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 4 
Downtown Merced Station  
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In determining an environmentally preferable alternative, FRA considered all action 
alternatives, as well as the No Action Alternative.  FRA weighed and balanced the 
physical environmental effects associated with the action alternatives as well as those 
associated with the No Action Alternative.  FRA determined that the adverse 
environmental effects associated with the Hybrid Alternative were less substantial than 
the consequences associated with the No Action Alternative in terms of air quality, 
energy, and traffic, and thus identified an action alternative as environmentally 
preferable.  Final selection of the Hybrid Alternative as the Environmentally Preferred 
alternative over the UPRR/SR 99 and the BNSF alternatives involved the above noted 
advantages as well as the comparably relatively low community, farmland, and biological 
effects, including lower impacts on jurisdictional wetlands.  Based on consideration of 
these factors, FRA identified the Hybrid Alternative as the Environmentally Preferable 
Alternative.   

The Hybrid Alternative would result in fewer effects on community resources than either 
of the other two alternatives but substantially less than the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative, for 
which impacts would be exacerbated during construction for resources such as noise, 
dust, and air quality, as well as reduced access to parks and businesses.  Overall, in 
balancing the effects on natural and community resources, the Hybrid Alternative would 
minimize environmental impacts the most.  Of the three alignment alternatives, the 
Hybrid Alternative is the LEDPA for issuance of the necessary Section 404 permits.   

For the HST station in Merced, the Authority only developed one alternative, in close 
cooperation with the City of Merced to consider environmental and community factors, 
and it is thus considered the Environmentally Preferable Alternative.  For the Downtown 
Fresno Station, two alternatives were considered and the environmental impacts were 
similar.  Both stations would affect eligible historic structures listed on the NRHP.  Other 
effects include noise, which would be mitigated, as well as temporary impacts on 
businesses and transportation circulation during construction.  However, due to the City 
of Fresno’s planning and the orientation of the Downtown Fresno City Center, the 
preferred Mariposa Street Station Alternative offers substantially more opportunities for 
transit-oriented development.  As a result, the Mariposa Street Station Alternative was 
determined to be the Environmentally Preferable Alternative. 

5.0 Summary of Potential Effects  
Construction and operation of the Selected Alternative has the potential to affect a 
variety of natural and social resources.  Some impacts will be beneficial, others will be 
adverse.  Those impacts that are adverse can be further categorized as impacts that are 
significant and those that are not significant.  Under NEPA, determining the significance 
of an impact requires consideration of both context and intensity.20   

                                                           
20 The context of an impact is the setting of the affected environment in which the impact occurs.  
Intensity refers to the severity of the impact, which includes consideration of the type, quality, and 
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To fully understand the potential range of impacts of the Selected Alternative, the Final 
EIS analyzed all potential impacts resulting from construction and operation of the HST.  
A full discussion of the potential impacts of the Selected Alternative, organized by 
resource area, can be found in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.  Most potential impacts will 
not be significant when considering the context and intensity of the impact.  Potential 
impacts of the Selected Alternative will not rise to the level of significance in the 
following resource areas: electromagnetic fields and electromagnetic interference; public 
utilities and energy; hydrology and water resources; geology, soils, and seismicity; 
hazardous materials and waste; and station planning, land use, and development.  In 
determining that the Selected Alternative will not result in significant impacts on these 
resources, implementation of project design features and best management practices 
(BMP) are presumed and will be required as part of project implementation as described 
further in Section 6.0.  Although not discussed below, FRA considered these adverse but 
not significant impacts in reaching its decision.   

Some potential adverse impacts would be significant were it not for implementation of 
mitigation measures that effectively avoid or reduce the impact.  Other impacts would be 
significant even after mitigation measures are implemented.  Finally, some impacts of 
the Selected Alternative will be beneficial.  The following sections summarize the 
significant adverse impacts, the adverse impacts that would be significant if not for the 
implementation of mitigation, and the beneficial impacts that may occur with 
construction and operation of the Selected Alternative.   

5.1 Transportation 
The Selected Alternative will benefit the regional transportation system by diverting 
intercity trips from the regional roadway system and commercial air flights to high-speed 
rail.  Diverting trips to high-speed rail will reduce the overall number of vehicle trips on 
the regional roadway system, improve future levels of service, and reduce overall vehicle 
miles traveled.   

The Selected Alternative will cause traffic impacts in congested urban areas due to 
realignment of SR 99, increased traffic around HST stations, and road closures.  
Specifically, realignment of SR 99 will change traffic circulation patterns due to closure 
of interchange ramps, thereby increasing traffic at intersections in the vicinity of the 
freeway shift and impacting freeway operations.  HST stations and road closures in 
Merced and Fresno will increase traffic at local roadways and intersections nearby, 
reducing acceptable levels of service in those locations.  Traffic mitigation measures to 
improve operations at key intersection and roadway segments will include lane 
widening, modification to signals, additional lanes, and restriping.  Although all of these 
impacts will be reduced with the implementation of such measures, the Selected 

                                                                                                                                                                             
sensitivity of the resource involved, as well as the location, extent, and duration of the effect (40 C.F.R. 
1508.27). 
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Alternative may result in extending the duration of peak periods of congestion in 
already-congested urban areas, and these impacts are considered significant. 

5.2 Air Quality and Climate Change 
Operation of the HST will benefit statewide and regional air quality.  The HST will result 
in a permanent net benefit to air quality because it will lower emissions of mobile source 
air toxics, greenhouse gases, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxides (NOx), 
sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter smaller than or equal to 10 
microns and 25 microns in diameter (PM10, and PM2.5) by diverting trips from modes 
with higher emissions (commercial air flights and automobile trips) to high-speed rail, 
which has lower emissions. 

Construction of the HST will create temporary air quality impacts.  Construction 
emissions of VOCs and NOx are expected to cause or contribute substantially to 
violations of air quality standards in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB).  If ballast 
material is hauled from quarries located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), NOx may 
exceed air quality standards in the SCAB.  With mitigation, air quality impacts in these 
two air basins will be reduced and will not be significant. 

Specifically, the Authority will mitigate construction emissions in the SJVAB by 
providing funds for the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) 
Emission Reduction Incentive Program21 to fund grants for projects that achieve 
emission reductions, thus offsetting impacts on air quality related to the Selected 
Alternative.  Purchase of offset emissions through a Voluntary Emission Reduction 
Agreement (VERA) with the SJVAPCD for these pollutants will reduce construction 
emission impacts in the SJVAB to less than significant.  If ballast is hauled from the 
SCAB, the Authority will mitigate construction emissions in the SCAB by purchasing NOx 
offsets from the South Coast Air Quality Management District, reducing these impacts to 
less than significant as well. 

5.3 Noise 
The Selected Alternative will cause severe noise impacts for up to 525 sensitive receivers, 
such as residences, without mitigation.  Sound barriers will eliminate most significant 
noise impacts.  However, some receivers are located outside of areas where barriers can 
be effective, or a sound barrier will not fully eliminate the severe noise impact.  Because 
the degree of noise level change in residential areas, including in rural areas, is expected 
to affect such a high number of receivers, noise impacts resulting from operation of the 
HST will be significant.   

                                                           
21 SJVAPCD.  2011.  Emission Reduction Incentive Program.  Available at 
www.valleyair.org/Grant_Programs/GrantPrograms.htm.   
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The realignment of SR 99 in Fresno will create noise impacts for surrounding sensitive 
receivers.  However, with sound barriers and building insulation as mitigation, the 
number of noise impacts would be reduced.   

With full implementation of the Proposed California HST Project Noise and Vibration 
Mitigation Guidelines,22 most significant noise impacts will be eliminated.  However, 
where sound barriers are used, even with the implementation of such mitigation, 
significant noise effects will remain for some receivers because they are located outside 
of the area where the barrier will be fully effective or the sound barrier will not fully 
mitigate the effect (i.e., noise is reduced by five decibels but would still be significant).  
Furthermore, significant noise effects will remain for receivers mitigated only with 
indoor sound insulation or with implementation of noise easements.   

5.4 Public Utilities and Energy 
The statewide and regional impact on energy use from operation of the HST will be 
beneficial.  While the HST System will require electricity to operate, it will result in a 
permanent net reduction in energy use because it will divert trips from transportation 
modes with higher energy use (commercial air flights and automobiles) to high-speed 
rail, which has lower energy use. 

The Selected Alternative will not cause any significant adverse impacts on public utilities 
or energy. 

5.5 Biological Resources and Wetlands 
The Selected Alternative will not cause significant impacts on biological resources or 
wetlands after mitigation measures are implemented.  The Selected Alternative will not 
result in significant impacts on wildlife movement, critical habitat, essential fish habitat, 
or mitigation banks.  Other resource impacts that would be significant prior to 
mitigation, and the mitigation measures identified to reduce impacts to less than 
significant, are described below. 

Riparian habitat will be temporarily affected during construction and there will be 
permanent impacts as a result of the Selected Alternative.  Restoration of riparian 
habitat shortly after construction disturbance will mitigate construction period impacts 
to less than significant.  The Authority will compensate for permanent impacts on 
riparian habitat, determined in consultation with the appropriate agencies (e.g., 
California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG]), by restoring nearby areas to suitable 
habitat through permittee-responsible mitigation and/or by purchasing credits in a 
mitigation bank.  This mitigation measure will result in less than significant permanent 
impacts on riparian habitat. 

                                                           
22 Authority and FRA. 2012. Proposed California HST Project Noise and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines. 
Appendix 3.4-A of the California HST Merced to Fresno Section Final Project EIR/EIS. Volume II: Technical 
Appendices. Sacramento, CA, and Washington, D.C. April 2012.  
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The Selected Alternative may result in an incremental regional effect and measureable 
adverse loss of special-status plant species populations.  Measures to mitigate 
impacts on special-status plant species include developing and implementing a plan to 
address monitoring, salvage, relocation, and propagation of special-status plant species 
during and after construction; the purchase of credits from an existing mitigation bank; 
and/or conducting a special-status plant re-establishment program within the same 
watershed or in proximity to the impact area.  Mitigation measures and compliance with 
the Section 7 BO and the Incidental Take Permit will mitigate temporary and permanent 
impacts on special-status plant species to less than significant.   

The Selected Alternative may result in an incremental regional effect and measurable 
adverse loss of jurisdictional waters and wetlands.  Measures to mitigate impacts 
on jurisdictional waters and wetlands include monitoring of construction impacts, 
restoration of disturbed areas after construction, compensation for permanent impacts, 
and implementation of a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.  Mitigation measures 
and compliance with the CWA, regulatory agency permit conditions, and the Streambed 
Alteration Agreement (pursuant to Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code) 
will mitigate impacts on jurisdictional waters and wetlands to less than significant both 
temporarily during the construction period and permanently. 

The Selected Alternative will result in an incremental regional effect and measurable 
adverse loss of special-status wildlife species populations.  Measures to mitigate 
impacts on special-status wildlife populations include implementation of a Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, submittal of post-construction compliance reports to 
regulatory agencies, and compensation through habitat replacement or monetary 
contributions, among others.  Mitigation measures and compliance with the Section 7 
BO and the Incidental Take Permit will mitigate impacts on special-status wildlife 
species to less than significant temporarily during the construction period and 
permanently. 

The Selected Alternative will potentially impact some of the species and habitat present 
at Camp Pashayan within the San Joaquin River Ecological Reserve and could 
contribute to an incremental regional and measurable loss of populations.  Minimization 
and mitigation measures and project design features at the San Joaquin River developed 
in ongoing coordination with CDFG will result in less than significant impacts on 
biological resources at Camp Pashayan. 

5.6 Hydrology and Water Resources 
Currently, groundwater supports many existing water uses along the Selected 
Alternative.  As a result of the Selected Alternative, some of these uses will no longer 
exist.  The elimination of some water uses will reduce regional groundwater drawdown, 
which will be a beneficial effect to groundwater supplies in the region. 

The Selected Alternative will not cause any significant adverse impacts on hydrology or 
water resources. 
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5.7 Safety and Security 
Operating on a fully grade-separated, dedicated track alignment, using contemporary 
safety, signaling, and automated train control systems, the HST System, including the 
Selected Alternative, would provide a safe and reliable means of intercity travel.  Design 
of the system also would avoid conflicts with other vehicles, existing rail systems, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists and allow the trains to operate year-round under different 
weather conditions.  Overall, the HST would provide a safety benefit.  The Selected 
Alternative will also improve safety where existing at-grade railroad crossings are 
replaced with grade-separated crossings, resulting in a beneficial effect on safety at 
railroad crossings in local communities.   

The demand for local emergency services may increase in the Downtown Merced and 
Downtown Fresno station areas due to the number of additional people present at the 
stations.  The Authority will monitor service levels in the vicinity of the stations to 
establish baseline service demands and will fund the Authority’s fair share of services 
above the average baseline service demand level, based on projected passenger use.  The 
resulting impact on emergency providers will be less than significant.   

5.8 Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental 
Justice 

Project construction will temporarily benefit regional economic conditions through 
increased sales tax revenues and job creation due to project spending.  Jobs will be 
created through construction of the Selected Alternative and through other sectors that 
provide materials, equipment, and services.  Construction will also benefit employment 
for low-income and minority communities (also called communities of concern) with the 
implementation of mitigation measures such as special recruitment, training, and other 
employment programs.   

Permanent benefits include improved mobility within the region, improved traffic 
conditions on freeways, improvements in regional air quality, new employment 
opportunities, and increased tax revenues in the region.  Benefits of the Selected 
Alternative will likely accrue to a greater degree in minority and low-income 
communities because they comprise a large percentage of the population in the project 
area.   

The Selected Alternative will result in adverse effects on minority and low-income 
populations.  With mitigation, the effects of noise impacts on communities of concern in 
Merced and Fresno and visual impacts, displacements, and relocations on communities 
of concern in the City of Madera and Madera Acres will not be appreciably more severe 
or greater in magnitude than those effects on the general population.  Therefore, impacts 
on these communities of concern are not considered disproportionate.   

In the community of Fairmead, even with the implementation of mitigation measures, 
visual impacts, displacements, and relocations may result in significant impacts on 
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communities of concern.  Visual impacts of the elevated guideway may reduce property 
values due to the size of the structure and its proximity to the small community.  In 
addition, residents may need to relocate outside of Fairmead because there are not 
enough replacement properties available within the community.  The Authority will 
implement mitigation measures such as considering relocation of structures on existing 
properties or nearby vacant parcels, constructing replacement housing on vacant lots, 
and implementing design measures to minimize the potential for physical deterioration 
around and under the elevated HST structure. 

The offsetting benefits associated with the Selected Alternative are considered as part of 
the environmental justice analysis.  The Selected Alternative will provide benefits to all 
populations, including communities of concern.  Because much of the study area 
population includes communities of concern, the benefits of the Selected Alternative are 
likely to accrue to a greater degree to the communities of concern.  To offset any 
disproportionate effects, special recruitment, training, and job set-aside programs will be 
developed so that communities of concern are able to benefit from the jobs created by 
the Selected Alternative. 

5.9 Station Planning, Land Use, and Development  
The Selected Alternative will result in beneficial effects on regional land use and 
development.  Increased density around the HST stations will minimize sprawl, promote 
transit-oriented development, and revitalize the downtown areas of Merced and Fresno.  
Concentrated and infill development may also assist in preserving agricultural lands and 
natural resources in the region.  The Selected Alternative will fulfill local and regional 
plans that promote infill and redevelopment opportunities and encourage reduced 
automobile dependency and the use of alternative transportation modes.   

The Selected Alternative will not cause significant adverse impacts on land use or 
development. 

5.10 Agricultural Lands 
The Selected Alternative will convert between 1,273 and 1,426 acres of important 
farmland to a transportation use, causing significant loss of farmland in the project area.  
Mitigation measures will preserve land for agriculture and consolidate remnant parcels 
so that they remain in agricultural production.  To support farmland preservation, the 
Authority will enter into a contract with the California Department of Conservation 
(DOC) to provide agricultural land mitigation services.  On behalf of the Authority, 
DOC’s California Farmland Conservancy Program will establish permanent agricultural 
conservation easements on land of similar acreage, location, and quantity to that affected 
by the Selected Alternative.  The new conservation easements will prevent the future loss 
of currently unprotected farmland to development.  However, these mitigation measures 
will not create new farmland or replace the converted farmland in an area of high 
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production agricultural soils that are threatened by development encroachment.  
Therefore, the farmland loss is considered a significant impact.   

5.11 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 
Construction of the Selected Alternative will require permanent acquisition of 0.6 acre of 
the San Joaquin River Ecological Reserve property at Camp Pashayan to install piers for 
elevating the guideway, representing an impact of 2% of the Camp Pashayan total area.  
This impact, in addition to temporarily limiting access to a small portion of Camp 
Pashayan for up to four years, will result in significant impacts on the park.  The 
Authority will compensate CDFG, the park owner, for construction staging in the park 
through an allowance or additional property to accommodate for displaced park use 
during construction.  However, even with this mitigation, the impact on the park will 
remain significant in the context of the local region and due to the duration of the 
construction use.     

The projected increase in noise to Roeding Park resulting from the Selected Alternative 
will be significant without mitigation.  Construction of a sound barrier will reduce the 
noise impact on Roeding Park to less than significant. 

5.12 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
The HST stations will improve visual quality in the Merced and Fresno downtown urban 
centers.  The architecture of the HST stations and landscape improvements proximate to 
the stations will enhance visual quality.  Indirect impacts of the HST stations could reach 
beyond the immediate station area and increase the overall visual quality of the larger 
downtown areas, which are areas of high viewer sensitivity in which the visual changes 
will be long in duration.  These impacts will create beneficial visual effects in downtown 
Merced and Fresno. 

The Selected Alternative will create significant adverse visual effects in certain areas west 
of SR 99 where elevated HST structures and road overcrossings of the HST will remove 
orchards and fields, block views, and degrade the visual quality in the area.  Mitigation 
measures such as planting trees and other vegetation to screen the structures will reduce 
the visual effect, but the change will remain significant.   

Traction power substations will potentially alter the visual character of adjacent lands 
and/or potentially block views toward areas beyond the HST alignment.  Mitigation with 
physical or vegetative screening and location selection will result in less than significant 
visual impacts from the substations. 

5.13 Cultural and Paleontological Resources  
The Selected Alternative will affect resources in known archaeological sites and may 
affect archaeological sites that are presently unknown or undiscovered.  Mitigation 
measures, such as halting construction if a previously undiscovered archaeological site is 

Record of Decision for California High-Speed Train Merced to Fresno Section 

32 

 

revealed, conducting archaeological monitoring near identified or sensitive sites, and 
planning intentional site burial and preservation in place if avoidance is not feasible, will 
reduce impacts on archaeological resources to less than significant.   

The Selected Alternative will physically affect built cultural resources, resulting in 
significant impacts on historic properties.  Even with treatment measures such as 
relocating historic structures, preparing and submitting nominations for historic 
registers, documenting historic resources, preparing structural reports, creating 
interpretive exhibits, and planning to prepare for inadvertent damage, the impacts will 
remain significant. 

Destruction of fossil deposits during construction will result in significant impacts on 
paleontological resources without mitigation.  Mitigation measures such as monitoring, 
implementing a paleontological plan, and halting construction when paleontological 
resources are found will reduce impacts to less than significant.   

6.0 Commitments 
Consistent with 40 C.F.R. 1505.2(c), all practicable means to avoid or minimize 
environmental harm caused by the Selected Alternative have been identified and 
included as mitigation measures in the Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan 
(MMEP), included as Appendix C.23  The MMEP describes mitigation measures that will 
avoid, minimize, or compensate for potential adverse environmental impacts that result 
from constructing and operating the Merced to Fresno Section of the California HST 
System.  These measures were developed by FRA and the Authority in consultation with 
appropriate agencies, as well as with input from the public.  The Authority has also 
proposed mitigation measures that were determined necessary to comply with CEQA.  
For the purposes of compliance with NEPA, measures that are specific to CEQA are 
described in the MMEP as “voluntary.”  The Authority adopted the measures listed as 
voluntary mitigation in the MMEP to comply with CEQA, and they are included in FRA’s 
MMEP to provide the comprehensive mitigation strategy for the Selected Alternative.  
The Authority is required to comply with all mitigation measures adopted with the ROD, 
including those specific to CEQA and those addressing Federal laws and requirements.   

The mitigation measures in the MMEP contain formal commitments required for project 
approval.  Therefore, in designing, constructing, and operating the Selected Alternative, 
the Authority is required to adhere to and provide appropriate funding for all mitigation 
measures in Appendix C.  The Authority will implement an Environmental Management 
System consisting of strategic planning, policies and procedures, organizational 
structure, staffing and responsibilities, milestones, schedule, and resources devoted to 
achieving the Authority’s environmental commitments.  The Environmental 
Management System will also track the implementation of environmental requirements 

                                                           
23 FRA will monitor the implementation of environmental commitments in the MMEP consistent with CEQ 
regulations and guidance.   
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and compliance reports.  This system will rely on data from the design/build contractor, 
regional consultants, permitting activities, monitoring, inspections, and other 
compliance activities.  This database will be managed by the Authority, and agency 
partners, including FRA, will receive regular updates from meetings and reports that will 
demonstrate compliance activities and progress relevant to their regulatory 
requirements.   

In addition to mitigation measures, the Selected Alternative incorporates many design 
features and BMPs that are identified in the Final EIS and included in detail in the 
technical reports.  As a result of applying these design features and BMPs, the Selected 
Alternative will avoid significant impacts in several resource areas.  In addition, the 
regulatory requirements for many activities provide additional assurance that significant 
impacts on the environment will not occur.  The applicable regulatory requirements and 
project design features that are part of the Selected Alternative are described in more 
detail in the MMEP (Appendix C).  Like the mitigation measures (Appendix C), the 
project design features are a condition of project approval and must be implemented by 
the Authority during design, construction, and operation of the Selected Alternative.   

7.0 Summary of Comments on the Final EIS 
During the 30-day waiting period following publication of the Final EIS, FRA received 
12 comment letters.  In addition to the comment letters received by the FRA during the 
30-day waiting period, the Authority received a combination of 26 comment letters and 
emails, as well as hearing from speakers at the Authority Board hearing held on May 2, 
2012, focusing primarily on CEQA-related issues.  Staff responses were prepared on May 
3, 2012 for the comments received by the Authority.  These staff responses are available 
for the public on the Authority's website: http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/final-eir-
m-f.aspx.  All substantive comments received in the waiting period referenced issues that 
were previously addressed in detail in Volume IV of the Final EIS or by the Authority 
staff responses and therefore do not require any further response here.  No issues were 
identified in the comments that were not previously addressed.   

The range and types of comments received during the waiting period included concerns 
and questions regarding the following topics: 

 Range of alternatives considered 

 Technology to be used for the project 

 Notification of availability of the environmental document 

 Process for decision making regarding the wye connections 

 Coordination with UPRR and the associated impacts on freight service 

 Location of barriers and walls and the required/adequate distances and 
clearances 

 Right-of-way and relocation assistance  
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 Mitigation measures for agricultural lands 

 Adequacy of the water analysis, specifically the demand during construction, 
water demand estimates, and the preparation of a water supply assessment 

 Environmental Justice, specifically the determination of disproportionate 
impacts on environmental justice populations, construction duration estimates, 
residential and business displacements by community, mitigation measures, and 
implementation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 

 Sprawl inducement, land use, station area development, and California Senate 
Bill 375 

 Utility relocation and associated impacts 

 Emissions from hauling materials outside SJVAB, specifically adequately 
addressing hauling from outside the project area, hauling ballast, and the 
inclusion of water trucks in construction emission calculations 

 Mitigation measures for air quality 

 Staging areas and batch plants 

 Noise and vibration, specifically noise monitoring sites and mitigation measures 

 Operation of Amtrak and the HST  

 Project funding 

 Biological performance standards, specifically wildlife surveys, baseline, and 
performance standards 

 Forestiere Underground Gardens and historic property impacts 

 Coordination with local school districts and associated impacts on school 
districts, school bus routes, and poverty-level students 

 Road closures and detours 

 Safety and security; derailment 

 Maintenance access and emergency responses  

 Independent utility 

In issuing this ROD, FRA has considered all comments received on the Final EIS, as well 
as the comments previously received on the Draft EIS. 

8.0 Corrections to the Final EIS 
FRA and the Authority prepared an errata sheet to identify minor corrections to the 
Final EIS and issued it on April 27, 2012.  The errata sheet identifies the location of the 
correction in the Final EIS, the incorrect text, the corrected text, and the reason for the 
correction.  None of these corrections materially affected the FRA’s decision.  These 
corrections are noted in an errata sheet in Appendix D and pertain to the following 
chapters of the Final EIS: cover sheet; Summary; Alternatives; Transportation; Air 
Quality and Global Climate Change; Public Utilities and Energy; Biological Resources 
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and Wetlands; Hazardous Materials and Wastes; Socioeconomics, Communities, and 
Environmental Justice; Agricultural Lands; Parks, Recreation, and Open Space; 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources; Cultural and Paleontological Resources; Cumulative 
Impacts; Preferred Alternative and Station; and Public and Agency Involvement.  
Changes made to mitigation measures in the errata have been incorporated into the 
MMEP, included as Appendix C.   

As discussed in Section 1.3, the Authority proposes to use the design/build method of 
project delivery.  As the Selected Alternative proceeds into final design, project design 
modifications may occur.  FRA and the Authority will consider whether project design 
modifications could result in new environmental impacts of a type or severity not 
analyzed in the EIS Documents.  Where appropriate, FRA and the Authority will evaluate 
the modification to determine whether it would result in a substantial change that 
requires a supplemental Final EIS consistent with 40 C.F.R. 1502.9(c).   

9.0 Decision 
FRA finds that the Hybrid Alternative, Merced Downtown Station, and Fresno Mariposa 
Street Station Alternative best fulfill the purpose and need and objectives for the Project 
while balancing impacts on the natural and human environment.  FRA considered the 
physical and operational characteristics and potential environmental consequences 
associated with the HST alternatives.  FRA, as lead agency, consulted with the joint lead 
agency and cooperating agencies and considered the EIS Documents, including the 
analysis of the No Action Alternative, all action alternatives, and all public and agency 
comments received during the review periods in identifying the Selected Alternative.  
The cooperating agencies may issue their own decision documents, as appropriate, 
consistent with their statutory and regulatory responsibilities. 

9.1 Section 106  
Section 106 of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470f) requires that any Federal agency having direct 
or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed Federal or Federally assisted undertaking take 
into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or 
other object that is listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP.   

FRA, the SHPO, the Authority, and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation 
executed a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the California High-Speed Rail Program 
on July 22, 2011.  The PA sets forth a process for consistent application of Section 106, 
including consultation, for all project sections.  The PA outlines a uniform approach for 
the identification of cultural resources located within the Area of Potential Effect (APE), 
as well as the evaluation, assessment of effects, and treatment of cultural resources 
potentially affected by each undertaking.  The PA stipulates that Memoranda of 
Agreement (MOA) be developed for each undertaking where the FRA determines there 
would be an adverse effect to Historic Properties. 
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An MOA for the treatment of adverse effects to historic properties for the Merced to 
Fresno Section of the HST System was developed and executed among FRA, the 
Authority, and the SHPO on August 31, 2012 (Appendix A).  The MOA summarizes the 
results of the Section 106 process and the treatment measures agreed to among the 
Selected Alternative’s consulting and concurring parties.  The treatment measures are 
elaborated upon in detail in two primary attachments to the MOA:  the Archaeological 
Treatment Plan and the Built Environment Treatment Plan.   

The City of Madera, City of Fresno, County of Fresno, California Valley Miwok Tribe, 
Cold Springs Rancheria of Mono Indians, North Fork Rancheria of Mono Indians, Santa 
Rosa Rancheria Tachi Tribe, North Fork Mono Tribe, and the Chowchilla Tribe of Yokuts 
were consulted in the development of the MOA and treatment plans.  The City of 
Madera, the City of Fresno, and Fresno County, as well as the following Federally-
recognized Native American tribes: Cold Springs Rancheria of Mono Indians, Santa Rosa 
Rancheria Tachi Tribe, the North Fork Rancheria of Mono Indians, and the California 
Valley Miwok Tribe; and the following non-Federally recognized Native American tribes: 
North Fork Mono Tribe and the Chowchilla Tribe of Yokuts, have accepted the Authority 
and FRA’s invitations to be consulting parties to the MOA and treatment plans. 24  

9.2 Section 4(f) Determination 
The Final EIS included an evaluation required by Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. 303).  The alternatives evaluation process 
conducted as part of the Merced to Fresno Section EIS process concluded that in 
accordance with 49 U.S.C. 303(c), there was no feasible and prudent HST alternative 
within the study area that did not result in a use of a Section 4(f) resource.  Further, the 
least harm analysis determined that the Selected Alternative is the alternative with the 
least overall harm to Section 4(f) resources.  FRA also identified the appropriate 
measures to minimize harm to 4(f) properties as part of the EIS and 4(f) Evaluation in 
cooperation with the agencies that have jurisdiction over each 4(f) resource.  These 
measures have been incorporated into the MMEP (Appendix C), and the Authority will 
implement them as a condition of project approval.   

