California Hi h-S?_eed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. IV Response to Comments from Local Agencies Post Comment Period

Submission LO01 (Ken Hooper, Bakersfield High School, October 14, 2011)

BAKERSFIELD HIGH SCHOOL KERN HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
B BOARD OF TRUSTEES
BAXERSFIELD, CALFORNIA 3. Bryan Batey
1-51T3 -+

i e i The new campus, he told students|
AT 03 B Pt later, will be constructed of rein-|
DAVID G. REESE, PRINCIPAL SUPERINTENDENT foreed concrefe and will nse the
“A California Distinguisfied School™ Donald E. Cartor, £.0, present site. To replace damagzed

- - bmildings and add needed facilities
IE V] will take about 10 years, he said,|
- althongh it is hoped that many
California High-Speed Rail Authority 04328 ROVE classrooms and offices ean be added |
g;ﬁ;ﬁgfi;sg{:ﬂ . n.-!r: .1': three :\'l'.'! I'S. |
Qur y did not } in our school after the 1952 earthquake.

October 12, 2011

To Whom It May Concern.

For one hundred and eighteen years. families have desired to have their high school aged With the passage of the $17,-

children educated at Bakersfield High School. They have always carried the Driller pride, whether in 000,000 bond issue last Wednes-

the cockpit of B-17 over Europe during World War I1, standing in front of a classroom in Mali in the :

1980, or sitling in the United States Supreme Court as Chief Justice in the 1950s. Our business is day' work will begin immediately

transforming young adults, and over the last one hundred and eigh years, business has been good. on the rehabilitation of Bakers-

‘The history of the school site is not simply the history of the buildings, but the history of students who

entered the buildings to become the leaders in our community, state, nation and world. The High Speed field High School. The bond 135*

Rail project threatens the traditions and mission of the oldest high school in the county that has produced was passed 16,181 to 2,028, an 8

such leaders as governor of California and a Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court. a

Tuskegee Airman, renown poets, Olympic medalists, Hall of Fame Athletes, a Director of NASA, to 1 majority.

directors of corporations, and other leaders that have been the of our y since 1893. . The bond was to rebuild the buildings, not to move the school, and the bond passed by an 8-1
Bakersfield High School has been in the same footprint since 1893. The 1952 earthquake altered HaloRy

the architectural design of the school. but the decision was made in 1952 to remain at the current i " White Editori - = .

location. The Kern High School District Board of Trustees and Junior College Board could have chosen gcm:msil;f of-':;te::;‘;mﬂ:::d itorial of February 4, 1953 reflects the student body's response to the

1o abandon the current site and begin on a new campus in the open land west of Oak Street. But by 1952 s i i -

the traditions and history of the school were deeply embedded into the ity. - That' the bond issue passed by S}ICh an ove_nvhelmmg ma

jority proves that the voters are interested in you and me,

The construction plan for the campus in the early 1920s is master plan conceived and carried out the present youth and future citizens. This was a vote of con-

by Charles Biggar. Nine of the twelve main buildings on the Bakersfield High School campus in 2011 fidence. Now, it is up to us to make good use of the confi-

are designed by Charles Biggar. Post-earthquake 1952 reconstruction was completed with a distinct dence placed on our shoulders—we must take advantage of

plan, Principal Hedge detailed this plan in the student newspaper the Blue and White: our opportum'ty, education and proﬁt b}‘ it.

Let us resolve to make good use of the limited facilities we
have at present and carry out the trust placed on our shoul-
ders. We all owe a word of thanks to the voters of the dis-
trict.

The principal af\:himcts of the school have been associated with each other seamlessly for almost
100 years. Thomas Wiseman was the architect for the Manuel Arts building in 1911. Charles Biggar
worked as an associate for Thomas Wiseman. The architect Charles H. Biggar designed almost every
1 2
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building on the Bakersfield High School campus. He designed buildings from Griffith Stadium, the
Seience Building. Ludden Hall, the Junior College Building — now Warren Hall, Spindt Hall, to Harvey
Auditorium. and even the Water Tower. Much of post-1952 carthquake design work was done by the
suceessor firm 1o Charles H. Biggar, the firm of Alford & Thomas (C. Barton Alford and W. J. Thomas).
The d on the of the Castro Lane School in 1948

w structure which was D by the a t 1
firm of g;aear‘;:u 31 Bilgsar and C. B. Alford. A. E A and W. J.
.

states; Thomar

This is our laymen's proof of the blending of the two firms, even though Charles Biggar had
passed away in 1946.