FRA finds that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the permanent use of 
two historic resources, the Weber Avenue Overcrossing Bridge and the Belmont Avenue 
Subway and Traffic Circle in Fresno, because these sites will be permanently 
incorporated into the Selected Alternative. 

 The Weber Avenue Overcrossing Bridge (NRHP-eligible) in Fresno is in the direct 
path of the Selected Alternative, the construction of which will result in the 
physical destruction, damage, or alteration of this historic property.  This will be 
a permanent use under Section 4(f). 

 The Belmont Avenue Subway and Traffic Circle (recommended as NRHP-
eligible) in Fresno, which is located just southeast of Roeding Park, is in the 

                                                           
24 Signatures of potentially concurring parties are currently being sought.   
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direct path of the Selected Alternative and associated roadway improvements, 
and the construction of the Selected Alternative will result in the elimination of 
this historic property.  This will be a permanent use under Section 4(f). 

FRA found that the Selected Alternative resulted in a de minimis impact under 49 U.S.C. 
303(d) to Camp Pashayan.  FRA and the Authority worked with CDFG, the agency with 
jurisdiction over the resource, to develop mitigation measures and determine 
concurrence with FRA’s findings.  FRA received written concurrence with its de minimis 
determination about project effects on Camp Pashayan from CDFG on September 10, 
2012, included as Appendix E.  

9.3 General Conformity 
As part of the environmental review of the Selected Alternative, FRA conducted a general 
conformity evaluation pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Subpart W and 40 C.F.R. Part 93 
Subpart B, which can be found in the Merced to Fresno Section project library at 
Authority’s website.25  The general conformity regulations apply to the Selected 
Alternative because the project area is located in an area that is designated as a severe 
nonattainment area for the 8-hour ozone standard, nonattainment for PM2.5, and, in the 
urban areas of Fresno County, a maintenance area for CO.  FRA conducted the general 
conformity evaluation following all regulatory criteria and procedures and in 
coordination with EPA, SJVAB, and the California Air Resources Board.  As a result of 
this review, FRA concluded, based on the fact that project-generated emissions will 
either be fully offset (for construction phase) or less than zero (for operational phase), 
that the Selected Alternative’s emissions can be accommodated in the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for the SJVAB.  FRA has determined that the Selected 
Alternative as designed will conform to the approved SIP, based on the following 
findings: 

 A commitment from the Authority that all construction-phase NOx and VOC 
emissions for the years that the conformity applicability thresholds will be 
exceeded will be offset through a VERA with SJVAPCD.   

 The Authority and the SJVAPCD will enter into a contractual agreement to 
mitigate the Selected Alternative’s NOx and VOC emissions (in the years of 
exceedance) by providing funds for the SJVAPCD’s Emission Reduction Incentive 
Program to fund grants for projects that achieve the necessary emission 
reductions. 

 The SJVAPCD will seek and implement the necessary emission reduction 
measures, using Authority funds. 

 The SJVAPCD will serve in the role of administrator of the emissions reduction 
projects and verifier of the successful mitigation effort.   

                                                           
25The Authority library for the Merced to Fresno Section is located online at 
www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/lib_Merced_Fresno.aspx. 
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Therefore, FRA concludes that the Selected Alternative, as designed, conforms to the 
purpose of the approved SIP and is consistent with all applicable requirements.   

9.4 Section 7 Endangered Species Finding  
Since the Selected Alternative will result in a “take” of special status fish species under 
Section 7 of the ESA, NMFS and USFWS prepared BOs to identify the effect and extent of 
the take and propose conservation measures to avoid and/or minimize potential adverse 
effects of the Selected Alternative. 

Based upon these findings, summarized below, FRA determines that the Selected 
Alternative is consistent with Section 7 of the ESA. 

9.4.1 Biological Opinion Issued by NMFS 

NMFS cannot accurately estimate the number of individual fish subject to take from the 
Selected Alternative.  Therefore, NMFS is using an environmental surrogate to estimate 
the level of take to Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon or Central Valley steelhead 
that may occur.  NMFS utilizes the area of sound pressure wave impacts extending into 
the water column during pile driving as a surrogate for the number of fish subject to 
take.  Take may also occur during handling of stranded individuals during dewatering 
activities prior to construction work.  This level of take is anticipated to be less than 10% 
of those individuals handled.   

FRA and the Authority have proposed conservation measures including performing fish 
surveys, limiting the construction window, and measures to limit effects during 
construction.  Given this, NMFS has determined that the level of take resulting from the 
construction of the Selected Alternative is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon or Central Valley steelhead.  
However, NMFS has incorporated several reasonable and prudent measures to further 
minimize incidental take of Federally listed fish species.  NMFS also proposes 
conservation recommendations including BMPs to protect aquatic and riparian habitat 
outside of the work zone including implementation of measures from the 1602 permit 
and the stormwater pollution prevention plan. 

9.4.2 Biological Opinion Issued by USFWS 

USFWS has determined that even with the implementation of the proposed conservation 
measures, there is a likelihood of take of San Joaquin kit fox, central California tiger 
salamander, conservancy fairy shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp, and valley elderberry beetle from the Selected Alternative.  USFWS has also 
concluded that there will be adverse effects to the Colusa grass, San Joaquin Valley 
Orcutt grass, hairy Orcutt grass, Greene’s tuctoria, and succulent owl’s clover.  USFWS 
has also stated that it cannot accurately estimate the number of individual listed species 
subject to take from the Selected Alternative.  Therefore, USFWS is using the amount of 
habitat affected by the Selected Alternative as a surrogate to estimate the level of take.  
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USFWS has concluded that the Selected Alternative is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of any listed species because the amount of anticipated take is of 
such a limited scale, relative to the status of these species in and around the action area 
and range-wide.  In addition, USFWS has concluded that the Selected Alternative will 
not result in adverse modification of designated critical habitat.   

USFWS has incorporated terms and conditions and conservation recommendations to 
further minimize incidental take of listed plant and wildlife species affected by the 
Selected Alternative. 

9.5 Wetlands Finding  
In addition to NEPA and other environmental laws, FRA is also required to make 
findings pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, and the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Wetlands Order, DOT Order 5660.1A. 

It is anticipated that impacts on waters of the United States may occur as a result of the 
Selected Alternative.  However, as noted in Section 2.2 above, in March 2012 USACE 
identified the Selected Alternative as the LEDPA.  Design requirements and permit 
conditions will require contractors to avoid impacts on jurisdictional waters wherever 
feasible.   

In addition to the Section 404 permit, the Authority will submit water quality 
certification applications, prepared pursuant to Section 401 to the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) for the Selected Alternative.  To the maximum extent 
practicable, the Authority will implement pre- and post-construction BMPs for sediment 
and erosion control.  If avoidance of impacts on jurisdictional waters is not feasible, 
mitigation will be determined by USACE and SWRCB and reflected in permits and other 
authorizations issued for the Selected Alternative. 

Based upon these findings, FRA determines that the Selected Alternative is consistent 
with Executive Order 11990 and DOT Order 5660.1A. 

9.6 Floodplains 
DOT Order 5620.2 implements Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management.  These 
orders state that FRA may not approve an alternative involving a significant 
encroachment on a floodplain unless FRA can make a finding that the proposed 
encroachment is the only practicable alternative.  The major purposes of Executive Order 
11988 are to avoid Federal support for floodplain development; to prevent uneconomic, 
hazardous, or incompatible use of floodplains; to restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial floodplain values; and to be consistent with the standards and criteria of the 
National Floodplain Insurance Program.   

FRA concludes that the Selected Alternative will not result in any substantial adverse 
impact on natural and beneficial values of the floodplains, will not result in a substantial 
change in flood risks or damage, and will not have a substantial potential for 
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interruption or termination of emergency service and evacuation routes.  Based upon 
these findings, FRA determines that the Selected Alternative is consistent with 
requirements of Executive Order 11988. 

9.7 Environmental Justice Finding   
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires that each Federal agency shall make 
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects 
of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations.  DOT Order 5610.2(a), “Department of Transportation Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” 77 FR 
27534 (May 10, 2012), imposes similar obligations on DOT operating administrations to 
promote the principles of Executive Order 12898 and incorporate such principles in all 
programs, policies, and activities, including the NEPA process. 

Moderate noise impacts and displacements and relocations in the cities of Merced and 
Fresno will be predominantly borne by communities of concern.  With mitigation, the 
effects of displacements and relocations on communities of concern will not be 
substantial and will not be appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the 
adverse effect on the general population.  Benefits will likely accrue to a greater degree to 
communities of concern because they comprise a large percentage of the population in 
the study areas and in the community.  These benefits will include improved mobility 
within the region, improved traffic conditions on freeways, improvements in air quality 
within the region, and new employment opportunities during construction and 
operation.  Jobs created by construction and operation of the Selected Alternative will 
likely be filled by workers in the region.  The new jobs will not result in any benefits that 
will accrue to a greater degree to the communities of concern unless they have the 
necessary skills or they receive training or participate in some other type of program that 
enables employment.   
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PART C – Scope of Work 

This  Scope  of  Work  covers  the  technical  aspects  of  the  project.  Other  requirements  are 

delineated elsewhere in this Procurement Package. Contractor shall refer to General Provisions 

for a list of general terms and definitions. 

1 California High Speed Train Project (CHSTP) Standards and Manuals 

The  following  technical  documents  are  provided  to  Contractor  in  order  to  direct  the 

development of final design drawings, construction drawings, and construction: 

 California  High‐Speed  Train  Project  (CHSTP)  Design  Criteria  –  Mandatory  design 

guidance and criteria requirements Contractor shall follow and apply in the development of 

final design and construction documents.  

 Directive Drawings – Directive Drawings provide mandatory design criteria in a graphical 

format Contractor shall  follow and apply  to ensure consistency during design  for system‐

wide elements and features. 

 California  High‐Speed  Train  Project  (CHSTP)  CADD  Manual  –  Mandatory  drawing 

standards  and  format  Contractor  shall  follow  and  apply  in  the  preparation  of  design, 

construction, and as‐built drawings. 

 California  High‐Speed  Train  Project  (CHSTP)  Plan  Preparation Manual  – Mandatory 

plans  format  Contractor  shall  follow  and  apply  in  the  preparation  of  design  and 

construction submittals, and as‐built drawings. 

 Aesthetic  Guidelines  for  Non‐Station  Structures  –  Mandatory  aesthetic  guidelines 

Contractor shall follow and apply to the design of non‐station structures. 

 Design Variance Request Process – Mandatory process Contractor shall follow and apply 

in the identification, preparation, and submittal of design variance requests, as necessary to 

achieve approval. 

 Preliminary Ground Motion Data – Preliminary ground motion data that the Authority has 

prepared and Contractor shall use in seismic and structural design included in the proposal. 

 Final Ground Motion Data – Final ground motion data that the Authority will prepare and 

Contractor shall use  in seismic and structural design  for preparation of design submittals, 

construction, and as‐built drawings. 

 Basis  of  Design  –  Policy  document  prepared  by  the  Authority  that  defines  the  major 

components  and  performance  objective  of  the  CHST  System.  Contractor  shall  use  this 

document  in  the  preparation  of  designs  to  ensure  consistency  with  the  components, 

objectives, processes, requirements, and assumptions governed by Authority policy. 
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 Record of Survey and Control Monument Data – Survey control data  that  the Authority 

has completed to date and Contractor shall use in its topographic survey and mapping for 

its design. 

 Standard  Specifications  (for  reference)  –  Technical  specifications  for  use  in  Authority 

construction  contracts,  and  as  determined  applicable  by  the  Contractor.  Standard 

Specifications  are  not  considered mandatory  for  this  project,  except  for  those  sections  or 

portions thereof identified in Attachment 5 “Mandatory Standard Specifications Listing” of 

this Scope of Work. 

 Standard Drawings (for reference) – Standard project elements for use in the construction 

of  the California High‐Speed  Train  system,  as  determined  applicable  by  the Contractor. 

Standard Drawings are not considered mandatory  for  this project. However,  if Contractor 

chooses to use a Standard Drawing, the design as shown on that drawing shall be followed. 

The  Standard  Specifications  and  Standard  Drawings  indicate  a  standard  of  quality  to  be 

achieved by the Contractor for the construction of the Project.  

The  identified  technical  documents  are  found  in  Book  3  and  Book  4  of  this  Procurement 

Package.  

2 Preliminary Engineering Documents 

Preliminary design documents have been prepared  to support environmental assessment and 

approval, and demonstrate technical feasibility and constructability. 

The following preliminary engineering documents are provided to the Contractor for reference: 

a. Design Plans: 

Excerpts  from  15  percent  design  plans  for  Construction  Package  1A  Option  1  (Hybrid 

Alternative)  –  Initial  design  prepared  by  the  Authority  with  the  intent  of  supporting 

environmental assessment and approval. 

Preliminary design plans for Construction Package 1A, exclusive of the Hybrid Alternative, 

Construction  Package  1B,  and  Construction  Package  1C  (Alignment  F1)  –  Proposed 

preliminary design prepared by  the Authority with  the  intent of demonstrating  technical 

feasibility and constructability. 

b. Preliminary Technical Reports – Technical reports prepared by the Authority to document 

data  collection  efforts  completed  to  date  and  document  the  basis  of  the  design  for  the 

proposed preliminary design and environmental documents. 

 Floodplain Impacts Assessment and Hydraulics and Hydrology Report 

 Stormwater Management Report 

 Geotechnical Data Report  

 Structures Report 

 Design Variances  

08
/2

2/
20

12
 A

D
D

EN
D

U
M

 4
 - 

R
FP

 H
SR

 1
1-

16

California High-Speed Train Project RFP No. HSR 11-16 

Page 3 of 31 
Book 2, PART C – Scope of Work 

c. Special  Specifications  –  Proposed  technical  specifications with  specific  reference  to  the 

Preliminary Design Plans for Construction Package 1, and as determined applicable by the 

Contractor. Special Specifications are not considered mandatory for this project, except for 

those  sections  or  portions  thereof  identified  in  Attachment  6  “Mandatory  Special 

Specifications Listing” of this Scope of Work. 

d. Electronic Files – Available electronic files used in the preparation of the preliminary design 

documents. 

 Design Files 

 Topographic Mapping 

 Digital Terrain Model (DTM) 

 Alignment Geometry Files 

 Design Cross Sections 

 Sheet DGN Files 

 Existing Utility Data 

 GIS Files for Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

 Geotechnical Electronic Data 

The Design Variance Report  is  found  in Book 3 of  this Procurement Package. The  remaining 

above‐identified  Preliminary  Engineering  documents  can  be  found  in  Book  4  of  this 

Procurement Package. 

The  Preliminary  Engineering  Plans,  Reports,  and  Special  Specifications  are  based  on 

preliminary design efforts and  investigations and are provided for reference, unless otherwise 

specified for specific elements in this Scope of Work. If Contractor chooses to use the proposed 

preliminary  design,  Contractor  shall  review  and  validate  that  design meets  CHSTP  design 

criteria,  directive  drawings,  local  jurisdictional  authorities’  design  criteria,  and/or  other 

requirements before advancing design  to a baseline  level  (see Design Services  section of  this 

Scope of Work). 

3 Project Description and Limits 

Construction Package 1 (CP1) is located within the counties of Madera to the north and Fresno 

to  the  south,  and  the City  of  Fresno  in  the  southern  area.  It  is  composed  of  four  segments: 

Hybrid  Alternative  of  Construction  Package  1A,  the  remaining  alignment  of  Construction 

Package 1A, Construction Package 1B, and Construction Package 1C. 

General Project limits, from north to south, are described below. Refer to Attachment 1 “Limits 

and Extents of Work Table”, Attachment 2 “Limits of Work Map”, and Attachment 2a “Caltrans 

Limits of Work Map” for additional information. 
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 Construction  Package  1A  (CP1A), Hybrid Alternative  –  South  of Avenue  17  to North  of 

Veterans Boulevard (alignment generally along the existing BNSF Railway) 

 Construction Package  1A  (CP1A), Remaining  alignment: North  of Veterans Boulevard  to 

north of Stanislaus Street. The  limits within  this package  include a portion of work  that  is 

being performed by Caltrans. 

 Construction Package 1B (CP1B): North of Stanislaus Street  to South of Santa Clara Street  

 Construction Package 1C (CP1C), Alignment F1: South of Santa Clara Street  to South of East 

American Avenue  

Description and major elements of each segment are described in the following sections. 

3.1 CP1A, Hybrid Alternative Segment– South of Avenue 17 to North of 
Veterans Boulevard (alignment generally along the existing BNSF Railway)  

The northern terminus of Hybrid Alternative is near Avenue 17 in Madera County. Traversing 

southward,  the  alignment parallels  the west  side  of  the BNSF  tracks  for  approximately  four 

miles  before  turning  towards  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  (UPRR)  south  of  Madera.  The 

alignment follows the east side of the UPRR and transitions from at‐grade to an elevated section 

to cross over the San Joaquin River. South of the river crossing, the elevated section continues 

over  the  UPRR  tracks  and  transitions  to  an  at‐grade  configuration west  of  the  UPRR  near 

Herndon Avenue.  This  segment  terminates  at  the  north  side  of  Veterans  Boulevard  and  is 

approximately 14 miles in length. 

The majority of the construction will be on embankment approximately 4 to 5 feet high. Major 

structural  elements  for  consideration  are  three major bridges  at  the Fresno River  and SR145, 

Cottonwood  Creek,  and  the  San  Joaquin  River.  The  work  will  be  subject  to  seasonal 

construction  constraints as defined  in  the Final Environmental Documents.  In addition,  there 

are nine 2‐lane grade separated structures. The San  Joaquin River Bridge  is approximately 2.3 

miles  long.  Construction  includes  demolition,  site  clearing,  utility  relocations,  roadway 

construction, and compliance with the applicable requirements, mitigation measures identified 

in  the  Final  Environmental Documents,  and master  agreements  between  the Authority  and 

applicable Third Parties. 

3.2 CP1A, Remaining Alignment Segment – North of Veterans Boulevard to 
North of Stanislaus Street 

This segment  is approximately eight miles  in  length and runs adjacent  to  the west side of  the 

UPRR. From Veterans Boulevard to approximately Olive Avenue, the alignment runs nominally 

at‐grade.  In  the vicinity of Olive Avenue,  the alignment begins  its descent  into a below‐grade 

section,  approximately  1.7 miles  in  length. Between Olive Avenue  and Belmont Avenue,  the 

below‐grade section is further constrained by Roeding Park to the west, UPRR to the east, and 

an existing 96‐inch storm drain pipe. On  the south side of Belmont Avenue,  the below‐grade 

section  is  also  constrained  by  a  drainage  basin.  Continuing  south  of  Belmont  Avenue,  the 

below‐grade  section passes under  two  active  San  Joaquin Valley Railroad  (SJVR)  spurs, Dry 
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Creek Canal, and SR‐180 before returning to a nominal at‐grade section through to the end of 

CP1A just north of Stanislaus Street. The proposed design to cross under SR‐180 is a 2‐track box 

approximately 300 to 400 feet in length. 

Additional major construction elements include five grade separated structures, realignment of 

Golden State Boulevard, demolition, site clearing, and utility relocations, and compliance with 

the  applicable  requirements,  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  Final  Environmental 

Documents, and master agreements between the Authority and applicable Third Parties. 

Portion  of  work  to  be  performed  by  Caltrans  includes,  realignment  of  SR‐99  from  Station 

A92+20 to A237+30,  including new  interchanges at West Clinton Avenue and Ashlan Avenue, 

on  and  off  ramps  to  and  from Golden  State Boulevard, plus  the portion  of High‐Speed Rail 

infrastructure from Station S10691+50 to S10825+60.  Refer to Attachment 2b “Caltrans Scope of 

Work Map”.  

3.3 CP1B Segment – North of Stanislaus Street to South of Santa Clara Street  

This section  is approximately one mile  in  length and runs nominally at‐grade,  from  the north 

side of Stanislaus Street to south of Santa Clara Street. It includes the future High‐Speed Train 

Fresno Station and must accommodate the future 4‐track and 6‐track section(s), which include 

two  storage  tracks  immediately  south  of  the  future  Fresno  station  (one  on  each  side  of  the 

station tracks), necessary for operation of the CHST.  

Major work elements for this section include necessary civil work for the at‐grade track section 

and  four  (4) grade  separations  at  Stanislaus  Street, Tulare  Street, Fresno  Street,  and Ventura 

Street, demolition of existing Tuolumne Street overcrossing, reconfiguration of local streets per 

City  of Fresno  requirements,  as well  as demolition,  site  clearing,  and utility  relocations,  and 

compliance  with  the  applicable  requirements,  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  Final 

Environmental Documents, and master agreements between the Authority and applicable Third 

Parties. 

3.4 CP1C, Alignment F1, Segment – South of Santa Clara Street to South of 
East American Avenue  

This  segment  is approximately  five miles  in  length and  runs adjacent  to  the west  side of  the 

UPRR after crossing SR‐99, via an aerial structure, and adjacent to the west side of BNSF. From 

south of Santa Clara Street,  the alignment passes under SR‐41 and runs nominally at‐grade to 

approximately East Belgravia Avenue. In the vicinity of East Belgravia Avenue, the alignment 

begins  to descend  into a shallow cut section, approximately one mile  in  length,  to pass under 

existing East Jensen Bypass. As it approaches South Orange Avenue, the alignment transitions 

to  a  1.2 mile  aerial  structure,  passes  over Golden  State  Boulevard,  SR‐99,  and  South Cedar 

Avenue, before returning to grade to cross under East Central Avenue and through to the end 

of CP1C, south of East American Avenue.  
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Major construction elements for this segment include civil works for the at‐grade track sections 

and three grade separations. Close coordination with Caltrans will be required on the planned 

improvements for South Cedar Avenue and impacts of the CHSTP aerial structure to SR‐99.  

The  construction  effort  will  also  include  demolition,  site  clearing,  utility  relocations,  and 

compliance  with  the  applicable  requirements,  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  Final 

Environmental Documents, and master agreements between the Authority and applicable Third 

Parties. 

3.5 Limits of Work for Enabling Facilities 

As described above, Contractor’s scope of work  includes a number of grade separations, and 

associated  roadway  reconstructions,  railroad  relocations,  and utility works  owned  by Third‐

Party Entities. These include the following: 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)  

 City of Fresno 

 County of Madera  

 County of Fresno 

 Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) 

 San Joaquin Valley Railroad (SJVR) 

 BNSF Railway 

 Utility companies 

 Flood  Control  Districts  (Fresno  Metropolitan  Flood  Control  District,  Fresno  Irrigation 

District, Fresno County Flood Protection Board) 

 Other permitting agencies as noted in Book 3 of this Procurement Package 

Contractor  shall be  responsible  for  coordinating and  confirming  the  limits of work described 

above to ensure conformance with: 

 Final Environmental Documents 

 Local jurisdictional entity requirements 

 Third‐Party Agreements 

 Direct coordination with the impacted third parties 

 Other works  required  to  support  future CHSTP  elements  through  Interface Coordination 

and Design Integration Workshops with the Authority. 

 

Based  on  preliminary  engineering  and  Third‐Party  coordination  efforts  achieved  to  date, 

Contractor shall be aware of the following local conditions that have informed the preliminary 

08
/2

2/
20

12
 A

D
D

EN
D

U
M

 4
 - 

R
FP

 H
SR

 1
1-

16

California High-Speed Train Project RFP No. HSR 11-16 

Page 7 of 31 
Book 2, PART C – Scope of Work 

design  included  in Book 4 of  this Procurement Package. As delineated  in  this Scope of Work, 

Contractor  shall be  responsible  for  confirming  these  and all other design  and  location  issues 

with  the  impacted  Third  Parties  through  the  course  of  final  design  and  construction.  These 

include but are not limited to the following items: 

 Maintenance  and  access  provisions  as  required  by  the  local  irrigation  and  flood  control 

districts. 

 Compliance with most recent and published general plans for/by Caltrans and the cities and 

counties of Madera and Fresno. 

 Consider  local  and  state  regulations  with  regard  to  impacts  to  sensitive  areas,  such  as 

campgrounds and schools. 

 Veterans Boulevard – do not preclude future Veterans Boulevard work. 

 S. Cedar Ave – consider future 2‐lane widening and profile raise of 2.5 feet. 

 SR99  in  South  Fresno  –  do  not  preclude  future Caltrans widening  in median  or  outside 

shoulders. 

 Fresno St. underpass  ‐ preserve existing UPRR grade separation to minimize disruption to 

freight operations. 

 Belmont Ave and Olive Ave  ‐ offset proposed grade separations  to maintain  traffic on  the 

existing roadways as long as possible. 

 Jensen Ave ‐ identified as Extra Legal Load Network roadway; traffic must be maintained at 

all times. 

 Box under SR180 ‐ extend under entire Caltrans ROW for SR180 to preserve future Caltrans 

improvements. 

 Avoid impacts (temporary and permanent) to Roeding Park. 

 Work in the vicinity of the existing Golden State Boulevard ramps will require coordination 

with the City of Fresno.  The City of Fresno is responsible for the demolition of these ramp 

structures just north of SR41. 

4 Project Scope of Work  

4.1 General  

Contractor’s Work is defined as all services, labor, materials, equipment, and other efforts to be 

provided and performed by the Contractor including the following general categories:  

 Scheduling 

 Utility protection and relocation  

 Demolition  

 Permitting  
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 Survey  

 Mapping  

 Geotechnical  

 Design  

 Environmental mitigation  

 Construction  

 Quality control and quality assurance for design and construction  

 Community relations  

 Quality inspection and testing  

 Verification and validation  

 Construction safety and security  

 Preparation of CADD As‐Built and Consolidated Services Drawings  

 Implementation  of  Contractor’s  extended  warranty  for  the  Project  after  construction 

completion  

 Coordination  with  jurisdictional  authorities  (governments,  public,  and  private  entities), 

utility companies, railroad companies, and local communities  

 Other  efforts  necessary  or  appropriate  to  complete  the  design  and  construction  of  the 

Project,  and  to  ensure  the  Project’s  ultimate  readiness  for  high‐speed  rail  passenger 

operations  

The exceptions to this list include those efforts that the Contract specifies will be performed by 

the Authority or other Persons. 

Contractor  shall  provide  design  and  construction  for  CHSTP  trackway  civil  infrastructure, 

complete in place with the exception of CHSTP trackway from Station S10691+50 to S10825+60 

which will be performed by Caltrans. While Caltrans performs the design and construction of 

this  portion  of  the CHSTP  trackway  civil  infrastructure,  Contractor  shall  be  responsible  for 

establishing and controlling the plan and profile of CHSTP alignment in Caltrans portion of the 

work. Contractor shall identify, design, install, and maintain a temporary protective layer over 

the trackway subgrade to protect the subgrade from degradation through the warranty service 

period. Degradation  refers not  only  to  erosion of  fill/existing  soils  as  a  result  of  rainfall  and 

wind,  but  also  to  potential  damage  caused  by  animal  burrowing,  vandalism,  and  other 

environmental factors (such as flooding) not evident at the time of construction. 

Contractor  shall  design  and  install  structural  embedments  such  as  anchor  bolts,  embeds, 

grounding,  and  bonding,  foundations,  etc.,  as  needed,  in  structures,  walls  and  subsurface 

infrastructure to accommodate future CHSTP systems components not in the Project scope.  

08
/2

2/
20

12
 A

D
D

EN
D

U
M

 4
 - 

R
FP

 H
SR

 1
1-

16

California High-Speed Train Project RFP No. HSR 11-16 

Page 9 of 31 
Book 2, PART C – Scope of Work 

Contractor shall design and construct enabling works, such as grade separations and intrusion 

protection,  complete  in  place.  The  enabling  work  shall  be  coordinated,  designed,  and 

constructed  in  accordance  with  the  Third‐Party  Entity’s  requirements  (i.e.,  City  of  Fresno, 

County of Fresno, California Department of Transportation, railroads, etc.). If the enabling work 

such as grade separations and intrusion protection are located above or below or immediately 

adjacent  to  the  CHSTP  alignment,  in  no  case  shall  the  enabling  work  be  constructed  to 

standards less stringent than the CHSTP Design Criteria if their failure would have the potential 

for damaging or otherwise interrupting HST service. 

The Scope of Work does not include construction of the portion of CHSTP trackway performed 

by  Caltrans  as  stated  above;  trackwork  itself;  passenger  stations;  buildings;  right‐of‐way 

engineering,  negotiations,  and  acquisition;  soundwalls;  and  systems  work  (i.e.,  Overhead 

Contact  System  poles,  foundations,  and  wires;  Traction  Power  Facilities;  Automatic  Train 

Control;  etc.).  The  Scope  of Work  excludes  civil/site works  for  said  future  CHSTP  systems 

facilities and ancillary sites, unless noted otherwise (i.e., civil preparatory works are generally 

limited  to  the  improvements  required  for  the CHSTP  trackway  only). However, while  these 

elements are not included in the Scope, Contractor shall coordinate interfaces with the portion 

of work performed by Caltrans and ensure accommodation and  integration of  future CHSTP 

work  elements  via  the  Interface  Coordination  and  Design  Integration Workshops  with  the 

Authority.  

Contractor is further responsible for the following: 

 Design  and  construction of  the  civil  infrastructure  elements  as generally described  above 

and identified in further detail in Attachment 3 “Scoping Typical Sections” and Attachment 

4 “Scope Elements Matrix”. The Work shall be performed and completed in accordance with 

the  documents  as  defined  in  Sections  1  and  2  of  this  Scope  of Work,  as well  as Master 

Agreements,  design  criteria,  standards,  and  permits  by  Third  Parties  for  facilities within 

their  jurisdictions. Contractor  shall  refer  to  the  Project  Elements  section  of  this  Scope  of 

Work. 

 Contractor’s  design  and  construction  shall  be  completed  such  as  to  ensure  the  ultimate 

operation of the CHSTP system to operate at speeds of at least 220 miles per hour. Note that 

design speed shall be 250 miles per hour (see 4.2.1.1 in this Scope of Work). 

 Accommodation of future CHSTP elements and facilities to be designed and constructed by 

others that affect the civil infrastructure as identified in this Scope of Work and through the 

Interface Coordination and Design Integration Workshops, including the following:  

 Trackwork 

 Traction Power Facilities 

 Overhead Contact System 

 Automatic Train Controls Facilities 

 Communications 
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 Rolling Stock 

 Operations 

 Maintenance Access/Emergency Access/Egress from Trackway (Ladders and Stairs) 

 Preparation of design and construction submittals in accordance with this Scope of Work. 

 Preparation of Construction Specifications in accordance with this Scope of Work. 

 Coordination with Third‐Party Entities, including the following: 

 Local, Regional, State, and Federal Agencies 

 Railroads 

 Utility Companies 

 Other Permitting and Regulatory Agencies 

4.2 Design Services 

4.2.1 Review of Design Criteria, Drawings, Reports and Specifications  
Contractor  is  responsible  for  review  of  the CHSTP Design Criteria,  Preliminary Engineering 

Drawings and Reports, Standard Drawings, Directive Drawings, Standard Specifications, and 

Special Specifications for completion of design and construction of the Project.  

4.2.1.1 CHSTP Design Criteria 

Design Criteria has been prepared  to direct  the development of Contractor’s  final design and 

construction  drawings  for  the  Project.  Contractor  shall  develop  the  alignment  to  ensure  an 

initial operating speed of at least 220 miles per hour and future operation at 250 miles per hour. 

Contractor  shall  document  the  applicability  assessment  in  the  Requirements  Verification 

Traceability Matrix (RVTM), including identification of each criterion that is determined by the 

Contractor to not be applicable to the Project. RVTM is described in more details in Verification, 

Validation and Self‐Certification in Book 3. 

Contractor  shall  review  the  CHSTP  Design  Criteria  and  determine  applicability  of  each 

criterion.  

Contractor  shall  refer  to  the  Authority’s  Design  Variance  Guidelines  and  CHSTP  Design 

Criteria  in Book 3 of  this Procurement Package  for definition on design variance process and 

criteria  thresholds,  respectively.  Design  Variance  Requests  are  location‐specific.  Design 

Variance Requests are subject  to Configuration Management and Change Control. Contractor 

shall  not  assume  that  additional  Design  Variance  Requests,  beyond  those  included  in  the 

Preliminary Design Variance Report provided  in Book 3 of  this Procurement Package, will be 

approved. Refer to Design Variances (Section 4.14) in this Scope of Work. 
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4.2.1.2 Preliminary Engineering Documents: Drawings and Reports 

The 15% Design and Preliminary Engineering Drawings are at various design  levels and are 

provided for Contractor’s reference. 

Contractor shall  review  the Preliminary Engineering Design Drawings and Technical Reports 

and confirm technical feasibility and constructability within the requirements of the approved 

Final  Environmental  Documents  and  the  applicable  CHSTP  Design  Criteria  and  Directive 

Drawings as described in this Scope of Work. 

Contractor  shall  substantiate  the  technical  feasibility and  constructability of  the design  in  the 

Baseline  Design  Report.  This  report  will  serve  as  a  baseline  document  for  configuration 

management, and will be subject to change control. 

Contractor shall be responsible for the preparation of Construction Drawings and Reports. 

4.2.1.3 Specifications 

Contractor shall be responsible for the preparation of Construction Specifications. 

CHSTP  Standard  Specifications were developed  to  support design  and  construction  and  are 

provided for Contractor’s reference. Standard Specifications are not considered mandatory for 

this  project,  except  for  those  sections  or  portions  thereof  as  identified  in  Attachment  5 

“Mandatory Standard Specifications Listing” of this Scope of Work. 

Contractor  shall  review  CHSTP  Standard  Specifications  and  Special  Specifications,  and 

determine  applicability  of  each  specification  section  to  Contractor’s  final  design  and 

construction methods, and determine what additional specifications are required. 

Where Contractor has  confirmed  applicability  of CHSTP  Standard  and  Special  Specifications 

sections,  with  or  without  modification,  Contractor  shall  incorporate  each  into  its  Draft 

Construction Specifications in track change format, as needed, in accordance with the format of 

CHSTP Standard Specifications, which are based on Construction Specifications Institute (CSI) 

MasterFormatTM  2011  edition  and  SectionFormatTM  2009  edition.  For  Contractor‐added 

specifications not  included as part of  the CHSTP Standard and/or Special Specifications, shall 

include  “NEW”  in  bold  capital  letters  in  the  top margin  of  the  new  Contractor‐developed 

Construction Specifications. 

4.2.1.4 Fresno Street Construction Plans and Specifications by Caltrans 

Caltrans  has  prepared  construction  plans  and  specifications  for  the  Fresno  Street  roadway 

undercrossing. These plans have been included in Book 4 for Contractor’s reference. Contractor 

shall be responsible for achieving an integrated design and construction, inclusive of the Fresno 

Street improvements, the high‐speed rail infrastructure, and securing concurrence, permits, and 

approvals. Contractor may  choose  to use  the  reference plans prepared by Caltrans at  its  sole 

discretion,  and  shall  not  rely  on  them  without  completing  due  diligence  per  Contractor’s 

design‐build responsibilities. 
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4.2.2 Review of Environmental Documents  
Before completing its technical and engineering reports and construction drawings, Contractor 

shall conduct a review of and ensure compliance with all environmental documents. Contactor 

shall be responsible for obtaining required permits for construction of the project, as indicated 

in Approach for Obtaining ICS Environmental Approvals/Permits. 

4.3 Additional Data  

Contractor shall be responsible for obtaining additional data, including: 

 Final identification, confirmation, and potholing for existing utilities. 

 Survey  and  topographic  mapping  for  final  design,  including  site  surveys  as  required. 

Available photogrammetric data used  for preliminary design  is provided  for Contractor’s 

reference. 

 Collecting  additional  geotechnical  information  to  complete  the  Project,  support  the 

finalization of ground motions work and fault rupture data, and prepare technical reports, 

construction drawings, and construction specifications. Contractor shall store, maintain, and 

make available its acquired geotechnical core samples until final acceptance and close out of 

contract. 

4.4 Design and Code Analysis  

Contractor  shall  review  and  analyze  current  design,  industry  and  regulatory  design  and 

construction codes, including those referenced in the Final Environmental Document, and third 

parties’ requirements for applicability to its design and construction of the project. 

Contractor  shall  identify  applicable  design,  industry,  and  regulatory  construction  codes  by 

resource from the EIR/EIS and by affected Third‐Party Entities in a Design and Code Analysis 

Report. 

4.5 Safety and Security Certification Program 

Contractor  shall be  responsible  for  safety and  security  certification activities during  the Final 

Design and Construction phases of the Project. Contractor shall develop a Safety and Security 

Certification Plan  that describes  in detail how  they will  identify, mitigate, verify/validate, and 

certify  safety  and  security  requirements.  The  Safety  and  Security  Certification  Plan 

requirements  are described  in detail  in  the CHSTP  Safety  and  Security Management Plan  in 

Book 3 of this Procurement Package. 

4.6 Interface Coordination and Design Integration  

Contractor  shall  be  responsible  for  coordinating  the  interfaces  and  performing  design 

integration with adjacent contracts, third parties, and the Authority, as specified in the General 

Provisions. 
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4.7 Verification and Validation and Self Certification 

Contractor shall develop and implement a verification and validation (V&V) process to confirm 

to the Authority that by examination and provision of objective evidence the technical contract 

requirements and the particular requirements for specific intended use have been fulfilled. With 

every  submittal  to  the  Authority,  Contractor  shall  provide  a  V&V  submittal  self‐certifying 

compliance with  the Contract  requirements and  fitness  for purpose. Every  submittal  shall be 

fully checked and certified by an Independent Checking Engineer  (ICE) and Independent Site 

Engineer (ISE) before they are submitted to the Authority. 

Refer to Book 3 for V&V and Self‐Certification requirements. 

4.8 Value Engineering 

Contractor  shall  initiate,  conduct,  complete,  and  implement  a  value  engineering  task  upon 

approval of its Design Baseline Report. Value engineering shall comply with methodologies and 

procedures  adopted by Caltrans  and  shall be performed  in  coordination with  the Authority. 

Contractor  shall  refer  to  value  engineering  process  requirements  specified  in  the  General 

Provisions of this Procurement Package. 

Further  contractor‐initiated  value  engineering  opportunities  can  be  initiated,  conducted,  and 

implemented through final design and construction efforts. 

4.9 Design Reports  

4.9.1 Design Baseline Report 
Contractor shall prepare a Design Baseline Report that defines the major design elements to be 

progressed to design and construction, and confirms technical feasibility, constructability, and 

compliance with the approved Final Environmental Documents, including the following: 

 Final Track Alignment and Limits of Construction Activities 

 Plan  and  profile  for  the  CHSTP  track  alignment  for  the  entire  limits  of  the  Project, 

including  the portion  of  the work within Caltrans  Scope  of Work  and  location  of  all 

special  trackwork.  The  limits  of  track  alignment  shall  extend  beyond  Contractor’s 

construction  limits  to  the  nearest  point  of  tangency  in  plan  and  profile  to  ensure 

consistency,  interface,  and  integration  requirements  with  future  work  and  in  full 

support of High‐Speed Train operations. 

 Typical  sections  for  CHSTP  trackway  for  at‐grade,  grade  separated  structures,  and 

trenches,  third‐party  facilities,  as  well  as  facilities  constructed  by  others  that  affect 

Contractor’s design. Typical  sections  shall  identify and address  future  traction power, 

overhead contact system, communications,  train controls, operations, and maintenance 

equipment.  CHSTP  facilities  by  others  shall  be  confirmed  during  the  Interface 

Coordination  and Design  Integration Workshops. CHSTP  facilities  by  others  shall  be 

identified as “NIC” (Not in Contract) on the drawings.  
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 Clearances at Structures and Restricted Locations – Proper clearances in conformance with 

CHSTP Design Criteria at all grade separations and  future CHSTP  facilities by others  that 

affect  the  design,  including  substation  locations,  radio  antenna  sites,  special  trackwork, 

signal  houses,  access  and  egress,  and  location  of  the  system’s  undertrack  ductbank  and 

manholes. 

 Geotechnical Conditions – See Geotechnical Reports requirements elsewhere in this Scope 

of Work. 

 Structure  Plans,  Elevations,  and  Typical  Sections  –  For  grade  separated  structures, 

trenches,  tunnels, and  retaining walls. Drawings  shall  include nominal dimensions of  the 

structures subject to final design calculations.  

 Railroads  ‐  For  relocation  of,  or modification  to,  existing  railroad  trackways  and  other 

facilities per Master Agreements with such entities. 

 Utilities – Relocation of utilities within Authority’s and state and  local  jurisdictions’ right‐

of‐way in accordance with applicable state and federal regulations. 

 Geometric  Approval  Drawings  –  For  relocation  of,  or  modification  to,  state  highway 

facilities and local roadways, as agreed with the affected third‐party agency. 

 Storm Water  Pollution  and  Protection  Plan  (SWPPP)  and   Best Management  Practices 

(BMP) 

 Consistency  with  Final  Environmental  Documents  –  describing  whether  and  to  what 

extent the Baseline Design remains consistent with the project described  in the Final EIR/S 

and the environmental analysis provided therein. 

 Aesthetic  Design  and  Review  for  Non‐Station  Structures  –  See  Aesthetic  Design  and 

Review  for  Non‐Station  Structures Report  requirements  as  delineated  elsewhere  in  this 

Scope of Work.  

 Other information that establishes the baseline for the project 

Contractor  shall  prepare  Design  Baseline  Report,  submit  for  review,  coordinate  comment 

resolution,  and  ensure  approval  by Authority within  180 days  of NTP. Authority’s  nominal 

review period for the design baseline report is twenty business days. 

Drawings shall include dimensions that demonstrate the intent and boundaries of the design to 

be  advanced  into  final design. Design  assumptions  for  elements  identified  as  future CHSTP 

facilities by others will be provided by the Authority for incorporation into the Design Baseline 

Report  documents,  and  reviewed  with  Contractor  during  the  Interface  Coordination  and 

Design Integration Workshops. 

Upon  receipt  of  approval,  the  Design  Baseline  Report  will  be  subject  to  the  Authority’s 

configuration management and change control process. 
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4.9.2 Hydrology and Hydraulics Reports 
Contractor shall prepare Hydrology and Hydraulics reports to support the drainage design of 

the  full  build‐out  of CHSTP  trackway  as well  as  temporary drainage  system  for  the  interim 

condition.  

Contractor  shall  contact and  coordinate with State and  local  jurisdictions  to obtain necessary 

information for preparation of its reports. 

4.9.3 Geotechnical Reports 
Contractor  shall  prepare  a  Geotechnical  Data  Report  and  Geotechnical  Engineering  Design 

Reports to support its design calculations and requirements for design and construction of the 

full  build‐out  of  trackway  and  trackwork,  embankment,  excavation,  soundwalls,  retaining 

walls,  trenches,  tunnel  structures,  grade  separation,  roadways,  and  all  other  facilities 

constructed by Contractor or  to be  constructed by others per  the  requirements of  the Design 

Criteria as well as the requirements of State and local jurisdictions. These Geotechnical Reports 

shall  include  and  address  additional  geotechnical  explorations  performed  by  the Contractor 

through its design and construction phases.  

Contractor shall contact and coordinate with State and local jurisdictions to obtain all necessary 

information for preparation of its reports. 

4.9.4 Structures Reports  
Contractor shall prepare Structures Reports providing the basis for its selection of structure for 

the retaining walls, U‐Walls, cut‐and‐cover boxes,  jacked boxes, bridges, and aerial structures. 

The  report  shall  provide  all  necessary  information  such  as  General  Plan,  Typical  Sections, 

foundation  type, member  sizes,  and  seismic  and  other  geotechnical  information  to  support 

Contractor’s design.  

Structure  Reports  for  other  jurisdictional  authorities  such  as  Caltrans,  cities,  counties,  and 

railroads shall comply with requirements of that  jurisdiction. Contractor shall coordinate with 

these  jurisdictional authorities to obtain their approval prior to the design and construction of 

these structures.  

4.9.5 Aesthetic Design and Review for Non-Station Structures Report 
As the project takes form, a consistent system‐wide image for the California High Speed Train 

Project  is  expected  through  the  introduction  of  common  elements  associated  with  selected 

bridges and overpasses. Curvilinear forms can be effective for the following reasons: 

 Image:  Recognizable,  consistent  bridge  and  overpass  forms  can  contribute  toward 

establishing an aesthetic image for the CHSTP. 

 Structural Precedents: Curvilinear forms such as arches and trusses have been successfully 

implemented for medium‐span high‐speed rail bridges internationally. 

08
/2

2/
20

12
 A

D
D

EN
D

U
M

 4
 - 

R
FP

 H
SR

 1
1-

16

Attachment to Submission BO060 (Jason Holder, Madera County Farm Bureau (Atty. For) Fitzgerald
Abbott & Beardsley LLP, October 18, 2012) - 770_Holder_CD_10182012_Attachments.pdf - Continued

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

Page 40-686



California High-Speed Train Project RFP No. HSR 11-16 

Page 16 of 31 
Book 2, PART C – Scope of Work 

 Materials:  Either  concrete  or  steel  would  be  appropriate  materials.  Designers  have  the 

latitude to propose materials, details, connections, abutments, etc. 

Interfaces between major bridges, overpasses, and adjacent aerial structures shall be carefully 

and systemically coordinated to ensure smooth and appropriate transitions in accordance with 

the aesthetic design guidance (Aesthetic Guidelines for Non‐Station Structures included in Book 

3  of  the  Procurement  Package),  as  well  as  the  aesthetics mitigation measures  in  the  Final 

EIR/EIS and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

Contractor shall follow such aesthetic design guidance to implement aesthetic design and visual 

resource mitigations and enhancements to structures.  The Aesthetic Design and Review Report 

shall describe Contractor’s approach to implementing the guidelines.  

Structures  and other  elements  included  in CP1  for  aesthetic design  and  review preliminarily 

include  the  items  below  (subject  to  confirmation  by  the  Contractor  in  its  coordination  as 

required herein). 

 Aerial structures – approximately 3.7 miles in length  

 Bridges, such as the one spanning across the San Joaquin River 

 Overpasses, such as  the ones crossing Highway 99, approximately 315  feet  in  length, and 

Golden State Boulevard, approximately 420 feet in length  

 Retaining walls  

 Trenches 

 Local street lighting 

 Access control fence 

 Intrusion protection barrier 

4.9.6 Certifiable Elements and Hazards Log 
Contractor  shall  update  and  expand  the  Certifiable  Elements  and Hazards  Log  during  the 

Design  and  Construction  phases. Hazards  associated with  each  certifiable  element  that  can 

reasonably be expected  to occur within Contractor’s  scope of work  shall be  identified on  the 

Certifiable  Elements  and  Hazards  Log  as  defined  in  the  CHSTP  Safety  and  Security 

Management Plan found in Book 3.  

4.9.7 Safety and Security Certification Package 
Contractor shall compile a Safety and Security Certification Package when all Certifiable Items 

Lists  for  a  particular  element  or  infrastructure  component  are  completed  for  applicable 

milestone  payment.  The  Safety  and  Security  Certification  Plan  shall    consist  of  a  signed 

Certificate  of  Conformance  for  the  project  element,  all  completed  Certifiable  Items  Lists,  a 
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completed  Certifiable  Elements  and  Hazards  Log  (see  Section  4.9.6),  and  all  supporting 

documentation such as hazard analysis, drawings, and design element descriptions. 

4.9.8 Final Design Report 
Contractor shall prepare a Final Design Report that includes all changes and revisions made to 

the Design Baseline Report,  including the portion of the work within Caltrans Scope of Work. 

This report shall be supported by all variances and design exceptions granted by the Authority 

or other third parties that support the changes to the Design Baseline Report. The Final Design 

Report shall represent a conformed configuration of the design. 

4.10 Preparing Construction Drawings and Construction Specifications for 
CHSTP Facilities Third-Party Entities  

Contractor  shall  be  responsible  for  preparation  of  the  complete design  and  certification  that 

construction  drawings,  construction  specifications,  reports,  and  calculations  meet  the 

requirements of Authority, and Third‐Party Entities.   

The Project  includes modification of facilities owned by Third‐Party Entities, and construction 

in and around facilities owned by Third‐Party Entities as shown in Section 3.5. 

Contractor shall identify the design and construction requirements and codes of affected Third‐

Party  Entities;  and  document  the  requirements  and  codes  in  the Design  and Code Analysis 

Report.  Contractor  shall  perform  this  assessment  taking  into  account  signed  agreements, 

permits,  or MOUs  between  the Authority  and  the  Third‐Party  Entities,  or  draft  agreement, 

permit, or MOU language in process, as provided by the Authority.  

Agreements, Permits, and MOUs are included in Book 3 of this Procurement Package. 

4.11 CHSTP Design Submittals  

Contractor shall provide Design Submittals to the Authority as specified in this Scope of Work, 

the  CHSTP  Design  Criteria  and  other mandatory  documents  included  in  the  Procurement 

Package.  

Design Submittals  require  issuance of a SONO or SONO with  incorporation of  comments  to 

meet the requirements of this Procurement Package.   

Contractor shall  include  in  the schedule each Design Submittal and Authority  review period, 

including breakdown by Construction Package Segment and/or structure. 

Contractor shall include hard copies and an electronic file posted in accordance with the CHSTP 

Document Control Manual.  

At minimum, submittals shall identify the following: 

 Location including Construction Package Segment (CP1A, CP1B, CP1C) 

 Preparer and date 
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 Checker and date 

 Signed and sealed by Engineer of Record, in accordance with State regulation  

 Issue date and revision number  

 Main point of contact, phone number, and company contact details 

Contractor shall provide the following submittals to the Authority: 

 Design Reports 

 Design Baseline  Report (subject to Authority approval as noted in Section 4.9.1) 

 Design and Code Analysis Report 

 Aesthetic  Design  and  Review  for  Non‐Station  Structure  Report  (as  part  of  Design 

Baseline Report) 

 Value Engineering Report 

 Hydrology and Hydraulics Report 

 Geotechnical Reports 

 Structures Reports 

 Certifiable  Elements  and Hazards  Log  (included  in  Safety  and  Security  Certification 

Package) 

 Final Design Reports 

 Certificate of Conformance Package 

 Construction Drawings  

 Nominal 60 percent design, all sheets represented 

 Nominal 90 percent design, all sheets included 

Civil and Structure Construction Drawings may be submitted  in segments or by structure 

and shall  include  identification of future  facilities by others  for reference as determined  in 

the  Interface Coordination and Design  Integration Workshops. These  include  facilities  for 

traction power, overhead contact system, communications, train controls, location of special 

trackwork, and CHSTP facilities by others, and shall be identified as “NIC”. 

 Construction Specifications 

 Nominal 60 percent: an outline of construction specifications shall be submitted 

 Nominal 90 percent: all applicable construction specifications shall be submitted 

 Ready for Construction (RFC) Submittals (subject to Authority approval as noted in Section 

4.13) 
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 Electronic  Submittal  Files  (certified  as  representing  the  designs  in  the  Construction 

Packages). Drawing  Submittals  shall  be  in  accordance with  the CHSTP CADD  and  Plan 

Preparation Manuals. All other electronic design files shall be in PDF. 

 Engineering  Calculations  (certified  as  representing  the  designs  in  the  Construction 

Packages) 

 Survey  Reports  (signed  and  sealed)  as  defined  in  CHSTP Design  Criteria  and  Standard 

Specifications. 

4.12 Third-Party Entity Design Submittals 

Contractor shall provide Third‐Party Submittals to respective Third‐Party Entity and a copy to 

the  Authority  unless  otherwise  noted.  Contractor  shall  be  responsible  for  determining  and 

providing submittal quantities required by Third‐Party Entities. 

Submittals shall identify the following information: 

 Location including Construction Package Segment (CP1A, CP1B, CP1C) 

 Preparer and date 

 Checker and date 

 Signed and sealed by Engineer of Record, in accordance with State regulation  

 Issue date and revision number  

 Main point of contact, phone number, and company contact details 

Contractor shall include in the schedule each Third–Party Entity Submittal and review period. 

4.13 Ready for Construction (RFC) Submittals 

Contractor  shall provide Ready  for Construction  Submittals  to  the Authority. These  shall be 

submitted to the Authority for approval. Authority’s nominal review period for RFC submittals 

is  twenty  business  days.  Contractor’s  attention  is  directed  to  Section  61.2  of  the  General 

Provisions. 

Submittals shall include hard copies and an electronic file posted in accordance with the CHSTP 

CADD Manual.  

Submittals shall identify the following information:  

 Construction Package Segment (CP1A, CP1B, CP1C) 

 Preparer and date 

 Checker and date 

 Engineer of Record (signed and sealed for Construction Packages) 

 Issue date and revision number  
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 Main point of contact, phone number, and company contact details 

Contractor shall provide the following submittals to the Authority: 

 Civil and Structure Construction Drawings 

 Engineering  Calculations  (certified  as  representing  the  designs  in  the  Construction 

Packages) 

 Testing and Commissioning Plans 

 Certificate of Conformance Package 

 Maintenance Manuals and Training 

 Maintainability Demonstration Plan and Procedures  

 Maintainability Demonstration Report 

Contractor  shall  include  in  its  schedule  each  Submittal,  including  breakdown  by  section  or 

structure. 

4.14 Design Variances  

Design variances have been preliminarily approved for specific conditions and locations based 

on  preliminary  engineering  studies,  and  are  identified  in  the  Preliminary  Design  Variance 

Report(s) included in Book 3 of this Procurement Package. Final approval of these Preliminary 

Design Variances will  occur  upon Contractor’s Design Variance Request  submittal(s) during 

final design, if still applicable. 

Contractor  shall  review  the  Preliminary  Design  Variance  Report  and  determine  if  design 

modifications can be incorporated into the Design Baseline Report to achieve the design criteria 

and  not  require  a  design  variance.  Regardless  of  previous  approvals  during  preliminary 

engineering studies, Contractor shall submit a request for each preliminary and/or new design 

variance needed  to support design and construction. Contractor shall obtain  final approval of 

Design  Variances  prior  to  incorporation  of  a  design  variance  into  a  Construction  Package. 

Design Variance Requests are subject to the Authority’s change control process. Contractor shall 

not assume that additional Design Variance Requests will be approved beyond those included 

in the Design Variance Report provided in Book 3 of this Procurement Package. 

Contractor  shall  refer  to  the  Authority’s  Design  Variance  Guidelines  and  CHSTP  Design 

Criteria  in Book 3 of  this Procurement Package  for definition on design variance process and 

criteria thresholds, respectively. 

4.15 Construction Services  

Contractor  shall  provide Construction  Services  including  but  not  limited  to  those  described 

below. 
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4.15.1 Safety and Security 
Contractor shall be responsible  for all work‐site safety and security activities. Contractor shall 

submit a Site‐Specific Health and Safety Plan and Site‐Specific Security Plan as described in the 

CHSTP Safety and Security Management Plan in Book 3 of this Procurement Package. 

4.15.2 Hazardous Material Handling 
Contractor shall remove all Hazardous Material in accordance with previously completed Phase 

I  and  II work.  Prior  to  performing  the  hazardous material  removal work,  Contractor  shall 

submit a Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan per the requirements of the regulatory agency 

having  jurisdiction over the site, as well as other requirements delineated  in this Procurement 

Package.  

4.15.3 Utility Work and Coordination with Utility Companies 
Contractor  shall  be  responsible  for  utility  work  as  delineated  in  the  General  and  Special 

Provisions  in  this  Procurement  Package.  Coordination  with  utility  companies  shall  be 

conducted  as  described  in  the  CHSTP  Design  Criteria,  Master  Agreements,  and  other 

requirements specified in the Special and General Provisions. 

4.15.4 Shop Drawings 
Contractor  shall prepare  and  submit  construction  and material  shop drawings  in  accordance 

with mandatory CHSTP Standard Specifications, or portions thereof, as noted in Attachment 5 

of this Scope of Work and in accordance with Contractor’s construction specifications. 

4.15.5 As-Builts 
Contractor shall prepare and submit as‐built drawings, signed and sealed,  in accordance with 

CHSTP CADD  and Plan Preparation Manuals. As‐built drawings  shall  fully  reflect  the  final, 

completed, as‐built condition, inclusive of works completed by others in support of the Project 

and verified by the Contractor. As‐built plans shall include Consolidated Service Drawings that 

fully address utility services designed and constructed by Contractor and/or others in support 

of the Project. Contractor shall survey the installed utilities to verify the actual placement. 

4.15.6 Environmental Mitigations  
Contractor  shall be  responsible  for  the  review, coordination, permitting, design, construction, 

and monitoring of  the applicable mitigations and commitments consistent with  the  limits and 

scope  of work  for  CP1.  Contractor  is  expected  to  review  the mitigations  and  commitments 

included  in  the Environmental Documents, verify against Scope of Work, and submit a  list of 

mitigation measures to allow the Authority to verify completeness and concurrence in the list. 

Contractor’s  attention  is  further  referred  to  other  requirements  as  specified  in  the 

General/Special Provisions and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
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5 Project Work Elements  

The following is a summary of major work elements of the Project. For a more comprehensive 

list  of Work  Elements  refer  to Attachment  3  “Scoping  Typical  Sections”  and Attachment  4 

“Scope Elements Matrix” of this Scope of Work. 