Not only did Charles H. Biggar and C. Barton Alford design and redesign the school, but C.
Barton Alford graduated from Kern County Union High School in 1933. The children of Charles H.
Biggar, C. Barton Alford and W. J. Thomas graduated from Kern County Union High School and
Bakersfield High School.

C. Barton Alford was charged with rehabilitating the campus after the devastating 1952 5.8
earthquake that destroyed so many older schools in Kemn County. Alford was one of the earlier
modernists in the Southern San Joaquin Valley. Almost all of those early modernists were graduates of
USC. The current campus is a national example of the early modernist style of the Mid-1 950s created
by Bart Alford.

The primary focus of the research conducted afier the visit by JRP historical Consulting in April
of 2010. has been focused on the history of the buildings. The Bakersfield High School Archives has
been assisted by the Bakersfield College Archives, the Kem County Museum, the Beale Library, the
Kemn County Historical Society, and several individuals. Most importantly Architectural Historian John
Edward Powell. The draft of the Environmental Impact Report for Bakersfield High School does not
begin to seratch the surface or accurately reflect the history of our buildings, the culture of our school, or
the danger the High Speed Rail poses to our student’s safety.

Some points regarding our school history:

- Kemn County High School, Kern County Union High School, Bakersfield High School.
Bakersfield High School. and Bakersfield College were intertwined. This is even more apparent
after the 1952 earthquake when one wing of the Junior College Building was closed and the
college students and the night school students began taking classes along side the high school

il This melding of the that will last for several years.

e The EIR does not effectively reflect that the history of Bakersfield High School is also
the history of Bakersfield College and the Bakersfield Adult School. For that is exactly how the
peaple of Kern County have always viewed the campus.

- The Science Building, Ludden Hall, and the two Spindt Halls were retrofitted in response
to the Field Act of 1933 and a district bond passed in 1960. The method to this transformation is
important in understanding the school. The superintendent of the Kern High School District and

L

the Junior College Board did not make the changes from brick sidings to reinforced concrete ona
whim. It was made in response to Field Act of 1933 and to ensure the safety of the students.

The Water Tower is the icon of the campus and home football games — to dismiss itasa
simple utilitarian and antiquated structure would be to dismiss the significance of Bakersfield
High School's history in general.

Charles Biggar built the Standard Middle School Auditorium, the Horace Mann
Elementary School Auditorium. the Taft High School Auditorium, the East High School
Auditorium. but his crown jewel was the $12.5 million Harvey Auditorium completed two years
after his death, While the draft EIR states that Harvey Auditorium is eligible the National
Register of Historic Places, placing a six-story railroad trestle adjacent to our performing arts
building is cutrageous.

Charles Biggar use of reinforced concrete for the construction of “earthquake proof”
buildings was in response to the Long Beach earthquake of 1933.

The original Commercial Building was constructed in 1895. Students today cross Elm
Grove in the shade of giant palm trees planted in 1895. This is one of many ways the history and
culture of the 19™ century is shared with the students of the 21 century.

The engineering of the North IT Building construction is connected to the completion and
engineering that is used in the construction of Harvey Auditorium. One building cannot be built
without the other being constructed first.

The initial proposal for the North IT Building has the construction to be funded by PWA
money, but when the distriet bond failed in 1939, the PWA withdrew the money from the
district. The superintend dered the completion of the building regardless. Subsequently the

North IT Building's PWA number is 1724, but no PWA money was used in its construction.
More importantly only local money was used in its construction.