5.1 Demolition, Clearing, and Grubbing of the Construction Site  

Existing buildings and structures within the limits of the construction shall be removed, and the 

site  shall  be  cleared  and  grubbed  to  ensure  the  successful  installation  of  the  Project  per  the 

applicable requirements of regulatory and  jurisdictional authorities. The construction site shall 

include  the entire Authority right‐of‐way and construction areas required  for  the construction 

of grade separations and the relocation of waterways and utilities. Contractor shall prepare and 

submit a demolition plan prior to its demolition activities. For recycling requirements, refer to 

Sustainability Requirements in the General Provisions. 

Removal, relocation, and/or purchase of existing billboards will be completed by others through 

the  ROW  Appraisal/Acquisition  process  (not‐in‐scope  for  CP01  Contractor).  However, 

Contractor shall remove the billboard foundations, as required. 

5.2 Railroad Relocation and Reconstruction 

The Authority  is working with  the  railroads  to  draft  and  execute  design,  construction,  and 

maintenance agreement(s) with the railroads. These agreements will establish roles, scope, and 

responsibilities  of  the  parties  during  each  phase  of  project  development  such  as  railroad’s 

review and approval of contractor’s design, the railroad’s review period, permitting, inspection, 

safety, insurance requirements, and flagging. 

If  the  agreements with  the  railroads  assign  the  scope  of design  and  construction  of  railroad 

relocation  to  the Authority,  the Contractor shall design and/or construct railroad relocation  to 

accommodate the CHSTP per the requirements of the agreements. Contractor shall coordinate 

its railroad design and construction activities with railroads directly and comply with railroad 

requirements when working within or adjacent to railroad right‐of‐way. 

If the railroads perform the design and/or construction of their relocation to accommodate the 

CHSTP,  Contractor  shall  coordinate with  the  railroads  directly  to  ensure  railroad  activities 

accommodate  Contractor’s  Work  and  schedule.  Contractor  shall  comply  with  railroad 

requirements when working within or adjacent to railroad right‐of‐way. 

5.3 Roadway Construction  

Work within or affecting the State Highway System (SHS) or within the SHS right‐of‐way shall 

be coordinated with and performed per Caltrans requirements.  

Work within or affecting  local  jurisdictions  shall be  coordinated with and performed per  the 

requirements of the jurisdictional authorities.  
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Contractor shall design, construct, and maintain temporary access roads for its needs and those 

that may  be  required  by  local  jurisdictions  and  emergency  response  authorities.   Contractor 

shall also design, construct, and maintain permanent CHSR access roads required by the project 

per  the  requirements of  the CHSTP Design Criteria and Directive Drawings. Contractor shall 

coordinate  with  the  Authority  Representative  and  local  jurisdictions  for  the  location  of 

permanent access roads. Permanent access roads are required as indicated in the Design Criteria 

Manual  and  shall  coincide  with  the  location  of  future  CHSR  wayside  systems/operations 

facilities as shown on the Preliminary Design Plans. Additional permanent access roads may be 

required by emergency  response authorities. Contractor  shall  coordinate  the design of access 

roads through Interface Coordination and Design Integration Workshops with the Authority. 

Lighting and landscaping of roadway facilities that are within Caltrans and other jurisdictional 

authorities shall be coordinated with and performed per the requirements of the  jurisdictional 

authorities.  

Work  in  the vicinity of  the  existing Golden  State Boulevard  ramps will  require  coordination 

with  the City  of Fresno.  The City  of Fresno  is  responsible  for  the demolition  of  these  ramp 

structures just north of SR‐41. 

5.4 Trackway  

Final horizontal and vertical alignments  for  the  trackway shall be designed by Contractor  for 

the entire Project limits, including the portion of the work within Caltrans Scope of Work and 

location of all special trackwork. The limits of track alignment shall extend beyond Contractor’s 

construction  limits  to  the nearest point of  tangency  in plan and profile  to ensure consistency, 

interface, and integration requirements with future work and in full support of ultimate CHSR 

operations. 

Contractor’s design of  the  trackbed shall not preclude  the eventual design and  installation of 

either a ballasted or non‐ballasted track section, unless local conditions warrant a more specific 

determination. In this case, Contractor shall submit its analysis and results to the Authority for 

review. Specifically, at‐grade sections and shorter aerial structures  (less  than 1,000FT) shall be 

designed to accommodate either track section,  including the more stringent structural  loading 

requirements. Contractor shall assume the eventual design and construction of a non‐ballasted 

track  section  for  longer  aerial  structures  (greater  than  1,000FT)  and  below‐grade  structure. 

Contractor  shall consider  the  long‐term  settlement criteria of  the constructed  trackway  in  the 

design and shall monitor the settlement of the constructed trackway to ensure conformity with 

the most stringent CHSTP Design Criteria to accommodate either track section. Contractor shall 

coordinate  and  implement  track  section homogeneity as well as operations and maintenance 

considerations through the Interface Coordination and Design Integration workshops with the 

Authority.  

Trackway  shall  include  the  cut  and  fill,  temporary  protective  layer,  and  the  surface  and 

underground drainage, with  the exception of  the underdrain  system along  the  trackbed. The 
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installation  of  underdrain  system  along  the  trackbed  will  be  performed  by  the  follow‐on 

contractor(s).  

5.5 Retaining Walls  

Contractor shall design and construct retaining walls necessary for the CHSTP trackway, State 

Highway System, and local roadways. Design and construction of retaining walls shall include 

the drainage system for the walls.  

5.6 Concrete Barriers  

Intrusion protection barriers shall be designed and constructed by Contractor where required to 

protect  the High‐Speed Train Operating  Infrastructure  from  intrusion by automotive vehicles 

and/or  railroad  locomotives  and  cars  per  CHSTP  Design  Criteria,  railroad,  and  Caltrans 

requirements.  Contractor  shall  reference  Proposed  Preliminary  Design  plans  for  intrusion 

protection  barrier  preliminary  locations  between High‐Speed  Train Operating  Infrastructure 

and  existing  railroads.  Final  locations  of  intrusion  protection  barriers  between  High‐Speed 

Train  Operating  Infrastructure  and  existing  railroads  will  be  based  on  preliminary  risk 

assessment and hazard analysis prepared by the Authority. 

At locations where the CHSTP will be located adjacent to an existing railroad and/or highway 

facility and an  intrusion protection barrier  is required, said barrier shall be  located as close as 

possible to the right‐of‐way line that delineates the bounds between both entities. The intrusion 

protection barrier shall be designed and constructed to ensure maintenance and constructability 

from within Authority’s right‐of‐way. 

For  concrete  barriers  on  grade  separated  structures  over  CHSTP  trackway, Contractor  shall 

design the barriers to accommodate future protective screen with solid plate. 

5.7 Cut Sections and Walls (Trench Structures)  

In  areas  where  CHSTP  trackway  alignment  is  below  grade,  Contractor  shall  design  and 

construct cut or cut wall  sections  to accommodate CHSTP  trackway. Trenches are defined as 

below grade structures with a concrete retaining structure on both sides. When the bottom of a 

trench  is  below  the water  table  or  flood plains,  the  retaining  structures  shall  be  joined  by  a 

common reinforced concrete foundation (known as U‐Wall).  

Other  cut walls  that  can be used when  the CHSTP  trackway alignment  is above  the existing 

ground water  table  (or  flood  plains),  including  but  not  limited  to  soil  nail walls,  cantilever 

soldier‐pile walls, slurry walls, secant pile/tangent pile walls, and ground anchored walls (other 

than nail walls), depending on  local site conditions. Space  for access/egress shall be designed 

and  constructed  within  the  depressed  alignment  sections  at  nominal  2,500‐foot  intervals. 

Staircases  shall be designed by Contractor as  future accommodation and will be  installed by 

others. Future  installation  of  staircases  shall not be precluded by Contractor’s design  and/or 

construction. 
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5.8 Tunnels  

In  areas where CHSTP  trackway  alignment  is  sufficiently below  final grade  and/or  the  local 

conditions require  third‐party crossings over  the depressed CHSTP  trackway, Contractor may 

design and construct a short  tunnel  (or other  tunnel  type)  to accommodate CHSTP  trackway. 

Tunnels shall be waterproofed and be  independent of  temporary excavation support. CHSTP 

structures  shall  be  designed  and  constructed  independent  of  third‐party  facilities. 

Fire/Life/Safety codes (NFPA 130) and CHSTP Design Criteria requirements shall be followed. 

5.9 Bridges/Aerial Structures  

Contractor  shall  design  and  construct  grade  separated  structures  such  as  bridges,  aerial 

structures, and grade separations  that are  required  for  the Project  in accordance with CHSTP 

Design Criteria requirements. 

Grade  separated  structures  owned  by  Third‐Party  Entities  to  be  built  as  part  of  the CHSTP 

project shall be designed and constructed  in conformity with  the  requirements of said Third‐

Party Entities. In the event of conflicting requirements between the CHSTP Design Criteria and 

other standards and codes of practice,  the more stringent requirements shall  take precedence. 

Grade  separated  structures  that  span  high‐speed  train  trackways  and  have  the  capability  to 

influence  operability  of  high‐speed  trains  in  the  event  of  failure,  shall  be  designed  per 

provisions in the CHSTP Design Criteria. 

Contractor shall design the CHSTP grade separated structures,  including the parapet walls, to 

accommodate the future installation of soundwalls (by others). 

Contractor  shall  make  an  independent  interpretation  of  the  geotechnical  information  from 

previous  site  investigations,  and  shall  carry  out  such  additional geotechnical  and  subsurface 

investigations  and  surveys  as  are  necessary  to  design  and  construct  the  grade  separated 

structures or other elements of the Project, in conformity with the Contract requirements. 

The Authority will review the seismic analysis and design to ensure the successful application 

of  said  criteria,  as  specified  in  the  CHSTP Design  Criteria.  This  effort  shall  be  coordinated 

through the Interface Coordination and Design Integration Workshops with the Authority. 

5.10 Drainage  

Contractor is responsible for the design to accommodate the full build‐out of CHSTP trackway 

and  facilities. However,  in  lieu of constructing CHSTP  trackbed underdrains  (closed drainage 

system) and the drainage system  inside the CHSTP trench or tunnel sections, Contractor shall 

design and construct a  temporary drainage system  for CHSTP  trackbed and  trench or  tunnel 

sections  to accommodate  the drainage of  these  facilities until  the follow‐on Contractor  installs 

the final drainage system. Contractor shall design and construct all other permanent drainage 

systems, such as drainage laterals, to ensure the successful drainage of the Project in the interim 

and final conditions, complete in place. 
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Contractor  is  responsible  for  the design and  construction of permanent drainage  systems  for 

Third‐Party facilities being impacted by the Project.  

At locations where the CHSTP will be located adjacent to an existing railroad and/or highway 

facility,  a  separate drainage  system  shall  be  designed  and  constructed  to  capture  the  runoff 

from  each  facility  independently.  The  drainage  system  for  each  entity  (Authority  or  Third‐

Party)  shall  be  located  within  its  right‐of‐way.  Contractor  shall  also  reference  intrusion 

protection barrier location requirements as noted elsewhere in this Scope of Work. 

In addition to the requirements of the Construction General Permit, the Project is subject but not 

limited  to FMFCD Ordinance 96‐1, “Urban Storm Water Quality Management and Discharge 

Control”. Compliance with Ordinance  96‐1  requires  that Contractor  implement  the measures 

included  in  the  FMFCDʹs  “Fresno‐Clovis  Storm  Water  Quality  Management  Program 

Construction Site Storm Water Quality Management Guidelines”.  

5.10.1 Reliability of the Drainage Subsystem 
Each pump station site shall be dimensioned  to accommodate a  redundant set of pumps and 

control equipment in the full build‐out condition.  

5.11 Utilities  

Contractor shall ensure that existing and planned future utilities are not in conflict with CHSTP, 

State, and  local  improvements. Contractor shall relocate and/or protect  the existing utilities  in 

accordance  with  the  requirements  specified  in  the  Special  and  General  Provisions,  CHSTP 

Design Criteria, and the requirements of utility owners and local jurisdictions. Contractor shall 

coordinate  with  local  jurisdictions  and  the  utility  owners  throughout  the  Project  and  shall 

design  and  construct  the  relocation  of  utilities  in  conflict with  the  Project,  including  future 

CHSTP facilities to be designed and constructed by others (i.e., relocation of existing overhead 

utilities  that  will  conflict  with  future  design  and  installation  of  CHSTP  overhead  contact 

system). Contractor is responsible for protection of utilities to remain in place during and after 

the performance of the Work.  

Agreements executed to date between the Authority and utility owners are included in Book 3 

of  this  Procurement  Package.  Contractor  shall  support  the  Authority  for  utility  relocation 

agreements that may need to be finalized and/or executed for the project. 

Contractor  is responsible  for providing  temporary utilities required  for  the performance of  its 

work. 

5.12 Grounding and Bonding  

Contractor  is  responsible  for  design,  installation,  and  testing, which  includes  providing  the 

testing  procedures  for  acceptance  of  all  grounding  and  bonding  for  the  facilities  it  is 

constructing, and shall install provisions for grounding and bonding of facilities constructed by 

third  party  or  future  contractors,  per  the  requirements  of  Attachment  3  “Scoping  Typical 
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Sections,”  Attachment  4  “Scope  Elements  Matrix,”  CHSTP  Design  Criteria,  and  Directive 

Drawings. 

5.13 Access Control 

Contractor  shall  design,  construct,  and maintain  permanent  access  control  including  fences, 

gates, walls, and doorways. 

5.14 Low Voltage Systems, Underground and Undertrack Ductbank, and 
Manholes 

Contractor  shall  refer  to and coordinate between CHSTP Design Criteria, Preliminary Design 

Plans, and Directive Drawings to locate, design, and install underground undertrack ductbanks 

and supporting manholes for future CHSTP Systems facilities along the Authority right‐of‐way, 

as  delineated  in  Attachment  4  “Scope  Elements  Matrix”  and  shown  on  the  Preliminary 

Engineering Plans.  Final  locations  and designs  for  the underground  and undertrack  conduit 

ductbanks  shall  be  coordinated  with  Contractor  at  the  Interface  Coordination  and  Design 

Integration Workshops with the Authority.  

5.15 25 kV Traction Power Underground Ductbank and Manholes 

Contractor  shall  refer  to  and  coordinate  between  the  CHSTP  Design  Criteria,  Preliminary 

Design Plans,  and Directive Drawings  to  locate, design,  and  install underground undertrack 

ductbanks  and  supporting  manholes  for  future  CHSTP  Traction  Power  Facilities  that  are 

located away from the Authority right‐of‐way (e.g., when the relocated Golden State Boulevard 

separates the Authority right‐of‐way from a future Traction Power facility site). Final locations 

and designs for the underground and undertrack conduit ductbanks shall be coordinated with 

through the Interface Coordination and Design Integration Workshops with the Authority. 

5.16 Temporary Lighting and Pumps 

Contractor  shall  be  responsible  for  design  and  installation  of  temporary  lighting  and  pump 

facilities  for  the Project. Contractor shall  leave  the  temporary  lighting and pump  facilities  for 

trenches and tunnels in place after completion of the contract. 

5.17 Reliability, Availability and Maintainability (RAM) 

 

5.17.1  General  
The Contractor shall design, build, and document the Project to achieve the required reliability, 

availability, maintainability  (RAM)  and  accessibility  of  the Work,  so  that  no  aspect  of Work 

causes a failure or condition which can affect passenger service or make the Work unavailable 

during the hours of operation, and so that no aspect of the Work precludes the future operating 

railroad system  from achieving  the  requirement of no service‐affecting  failures caused by  the 

Work.  
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RAM shall be ensured through application of federal, state, and city codes and the best practices 

per the Design Criteria, directive drawings, other contract documents, and quality control and 

assurance processes.  

Accessibility for inspection and maintenance activities of the Work shall be ensured per Design 

Criteria,  directive  drawings,  other  contract  documents,  and  quality  control  and  assurance 

processes.  

The contractor shall assure and demonstrate the RAM requirements per the Contractor’s RAM 

Program Plan  required by  the CHSTP RAM Program Plan  (RAMPP). Refer  to Book 3  for  the 

CHSTP RAMPP. 

 

5.17.2 Reliability  
 
Reliability  criteria  for  the Work  include design  life,  and  codes  and  standards  to  be  applied.  

Reliability  criteria  include  seismic  design  standards;  flood  level  considerations;    and 

maintainability features to achieve the required service life of the equipment and structures per 

the  Design  Criteria,  directive  drawings,  other  contract  documents,  and  quality  control  and 

assurance processes. 

 

5.17.3 Availability  
Contractor shall design, build, and document the Project so that the availability of Work during 

the hours of operation of the railroad for the duration of its design life is 100%, and so that any 

planned unavailability of  the Work  for  inspection and maintenance can be performed outside 

the hours of operation in one or more consecutive days. For the hours of operation of the CHST 

System  and  the  available maintenance window during non‐operating hours,  refer  to Book  3: 

Basis of Design. 

This requirement excludes unavailability of the Work caused by natural disasters which cause 

climatic or seismic conditions  in excess of  the  limits defined by  this Procurement package, or 

caused by the third parties. 

The  Contractor  shall  identify  the  influences  on  the  availability  of  the  Work  and  shall 

demonstrate that these influences have been mitigated.  

 

5.17.4 Maintainability  
 
The  Contractor  shall  provide  the Work  to minimize  preventive  and  corrective maintenance 

requirements.  The  Contractor  shall  ensure  that  all  required maintenance  can  be  performed 

during the maintenance window outside the operating hours of the CHST System.   
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The  following  additional  maintainability  requirements  shall  be  ensured  in  the  design  and 

construction:  

 Design Life and Maintainability – Components which have a shorter design/service life 

than the whole structure or system, for example  bridge bearings and expansion joints, 

shall be replaceable or maintainable within the maintenance window of non‐operating 

hours.  The contractor shall conduct all necessary analysis and submit reports per the 

RAM Program Plan requirements, identifying all such elements which are part of the 

Work.   Contractor shall assure and demonstrate these requirements as per the 

Maintainability Demonstration Plan and Procedures and demonstrate verification 

through the Maintainability Demonstration Report. 

 Accessibility – Accessibility provisions include inspection points, hatches, doors, swing 

out racks, quick release covers and similar features aimed at providing rapid access to 

equipment and structural elements which requires routine maintenance inspection, 

cleaning or replacement (such as gratings and filters), without the need for special tools 

or equipment. Contractor shall ensure ease of access for inspection and for replacement 

of components. 

 Other accessibility requirements include physical access into confined spaces;  access 

that  does  not  require  dismantling  of  components  and  structures;    access  that 

minimizes  a  need  for  isolation  of  the  OCS;    and maximizing  access  and  repair 

activities  that  can  be  completed  within  the  non‐operating maintenance  window, 

including  set‐up  of  equipment,  scaffolding  and  lifting  platforms  needed  for 

inspections  and work,  and  final  inspections  and  tests  to  allow  the  return  of  the 

works to operational status. 

 Special attention  shall be given  to minimizing  the need  to access  the underside of 

bridges and viaducts above the tracks, given the proximity of the future high voltage 

OCS,  including  feeder  and  static  wires  and  the  supporting  poles,  portals,  and 

headspans.  Inspection access shall avoid  to  the maximum extent possible  the need 

for  special  equipment,  the  isolation  of  OCS,  and  the  occupation  of  the  tracks 

themselves. 

 Access shall not require the removal and/or deconstruction of any part of the works 

in  order  to  inspect  bearings,  expansion  joints  and  other  sensitive  elements  of  the 

structures  that  require  inspection  as  part  of  the  regular  preventive maintenance 

program. 

 Necessity  for  isolation  of  the  OCS  and/or  tracks  for  passenger  and  work  train 

operations to perform maintenance activities shall be minimized. 

 Visible  fault  indicators  shall  be  provided  to  assist  in  the  physical monitoring  or 

repair of structural elements and equipment. 
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 Handling  provisions  shall  be  provided,  including  lifting  lugs  for 

removal/replacement of heavy items or assemblies, fork‐lift compatibility, and lifting 

limitations for manual handling. 

 Adjustment and Alignment – Provisions shall allow for adjustment or alignment of 

equipment without isolation or occupation of the future operating tracks. 

The contractor shall assure and demonstrate  these requirements as per  the Contractor’s RAM 

Program  Plan  and  Contractor’s  Maintainability  Demonstration  Plan  and  Procedures  and 

demonstrate  verification  through  the  Contractor’s Maintainability  Demonstration  Report  as 

outlined in the CHSTP RAMPP. 

5.18 Durability 

Contractor  shall prepare design  and Construction Specifications  to meet  the Design Life  and 

Durability  goals  of  various  elements  of  the  project  as  stated  in  CHSTP  Design  Criteria. 

Contractor  shall  submit documentation  indicating how design meets  the  requirements of  the 

Design  Life  and  Durability  of  various  elements  of  the work  to  the  Contracting  Officer  for 

concurrence.  Documentation  shall  include  analysis,  engineering  data  or  research,  and  test 

reports,  as  applicable. Documentation  shall  include  citing which Construction  Specifications 

requirements  and  which  design  details  address  specific  Design  Life  and  Durability  issues. 

Documentation  shall  explain  design  and Construction  Specifications  provisions  that  address 

Design  Life  and  Durability  for  typical  elements  in  specific  locations  and  those  design  and 

Construction Specifications provisions, which address Design Life and Durability.   

As  an  example,  the  following  aspects  for  concrete  design  are  among  those  that  shall  be 

addressed to achieve the required service life: 

 Design shall develop concrete mixes with cement contents, cement type and water/cement 

ratios  that  are  compatible  with  achieving  the  required  chemical  resistance  as  well  as 

producing a workable concrete. 

 Admixtures that enhance the durability shall be used. 

 Contractor shall  identify methodology for assessing the characteristics of the environment, 

the properties of the concrete required to resist the environment, and the requirements for 

trials to demonstrate that the concrete being produced is of a suitable standard and has the 

necessary properties. 

 Contractor  shall  assess  the  environment  and  determine what  the  appropriate  value  (or 

values) of permeability would be to achieve the service life. 

 Contractor  shall  develop  crack  control  criteria  in  accordance  with  the  Design  Criteria, 

AASHTO Bridges and ACI standards and guidelines. 

6.  Attachments 

 Attachment 1 – Limits and Extents of Work Table 
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 Attachment 2 – Limits of Work Map 

 Attachment 2a – Caltrans Limits of Work Plan 

 Attachment 2b – Caltrans Scope of Work Map 

 Attachment 3 – Scoping Typical Sections 

 Attachment 4 – Scope Elements Matrix 

 Attachment 5 – Mandatory Standard Specifications Listing 

 Attachment 6 – Mandatory Special Specifications Listing 
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California High-Speed Train Project 

 

Request for Proposal 
for Design-Build Services 

RFP No.:  HSR 11-16 
Right-of-Way Acquisition Plan 

Addendum No. 4 

July 30, 2012 

Explanatory Notes for CP-01 A and B Right-of-Way Acquisition Plans: 

The following contains updates to the Full and Partial Acquisitions for CP-01 A and B.  
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          CHSRA ROW Acquisition Plan Summary, Construction Package 1A and 1B July 2012

APN ACQUISITION TYPE PROPOSED ACCESS DATE RANGE

AVENUE 17 TO AVENUE 7

037-030-006 Partial Acquisition NTP + 240-270
037-030-007 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-030-008 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-030-012 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-030-013 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-030-016 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-060-016 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-060-017 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-060-018 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
037-060-019 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-111-023 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-111-024 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-111-025 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-111-033 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
037-111-032 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-112-003 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
037-112-004 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-030-015 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-030-003 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-030-016 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-030-017 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-091-016 Partial Acquisition NTP + 240-270
035-092-001 Partial Acquisition NTP + 240-270
035-092-002 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-092-010 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-092-009 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-092-008 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-092-012 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
035-092-011 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-092-013 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-042 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-030 Partial Acquisition NTP + 240-270
035-102-031 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-018 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-040 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-020 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-039 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-038 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-037 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-024 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-023 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-102-015 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-110-021 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-110-020 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-110-029 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-171-005 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-171-013 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
035-171-003 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-171-012 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-162-033 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-162-034 Partial Acquisition NTP + 810-840
035-162-024 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-162-032 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
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          CHSRA ROW Acquisition Plan Summary, Construction Package 1A and 1B July 2012

APN ACQUISITION TYPE PROPOSED ACCESS DATE RANGE

035-162-025 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-162-003 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-171-001 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-171-011 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-211-006 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-212-002 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-232-002 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
035-232-003 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
034-190-031 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
034-210-045 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
034-210-049 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
034-210-047 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-070-014 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-080-001 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-070-013 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-070-007 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-130-020 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-120-004 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-120-013 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-120-014 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-130-026 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-130-016 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-130-023 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-130-027 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-120-017 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-130-028 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-130-029 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-130-030 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-130-022 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-230-016 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-240-006 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-240-007 Partial Acquisition NTP + 300-330
047-240-004 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-240-005 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-240-003 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-320-009 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-320-010 Partial Acquisition NTP + 300-330
047-320-005 Partial Acquisition NTP + 300-330
047-320-004 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
047-330-005 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
048-070-008 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
048-080-001 Partial Acquisition NTP + 300-330
048-080-003 Partial Acquisition NTP + 510-540
048-080-004 Partial Acquisition NTP + 510-540
048-190-011 Partial Acquisition NTP + 510-540
048-190-028 Partial Acquisition NTP + 600-630
048-190-029 Partial Acquisition NTP + 600-630
048-190-014 Partial Acquisition NTP + 600-630
048-200-002 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
048-200-006 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
048-200-008 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
048-200-007 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
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          CHSRA ROW Acquisition Plan Summary, Construction Package 1A and 1B July 2012

APN ACQUISITION TYPE PROPOSED ACCESS DATE RANGE

AVENUE 7 TO SR- 41

458-240-33 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
458-240-32 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-240-10 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
458-250-07 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-250-08 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
450-271-12 Full Acquisition NTP + 60-90
450-273-26 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
508-020-25 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-070-63 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-050-05 Full Acquisition NTP + 90-120
505-080-16 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
465-040-23 Full Acquisition NTP + 570-600
465-040-05 Full Acquisition NTP + 720-750
465-040-31 Full Acquisition NTP + 570-600
467-063-18 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-063-19 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-030-29 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
467-071-02 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-040-07 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
467-040-05 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
467-050-23 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
450-155-18 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-155-16 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
467-081-07 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-050-34 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
504-070-33 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-070-51 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-106-02 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
504-106-04 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
504-106-05 Full Acquisition NTP + 180-210
504-060-70 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
504-140-11 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
458-250-37 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
465-020-23 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
465-020-13 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
465-030-18 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
465-030-16 Full Acquisition NTP + 570-600
450-271-18 Full Acquisition NTP + 150-180
450-272-28 Full Acquisition NTP + 60-90
450-272-27 Full Acquisition NTP + 60-90
450-272-14 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-272-13 Full Acquisition NTP + 60-90
450-272-12 Full Acquisition NTP + 60-90
450-273-13 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
450-273-12 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
459-023-55 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
508-020-14 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-020-15 Full Acquisition NTP + 300-330
508-020-16 Full Acquisition NTP + 300-330
508-101-19 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-102-09 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-110-07 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-110-08 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
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          CHSRA ROW Acquisition Plan Summary, Construction Package 1A and 1B July 2012

APN ACQUISITION TYPE PROPOSED ACCESS DATE RANGE

510-070-53 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
510-470-01 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-02 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-03 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-04 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-05 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-10 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-06 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-07 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-08 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-09 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-11 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-470-12 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-100-49 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
442-122-03 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
449-180-08 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
449-180-09 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
449-180-10 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-280-01 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-050-02 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
465-040-06 Full Acquisition NTP + 570-600
465-040-04 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
465-040-03 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
465-040-22 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
465-040-21 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-030-23 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
467-030-19 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
467-030-25 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
467-061-15 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-062-11 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
467-030-17 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
467-030-04 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
467-063-37 Full Acquisition NTP + 240-270
467-030-03 Full Acquisition NTP + 570-600
467-071-01 Full Acquisition NTP + 150-180
467-040-12 Full Acquisition NTP + 60-90
467-040-06 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
467-040-04 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
442-122-05 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
449-161-02 Full Acquisition NTP + 210-240
449-162-01 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
449-162-02 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
449-162-03 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
449-162-04 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
449-162-05 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-280-31 Full Acquisition NTP + 150-180
450-154-08 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-155-17 Full Acquisition NTP + 120-150
450-155-15 Full Acquisition NTP + 30-60
467-081-19 Full Acquisition NTP + 60-90
467-081-06 Full Acquisition NTP + 150-180
467-081-05 Full Acquisition NTP + 150-180
467-082-01 Full Acquisition NTP + 60-90
465-020-22 Full Acquisition NTP + 570-600
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          CHSRA ROW Acquisition Plan Summary, Construction Package 1A and 1B July 2012

APN ACQUISITION TYPE PROPOSED ACCESS DATE RANGE

048-270-009 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
048-270-008 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
504-130-22 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-130-20 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-130-08 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-010-15 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-010-09 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-010-16 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-070-41 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-070-39 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-060-73 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-060-71 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-060-75 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-140-12 Partial Acquisition NTP + 180-210
504-080-47 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-080-66 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-080-67 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-080-32 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-080-39 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-080-38 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
504-080-37 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
458-133-15 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-010-05 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-240-31 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
458-250-10 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
458-010-19 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-010-17 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-131-17 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-131-21 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
459-023-56 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
459-023-18 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
459-023-59 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
459-023-51 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-080-33 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-020-04 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
508-020-01 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
508-030-12 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90 - 120
508-101-18 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-102-04 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-102-07 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-102-08 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-102-10 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-110-45 Partial Acquisition NTP + 240-270
508-110-09 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-050-26 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-060-32 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-060-33 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-070-62 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-090-45 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-090-46 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-090-43 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-090-40 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-460-15 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-100-15 Partial Acquisition NTP + 180-210
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          CHSRA ROW Acquisition Plan Summary, Construction Package 1A and 1B July 2012

APN ACQUISITION TYPE PROPOSED ACCESS DATE RANGE

510-100-36 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
433-040-25 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
442-122-02 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
442-122-15 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
449-161-04 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
449-161-05 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-280-02 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-280-03 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-280-11 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-280-12 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-110-48 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-120-18 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-130-01 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
509-050-05 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
509-050-06 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
509-080-11 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90 - 120
509-080-13 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
509-080-45 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-050-01 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-050-06 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
424-042-22 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
424-042-05 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
433-040-44 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-080-69 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
504-080-74 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30 - 60
504-080-71 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
504-080-14 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
504-080-46 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
504-010-20 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-010-21 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
504-080-44 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
504-080-08 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
504-080-09 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
506-130-28 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
506-130-21 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
505-080-17 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
505-080-21 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
465-040-36 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-030-22 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-030-32 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-071-03 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-040-21 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-050-24 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-020-50 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
442-122-37 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
442-122-33 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
442-122-36 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
442-122-34 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
442-122-35 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
449-020-16 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
442-123-04 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
442-123-05 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
442-123-03 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
449-162-20 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60

Page 6 of 7
Revised to Include Acquisition Type

July 2012 

08
/2

2/
20

12
 A

D
D

EN
D

U
M

 4
 - 

R
FP

 H
SR

 1
1-

16

          CHSRA ROW Acquisition Plan Summary, Construction Package 1A and 1B July 2012

APN ACQUISITION TYPE PROPOSED ACCESS DATE RANGE

450-280-08 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
450-155-21 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
450-155-12 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
467-084-22 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60

467-050-28 (old APN 467-050-19) Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
468-294-05 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
468-294-06 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
508-110-14 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-110-13 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-050-03 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-050-30 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-050-31 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
510-050-25 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
459-111-14 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
449-162-22 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-250-15 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-250-25 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-250-27 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-250-09 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
458-250-23 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
508-020-13 Partial Acquisition NTP + 690-720
508-020-21 Partial Acquisition NTP + 300-330
508-020-23 Partial Acquisition NTP + 330-360
510-460-14 Partial Acquisition NTP + 90-120
467-062-03 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
504-091-04 Partial Acquisition NTP + 510-540
510-100-41 Partial Acquisition NTP + 420-450
467-030-31 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
504-070-52 Partial Acquisition NTP + 330-360
504-091-02 Partial Acquisition NTP + 510-540
504-091-03 Partial Acquisition NTP + 510-540
508-020-17 Partial Acquisition NTP + 300-330
508-102-35 Partial Acquisition NTP + 30-60
508-110-46 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
508-110-06 Partial Acquisition NTP + 240-270
510-050-39 Partial Acquisition NTP + 420-450
510-460-05 Partial Acquisition NTP + 120-150
510-100-14 Partial Acquisition NTP + 690-720
510-470-0X Partial Acquisition NTP + 180-210
449-161-08 Partial Acquisition NTP + 150-180
450-280-34 Partial Acquisition NTP + 60-90
510-050-04 Partial Acquisition NTP + 420-450
510-100-42 Partial Acquisition NTP + 240-270
424-045-01 Partial Acquisition NTP + 240-270
505-080-25 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
467-081-08 Partial Acquisition NTP + 60-90
510-460-16 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
510-100-12 Partial Acquisition NTP + 210-240
505-080-22 Partial Acquisition NTP + 690-720
458-240-30 Partial Acquisition NTP + 630-660
508-020-10 Partial Acquisition NTP + 390-420
508-020-11 Partial Acquisition NTP + 390-420
508-020-12 Partial Acquisition NTP + 390-420
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BRIEFING:  MARCH 2012 BOARD MEETING AGENDA ITEM #3 

 
TO:   Chairman Richard and Board Members 

 

FROM:   Thomas Fellenz, Chief Counsel  

 

DATE:   March 1, 2012 

 

RE:  Terms and Conditions, Stipend and RFP Scoring criteria applicable to the Design Build 

[DB] construction for the Central Valley Initial Construction Section  

 

 
Background/Discussion:  
 
The initial operating segment (IOS) of the California High Speed Train System will run through the 
Central Valley and includes the initial construction section (ICS) from Fresno to Bakersfield.  Construction 
of the ICS will involve four design build contracts for the final design and construction of all High Speed 
Rail (HSR) trackway civil infrastructure up to the top of the ballast.  A fifth ICS design build contract will 
be entered into for the trackwork along the entire length of the ICS.   
 
The Authority has started a two-phase best value procurement process for the first of the five ICS design 
build contracts, designated Construction Package #1.  The first Request for Qualifications (RFQ) phase is 
complete, resulting in the shortlisting of five qualified design build teams which are now invited to 
participate in the second Request for Proposal (RFP) phase.  The proposals submitted by the teams in 
response to the RFP will be evaluated and scored resulting in a recommendation to the Board to enter 
into a $1.5 to $2.0 billion design build contract with the selected team, expected to take place in early 
2013.        
  
To aid the HSR Authority in the final development of the Request for Proposals documents, a term sheet 
containing a summary of the major material terms and conditions for the Construction Package #1 
design build contract was developed and is presented to the Board for approval.   
 
To partially compensate for the cost of the preparation of the Proposals submitted, the HSR Authority 
can pay a stipend to those proposer teams not awarded the contract.  HSR staff recommends a stipend 
be paid for each acceptable proposal submitted to the Authority by any shortlisted Offeror that is not 
awarded the contract or in case of termination of the RFP, proven costs not to exceed $2 million.   
 
In the evaluation of the proposals it is in the best interests of the HSR Authority to assure technically 
competent proposals and assure the best value is received.  HSR staff is recommending a two-step RFP 
evaluation process that includes a technical evaluation resulting in the qualification of three of the five 
proposer teams followed by a combined technical/price evaluation of these top three proposer teams.     

 
 
 

 

Page 2 of 2 
 

Recommendations: 
 
Approve the term sheet, the RFP scoring criteria, and the stipend for Construction Package #1 per the 
terms in the attached Board resolution. 
 
Attachments: 
Construction Package #1 Term Sheet 
Resolution # HSRA 12-04 
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CHSRA TASK ORDERS 
Summary of Estimated Costs for Identified Subtasks Within 

the 29-Mile "Construction Package 1" Area

 

 

California High-Speed Rail  

 

Agreement Status 
RFP No.:  HSR 11-16 

Addednum No. 4 
July 31, 2012 

Entity:  City of Fresno 

Entity Role: City of Fresno will review and approve Facility Plans and have a 
reasonable number of representatives on site of Project to verify 
that the Facility Work is being properly performed by Authority’s 
Contractor and approve that work. 

Cooperative Agreement: Cooperative Agreement technical review is 95% complete.  
Cooperative Agreement is expected to be executed by September 
14, 2012. 

Task Orders: Draft Task Order 1, 2, 3 and 4 have been prepared and forwarded 
to the City of Fresno for review.  Draft Task Orders are pending 
City of Fresno input.  

DISCLAIMER: Because the Master Agreement has not yet been approved 
by the Council of the City of Fresno, the Authority cannot 
represent that there will be no substantive changes to 
the draft Master Agreement as provided, although City of 
Fresno staff has reviewed the Master Agreement.  The 
Master Agreement and draft Task Orders are being 
provided for informational purposes only, and the draft 
Task Orders are subject to the express limitations set 
forth in the General Provisions. 

08/22/2012 ADDENDUM 4 - RFP HSR 11-16
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Date: July 19, 2012 
CITY: City of Fresno 

Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
COF00001 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for CITY. Each FACILITY that requires 
relocation will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER.  

FACILITY WORK TO BE DONE 

1. Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the FACILITY WORK described herein (FACILITY WORK). 
This TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

2. Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing FACILITIES):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed 
substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 
consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract 
Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L St, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  
CITY will review and approve FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable number of 
representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work. 
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 Subtask S1.01   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, remove sanitary sewer FACILITIES from the 
existing Golden State Blvd and install new sanitary sewer FACILITIES to the new Golden State 
Blvd.  Work includes furnishing and installing new sanitary sewer man holes, reconnecting all 
existing sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES, excavation and removal of existing 
sanitary FACILITIES which includes pipe, manholes, cleanouts, etc.  FACILITY WORK is shown on 
Drawing UT-C4001. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $204,000 
 

 Subtask S1.02   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, protect in place sanitary sewer FACILITIES and 
adjust sanitary sewer manhole rim elevation to finish grade.  FACILITY WORK is shown on 
Drawing UT-C4004, UT-C4028 and UT-C4029. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $57,682 
 

 Subtask S1.03   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and reconstruct sanitary sewer FACILITIES within 
an RCP casing and provide new sanitary sewer man holes.  Work includes reconnecting all 
existing sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES, excavation and removal of existing 
sanitary FACILITIES which includes pipe, manholes, cleanouts, etc.  FACILITY WORK is shown on 
Drawing UT-C4006. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $435,000 
 

 Subtask S1.04   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES from the 
existing Golden State Blvd to the new Golden State Blvd.    Work includes excavation and 
removal of existing sanitary sewer FACILITIES, reconnecting all existing sewer laterals to new 
sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY WORK is shown on 
Drawing UT-C4008, UT-C4009 and UT-C4010. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $850,476 
 

 Subtask S1.05 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES from the 
existing Golden State Blvd to the new Golden State Blvd.    Work includes excavation and 
removal of existing sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, 
reconnecting all existing sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer 
manholes.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4011 and UT-C4012. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $317,016 
 

 Subtask S1.06   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, reconstruct sanitary sewer FACILITIES within an 
RCP casing, extend existing sanitary sewer manholes and adjust rim elevations.  Work includes 
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reconnecting all existing sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES, excavation and 
removal of existing sanitary FACILITIES which includes pipe, manholes, cleanouts, etc.  FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4012. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $118,750 
 

 Subtask S1.07 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES from the 
existing Golden State Blvd to the new Golden State Blvd.    Work includes excavation and 
removal of existing sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, 
reconnecting all existing sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer 
manholes.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4014, UT-C4015, UT-C4016, UT-C4017 and 
UT-C4018. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  8 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $1,292,952 
 

 Subtask S1.08   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place sanitary sewer FACILITIES.  
FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4019. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $29,356 
 

 Subtask S1.09   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, reconstruct sanitary sewer FACILITIES within an 
RCP casing, adjust existing sewer manholes and rim elevations.  Work includes reconnecting all 
existing sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES, excavation and removal of existing 
sanitary sewer FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4022. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $535,000 
 

 Subtask S1.10   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place sanitary sewer FACILITIES.  
FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4022. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $41,492 
 

 Subtask S1.11 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place and relocate sanitary sewer 
FACILITIES from the existing Parkway Drive to the new Parkway Drive.    Work includes 
excavation and removal of existing sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer 
manholes, reconnecting all existing sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new 
sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4024. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $66,024 

 

 Subtask S1.12   
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Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, protect in place sanitary sewer FACILITIES, extend 
sanitary sewer manholes and adjust sanitary sewer manhole rim elevation to finish grade.  
FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4030 and UT-C4031. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $123,778 
 

 Subtask S1.13 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES at Santa 
Ana Ave and Cornelia Ave.    Work includes excavation and removal of existing sanitary sewer 
FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing sewer laterals 
to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY WORK is shown 
on Drawing UT-C4032. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $348,161 
 

 Subtask S1.14 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, remove and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES at 
McKinley Ave and Golden State Blvd.    Work includes excavation and removal of existing 
sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing 
sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4036, UT-C4037 and UT-C4046. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $436,764 
 

 Subtask S1.15   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place sanitary sewer FACILITIES at 
Pine Ave and Golden State Blvd.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4038. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Month 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $282,500 
 

 Subtask S1.16 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES at 
McKinley Ave and Golden State Blvd.    Work includes excavation and removal of existing 
sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing 
sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4039 and UT-C4048. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $122,400 
 

 Subtask S1.17 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, remove and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES 
near Belmont Ave and Golden State Blvd.    Work includes excavation and removal of existing 
sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing 
sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4041, UT-C4042, UT-C4050 and UT-C4051. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $576,708 
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 Subtask S1.18 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and remove sanitary sewer FACILITIES near 
Belmont Ave and H St.    Work includes excavation and removal of existing sanitary sewer 
FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing sewer laterals 
to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY WORK is shown 
on Drawing UT-C4042. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $66,300 
 

 Subtask S1.19 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES near H St 
and SR 180.    Work includes excavation and removal of sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of 
existing sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer 
FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4043 
and UT-C4053. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $441,307 
 

 Subtask S1.20 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES near 
Divisadero St and H St.    Work includes excavation and removal of existing sanitary sewer 
FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing sewer laterals 
to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY WORK is shown 
on Drawing UT-C4044, UT-C4045 and UT-C4054. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $794,784 
 

 Subtask S1.21   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, protect in place sanitary sewer FACILITIES at G St 
and Fresno St.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4055. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $96,432 
 

 Subtask S1.22 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, protect in place and relocate sanitary sewer 
FACILITIES near G St and Tulare St.  Work includes excavation and removal of existing sanitary 
sewer FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing sewer 
laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  FACILITY WORK is 
shown on Drawing UT-C4055 and UT-C4056. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $395,592 
 

 Subtask S1.23 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, relocate and protect in place sanitary sewer 
FACILITIES near G St and Ventura St.  FACILITY WORK includes excavation and removal of 
existing sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of existing sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all 
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existing sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.  
FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4057 and UT-C4059 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $663,702 
 

 Subtask S1.24   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place sanitary sewer FACILITIES 
near G St and Ventura St.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4057. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $91,800 
 

 Subtask S1.25   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, remove, relocate and protect in place sanitary 
sewer FACILITIES near G St and SR 41.  FACILITY WORK includes excavation and removal of 
existing sanitary sewer FACILITIES and reconnecting all existing sewer laterals to new sanitary 
sewer FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4060. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $294,284 
 

 Subtask S1.26   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, remove, relocate and install sanitary sewer 
FACILITIES along Railroad Ave between SR 41 and SR99.  FACILITY WORK includes excavation and 
removal of existing sanitary FACILITIES and reconnecting all existing sewer laterals to new 
sanitary sewer FACILITIES.   FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT C4061, UT-C4062, UT-
C4063, UT-C4064, UT-C4065, UT-C4078, UT-C4079, UT-C4080, UT-C4081 and UT-C4082. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $4,322,964 
 

 Subtask S1.27  
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES within a 
near Jensen Ave and Railroad Ave.  FACILTITY WORK includes excavation and removal of existing 
sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing sewer 
laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.   FACILITY WORK is 
shown on Drawing UT-C4065, UT-C4066 and UT-C4084. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $612,000 
 

 Subtask S1.28 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate sanitary sewer FACILITIES within a 
near Orange Ave and Golden State Blvd.  FACILITY WORK includes excavation and removal of 
existing sanitary sewer FACILITIES, removal of sanitary sewer manholes, reconnecting all existing 
sewer laterals to new sanitary sewer FACILITIES and new sanitary sewer manholes.   FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4068. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $61,200 
 

 Subtask S1.29 
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Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place FACILITIES near Hardy Ave 
and Cedar Ave.   FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4069. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $122,400 
 

 Subtask S1.30   
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse the CITY for all costs resulting from plan 
check review, permits, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an oversight Quality 
Assurance capacity only) in accordance with the Master Fee Schedule.  AUTHORITY’S 
CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide Quality Assurance and Quality Control for design and 
construction through project completion and closeout.   
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $800,000 
 

 

3. Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between AUTHORITY 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

4. Schedule for FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance 
of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master 
Agreement. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  June 2013 
Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
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PEFORMANCE OF THE FACILITY WORK 

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, CITY, and 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in Appendix C 
– Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

BY CITY:  CITY will review FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable number of 
representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FACILITY WORK is being properly performed by 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction 
services for FACILITY WORK.   

2. Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all the construction services for the FACILITY WORK. The 
construction of FACILITY WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final FACILITY 
PLANS. Deviations from the final FACILITY PLANS may occur only in conformity with the Master 
Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, CITY and AUTHORITY shall each be responsible 
for the cost of the FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the FACILITY WORK 
is $14,600,824 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and CITY pays 0 % of cost of FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FACILITY WORK. Authorized 
expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

1. For Work by CITY 

CITY’s costs for FACILITY WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of Work,” of the 
Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 4, 
“Performance of Work” and Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 
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2. For Work by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $14,600,824 for the FACILITY WORK 
included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the FACILITY WORK which 
shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated charges 
for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK ORDER to 
incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

CITY shall credit AUTHORITY for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT, salvage value, and accrued 
depreciation on the FACILITIES as required pursuant to the Master Agreement, and pay the 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT constructed by AUTHORITY’S 
CONTRACTOR. 

The FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

CONTACTS 

The contacts for this TASK ORDER will be as follows: 

CITY:  Scott Mozier 

AUTHORITY:  Tony Valdez 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR: 
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Date: April 12, 2012 
CITY: City of Fresno 

Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
COF00002 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for CITY. Each FACILITY that requires 
relocation will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER.  

FACILITY WORK TO BE DONE 

1. Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the FACILITY WORK described herein (FACILITY WORK). 
This TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

2. Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing FACILITIES):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed 
substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 
consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract 
Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L St, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  
CITY will review and approve FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable number of 
representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work.  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR 
is to coordinate with CITY for water connections and water connection fees. 
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 Subtask W2.01   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES from the existing 
Golden State Blvd to the new Golden State Blvd.  FACILITY WORK includes removing & replacing 
water valves, remove & replace fire hydrants, disconnect existing water facilities, connections to 
new water FACILITIES, blow offs, excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4000 and UT-C4001. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $536,123 
 

 Subtask W2.02   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, relocate, remove and reconstruct water 
FACILITIES from the existing Golden State Blvd to the new Golden State Blvd and Veterans Blvd 
at Golden State Blvd.  FACILITY WORK includes removing & replacing water valves, removing & 
replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new water 
FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, excavation 
and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4007, UT-
C4008, UT-C4009, UT-C4010, UT-C4011 and UT-C4012. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  10 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $2,187,093 
 

 Subtask W2.03 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES from the existing 
Golden State Blvd to the new Golden State Blvd, relocate water FACILITIES near Shaw Ave and 
Golden State Blvd,  reconstruct water facilities near Ashlan Ave and Golden State Blvd.  Work 
includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve boxes, removing & replacing fire 
hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new water FACILITIES, blow offs, 
reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, excavation and removal of existing 
water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4012, UT-C4013, UT-C4014, UT-
C4015, UT-C4016 and UT-C4017. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  10 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $2,474,566 
 

 Subtask W2.04 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES from the existing 
Parkway Drive and Dakota Ave.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting 
valve boxes, removing & replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, 
connections to new water FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind 
flanges, tees, excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on 
Drawing UT-C4018 and UT-C4019. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $198,625 

 

 Subtask W2.05 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES adjacent to SR 99 
between Dakota Ave and Clinton Ave.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, 
adjusting valve boxes, removing & replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, 
connections to new water FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind 
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flanges, tees, excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on 
Drawing UT-C4019, UT-C4020, UT-C4021 and UT-C4022. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $612,255 
 

 Subtask W2.06 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES at Clinton Ave and 
Parkway Dr.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve boxes, removing 
& replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new water 
FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, excavation 
and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4024. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $386,860   
 

 Subtask W2.07 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place and relocate water FACILITIES 
at Shaw Ave and Golden State Blvd.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting 
valve boxes, removing & replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, 
connections to new water FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind 
flanges, tees, excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on 
Drawing UT-C4030. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $75,440 
 

 Subtask W2.08 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES at Cornelia Ave and 
Santa Ana Ave.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve boxes, 
removing & replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new 
water FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, 
excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-
C4024. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $95,130 
 

 Subtask W2.09 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place water FACILITIES at Golden 
State Blvd and Clinton Ave.   FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4035. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $57,400   

 

 Subtask W2.10 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES at McKinley Ave and 
Golden State Blvd.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve boxes, 
removing & replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new 
water FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, 
excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-
C4037, UT-C4046 and UT-C4047. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
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The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $449,834 
 

 Subtask W2.11 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place water FACILITIES at Golden 
State Blvd and Pine Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4038. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $24,600 
 

 Subtask W2.12 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES at Olive Ave and 
Golden State Blvd.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve boxes, 
removing & replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new 
water FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, 
excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-
C4039, UT-C4048 and UT-C4049. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $437,229 
 

 Subtask W2.13 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES at Belmont Ave and 
Golden State Blvd.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve boxes, 
removing & replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new 
water FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, 
excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-
C4041 and UT-C4042. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $678,422 
 

 Subtask W2.14 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES at Belmont Ave and 
H St.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve boxes, removing & 
replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new water 
FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, excavation 
and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4042 and 
UT-C4052. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $248,248 

 

 Subtask W2.15 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES near Divisadero and 
H St.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve boxes, removing & 
replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new water 
FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, excavation 
and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4044 and 
UT-C4053. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $248,864 
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 Subtask W2.16 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect water FACILITIES at Fresno St and G 
St.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4055. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $41,000 
 

 Subtask W2.17 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, relocate and protect in place water FACILITIES a 
near Tulare St and G St.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve 
boxes, removing & replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to 
new water FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, 
excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-
C4056 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $140,462 
 

 Subtask W2.18 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES near Ventura St and 
H St.  Work includes removing & replacing water valves, adjusting valve boxes, removing & 
replacing fire hydrants, disconnect existing water FACILITIES, connections to new water 
FACILITIES, blow offs, reducers, casings, hangers, thrust blocks, blind flanges, tees, excavation 
and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4057 and 
UT-C4059. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $624,907 
 

 Subtask W2.19   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, protect in place and remove water facilities near 
G St and SR 41.  Work includes disconnecting existing water FACILITIES, connections to new 
water FACILITIES, excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown 
on Drawing UT-C4060. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $63,600 
 

 Subtask W2.20   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, protect in place, relocate, water FACILITIES near 
California Ave and Railroad Ave.  FACILITY WORK includes disconnecting existing water 
FACILITIES, connections to new water FACILITIES, excavation and removal of existing water 
FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4061. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $166,200 
 

 Subtask W2.21 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, remove, relocate and protect in place water 
FACILITIES near Florence Ave and Sarah St.  FACILITY WORK includes disconnecting existing 
water FACILITIES, connections to new water FACILITIES, excavation and removal of existing 
water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4062. 
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Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $142,176 
 

 Subtask W2.22 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, remove, relocate, reconstruct and install water 
FACILITIES along Railroad Ave near Church Ave and East Ave.  FACILITY WORK includes 
disconnecting existing water FACILITIES, connections to new water FACILITIES, excavation and 
removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4063, UT-C4064 
and UT-C4081. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $616,000 
 

 Subtask W2.23 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, relocate water FACILITIES near Orange Ave and 
Golden State Blvd.  Work includes disconnecting existing water FACILITIES, connections to new 
water FACILITIES, excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown 
on Drawing UT-C4068. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $46,200 
 

 Subtask W2.24 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place water FACILITIES near Hardy 
Ave and Cedar Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4069. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $57,400 
 

 Subtask W2.25 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES near North Ave and 
Cedar Ave.  FACILITY WORK includes disconnecting existing water FACILITIES, connections to 
new water FACILITIES, excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is 
shown on Drawing UT-C4070. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $77,000 
 

 Subtask W2.26 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and protect in place water FACILITIES near Muscat 
Ave and Cedar Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4070. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $30,750 
 

 Subtask W2.27 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, relocate the water well at Pump Station 162 near 
Muscat Ave and Cedar Ave.  Replacement well site shall be a minimum of 12,000 SF and capable 
of producing an equivalent production yield to the well it is replacing.  FACILITY WORK shall 
include, but not be limited to the following; deactivating existing well site, site selection by the 
City Water Division, test bore and monitoring well to identify potential well yield and water 
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quality, production well drilling, piping and onsite improvement design, and construction, 
inspection and well head treatment if applicable. 
 FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4072. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $1,500,000 
 

 Subtask W2.28 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate water FACILITIES near Central Ave 
and Cedar Ave.  FACILITY WORK includes disconnecting existing water FACILITIES, connections to 
new water FACILITIES, excavation and removal of existing water FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is 
shown on Drawing UT-C4073, UT-C4085 and UT-C4086. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  4 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $369,600. 
 

 Subtask W2.29   
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse the CITY for all costs resulting from plan 
check review, permits, water connection fees, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an 
oversight Quality Assurance capacity only) in accordance with the Master Fee Schedule. 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide Quality Assurance and Quality Control 
for design and construction through project completion and closeout.   
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $900,000 
 
 
 

3. Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between AUTHORITY 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

4. Schedule for FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance 
of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master 
Agreement. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  June 2013 
Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
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PEFORMANCE OF THE FACILITY WORK 

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, CITY, and 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in Appendix C 
– Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

BY CITY:  CITY will review FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable number of 
representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FACILITY WORK is being properly performed by 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction 
services for FACILITY WORK.   

2. Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all the construction services for the FACILITY WORK. The 
construction of FACILITY WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final FACILITY 
PLANS. Deviations from the final FACILITY PLANS may occur only in conformity with the Master 
Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, CITY and AUTHORITY shall each be responsible 
for the cost of the FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the FACILITY WORK 
is $16,227,866. 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and CITY pays 0 % of cost of FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FACILITY WORK. Authorized 
expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

1. For Work by CITY 

CITY’s costs for FACILITY WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of Work,” of the 
Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 4, 
“Performance of Work” and Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 
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2. For Work by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $16,227,866 for the FACILITY WORK 
included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the FACILITY WORK which 
shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated charges 
for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK ORDER to 
incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

CITY shall credit AUTHORITY for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT, salvage value, and accrued 
depreciation on the FACILITIES as required pursuant to the Master Agreement, and pay the 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT constructed by AUTHORITY’S 
CONTRACTOR. 

The FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

CONTACTS 

The contacts for this TASK ORDER will be as follows: 

CITY:  Scott Mozier 

AUTHORITY:  Tony Valdez 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR: 
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Date: July 20, 2012 
CITY: City of Fresno 

Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
COF00003 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for CITY. Each FACILITY that requires 
relocation will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER.  

FACILITY WORK TO BE DONE 

1. Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the FACILITY WORK described herein (FACILITY WORK). 
This TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

2. Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing FACILITIES):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed 
substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 
consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract 
Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L St, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  
CITY will review and approve FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable number of 
representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work. 
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 Subtask F3.01   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate fiber optic FACILITIES near G St and 
Fresno St.  Work includes disconnect, new connections, excavate and remove existing fiber optic 
FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4055. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $286,000 
 

 Subtask F3.02   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate fiber optic FACILITIES near G St and 
Tulare St.  Work includes disconnect, new connections, excavate and remove existing fiber optic 
FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4056. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $200,000 
 

 Subtask F3.03 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and relocate fiber optic FACILITIES along the UPRR 
ROW between Tulare St and Santa Clara St.  Work includes disconnect, new connections, 
excavate and remove existing fiber optic FACILITIES.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-
C4056 and UT-C4057. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  4 Months 
The estimated Value for this FACILITY WORK:  $658,400 
 

 Subtask F3.04   
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse the CITY for all costs resulting from plan 
check review, permits, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an oversight Quality 
Assurance capacity only).  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide Quality 
Assurance and Quality Control for design and construction through project completion and 
closeout.  
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $80,000 
 

 

3. Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between AUTHORITY 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

4. Schedule for FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance 
of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master 
Agreement. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  June 2013 
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Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
 

PEFORMANCE OF THE FACILITY WORK 

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, CITY, and 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in Appendix C 
– Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

BY CITY:  CITY will review FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable number of 
representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FACILITY WORK is being properly performed by 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction 
services for FACILITY WORK.   

2. Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all the construction services for the FACILITY WORK. The 
construction of FACILITY WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final FACILITY 
PLANS. Deviations from the final FACILITY PLANS may occur only in conformity with the Master 
Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, CITY and AUTHORITY shall each be responsible 
for the cost of the FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the FACILITY WORK 
is $1,224,400. 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and CITY pays 0 % of cost of FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FACILITY WORK. Authorized 
expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

1. For Work by CITY 

CITY’s costs for FACILITY WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of Work,” of the 
Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 4, 
“Performance of Work” and Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 
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2. For Work by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $1,224,400 for the FACILITY WORK 
included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the FACILITY WORK which 
shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated charges 
for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK ORDER to 
incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

CITY shall credit AUTHORITY for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT, salvage value, and accrued 
depreciation on the FACILITIES as required pursuant to the Master Agreement, and pay the 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT constructed by AUTHORITY’S 
CONTRACTOR. 

The FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

CONTACTS 

The contacts for this TASK ORDER will be as follows: 

CITY:  Scott Mozier 

AUTHORITY:  Tony Valdez 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR: 
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Date: July 18, 2012 
CITY: City of Fresno 

Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
COF00004 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for CITY. Each FACILITY that requires 
relocation will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER.  

FACILITY WORK TO BE DONE 

1. Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the FACILITY WORK described herein (FACILITY WORK). 
This TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

2. Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing FACILITIES):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed 
substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 
consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract 
Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L St, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  
CITY will review and approve FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable number of 
representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work. 
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 Subtask R4.01   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a double track elevated viaduct, 
retained fill walls on both sides to allow HST to go over Road 33 in Madera County, San Joaquin 
River, Union Pacific Rail Road Tracks, Motel Drive, Golden State Blvd, Katherine Way and 
Herndon Ave in Fresno County and roadway modifications.  Roadway modifications include the 
realignment of NB 99 on ramp, SB 99 off ramp, Golden State Blvd, Katherine Way, and Herndon 
Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing SV1885, SV1886, SV1887, SV1888, SV1889, SV1890, 
SV1891, SV1892, SV1893 and SV1894 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $144,413,567 

 

 Subtask R4.02  
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at Veterans Blvd and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include Veterans Blvd connector and 
realignment of Bullard Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-R1005-GSB, CV-R1013-
GSB, ST-I1024 and ST-I1025.  
Estimated Period of Performance:  30 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $27,783,849 
 

 Subtask R4.03  
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, dewatering, construct a traffic bridge crossing 
over the Herndon Canal adjacent to Barstow Ave and Golden State Blvd. Construction of traffic 
bridge includes PC/PS  box girders, concrete barriers, concrete channel lining, rock slope 
protection, structure approach slab, metal beam guard railing, abutments, CIP/PS concrete slab, 
¾” polyester concrete overlay, PC/PS piles, pile caps and any other facilities required to meet 
the intent of the basis of design.  FACILITY WORK is shown on drawing ST-I1001, ST-I1002 and 
ST-I1003.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $1,238,672 

 

 Subtask R4.04 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at Shaw Ave and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include realignment of Cornelia Ave, 
realignment of Weber Ave, realignment of Mission Ave, realignment of Santa Ana Ave and 
realignment of Jennifer Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-R1009-GSB, CV-R1014-
GSB-A3, CV-R1015-GSB-A3, CV-R1016-GSB-A3, CV-R1017-GSB-A3, CV-R3007-GSB, CV-G1002-
GSB, CV-G1007-A3, CV-G1008-GSB-A3, CV-J1007-GSB-A3, CV-J1018-GSB-A3, CV-J1022-A3, ST-
I1004-A3, ST-I1005-A3, ST-I1006 and ST-I1007 
Estimated Period of Performance:  30 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $26,771,084 

 

 Subtask R4.05 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at Ashlan Ave and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include realignment of Ashlan Ave/ 
Marty Ave and Golden State Blvd/Ashlan Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST-I1008, 
ST-I1009, ST-I1010 and ST-I1011  
Estimated Period of Performance:  30 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $36,093,649 
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 Subtask R4.06 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct roadway modifications in the City of 
Fresno.  Roadway modifications include the realignment of Golden State Blvd between SR 99 on 
Ramp located near Herndon Ave to Ashlan Ave, realignment of Kathryn Way, realignment of 
Bryan Ave, realignment of Bullard Ave, Carnegie Ave closure, realignment of Barstow Ave, 
realignment of Market Ave, realignment of State Ave, realignment of Cornelia Ave, realignment 
of Santa Ana Ave, realignment of Richert Ave, realignment of Swift Ave, realignment of Motel 
Dr.    FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-R1001-GSB-A3, CV-R1002-GSB-A3, CV-R1003-GSB, 
CV-R1004-GSB, CV-R1005-GSB, CV-R1006-GSB,   CV-R1007-GSB, CV-R1008-GSB, CV-R1009-GSB, 
CV-R1010-GSB, CV-R1011-GSB, CV-R1012-GSB, CV-R1013-GSB, CV-R1014-GSB, CV-R1015-GSB,  
CV-R1016-GSB, CV-R1017-GSB, CV-R3001-GSB, CV-R3002, CV-R3010-GSB-A3, CV-R3011-GSB-A3, 
CV-J1002-GSB-A3, CV-J1013-GSB-A3, CB1662 and CB1663.  
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $47,170,000 
 

 Subtask R4.07 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct approximately roadway modifications 
in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include the realignment of Golden State Blvd 
between Ashlan Ave and Belmont Ave, realignment of Valentine Ave, realignment of Parkway 
Dr, realignment of Cortland Ave and Golden State Blvd closure near Roeding Park.    FACILITY 
WORK is shown on DrawingTT-D1006, TT-D1007, TT-D1008, TT-D1009, TT-D1010, TT-D1011, TT-
D1012 and TT-D1013. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $16,072,00 

 

 Subtask R4.08 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at Clinton Ave and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include the realignment of Parkway 
Dr, realignment of Cortland Ave, realignment of Valentine Ave, realignment of Clinton Ave 
Connector, realignment of Vassar Ave, realignment of Weber Ave/Clinton Ave, realignment of 
Woodson Ave, realignment of Pleasant Ave, realignment of Shields Ave, realignment of 
Princeton Ave, realignment of Vassar Ave, realignment of SR 99 SB off ramp, realignment of SR 
99 SB, realignment of SR 99 NB off ramp and realignment of SR 99 NB on ramp.  FACILITY WORK 
is shown on Drawing CV-R1010-R99, CV-R1012-R99, CV-R1013-R99, CV-R1016-R99, CV-R1017-
R99, ST-I1012, ST-I1013, ST-I1014, ST-I1015, ST-I1016, ST-I1017, ST-I1018, ST-I1019 and ST-
I1020. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $42,924,618 
 

 Subtask R4.09 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct an undercrossing at McKinley Ave in the 
City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST-I1021, ST-I1022 and ST-I1023. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $1,687,500 
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 Subtask R4.10 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at McKinley Ave roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include McKinley Ave Connector, 
realignment of Weber Ave, realignment of Golden Sate Blvd and West Ave/McKinley Ave 
intersection.   FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-T1001-A3, CV-T1002-A3, CV-T1003-A3, 
CV-T1004-A3, CV-T1005-A3, CV-T1006-A3 and ST-K1026-A3, CV-T3001-A3, CV-T3002-A3, CV-
T1012-A3. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $16,787,866 
 

 Subtask R4.11 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and construct a bridge at Olive Ave and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include realignment of Golden State 
Blvd, realignment of West Ave, realignment of Brooks Ave, realignment of Weber Ave, 
realignment of Pine Ave, realignment of Olive Ave/Roeding Park entrance, realignment of 
Carruth Ave/Olive Ave and Delno Ave closure.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-T1007, 
CV-T1004-A3, CV-T1006-A3, CV-T1007-A3, CV-T1008-A3, CV-T1012-A3, CV-T3003-A3, CV-T3004-
A3, and ST-K1027-A3. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $19,036,725 
 

 Subtask R4.12 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, remove existing bridge structure and construct a 
bridge at Belmont Ave and roadway modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications 
include Golden State Blvd closure, Harrison Ave closure, Thorne Ave closure, realignment of the 
intersection at Thorne Ave/Weber Ave, realignment of the intersection at Farris Ave/H St, 
realignment of Safford Ave/Belmont Ave, realignment of H St and realignment of Wesley Ave   
FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-T1009-A3, CV-T1010-A3, CV-T1011-A3, CV-T1012-A3, 
CV-T3005-A3, CV-T3006-A3, ST-K1028-A3 and ST-K1029-A3. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  30 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $23,400,088 
 

 Subtask R4.13 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, replace existing box culvert crossing at Thorne 
Ave/ Dry Creek Canal and roadway modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications 
include aprons for new box culvert.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-R1001-THN. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  8 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $801,421 
 

 Subtask R4.14 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct modifications in the City of Fresno.  
Roadway modifications include the realignment of H St, realignment of Roosevelt Ave/ 
Divisadero St, realignment of Divisadero St/H St, realignment of Divisadero/G St and Divisadero 
St Closure. FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-T5001.  
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $4,280,000 
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 Subtask R4.15 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a double track underground trench 
between Olive Ave and Stanislaus Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST-Y1001, ST-
Y1002, ST-Y1003, ST-Y1004, ST-Y1005, ST-Y1006, ST-Y1007, ST-Y1008 and ST-Y1009. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $374,000,000 

 

 Subtask R4.16 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at Stanislaus St and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include new intersection at 
Broadway St and Stanislaus St and F St and Stanislaus St.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing 
TT-D1016, CV-T1013-A3, CV-T1014-A3, CV-T3007-A3, CV-T3008-A3, ST-K1030-A3 and ST-K1031-
A3. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $8,217,365 
 

 Subtask R4.17 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at Tuolumne St and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include new intersection at 
Broadway St and Tuolumne St and F St and Tuolumne St.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing 
TT-D1016, CV-T1013, CV-T1015-A3, CV-T3009-A3, ST-K1032 and ST-K1033. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $7,579,300 

 

 Subtask R4.18 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a pedestrian bridge between Stanislaus 
St and Tuolumne St in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST-K1043-A3 and 
ST-K1044-A3. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  18 Months  
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $2,100,000 

 

 Subtask R4.19 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct an underpass at Fresno St and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include the realignment of the 
intersection at Fresno St/G St and realignment of G St between Merced St to Mariposa St.  
FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-T3011-A3, CV-T1024-A3, CV-T1025-A3, CV-T1026-A3, 
TT-D1016, CV-T1024, ST-K1004 and ST-K1041-A3. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $7,218,492 

 

 Subtask R4.20 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at Tulare St and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include F St closure at Tulare St, 
Kern St closure and remove existing at grade crossing at Kern St and UPRR Crossing.  FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawing CV-T3011-A3, ST-K1034 and ST-K1035. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $14,878,307 
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 Subtask R4.21 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct an underpass at Tulare St and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include a road structure at G St and 
Tulare St, new intersection at H St and Tulare St and F St and Tulare St.  FACILITY WORK is shown 
on Drawing CV-T3011-A3, CV-T1018, ST-K1005, ST-K1006 and ST-K1036. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  18 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $2,672,657 
 
 
 

 Subtask R4.22 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and roadway modifications in the City of Fresno.  
Roadway modifications include Kern St closure and Mono St closure.  FACILITY WORK is shown 
on Drawing TT-D1017. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $1,220,000 

 

 Subtask R4.23 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at Ventura St and road way 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Road modifications include realignment of Broadway 
St/Ventura St and Ventura St/F St.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-T1021, CV-T1027-
A3, CV-T1028-A3, CV-T1029-A3, CV-T3010-A3, CV-T3012-A3, CV-T3013-A3, ST-K1007-A3, ST-
K1008-A3, ST-K1036-A3, ST-K1037 and ST-K1038. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $19,078,991 

 

 Subtask R4.24 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a pedestrian bridge at Ventura St in the 
City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST-K1040. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  18 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $2,100,000 
 

 Subtask R4.25 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct roadway modifications in the City of 
Fresno.  Roadway modifications include the removal of Golden State Blvd Ramps at SR 41, 
California Ave closure, Rail Road Ave closure, Cherry Ave closure and Lorena St closure.  FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawing CB1662, CB1663, TT-D3012, TT-D1018, TT-D1019 and CV-T5005.  
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $8,912,000 

 

 Subtask R4.26 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a double track underground trench 
between Lorena St and Orange Ave and roadway modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway 
modifications include Florence Ave closure, Belgravia Ave closure, East Ave closure and Railroad 
Ave closure.   FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1663, CB1664, CB1665, SV2191, SV2192, 
SV2193, SV2194, SV2195, SV2196, SV2197, SV2198, TT-D1019, TT-D1020, TT-D1021, ST-Y1010, 
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ST-Y1011, ST-Y1012, ST-Y1013, ST-Y1014, ST-Y1015, ST-Y1016, ST-Y1017, CV-T1031, CV-T1032, 
CV-T1033, CV-T1034, CV-T1035, CV-T5006 and CV-T5007. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $317,776,000 
 

 Subtask R4.27 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a double track elevated viaduct, aerial 
steel truss bridges and retained fill walls on both sides to allow HST to go over Golden State 
Blvd, Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad Tracks, Fresno Colony No 24 Canal, Hardy Ave, 
North Ave, Cedar Ave, SR 99, North Central No 26 Canal and Muscat Ave and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include Orange Ave closure and 
Malaga Ave closure.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing SV2201, SV2202, SV2203, SV2204, 
SV2205, SV2206, SV2207, SV2208, CB1665, CB1666, CB1667, CB1668, CB1669, TT-D1021, TT-
D1022, TT-D1023, TT-D1024, TT-D1025, ST-J3012, ST-J3013, ST-J3014, ST-J3015, ST-J1001, ST-
J1002, ST-J1003, ST-J1004, ST-J1005, ST-J1006, ST-J1007, ST-J1008, ST-J1009, CV-T5007 and CV-
T5008 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $89,696,489 
 

 Subtask R4.28 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge and a pedestrian bridge at 
Church Ave and roadway modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include the 
relocation and modification of the existing railroad crossing gates, closure of Railroad Ave, 
realignment of G St, realignment of Golden State Blvd, realignment of Old Church Ave, closure of 
East Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1664, CT1021, TT-D1019, TT-D1020, CV-
T1031, CV-T1032, CV-T1033, CV-T1034, CV-T1035, ST-K1045 and ST-K1046. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $23,180,206 

 

 Subtask R4.29 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at Central Ave and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include a new intersection at Central 
Ave and Cedar Ave.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1669, CT1025, TT-D1025, CV-T1036, 
CV-T1037, CV-T1038, CV-T3013 and ST-K1047. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $18,580,206 

 

 Subtask R4.30 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at American Ave and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include new intersections at 
American Ave and Maple Ave and American Ave and Cedar Ave.  WORK is shown on Drawing 
CB1671, CT1028, TT-D1027, CV-T1039, CV-T1040, CV-T3013 and ST-K1048. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $15,859,955 
 

 Subtask R4.31 
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse the CITY for all costs resulting from plan 
check review, permits, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an oversight Quality 

08/22/2012 ADDENDUM 4 - RFP HSR 11-16

TASK ORDER NO. COF00004 
CHSRP Interaction Removal or Relocation Plan   

  COF - Task Order 4 (Roads) - Add 4.docx 

Assurance capacity only).  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide Quality 
Assurance and Quality Control for design and construction through project completion and 
closeout.  The estimated value does not include plan check review and inspection costs for false 
work since CITY will require AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR to review and certify. 
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $2,000,000 
 
 

3. Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between AUTHORITY 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

4. Schedule for FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance 
of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master 
Agreement. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  June 2013 
Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
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PEFORMANCE OF THE FACILITY WORK 

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, CITY, and 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in Appendix C 
– Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

BY CITY:  CITY will review FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable number of 
representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FACILITY WORK is being properly performed by 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction 
services for FACILITY WORK.   

2. Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all the construction services for the FACILITY WORK. The 
construction of FACILITY WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final FACILITY 
PLANS. Deviations from the final FACILITY PLANS may occur only in conformity with the Master 
Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, CITY and AUTHORITY shall each be responsible 
for the cost of the FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the FACILITY WORK 
is $1,323,471,007. 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and CITY pays 0 % of cost of FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FACILITY WORK. Authorized 
expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

1. For Work by CITY 

CITY’s costs for FACILITY WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of Work,” of the 
Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 4, 
“Performance of Work” and Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 
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2. For Work by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $1,323,471,007 for the FACILITY 
WORK included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the FACILITY WORK which 
shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated charges 
for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK ORDER to 
incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

CITY shall credit AUTHORITY for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT, salvage value, and accrued 
depreciation on the FACILITIES as required pursuant to the Master Agreement, and pay the 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT constructed by AUTHORITY’S 
CONTRACTOR. 

The FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

CONTACTS 

The contacts for this TASK ORDER will be as follows: 

CITY:  Scott Mozier 

AUTHORITY:  Tony Valdez 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR: 
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California High-Speed Rail  

 
Agreement Status 

RFP No.: HSR11-16 
Addendum No. 4 

July 31, 2012 

Entity:  County of Fresno 

Entity Role: The County of Fresno will review and approve Facility Plans and have 
a reasonable number of representatives on site of Project to verify 
that the Facility Work is being properly performed by Authority’s 
Contractor and approve that work. 

Master Agreement: Master Agreement technical review is 100% complete.  County of 
Fresno is conducting final MA legal review. Master Agreement is 
expected to be executed by September 14, 2012.  

Task Orders: Draft Task Order 1 has been prepared and forwarded to the County of 
Fresno for review.  Draft Task Order is pending County of Fresno 
comments  

DISCLAIMER: Because the Master Agreement has not yet been approved by 
the County of Fresno Board of Supervisors, the Authority 
cannot represent that there will be no substantive changes to 
the draft Master Agreement as provided, although the County 
of Fresno staff has reviewed the Master Agreement.  The 
Master Agreement and draft Task Orders are being 
provided for informational purposes only, and the draft Task 
Orders are subject to the express limitations set forth in the 
General Provisions.  

08/22/2012 ADDENDUM 4 - RFP HSR 11-16

TASK ORDER NO. FC00001  
CHSRP Interaction Removal or Relocation Plan   

  FC - Task Order 1 (Roads) - Add 4.docx 

Date: July 19, 2012 
LOCAL AGENCY: The County of Fresno 
Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
FC00001 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for LOCAL AGENCY. Each FACILITY that 
requires relocation will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER.  

FACILITY WORK TO BE DONE 

1. Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the FACILITY WORK described herein (FACILITY WORK). 
This TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

2. Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing Facilities):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed 
substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 
consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract 
Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L St, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  
LOCAL AGENCY will review and approve FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable 
number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work. 
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 Subtask R1.01   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, construct a bridge at American Ave and roadway 
modifications in the City of Fresno.  Roadway modifications include new intersections at 
American Ave and Maple Ave and American Ave and Cedar Ave.  WORK is shown on Drawing 
CB1671, CT1028, TT-D1027, CV-T1039, CV-T1040, CV-T3013 and ST-K1048. 
Period of Performance:  24 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $6,942,966 
 

 Subtask R1.02   
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse the LOCAL AGENCY for all costs resulting 
from plan check review, permits, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an oversight 
Quality Assurance capacity only).  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide 
Quality Assurance and Quality Control for design and construction through project completion 
and closeout.  The estimated value does not include plan review and inspection costs for false 
work since LOCAL AGENCY will require AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR to review and certify. 
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $40,000 
 

 

3. Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between AUTHORITY 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

4. Schedule for FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance 
of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master 
Agreement. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  June 2013 
Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
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PEFORMANCE OF THE FACILITY WORK 

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, LOCAL AGENCY, 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in 
Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

BY LOCAL AGENCY:  LOCAL AGENCY will review FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a 
reasonable number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FACILITY WORK is being 
properly performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction 
services for FACILITY WORK.   

2. Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all the construction services for the FACILITY WORK. The 
construction of FACILITY WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final FACILITY 
PLANS. Deviations from the final FACILITY PLANS may occur only in conformity with the Master 
Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, LOCAL AGENCY and AUTHORITY shall each be 
responsible for the cost of the FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the 
FACILITY WORK is $6,982,966 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and LOCAL AGENCY pays 0 % of cost of FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FACILITY WORK. Authorized 
expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

1. For Work by LOCAL AGENCY 

LOCAL AGENCY’s costs for FACILITY WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of Work,” 
of the Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 
4, “Performance of Work” and Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 
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2. For Work by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $6,982,966 for the FACILITY WORK 
included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the FACILITY WORK which 
shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated charges 
for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK ORDER to 
incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

LOCAL AGENCY shall credit AUTHORITY for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT, salvage value, and 
accrued depreciation on the FACILITIES as required pursuant to the Master Agreement, and pay the 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT constructed by AUTHORITY’S 
CONTRACTOR. 

The FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

CONTACTS 

The contacts for this TASK ORDER will be as follows: 

LOCAL AGENCY:  Alan Weaver 

AUTHORITY:  Tony Valdez 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR: 
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California High-Speed Rail  

 

Agreement Status 

RFP No.:  HSR 11-16 
Addendum No. 4 

July 31, 2012 

Entity:  Fresno Irrigation District 

Entity Role: The Fresno Irrigation District will review and approve Facility Plans 
and have a reasonable number of representatives on site of Project to 
verify that the Facility Work is being properly performed by Authority’s 
Contractor and approve that work. 

aster Agreement: Master Agreement technical review is 100% complete.  The Fresno 
Irrigation District is conducting a final legal review. Master Agreement 
is expected to be executed by September 14, 2012. 

Task Orders: Draft Task Order 1 and 2 has been prepared.  The Fresno Irrigation 
District has provided comments to Draft Task Order 1 and has 
provided no comments to Draft Task Order 2. 

DISCLAIMER: Because the Master Agreement has not yet been approved by 
the Fresno Irrigation District Board of Directors, the 
Authority cannot represent that there will be no substantive 
changes to the draft Master Agreement as provided, although 
the Fresno Irrigation District staff has reviewed the Master 
Agreement.  The Master Agreement and draft Task Orders are 
being provided for informational purposes only, and the draft 
Task Orders are subject to the express limitations set forth in 
the General Provisions. 
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Date: July 18, 2012 
Local Agency: Fresno Irrigation District 

Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
FID00001 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Master Agreement Regarding High Speed Rail Crossings 
of Fresno Irrigation District Facilities dated ______, 2012. The purpose of this TASK ORDER is to 
authorize the FACILITY WORK for FID. Each FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be handled under a 
separate subtask of this TASK ORDER.  
 
 

FACILITY WORK TO BE DONE 

1. MASTER AGREEMENT 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the FID FACILITY WORK described herein. This TASK 
ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FID FACILITY WORK; accordingly, 
the MASTER AGREEMENT and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK ORDER by this 
reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the definitions set 
forth in the MASTER AGREEMENT. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are incorporated 
herein by such reference. All FID FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the MASTER AGREEMENT and, in the event of any inconsistency between the 
provisions of this TASK ORDER and the MASTER AGREEMENT, the provisions of the MASTER 
AGREEMENT shall prevail unless expressly provided otherwise. 

2. Scope of Work 

Each separate FID FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing Facilities):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the RELOCATION of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed 
substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 
consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract 
Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L St, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for FID FACILITY 
WORK.  FID will review and approve FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable 
number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the FID FACILITY WORK is being 
properly performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work. 
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 Subtask I1.01   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering, 
removal and disposal of the existing Herndon Canal bridge crossing.  Construct a rail bridge 
crossing over the Herndon Canal adjacent to Barstow Ave and Golden State Blvd.  Construction 
of rail bridge includes PC/PS  box girders, concrete channel lining, rock slope protection, parapet 
wall barriers, CIDH concrete piles, pile caps, waterproofing membrane, drilled shafts, drains and 
any other facilities required to meet the intent of the basis of design.  FID FACILITY WORK is 
shown on drawing ST-K1001, ST-K1002 and ST-K1003.   

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $1,205,584 

 

 Subtask I1.02  
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
construct a traffic bridge crossing over the Herndon Canal adjacent to Barstow Ave and Golden 
State Blvd. Construction of traffic bridge includes PC/PS  box girders, concrete barriers, concrete 
channel lining, rock slope protection, structure approach slab, metal beam guard railing, 
abutments, CIP/PS concrete slab, ¾” polyester concrete overlay, PC/PS piles, pile caps and any 
other facilities required to meet the intent of the basis of design.  FID FACILITY WORK is shown 
on drawing TT-3002, TT-D1002, ST-K1001, ST-K1002, ST-K1003, ST-I1001, ST-I1002, ST-I2003, CV-
R1007-GSB, CV-G1006-GSB, UT-C4010 and CV-G1002.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.    
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $1,094,672 
 

 Subtask I1.03  
Scope:  Deign, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering, 
removal and relocation of irrigation FACILITIES at the Lisenby No 45 facility near Shaw Ave and 
Golden State Blvd.  Irrigation FACILITIES include RGRCP ASTM C-361, casings, stand -pipes, 
concrete boxes, gates, metal covers, vents and other connections that are required to complete 
the work in accordance with FID standards.  FID FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-G1009-
GSB, CV-R1009-GSB, CV-G1010-R99 and UT-C4015. 

Estimated Period of Performance:   During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.       
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $1,383,216. 
 

 Subtask I1.04   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering, 
remove and relocate irrigation FACILITIES near Dakota and Hwy 99.  Irrigation FACILITIES include 
RGRCP ASTM C-361, casings, stand-pipes, concrete boxes, gates, metal covers, vents and other 
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connections that are required to complete the work in accordance with FID standards.  FID 
FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawings CV-41009-R99, CV-G1010-R99, CV-G1009-R99, CV-1017-
R99, CV-G1007, CV-R1017-R99, UT-C4019, UT-C4020 and C4033. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.    An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $776,820. 
 

 Subtask I1.05   
Scope:  Design secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
remove and relocate irrigation FACILITIES at the Victoria Colony No 43 facility near Dakota and 
Hwy 99.  Irrigation FACILITIES include RGRCP ASTM C-361, stand-pipes, concrete boxes, gates, 
metal covers, vents and other connections that are required to complete the work in 
accordance with FID standards.  FID FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawings CV-41009-R99, CV-
G1010-R99, CV-G1009-R99, CV-1017-R99, CV-G1007, CV-R1017-R99, UT-C4019, UT-C4020 and 
UT-C4033. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.    An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $191,420. 

 

 Subtask I1.06:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control and relocation 
of irrigation FACILITIES at the Tracy No 44 facility near Dakota and Hwy 99.  Irrigation FACILITIES 
include RGRCP ASTM C-361, stand-pipes, concrete boxes, gates, metal covers, vents and other 
connections that are required to complete the work in accordance with FID standards.  FID 
FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4019. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month   
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $225,599. 
 

 Subtask I1.07:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, removal, cap and dispose of 
irrigation FACILITIES at Cole West Branch No 40 facility near Clinton and Hwy 99.  FID FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawings CV-G1004-R99, CV-G1004A-R99, CV-G1012-R99, CV-G1013-R99, 
UT-C4024 and CV-G1009. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.    An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $1,081,250. 
 

 Subtask I1.08:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering, 
removal and relocation of irrigation FACILITIES at Cole South Branch No 40 facility near Pine Ave 
and Golden State Blvd.  Irrigation FACILITIES include RGRCP ASTM C-361, stand-pipes, concrete 
boxes, gates, metal covers, vents and other connections that are required to complete the work 
in accordance with FID standards. FID FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4038. 
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Estimated Period of Performance: During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $217,710     
 

 Subtask I1.09:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering, 
construct a canal culvert at Dry Creek No 75 facility near H St and Hwy 180 to allow HST to go 
underneath this facility as well as remove and replace in-kind the culvert at Thorne Avenue near 
the intersection of Divisadero Street and Thorne Avenue.  Construction of canal culvert shall 
include shoring, separation layer, inlet and outlet structures which include a slot for “stop 
planks”, access roads and any other facilities required to meet the basis of design.  FID FACILITY 
WORK is shown on Drawing CV-R1001-THN, TT-D3007, TT-D1014, ST-Y3003, ST-Y1006, UT-
C4053, CV-G1014. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.   An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.      
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $593,875. 
 

 Subtask I1.10:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering, 
remove and replace in-kind the culvert at Thorne Avenue near the intersection of Divisadero 
Street and Thorne Avenue.  Construction of canal culvert shall include shoring, separation layer, 
inlet and outlet structures which include a slot for “stop planks”, access roads and any other 
facilities required to meet the basis of design.  FID FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CV-
R1001-THN, TT-D3007, TT-D1014, ST-Y3003, ST-Y1006, UT-C4053, CV-G1014. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.   An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.      
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $483,421. 
 

 Subtask I1.11: 
Scope:  Design, secure proper permit, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
to construct/install a travelling water screen and related structures or appurtenances to the 
Herndon Canal at a location within the existing FID easement or ROW footprint upstream East of 
UPRR ROW.  Design and technical specification of the travelling water screen shall conform to 
FID standard. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the above 
construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between Authority’s 
Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FID FACILITY WORK is $500,000 
 

 Subtask I1.12:  
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse FID for all costs resulting from plan check 
review, permits, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an oversight Quality Assurance 
capacity only).  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide Quality Assurance and 
Quality Control for design and construction through project completion and closeout.   
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Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $220,000 

 

3. Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FID FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between 
AUTHORITY and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, all FID FACILITY WORK 
must be completed prior to the commencement of FID’s irrigation season unless  
FID-approved full bypass facilities are timely constructed to convey the irrigation water that would 

otherwise flow through the FID FACILITY in question. FID will determine the minimum flow rate if a 
bypass is required 

4. Schedule for FID FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. All construction must occur outside of FID’s irrigation season.  The permitted 
construction window is typically October 1 through February 22, however it is determined each year by 

the FID Board of Directors based on hydrologic conditions.  An exception to the above construction 
window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between Authority’s Contractor and 
FID.   AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance of the final 
design for such work in accordance with Appendix A – Design Build Procedures of the MASTER 
AGREEMENT. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  The permitted construction window is 

typically October 1 through February 22, however 
it is determined each year by the FID Board of 

Directors based on hydrologic conditions.  An 
exception to the above construction window 
requirement can only occur by mutual 
agreement between Authority’s Contractor 
and FID.  ) 

Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
 

PERFORMANCE OF THE FID FACILITY WORK.  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall perform all 
design and construction services for FID FACILITY WORK.   

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Exhibit A– Design Build Procedures of the 
MASTER AGREEMENT) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal 
of the PROJECT plans. All plans for FID FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, FID, and 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in Exhibit A – 
Design Build Procedures of the MASTER AGREEMENT.  FID will be entitled to have a reasonable 
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number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FID FACILITY WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR in accordance with the PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. 

       2.  Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all FID FACILITY WORK in substantially and material compliance 
with the final PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. Deviations from the final PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS may 
occur only in conformity with the MASTER AGREEMENT.  FID FACILITY WORK shall not be deemed 
complete until accepted by FID as provided in Section 3.7 of the MASTER AGREEMENT as subject to 
LOCAL AGENCY approval. 

LIABILITY FOR THE COST OF THE WORK 

In accordance with Article III of the MASTER AGREEMENT, FID and AUTHORITY shall each be responsible 
for the cost of the FID FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the FID FACILITY 
WORK is $7,973,567 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and FID pays 0 % of cost of FID FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FID FACILITY WORK. 
Authorized expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the MASTER AGREEMENT. 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $7,973,567 for the FID FACILITY 
WORK included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the FID FACILITY WORK 
which shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated 
charges for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK 
ORDER to incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

CREDITS TO AUTHORITY FOR CERTAIN COSTS 

FID shall credit AUTHORITY for BETTERMENT and other costs as provided in Section 3.17 of the MASTER 
AGREEMENT, and pay the AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for such costs (if any) as provided in Section 3.18 
of the MASTER AGREEMENT. 

The FID FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT or other credits 
described in Section 3.17 of the MASTER AGREEMENT. 

CONTACTS 

The contacts for this TASK ORDER will be as follows: 

FID:  William R. Stretch 

AUTHORITY:  Tony Valdez 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR: 
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Date: July 18, 2012 
Local Agency: Fresno Irrigation District 

Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
FID00002 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Master Agreement Regarding High Speed Rail Crossings 
of Fresno Irrigation District Facilities dated ______, 2012. The purpose of this TASK ORDER is to 
authorize the FACILITY WORK for FID. Each FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be handled under a 
separate subtask of this TASK ORDER.  
 
 

FACILITY WORK TO BE DONE 

1. MASTER AGREEMENT 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the FID FACILITY WORK described herein. This TASK 
ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FID FACILITY WORK; accordingly, 
the MASTER AGREEMENT and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK ORDER by this 
reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the definitions set 
forth in the MASTER AGREEMENT. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are incorporated 
herein by such reference. All FID FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the MASTER AGREEMENT and, in the event of any inconsistency between the 
provisions of this TASK ORDER and the MASTER AGREEMENT, the provisions of the MASTER 
AGREEMENT shall prevail unless expressly provided otherwise. 

2. Scope of Work 

Each separate FID FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing Facilities):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the RELOCATION of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed 
substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 
consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract 
Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L St, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for FID FACILITY 
WORK.  FID will review and approve FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable 
number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the FID FACILITY WORK is being 
properly performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work. 
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 Subtask I2.01:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
remove and relocation irrigation facilities within an RCP casing at Braly No 14 facility near 
California Ave and Cherry Ave.  Irrigation FACILITIES include RGRCP ASTM C-361, stand-pipes, 
concrete boxes, gates, metal covers, vents and other connections that are required to complete 
the work in accordance with FID standards.  FACILITY WORK is shown in UT-C4061. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $480,600. 

 

 Subtask I2.02:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering 
realign existing Fresno Colony No 24 facility near Golden State Blvd & Cedar Ave to clear viaduct 
columns.  Irrigation FACILITIES include RGRCP ASTM C-361, stand-pipes, concrete boxes, gates, 
metal covers, vents and other connections that are required to complete the work in 
accordance with FID standards.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing TT-D1022, ST-J1002, ST-
J1003, CV-G1022 and UT-C4068. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $476,000 
 

 Subtask I2.03:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
protect in place existing North Central No 26 facility near Cedar Ave and SR 99.  Irrigation 
FACILITIES include RGRCP ASTM C-361, stand-pipes, concrete boxes, gates, metal covers, vents 
and other connections that are required to complete the work in accordance with FID standards.  
FACILITY WORK is shown in Drawing TT-D1024, ST-J1007 and CV-G1024. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $483,421 
 

 Subtask I2.04:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
construct a culvert at Central No 23 facility adjacent to the Central Ave roadway structure and 
construct a separate culvert at the North Central No 26 Canal at the intersection of Cedar Ave 
and Central Ave.  Irrigation FACILITIES include RGRCP ASTM C-361, stand-pipes, concrete boxes, 
gates, metal covers, vents and other connections that are required to complete the work in 
accordance with FID standards.  FACILITY WORK is shown in Drawing ST-J3017, ST-J1010, CV-
T1036, ST-K1047 and CV-G1025. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
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The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $966,842. 
 

 Subtask I2.05:   
Scope:  Design, secure proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
construct a culvert at Viau No 25 facility near Malaga and Cedar Ave to allow HST to cross this 
existing facility.  Irrigation FACILITIES include RGRCP ASTM C-361, stand-pipes, concrete boxes, 
gates, metal covers, vents and other connections that are required to complete the work in 
accordance with FID standards.  FACILITY WORK is shown in Drawings TT-D1026, ST-J3017 and 
CV-G1026. 

Estimated Period of Performance:  During the non-irrigation season.  An exception to the 
above construction window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between 
Authority’s Contractor and FID.   
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $560,000. 

 

 Subtask I2.06:  
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse FID for all costs resulting from plan check 
review, permits, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an oversight Quality Assurance 
capacity only).  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide Quality Assurance and 
Quality Control for design and construction through project completion and closeout.   
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $100,000 

 

3. Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FID FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between 
AUTHORITY and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, all FID FACILITY WORK 
must be completed prior to the commencement of FID’s irrigation season unless  
FID-approved full bypass facilities are timely constructed to convey the irrigation water that would 

otherwise flow through the FID FACILITY in question. FID will determine the minimum flow rate if a 
bypass is required 

4. Schedule for FID FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. All construction must occur outside of FID’s irrigation season.  The permitted 
construction window is typically October 1 through February 22, however it is determined each year by 

the FID Board of Directors based on hydrologic conditions.  An exception to the above construction 
window requirement can only occur by mutual agreement between Authority’s Contractor and 
FID.   AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance of the final 
design for such work in accordance with Appendix A – Design Build Procedures of the MASTER 
AGREEMENT. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  The permitted construction window is 

typically October 1 through February 22, however 
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it is determined each year by the FID Board of 

Directors based on hydrologic conditions.  An 
exception to the above construction window 
requirement can only occur by mutual 
agreement between Authority’s Contractor 
and FID.  ) 

Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
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PERFORMANCE OF THE FID FACILITY WORK.  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall perform all 
design and construction services for FID FACILITY WORK.   

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Exhibit A– Design Build Procedures of the 
MASTER AGREEMENT) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal 
of the PROJECT plans. All plans for FID FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, FID, and 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in Exhibit A – 
Design Build Procedures of the MASTER AGREEMENT.  FID will be entitled to have a reasonable 
number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FID FACILITY WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR in accordance with the PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. 

       2.  Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all FID FACILITY WORK in substantially and material compliance 
with the final PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. Deviations from the final PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS may 
occur only in conformity with the MASTER AGREEMENT.  FID FACILITY WORK shall not be deemed 
complete until accepted by FID as provided in Section 3.7 of the MASTER AGREEMENT as subject to 
LOCAL AGENCY approval. 

LIABILITY FOR THE COST OF THE WORK 

In accordance with Article III of the MASTER AGREEMENT, FID and AUTHORITY shall each be responsible 
for the cost of the FID FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the FID FACILITY 
WORK is $3,066,863. 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and FID pays 0 % of cost of FID FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FID FACILITY WORK. 
Authorized expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the MASTER AGREEMENT. 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $3,066,863 for the FID FACILITY 
WORK included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the FID FACILITY WORK 
which shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated 
charges for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK 
ORDER to incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

CREDITS TO AUTHORITY FOR CERTAIN COSTS 

FID shall credit AUTHORITY for BETTERMENT and other costs as provided in Section 3.17 of the MASTER 
AGREEMENT, and pay the AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for such costs (if any) as provided in Section 3.18 
of the MASTER AGREEMENT. 

The FID FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT or other credits 
described in Section 3.17 of the MASTER AGREEMENT. 

CONTACTS 
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California High-Speed Rail  

 

Agreement Status 

RFP No.:  HSR 11-16 
Addendum No. 4 

July 31, 2012 

Entity:  The County of Madera 

Entity Role: The County of Madera will review and approve Facility Plans and have 
a reasonable number of representatives on site of Project to verify 
that the Facility Work is being properly performed by Authority’s 
Contractor and approve that work. 

Master Agreement: Master Agreement technical review is 100% complete.  Legal Review 
is 100% complete.   The County of Madera will present Master 
Agreement to their Board of Supervisors for approval on the July 24, 
2012 Board Meeting.  Master Agreement is expected to be executed 
by August 12, 2012. 

Task Orders: Draft Task Order 1 has been prepared.  County of Madera has not 
provided comments to Draft Task Order 1. 

DISCLAIMER: Because the Master Agreement has not yet been approved by 
the County of Madera Board of Supervisors, the Authority 
cannot represent that there will be no substantive changes to 
the draft Master Agreement as provided, although the County 
of Madera staff has reviewed and approved the Master 
Agreement.  The Master Agreement and draft Task Orders are 
being provided for informational purposes only, and the draft 
Task Orders are subject to the express limitations set forth in 
the General Provisions.  
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Date: July 20, 2012 
LOCAL AGENCY: The County of Madera 
Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
MC00001 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for LOCAL AGENCY. Each FACILITY that 
requires relocation will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER.  

FACILITY WORK TO BE DONE 

1. Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the FACILITY WORK described herein (FACILITY WORK). 
This TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

2. Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing Facilities):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed 
substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 
consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract 
Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L St, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  
LOCAL AGENCY will review and approve FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable 
number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work. 
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 Subtask R1.01   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control and construct an elevated structure and retaining 
walls to allow HST to go over Raymond Rd, Fresno River, SR 145 and Main Canal within Madera 
County and roadway modifications.  Roadway modifications includes the closure of Watson St 
and Ave 15 ¾.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing SV2000, SV2001, SV2002, SV2003, SV2004, 
SV2005, T1115-A and T1116-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  30 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $45,547,454 
 

 Subtask R1.02  
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a grade separation and roadway 
modifications at Ave 15 ½ in Madera County.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST1007 and 
T1116-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $5,110,206 
 

 Subtask R1.03:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a grade separation and roadway 
modifications at Ave 15 in Madera County.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST1006 and 
T1117-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $4,487,226 

 

 Subtask R1.04:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a grade separation and roadway 
modifications at Ave 13 in Madera County.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST1005, 
ST1005A and T1119-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  13 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $5,647,686 

 

 Subtask R1.05:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a grade separation and roadway 
modifications at Ave 12 in Madera County.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST1004 and 
T1120-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  16 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $6,016,866 
 

 Subtask R1.06:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a grade separation and roadway 
modifications at Ave 11 in Madera County.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST1003 and 
T1121-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $5,352,846 

 

 Subtask R1.07:   
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Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a grade separation and roadway 
modifications at Ave 10 in Madera County.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST1002 and 
T1122-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  16 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $6,755,226 
 

 Subtask R1.08:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a grade separation and roadway 
modifications at Ave 9 in Madera County.  Roadway Modifications include the closure of Road 
32 adjacent to Ave 9.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST1001 and T1123-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  14 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $5,890,866 
 

 Subtask R1.09:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a grade separation and roadway 
modifications at Ave 8 in Madera County.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST1000 and 
T1124-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $5,359,146. 

 

 Subtask R1.10:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a grade separation and roadway 
modifications at Ave 7 in Madera County.  Roadway modifications include the reconfiguration of 
Road 33 adjacent to Ave 7.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing ST1070 and T1125-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  16 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $6,949,266 
 

 Subtask R1.11:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, traffic control, and construct a culvert to allow HST to go over 
Cotton Wood Creek near Ave 13 in Madera County.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing 
T1118-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $1,500,000. 
 

 Subtask R1.12:  
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse the LOCAL AGENCY for all costs resulting 
from plan check review, permits, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an oversight 
Quality Assurance capacity only).  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide 
Quality Assurance and Quality Control for design and construction through project completion 
and closeout.  The estimated value does not include plan review and inspection costs for false 
work since LOCAL AGENCY will require AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR to review and certify. 
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $517,000 
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3. Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between AUTHORITY 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

4. Schedule for FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance 
of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master 
Agreement. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  June 2013 
Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
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PEFORMANCE OF THE FACILITY WORK 

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, LOCAL AGENCY, 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in 
Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

BY LOCAL AGENCY:  LOCAL AGENCY will review FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a 
reasonable number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FACILITY WORK is being 
properly performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction 
services for FACILITY WORK.   

2. Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all the construction services for the FACILITY WORK. The 
construction of FACILITY WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final FACILITY 
PLANS. Deviations from the final FACILITY PLANS may occur only in conformity with the Master 
Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, LOCAL AGENCY and AUTHORITY shall each be 
responsible for the cost of the FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the 
FACILITY WORK is $99,133,788. 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and LOCAL AGENCY pays 0 % of cost of FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FACILITY WORK. Authorized 
expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

1. For Work by LOCAL AGENCY 

LOCAL AGENCY’s costs for FACILITY WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of Work,” 
of the Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 
4, “Performance of Work” and Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 
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2. For Work by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $99,133,788 for the FACILITY WORK 
included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the FACILITY WORK which 
shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated charges 
for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK ORDER to 
incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

LOCAL AGENCY shall credit AUTHORITY for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT, salvage value, and 
accrued depreciation on the FACILITIES as required pursuant to the Master Agreement, and pay the 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT constructed by AUTHORITY’S 
CONTRACTOR. 

The FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

CONTACTS 

The contacts for this TASK ORDER will be as follows: 

LOCAL AGENCY:  Johannes Hoevertsz 

AUTHORITY:  Tony Valdez 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR: 
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California High-Speed Rail  

 

Agreement Status 

RFP No.:  HSR 11-16 
Addendum No. 4 

July 31, 2012 

Entity:  Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 

Entity Role: Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) will review and 
approve Facility Plans and have a reasonable number of 
representatives on site of Project to verify that the Facility Work is 
being properly performed by Authority’s Contractor and approve that 
work. 

Master Agreement: Master Agreement technical review is 100% complete.  Legal 
Review is 100% complete.  FMFCD has signed agreement and is 
pending Authority signature. Master Agreement is expected to 
be executed by August 15, 2012. 

Task Orders: Draft Task Order 1 has been prepared.  FMFCD has not 
provided comments to Draft Task Order 1. 

DISCLAIMER: Because the Master Agreement has not yet been executed, 
the Authority cannot represent that there will be no 
substantive changes to the draft Master Agreement as 
provided, although the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control 
District staff has reviewed and approved the Master 
Agreement.  The Master Agreement and draft Task Orders are 
being provided for informational purposes only, and the draft 
Task Orders are subject to the express limitations set forth in 
the General Provisions. 
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Date: July 18, 2012 
DISTRICT: Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 

Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
SD00001 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the STORM DRAIN WORK for DISTRICT. Each STORM 
DRAINAGE FACILITY that requires relocation will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK 
ORDER.  

STORM DRAIN WORK TO BE DONE 

1. Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the STORM DRAIN WORK described herein (STORM 
DRAIN WORK). This TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the STORM 
DRAIN WORK; accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into 
this TASK ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall 
have the definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER 
are incorporated herein by such reference. All STORM DRAIN WORK shall be performed in accordance 
with the requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the 
provisions of this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall 
prevail. 

2. Scope of Work 

STORM DRAIN WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  
Each separate STORM DRAINAGE FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this 
TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing Facilities):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the relocation of STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall 
be performed substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-
RFP No. 11-16 consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and 
Contract Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L St, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for STORM DRAIN 
WORK.  DISTRICT will review and approve STORM DRAIN PLANS and be entitled to have a 
reasonable number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the STORM DRAIN 
WORK is being properly performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work. 
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 Subtask SD1.01   
Scope:  Design, secure permits and relocate STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES from the existing 
Golden State Blvd to the new Golden State Blvd.  Work includes removal of existing STORM 
DRAINAGE FACILITIES.  Existing STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES are shown on Drawing UT-C4001 
and will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
Estimated Value:  $531,732 
 

 Subtask SD1.02  
Scope:  Design, secure permits and relocate Basin EH to accommodate Golden State Boulevard 
re-alignment.  Relocation must provide a minimum storage capacity of 248.0 ac-ft with a 
potential to provide 252.5 ac–ft, based on FMFCD preliminary basin design.  Storm Drainage 
Basin EH is shown on Drawing UT-C4002 and UT-C4003 and will be completed in accordance 
with FMFCD standards.  STORM DRAIN WORK includes coordinate design and relocation with 
future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $772,000. 
 

 Subtask SD1.03:   
Design, secure permits, furnish and install RCP casing for future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.   
STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4006 and will be completed in accordance with 
FMFCD standards.  Work also includes coordinate design and relocation with future STORM 
DRAINAGE FACILITIES.       
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $288,000. 

 

 Subtask SD1.04:   
Design, secure permits, furnish and install RCP casing for future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.  
STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4007 and will be completed in accordance with 
FMFCD standards.  STORM DRAIN WORK includes coordinate design and relocation with future 
STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $260,000. 

 

 Subtask SD1.05:   
Design, secure permits, furnish and install RCP casing for future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.  
STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4007 and will be completed in accordance with 
FMFCD standards.  STORM DRAIN WORK includes coordinate design and relocation with future 
STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months 
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $260,000. 
 

 Subtask SD1.06:   
Design, secure permits, furnish and install casing for future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.  
STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4008 and will be completed in accordance with 
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FMFCD standards.  STORM DRAIN WORK includes coordinate design and relocation with future 
STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $242,000. 

 

 Subtask SD1.07:   
Design, secure permits, furnish and install STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES including storm drain 
inlets, RCP casing and removal of existing STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES including storm drain 
inlets.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4010 and will be completed in 
accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $291,576. 
 

 Subtask SD1.08:   
Design, secure permits and reconstruct STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES in an RCP casing and 
removal of remaining STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES. STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing 
UT-C4012 and will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $360,000. 
 

 Subtask SD1.09:   
Design, secure permits, furnish and install an RCP casing for future STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4014 and will be completed in 
accordance with FMFCD standards. STORM DRAIN WORK includes coordinate design and 
relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.     
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months    
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $235,000. 

 

 Subtask SD1.10:   
Design, secure permits and reconstruct STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES in an RCP casing and 
removal of remaining STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing 
UT-C4014 and will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $260,000. 

 

 Subtask SD1.11:   
Design, secure permits and remove STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES, including storm drain man 
holes and drain inlets from the existing Golden State Blvd. Install STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES, 
including manholes and drain inlets to the new Golden State Blvd.  STORM DRAIN WORK is 
shown on Drawing UT-C4016 and UT-C4017 and will be completed in accordance with FMFCD 
standards.     
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $358,949. 

 

 Subtask SD1.12:   
Design, secure permits, furnish and install steel casing for future 18” STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4017and will be completed in 
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accordance with FMFCD standards.   STORM DRAIN WORK includes coordinate design and 
relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.     
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $235,000. 

 

 Subtask SD1.13:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, protect in place STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES. STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4030 and UT-C4032 and will be 
completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $222,908. 
 

 Subtask SD1.14:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, remove STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES, including storm drain man holes and storm drain inlets from the existing McKinley 
Ave and Motel Dr. Install STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES, including manholes and storm drain 
inlets to the proposed McKinley Ave, McKinley Connector and Golden State Blvd.  STORM DRAIN 
WORK includes coordinate design and relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.     
STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4036, UT-C4037, UT-C4046 and UT-C4047 and 
will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $1,433,752. 

 

 Subtask SD1.15:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, remove STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES, including storm drain man holes and storm drain inlets from existing Olive Ave. 
Install STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES, including manholes and storm drain inlets to the proposed 
Olive Ave.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4039, UT-C4048 and UT-C4049 and 
will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  3 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $1,529,743. 
 

 Subtask SD1.16:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, remove STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES 
including storm drain manholes, storm drain manholes, storm drain inlets, junction boxes, outlet 
structures and rock energy dissipaters from existing Belmont Ave, Golden State Ave, Weber Ave, 
adjacent streets and basins.  Furnish and Install STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES including storm 
drain manholes, storm drain inlets, junction boxes, outlet structures and rock energy dissipaters 
at proposed Belmont Ave, Weber Ave, adjacent streets and storm drain basin. STORM DRAIN 
WORK includes coordinate design and relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.   
STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4041, UT-C4042 and UT-C4052 and will be 
completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  18 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $5,738,993. 
 
Subtask SD1.17:    
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, remove STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES 
including storm drain manholes and storm drain inlets adjacent to Dry Creek Canal, SR 180 and 
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Roosevelt Ave.  Furnish and Install STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES including storm drain manholes 
and storm drain inlets adjacent to Dry Creek Canal, SR 180 and Roosevelt Ave. STORM DRAIN 
WORK includes coordinate design and relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.  
STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4043, UT-C4044 and UT-C4053 and will be 
completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $937,136. 
 

 Subtask SD1.18:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, remove STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES 
including storm drain manholes and storm drain inlets from existing Divisadero St. STORM 
DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4044 and will be completed in accordance with FMFCD 
standards.    
Estimated Period of Performance: 2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $34,453. 
 

 Subtask SD1.19:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, protect in place STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES from existing Stanislaus St and G Street.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing 
UT-C4054 and will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  9 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $64,144. 

 

 Subtask SD1.20:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, protect in place STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES at G St and Stanislaus St.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4054 and 
will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.     
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $69,616. 
 

 Subtask SD1.21:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, protect in place STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES at G St and Fresno St.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4055 and will 
be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $41,116. 
 

 Subtask SD1.22:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, remove, relocate and protect in place 
STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES near Tulare St and G St.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on 
Drawing UT-C4056 and will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  4 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $1,037,975. 
 

 Subtask SD1.23:   
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Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, protect in place STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES near Inyo St and G St.  STORM WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4056 and will be 
completed in accordance with FMFCD standards. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  2 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $35,112. 
 

 Subtask SD1.24:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, protect in place STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES near G St and Ventura St.  STORM WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4057 and will be 
completed in accordance with FMFCD standards. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $129,200. 

 

 Subtask SD1.25:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering, remove and relocate STORM 
DRAINAGE FACILITIES near H St and Ventura St.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-
C4059 and will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $691,306 
 

 Subtask SD1.26:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering and relocate STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES near Railroad Ave and Florence Ave.  Protect in place STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES 
near California Ave and Railroad Ave.  Coordinate Design and Relocation with future STORM 
DRAINAGE FACILITIES.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4060, UT-C4061 and UT-
C4062 and will be completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $1,108,836 
 

 Subtask SD1.27:   
Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering remove and relocate STORM 
DRAINAGE FACILITIES near Railroad Ave near Church Ave and East Ave.  Coordinate Design and 
Relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on 
Drawing UT-C4063, UT-C4064, UT-C4065, UT-C4081 and UT-C4083 and will be completed in 
accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  8 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $2,432,700 
 

 Subtask SD1.28:   
Design, secure permits, traffic control and coordinate relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES near Jensen Ave and Railroad Ave.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-
C4066.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $5,000 
 

 Subtask SD1.29:   
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Design, secure proper permits, traffic control, dewatering and relocate STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES near Cedar Ave and Golden State Blvd.  Coordinate design and relocation with future 
STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4068 and will be 
completed in accordance with FMFCD standards.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $649,900 

 
 Subtask SD1.30:   

Design, secure permits, traffic control and coordinate relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES near North Ave and Cedar Ave.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4070 
and UT-C4071.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $15,000 

 
 Subtask SD1.31:   

Design, secure permits, traffic control and coordinate relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES near North Ave and Cedar Ave.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4073, 
UT-C4074, UT-C4085 and UT-C4086.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $30,000 
 

 Subtask SD1.32:   
Design, secure permits, traffic control and coordinate relocation with future STORM DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES near North Ave and Cedar Ave.  STORM DRAIN WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4078.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  1 Month     
The estimated value for this STORM DRAIN WORK is $20,000 
 

 Subtask SD1.33:  
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse DISTRICT for all costs resulting from plan 
check review, permits, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an oversight Quality 
Assurance capacity only).  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide Quality 
Assurance and Quality Control for design and construction through project completion and 
closeout.   
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $330,000 

 

 Subtask SD1.34:  
Scope:  The AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall (i) execute and comply with and (ii) pay or cause to 
be paid to DISTRICT drainage fees in accordance with the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control 
District Drainage Facility Project Agreement attached to the Master Agreement as Appendix.  
Those drainage fees are intended to compensate DISTRICT for the cost of its perpetually 
accepting the stormwater runoff from the PROJECT into Storm Drainage Facilities 
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $2,730,000 
 

 Subtask SD1.35:  
Scope:  The AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall (i) execute and comply with and (ii) pay or cause to 
be paid to DISTRICT NCF fees in accordance with the DISTRICT’S NON CONFORMING FACILITIES 
Policy.   
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Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $200,000 
 

 
Deadlines for the completion of STORM DRAIN WORK are provided for in the contract between 
AUTHORITY and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

3. Schedule for STORM DRAIN WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance 
of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master 
Agreement. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  June 2013 
Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
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PEFORMANCE OF THE STORM DRAIN WORK 

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for STORM DRAIN WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, DISTRICT, 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in 
Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

BY DISTRICT:  DISTRICT will review STORM DRAIN PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable 
number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the STORM DRAIN WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction 
services for STORM DRAIN WORK.   

2. Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all the construction services for the STORM DRAIN WORK. The 
construction of STORM DRAIN WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final 
STORM DRAIN PLANS. Deviations from the final STORM DRAIN PLANS may occur only in conformity with 
the Master Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, DISTRICT and AUTHORITY shall each be 
responsible for the cost of the STORM DRAIN WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the 
STORM DRAIN WORK is $22,881,087 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and DISTRICT pays 0 % of cost of STORM DRAIN WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the STORM DRAIN WORK. 
Authorized expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

1. For Work by DISTRICT 

DISTRICT’s costs for STORM DRAIN WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of Work,” 
of the Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 
4, “Performance of Work” and Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 
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2. For Work by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $22,881,087 for the STORM DRAIN 
WORK included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the STORM DRAIN WORK 
which shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated 
charges for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK 
ORDER to incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

DISTRICT shall credit AUTHORITY for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT, salvage value, and accrued 
depreciation on the FACILITIES as required pursuant to the Master Agreement, and pay the 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT constructed by AUTHORITY’S 
CONTRACTOR. 

The STORM DRAIN WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

CONTACTS 

The contacts for this TASK ORDER will be as follows: 

DISTRICT:  Jerry Lakeman 

AUTHORITY:  Tony Valdez 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR: 
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California High-Speed Rail  

 

Agreement Status 

Entity:  Madera Irrigation District 

Entity Role: The Madera Irrigation District will review and approve Facility Plans 
and have a reasonable number of representatives on site of Project to 
verify that the Facility Work is being properly performed by Authority’s 
Contractor and approve that work. 

Master Agreement: Master Agreement technical review is 100% complete.  The Madera 
Irrigation District is conducting a final Master Agreement legal review.   
Master Agreement is expected to be executed by August 17, 2012. 

Task Orders: Draft Task Order 1 has been prepared.  The Madera Irrigation District 
has provided comments to the Draft Task Order 1. 

DISCLAIMER: Because the Master Agreement has not yet been approved by 
the Madera Irrigation District Board of Directors, the 
Authority cannot represent that there will be no substantive 
changes to the draft Master Agreement as provided, although 
the Madera Irrigation District staff has reviewed the Master 
Agreement.  The Master Agreement and draft Task Orders are 
being provided for informational purposes only, and the draft 
Task Orders are subject to the express limitations set forth in 
the General Provisions. 
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Date: July 20, 2012 
LOCAL AGENCY: Madera Irrigation District 
Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
MID00001 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for LOCAL AGENCY. Each FACILITY that 
requires relocation will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER.  

FACILITY WORK TO BE DONE 

1. Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the FACILITY WORK described herein (FACILITY WORK). 
This TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

2. Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 
 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing Facilities):  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required 
to complete the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed 
substantially in accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 
consisting of Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract 
Package 1C, a copy of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L S, Suite 800, 
Sacramento, CA 95814.   
 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  
LOCAL AGENCY will review and approve FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a reasonable 
number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being properly 
performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR and approve that work. 
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 Subtask I1.01   
Scope:  Design, proper permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
protect in place “Main Canal” located adjacent to SR 145 and the BNSF rail road track in Madera 
County. FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing T1115-A.  Caltrans vertical clearance requirements 
for MID maintenance roads on either side of canal are to be met. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000 
 

 Subtask I1.02   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
protect in place “Fresno River” in Madera County.  New facilities are to be built to ensure that 
existing maintenance roads meet Caltrans vertical clearance requirements on either side of 
Fresno River. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  30 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000 

 

 Subtask I1.03 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
construct a double track box culvert to allow HST to go over “Cottonwood Creek” in Madera 
County.    
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000 

 

 Subtask I1.04 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
relocate “Lateral 6.2-14” located between Ave 11 and Ave 10 in Madera County.  Relocation 
includes backfilling existing canal, reconstructing turnouts (irrigation services), access roads and 
reconnecting turnouts to existing facilities.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing T1121-A and 
T1122-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $2,032,500 
 

 Subtask I1.05 
Scope:  Design, secure permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
relocate existing irrigation facilities at Ave 10 proposed grade separation embankment.  
Automated facilities may be required to counter access restrictions   
Estimated Period of Performance:  12 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000 
 

 Subtask I1.06:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
construct a box culvert to allow HST to go over “Lateral 6.2” between Ave 10 and Ave 9 in 
Madera County.  Facility work includes trash racks, automatic gate at head of lateral 6.2-14.0 
located approximated 1,500 west of HST crossing and within lateral 6.2 just west of the lateral 
6.2-14.0 head and check structure at SR99 entrance structure.  FACILITY WORK is shown on 
Drawing T1122-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months     
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The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000. 
 

 Subtask I1.07:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 

realign meter boxes at “Lateral 6.2-13.4 and turnouts at the Ave 9 and Road 32 
intersection.  Reconstruct check structure north of roadway right of way in kind, provide 
access roadway between right of way and check structure and reconstruct existing 
turnouts in kind (south of Ave 10 and east of HST, and south of Ave 10 and west of HST 
to wet well.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing T1123-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000. 

 

 Subtask I1.08:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
construct a box culvert to allow HST to go over “Lateral 6.2-9.2” near Ave 8 in Madera County.  
Facility work includes trash racks and automatic gates.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing 
T1124-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000. 

 

 Subtask I1.09:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
relocate and replace irrigation FACILITIES to allow HST to go over “Lateral 6.2-9.2-5.0” near Ave 
7 in Madera County.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing T1125-A. 
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000. 

 

 Subtask I1.10:   
Scope:  Design, secure permits, construct bypass facilities, traffic control, dewatering and 
construct retention basins adjacent to HST and laterals in Madera County to allow MID regulate 
storage.   
Estimated Period of Performance:  6 Months     
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000. 
 

 Subtask I1.11:  
Scope:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall reimburse MID for all costs resulting from plan check 
review, permits, inspection and testing (inspection & testing in an oversight Quality Assurance 
capacity only).  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR is still responsible to provide Quality Assurance and 
Quality Control for design and construction through project completion and closeout.   
Period of Performance:  36 Months 
The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $150,000 
 

 

3. Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between AUTHORITY 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 
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4. Schedule for FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall complete the design work in accordance with the schedule specified in 
this TASK ORDER. AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall commence construction work only after acceptance 
of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master 
Agreement. 

 
 
 
Design: Construction: 
Start Date: January 2013 Start Date:  June 2013 
Completion Date: June 2013 Completion Date: February 2016 
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PEFORMANCE OF THE FACILITY WORK 

1. Design 

The design furnished by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially 
in accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, LOCAL AGENCY, 
and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set forth in 
Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

BY LOCAL AGENCY:  LOCAL AGENCY will review FACILITY PLANS and be entitled to have a 
reasonable number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FACILITY WORK is being 
properly performed by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR performs all design and construction 
services for FACILITY WORK.   

2. Construction 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will perform all the construction services for the FACILITY WORK. The 
construction of FACILITY WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final FACILITY 
PLANS. Deviations from the final FACILITY PLANS may occur only in conformity with the Master 
Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, LOCAL AGENCY and AUTHORITY shall each be 
responsible for the cost of the FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the 
FACILITY WORK is $4,342,500. 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100 % and LOCAL AGENCY pays 0 % of cost of FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FACILITY WORK. Authorized 
expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

1. For Work by LOCAL AGENCY 

LOCAL AGENCY’s costs for FACILITY WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of Work,” 
of the Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 
4, “Performance of Work” and Appendix C – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 
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2. For Work by AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $4,342,500 for the FACILITY WORK 
included in this TASK ORDER.  

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare an independent cost estimate for the FACILITY WORK which 
shall be submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated charges 
for BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK ORDER to 
incorporate the approved estimate. 

 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

LOCAL AGENCY shall credit AUTHORITY for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT, salvage value, and 
accrued depreciation on the FACILITIES as required pursuant to the Master Agreement, and pay the 
AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR for the actual cost of any BETTERMENT constructed by AUTHORITY’S 
CONTRACTOR. 

The FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

CONTACTS 

The contacts for this TASK ORDER will be as follows: 

LOCAL AGENCY:  Dina Nolan 

AUTHORITY:  Tony Valdez 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR: 
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California High-Speed Rail  

 

Agreement Status 

RFP No.:  HSR 11-16 
Addendum No. 4 

July 31, 2012 

Entity:  Pacific Gas and Electric 

Entity Role: Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) will perform all design and 
construction services for Facility Work. 

Master Agreement: Master Agreement technical review is 100% complete.  Master 
Agreement has been reviewed by Authority’s Legal Counsel and PG&E 
is conducting final legal review. 

Task Orders: Draft Task Order 1, 2 and 3 have been prepared.  PG&E has not 
provided comments to scope within Draft Task Orders. 

DISCLAIMER: Because the Master Agreement has not yet been approved by 
the Pacific Gas and Electric, the Authority cannot represent 
that there will be no substantive changes to the draft Master 
Agreement as provided, although the Pacific Gas and Electric 
staff has reviewed the Master Agreement.  The Master 
Agreement and draft Task Orders are being provided for 
informational purposes only, and the draft Task Orders are 
subject to the express limitations set forth in the General 
Provisions. 
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Date: May 4, 2012 
UTILITY OWNER: PG&E 
Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
PG&E 001 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  
 

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for UTILITY OWNER. Each 
FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER. 

WORK TO BE COMPLETED 

Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the work described herein (FACILITY WORK). This 
TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing Facilities):  
UTILITY OWNER will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required to complete 

the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed substantially in 

accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 consisting of 

Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract Package 1C, a copy 

of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L S, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814.   

 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
UTILITY OWNER performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  AUTHORITY 

and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will review and provide comments FACILITY PLANS and 

AUTHORITY’s CONTRACTOR shall be entitled to have representatives on the site of 
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PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being performed on schedule and coordinated 
by UTILITY OWNER. 

 Subtask HV1.01   
Scope:  Design and Raise High Voltage Transmission Lines between 2 towers near Ave 12 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing T1120-A. 

Period of Performance:  30 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $8,600,000. 

 

 Subtask HV1.02   
Scope:  Design and Raise High Voltage Transmission Lines between 3 towers near Veterans Blvd 

and Golden State Blvd in the City of Fresno.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing UT-C4006, UT-

C4007 and UT-C4028. 

Period of Performance:  30 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $8,600,000. 

 

Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between 
AUTHORITY and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

Schedule for FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

UTILITY OWNER shall complete the design and construction work in accordance with the schedule 
specified in this TASK ORDER. UTILITY OWNER shall commence construction work only after 
acceptance of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix B – Design Build Procedures 
of the Master Agreement. 

Design:   Construction: 
Start Date: June 2012 Start Date: January 2013 
Completion Date: January 2013 Completion Date: June 2015 
 

PERFORMANCE OF THE FACILITY WORK 

Design 

The design furnished by UTILITY OWNER pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially in 
accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix B – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, UTILITY 
OWNER, and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set 
forth in Appendix B – Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

Comment [v1]: This sheet does not show work 
but I am referencing for the interim until RCs 
complete Utility Composite drawings for this 
conflict. 
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BY UTILITY OWNER: UTILITY OWNER performs all design and construction services for FACILITY 

WORK.   

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will review FACILITY PLANS and be 

entitled to have a reasonable number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FACILITY WORK 

is being performed on schedule and coordinated by UTILITY OWNER 

Construction 

UTILITY OWNER will perform all the construction services for the FACILITY WORK. The 
construction of FACILITY WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final 
FACILITY PLANS. Deviations from the final FACILITY PLANS may occur only in conformity with the 
Master Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, UTILITY OWNER and AUTHORITY shall each 
be responsible for the cost of the FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the 
FACILITY WORK is $17,200,000. 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100% and UTILITY OWNER pays 0% of cost of FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FACILITY WORK. Authorized 
expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

For Work by UTILITY OWNER 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $17,200,000 for the FACILITY WORK 
included in this TASK ORDER.  

UTILITY OWNER’s costs for FACILITY WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of 
Work,” of the Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in 
Section 4, “Performance of Work” and Appendix B – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 

[Select (and complete, if necessary) the one appropriate provision, and delete the inapplicable 

provisions] 

UTILITY OWNER estimates that its total actual cost for the FACILITY WORK (net of any applicable 
credits for accrued depreciation, salvage and BETTERMENT), referred to herein as the “ACTUAL 
COST,” will be approximately $17,200,000. UTILITY OWNER’s ACTUAL COST for the FACILITY 
WORK shall be developed in accordance with 23 C.F.R. 645.117, pursuant to either [check one] 

 A work order accounting procedure prescribed by the applicable Federal or State regulatory body; 
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or  

  An established accounting procedure developed by UTILITY OWNER and which UTILITY 
OWNER uses in its regular operations.  Any costs included in the Actual Cost shall be reasonable, and 
shall be computed using rates and schedules not exceeding those applicable to similar work performed by 
or for UTILITY OWNER at UTILITY OWNER’s full expense.  The parties agree that 0% of UTILITY 
OWNER's Actual Cost will be attributed to BETTERMENT. 

For Work by Authority’s Contractor 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare a cost estimate for the FACILITY WORK which shall be 
submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated charges for 
BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK ORDER to 
incorporate the approved estimate. 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

The FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

– OR – 

The parties have not yet determined if the FACILITY WORK includes any BETTERMENT, or have not 
yet determined the amount attributable to BETTERMENT. Upon such determination, the parties shall 
revise this TASK ORDER as appropriate. 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

SIGNATURES 

This TASK ORDER shall become effective upon the later of: 

The date of signing by the last party signing this TASK ORDER, or 

The completion AUTHORITY’s review as indicated by the signature of AUTHORITY’s representative, 
below. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this TASK ORDER has been executed under the provisions of Agreement 
No. _______ between the AUTHORITY, UTILITY OWNER, and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. By 
signature below, the parties hereto agree that all terms and conditions of this TASK ORDER No. ____ 
and Agreement No. _____ shall be in full force and effect. 

 

UTILITY  OWNER: 
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Date: May 4, 2012 
UTILITY OWNER: PG&E 
Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
PG&E 002 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  
 

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for UTILITY OWNER. Each 
FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER. 

WORK TO BE COMPLETED 

Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the work described herein (FACILITY WORK). This 
TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing Facilities):  
UTILITY OWNER will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required to complete 

the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed substantially in 

accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 consisting of 

Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract Package 1C, a copy 

of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L S, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814.   

 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
UTILITY OWNER performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  AUTHORITY 

and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will review and provide comments FACILITY PLANS and 

AUTHORITY’s CONTRACTOR shall be entitled to have representatives on the site of 
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PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being performed on schedule and coordinated 
by UTILITY OWNER. 

 Subtask G2.01   
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 500 LF of gas facilities along Ave 12 in Madera 

County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing T1120-A. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $73,000. 

 Subtask G2.02   
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 500 LF of gas facilities near Motel Dr and SR99 in the 

City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing T1126-A 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $73,000. 

 Subtask G2.03   
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 500 LF of gas facilities near Motel Dr and SR99 in the 

City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing T1127-A 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $73,000. 

 Subtask G2.04   
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 300 LF of 2”, 940 LF of 4” and 440 LF of 12” gas 

facilities near Herndon Ave and Golden State Blvd in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is 

shown on Drawing UT-C4000 and UT-C4001. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $245,280 

 Subtask G2.05  
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 630 LF of 2” and 3,922 LF of 4” gas facilities near 

Barstow Ave and Golden State Blvd in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing 

UT-C4015, UT-C4016 and UT-C4017. 

Period of Performance:  8 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $1,075,704 

 Subtask G2.06 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 100 LF of 2”, 3,466 LF of 3” and 150 LF of 4” gas 

facilities along Golden State Blvd between Shaw Ave and Ashlan Ave in the City of Fresno.  

FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4015, UT-C4016 and UT-C4017. 

Period of Performance:  8 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $820,636 

 Subtask G2.07 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 1,077 LF of 4” gas facilities along adjacent to SR99 

near Dakota Ave and Valentine Ave in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing 

UT-C4019 and UT-C4020. 
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Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $157,242 

 Subtask G2.08 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 1,305 LF of 2” gas facilities adjacent to SR99, near 

Cortland Ave and Shields Ave in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-

C4021 and UT-C4022. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $190,532 

 Subtask G2.09 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 440 LF of 2” and 500 LF of 3” gas facilities near SR99 

and Clinton Ave in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4024. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $137,240 

 Subtask G2.10 
Scope:  Authority’s Contractor is to protect in place approximately 1,200 LF of 6” gas facilities 

near Shaw Ave and Golden State Blvd in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing 

UT-C4030 

Period of Performance: 36 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $98,400 

 Subtask G2.11 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 250 LF of 3”, 2,588 LF of 4” gas facilities and 

Authority’s Contractor is to protect in place approximately 375 LF of 4” gas facilities adjacent to 

Golden State Blvd near McKinley Ave and Olive Ave in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is 

shown on Drawing UT-C4036, UT-C4037, UT-C4038, UT-C4046 and UT-C4047. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $408,598 

 Subtask G2.12 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 220 LF of 2” and 1,510 LF of 3” gas facilities near 

Olive Ave and Golden State Blvd in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-

C4039, UT-C4048 and UT-C4049. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $252,580 

 Subtask G2.13 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 201 LF of 2”, 550 LF of 3”, 310 LF of 8”, 650 LF of 12” 

and 2,550 LF of 16” gas facilities and Authority’s Contractor is to protect in place approximately 

150 LF of 16” gas facilities near Belmont Ave and Golden State Blvd in the City of Fresno.  

FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4041, UT-C4042, UT-C4051 and UT-C4052. 

Period of Performance:  12 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $1,080,506 

 Subtask G2.14 
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Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 1,020 LF of 12” gas facilities near H Street and 

Divisadero in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4043 and UT-C4053. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $148,920 

 Subtask G2.15 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 670 LF of 12” gas facilities near H Street and 

Divisadero in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4044. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $148,920 

 Subtask G2.16 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 120 LF of 6” gas facilities near H Street and 

Divisadero in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4045. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $240,000 

 Subtask G2.17 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 850 LF of 6” gas facilities near G Street and Stanislaus 

St in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4054. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $124,100 

 Subtask G2.18 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 900 LF of 6” and Authority’s Contractor is to protect 

in place approximately 210 LF of 16” gas facilities near G Street and Tulare St in the City of 

Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4056. 

Period of Performance:  36 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $148,620 

 Subtask G2.19 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 350 LF of 4”, 450 LF of 16” and Authority’s Contractor 

is to protect in place approximately 420 LF of 6” gas facilities near G Street and Ventura St in the 

City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4057. 

Period of Performance:  36 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $219,240 

 Subtask G2.20 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 390 LF of 6” gas facilities near H Street and Tulare St 

in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing UT-C4058. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $56,940 

 Subtask G2.21 
Scope:  Authority’s Contractor is to protect in place approximately 340 LF of 6” and 530 LF of 8” 

gas facilities near H Street and Ventura St in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on 

Drawing UT-C4059. 
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Period of Performance:  36 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $71,340 

 Subtask G2.22 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 400 LF of gas facilities near Railroad Ave and 

California in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1662. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $58,400 

 Subtask G2.23 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 400 LF of gas facilities near Railroad Ave and Florence 

Ave in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1662. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $58,400 

 Subtask G2.24 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 2,700 LF of gas facilities near Railroad Ave and 

Church Ave in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1663. 

Period of Performance:  8 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $394,200 

 Subtask G2.25 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 5,700 LF of gas facilities along Railroad Ave between 

Church and Golden State Blvd in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing 

CB1664. 

Period of Performance:  8 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $394,200 

 Subtask G2.26 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 300 LF of gas facilities near East Ave and Railroad Ave 

in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1664. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $43,800 

 Subtask G2.27 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 750 LF of gas facilities near Jensen Ave and Golden 

State Blvd in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1665. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $109,500 

 Subtask G2.28 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 300 LF of gas facilities near Orange Ave and Cedar 

Ave in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1666. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $43,800 

 Subtask G2.29 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 300 LF of gas facilities near Hardy Ave and Cedar Ave 
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in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1667. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $43,800 

 Subtask G2.30 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 300 LF of gas facilities near North Ave and Cedar Ave 

in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1667. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $43,800 

 Subtask G2.31 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200 LF of gas facilities near Muscat Ave and Cedar 

Ave in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1668. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $29,200 

 Subtask G2.32 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200 LF of gas facilities near Central Ave and Cedar 

Ave in the City of Fresno.  FACILITY WORK is shown on Drawing CB1669. 

Period of Performance:  4 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $29,200 

Project Schedule 

Deadlines for the completion of FACILITY WORK are provided for in the contract between 
AUTHORITY and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. 

Schedule for FACILITY WORK (This TASK ORDER Only) 

UTILITY OWNER shall complete the design and construction work in accordance with the schedule 
specified in this TASK ORDER. UTILITY OWNER shall commence construction work only after 
acceptance of the final design for such work in accordance with Appendix B – Design Build Procedures 
of the Master Agreement. 

Design:   Construction: 
Start Date: June 2012 Start Date: January 2013 
Completion Date: January 2013 Completion Date: June 2015 
 

PERFORMANCE OF THE FACILITY WORK 

Design 

The design furnished by UTILITY OWNER pursuant to this TASK ORDER shall be substantially in 
accordance with the Proposed Preliminary Design (see Appendix B – Design Build Procedures of the 
Master Agreement) attached to this TASK ORDER, and shall be consistent with 30% design submittal of 
the PROJECT plans. All plans for FACILITY WORK are subject to review by AUTHORITY, UTILITY 

Comment [v1]: The work within the comment 
are assumptions since the RCs are currently 
progressing the scope within Section 1C. 
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OWNER, and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR, in accordance with the time frames and procedures set 
forth in Appendix B – Design Build Procedures of the Master Agreement.  

BY UTILITY OWNER: UTILITY OWNER performs all design and construction services for FACILITY 

WORK.   

BY AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR:  AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will review FACILITY PLANS and be 

entitled to have a reasonable number of representatives on site of PROJECT to verify the FACILITY WORK 

is being performed on schedule and coordinated by UTILITY OWNER 

Construction 

UTILITY OWNER will perform all the construction services for the FACILITY WORK. The 
construction of FACILITY WORK shall be performed substantially in accordance with the final 
FACILITY PLANS. Deviations from the final FACILITY PLANS may occur only in conformity with the 
Master Agreement. 

LIABILITY FOR WORK 

In accordance with Section 3 of the Master Agreement, UTILITY OWNER and AUTHORITY shall each 
be responsible for the cost of the FACILITY WORK as specified herein.  The total estimated cost for the 
FACILITY WORK is $7,478,996. 

Cost Allocation 

AUTHORITY pays 100% and UTILITY OWNER pays 0% of cost of FACILITY WORK 

COST ESTIMATE 

The amounts stated herein are estimates of the costs associated with the FACILITY WORK. Authorized 
expenditures and reimbursements will be based on the terms of the Master Agreement. 

For Work by UTILITY OWNER 

AUTHORITY has prepared an initial cost estimate in the amount of $7,478,996 for the FACILITY WORK 
included in this TASK ORDER.  

UTILITY OWNER’s costs for FACILITY WORK shall be developed pursuant to Section 5, “Payment of 
Work,” of the Master Agreement, and shall be performed in accordance with the procedures set forth in 
Section 4, “Performance of Work” and Appendix B – Design Build Procedures of this Master Agreement. 

[Select (and complete, if necessary) the one appropriate provision, and delete the inapplicable 

provisions] 

UTILITY OWNER estimates that its total actual cost for the FACILITY WORK (net of any applicable 
credits for accrued depreciation, salvage and BETTERMENT), referred to herein as the “ACTUAL 
COST,” will be approximately $7,478,996. UTILITY OWNER’s ACTUAL COST for the FACILITY 
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WORK shall be developed in accordance with 23 C.F.R. 645.117, pursuant to either [check one] 

 A work order accounting procedure prescribed by the applicable Federal or State regulatory body; 
or  

  An established accounting procedure developed by UTILITY OWNER and which UTILITY 
OWNER uses in its regular operations.  Any costs included in the Actual Cost shall be reasonable, and 
shall be computed using rates and schedules not exceeding those applicable to similar work performed by 
or for UTILITY OWNER at UTILITY OWNER’s full expense.  The parties agree that 0% of UTILITY 
OWNER's Actual Cost will be attributed to BETTERMENT. 

For Work by Authority’s Contractor 

AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR shall prepare a cost estimate for the FACILITY WORK which shall be 
submitted for AUTHORITY’s approval. Such estimate will reflect appropriate estimated charges for 
BETTERMENT and salvage value, if any. Upon approval, the parties shall revise this TASK ORDER to 
incorporate the approved estimate. 

BETTERMENT, ACCRUED DEPRECIATION, SALVAGE 

The FACILITY WORK in this TASK ORDER does not include any BETTERMENT 

– OR – 

The parties have not yet determined if the FACILITY WORK includes any BETTERMENT, or have not 
yet determined the amount attributable to BETTERMENT. Upon such determination, the parties shall 
revise this TASK ORDER as appropriate. 

BILLING AND PAYMENT 

Billing and payment shall be in accordance with Section 5, “Payment for Work,” of the Master 
Agreement. 

SIGNATURES 

This TASK ORDER shall become effective upon the later of: 

The date of signing by the last party signing this TASK ORDER, or 

The completion AUTHORITY’s review as indicated by the signature of AUTHORITY’s representative, 
below. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this TASK ORDER has been executed under the provisions of Agreement 
No. _______ between the AUTHORITY, UTILITY OWNER, and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR. By 
signature below, the parties hereto agree that all terms and conditions of this TASK ORDER No. ____ 
and Agreement No. _____ shall be in full force and effect. 
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Date: May 4, 2012 
UTILITY OWNER: PG&E 
Agreement No: 
Task Order No: 

0000000 
PG&E 003 

Project Title: California High-Speed Rail Project 
  
 

GENERAL 

This TASK ORDER supplements and amends the Construction Contract and Master Agreement. The 
purpose of this TASK ORDER is to authorize the FACILITY WORK for UTILITY OWNER. Each 
FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be handled under a separate subtask of this TASK ORDER. 

WORK TO BE COMPLETED 

Master Agreement 

This TASK ORDER is issued in order to authorize the work described herein (FACILITY WORK). This 
TASK ORDER does not express all of the terms and conditions relevant to the FACILITY WORK; 
accordingly, the Master Agreement and all of the provisions thereof are incorporated into this TASK 
ORDER by this reference. Capitalized terms used but not identified in this TASK ORDER shall have the 
definitions set forth in the Master Agreement. All attachments referenced in this TASK ORDER are 
incorporated herein by such reference. All FACILITY WORK shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Master Agreement and, in the event of any inconsistency between the provisions of 
this TASK ORDER and the Master Agreement, the provisions of the Master Agreement shall prevail. 

Scope of Work 

FACILITY WORK as defined in Section 2.1 of the Master Agreement is incorporated by reference.  Each 
separate FACILITY that requires RELOCATION will be treated as a subtask to this TASK ORDER. 

 Location and General Description of the Work Covered by this TASK ORDER (Including 
Disposition of Existing Facilities):  
UTILITY OWNER will furnish all labor, material, equipment and supervision required to complete 

the relocation of FACILITIES and appurtenances.  All work shall be performed substantially in 

accordance with “Request for Proposal for Design Build Services-RFP No. 11-16 consisting of 

Hybrid Alternative, Contract Package 1A, Contract Package 1B and Contract Package 1C, a copy 

of which is on file in the AUTHORITY’S office at 770 L S, Suite 800, Sacramento, CA 95814.   

 

 Subject Work to be Performed by Parties Pursuant to this TASK ORDER:  
UTILITY OWNER performs all design and construction services for FACILITY WORK.  AUTHORITY 

and AUTHORITY’S CONTRACTOR will review and provide comments FACILITY PLANS and 

AUTHORITY’s CONTRACTOR shall be entitled to have representatives on the site of 

08/22/2012 ADDENDUM 4 - RFP HSR 11-16

Attachment to Submission BO060 (Jason Holder, Madera County Farm Bureau (Atty. For) Fitzgerald
Abbott & Beardsley LLP, October 18, 2012) - 770_Holder_CD_10182012_Attachments.pdf - Continued

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

Page 40-749



California High Speed Rail Authority 
 

TASK ORDER NO. PG&E 003 
CHSRP Interaction Removal or Relocation Plan   

 

Page 2 of 13 
 

 

PROJECT to verify that the FACILITY WORK is being performed on schedule and coordinated 
by UTILITY OWNER. 

 Subtask E3.01   
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities near Raymond 

Road in Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.02   
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities near Highway 145 

in Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.03  
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities near Watson St in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.04  
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities at Road 29 and 

Ave 15 ½ in Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.05  
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities at Ave 15 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.06 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities at Ave 13 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.07  
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities at Ave 12 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.08  
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities at Ave 10 in 
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Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.09 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities at Ave 9 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.10 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities north of Ave 8 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.11 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities at Ave 8 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.12 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities south of Ave 8 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.13 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities at Road 33 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.14 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities at Ave 7 in 

Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.15 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 200LF of overhead power facilities north of the San 

Joaquin River in Madera County.  Facility Work is shown on Drawing xxxx. 

Period of Performance:  6 Months 

The estimated value for this FACILITY WORK is $28,800. 

 Subtask E3.16 
Scope:  Design and relocate approximately 822LF of overhead power facilities near Herndon Ave 

Comment [v1]: Subtasks E3.1 to E3.15 are 
assumptions based on the limited information shown 
in the CP1 drawings. 
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