Harvey Auditorium is the dream of Trustee Judge Harvey. He was president of the Kern
High School District and Junior College School Board for almost 20 years. He advocated fora
firsi-class auditorium for the community as early as 1934. He always believed the students of
Bakersfield High School and Bakersfield Junior College should have priority and preference to
community at large for scheduling This attitude is policy today. Judge Harvey saw

the opening performance in the Au:iito}ium on a Tuesday: he died on the subsequent Friday.

There are three structures alumni become emotional over when discussing their tenure on
campus, Harvey Auditorium, Griffith Stadium, and the Water Tower.

Chief Justice Earl Warren graduated in 1908. He visited the campus Kern County Union High
School and Bakersfield High School on a regular basis. He visited as California State Attormey
General in November of 1941, Governor of California in 1948 at the retirement of Coach Goldie
Griffith. As Chief Justice in 1956, Earl Warren came with his mother for the dedication of
Warren Hall. And he attended the 50" Anniversary Class reunion in 1958.
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Alumni Frank Gifford has also been back to Bakersfield High School too many times to
list. the last time was in 2008,

In the reconstruction of Boys and Girls Gym of Bakersfield High School, the solid timber
lamella roof was cutting edge at its construction in 1955, The 1954 edition of "Modern Timber
Engineering' by Scofield O'Brien (published by the Southern Pine Association) has a chapter on
lamella roof including drawings and all the engineering calculations. The lamella roof design is
now going through a renaissance in the United States with architect preservationists attempting
1o preserve the last remaining structures,

The August 20, 1943 Article titled “Students Approved to work at Viega Plant™ was in
cooperation with the Industrial Ants staff to assist in the wartime production of B-17s. Itisa
reflection of the new Industrial Ants building’s importance during World War 1l. Defense
classes through the Bakersfield Nigh School began at 9:00 pm and ended at 4:30 am. The
purpose of these classes was to educate men and women on the use of machinery so they could
work in the defense industries of Californian. Kern County’s *Rosie the Riveter” was born at
Kern County Union High School.

Griffith Stadium is not a memorial stadium. The stadium, known affectionately as the
*Rock.’ was named for math teacher and head football coach Dwight “Goldie™ Griffith. He was
head football coach from 1908-1948. In the existence of Bakersfield High School. we have
amassed a football record with the most victories of any high school in the state of California.

The draft EIR came out in August of 2011, yet it took a maximum effort and weeks of my own time 10
find someone who had a copy of the DPR-523 report for Bakersfield High School. an item necessary to
respond to the EIR. This has given us only a few weeks to respond to a long and technical document.
Contrary to the draft EIR, it is my professional belief that the Bakersfield High School campus is a

le of gional architect Charles Biggar. It is also my belief that the campus

qualifies under the National Register of Historic Places as a historic district.

Thank you,

¢ and Archiving Teacher
Bakersfield High School

Federal Railroad
Administration
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-CUL-01.

The evaluation of Bakersfield High School conducted for this project, as provided the
Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) provides a detailed history of the Bakersfield
High School campus, including campus use by Bakersfield College and the Bakersfield
Adult School (Authority and FRA 2011c). The California State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) concurred with the evaluation of Bakersfield High School in February
2012, as presented in the technical documents for the Draft EIR/EIS (SHPO

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

L001-2

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

Comment noted. The Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) (Authority and FRA
2011c) includes an evaluation of the Bakersfield High School campus as a potential
district. The evaluation concluded that the campus as a whole does not meet the criteria
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR) because it does not meet the criteria for significance
within the broader context of state or county education, does not meet the criteria for
significance within the context of secondary education within the city, and has
undergone decades of changes that resulted in a substantial loss of integrity as a
district. Not only was the campus changed by the addition and demolition of structures
over the years, but it also suffered a great deal of damage in the earthquakes of

1952. The subsequent construction and later modification of those buildings further
changed the campus. The post-earthquake construction did not attain historic

L001-2

significance on its own within the context of earthquake recovery efforts.

Harvey Auditorium was found eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR as an important
example of the work of local master architect, Charles Biggar, under Criteria C (NRHP)
and 3 (CRHR). These conclusions are substantiated by the analysis and supporting
documentation presented in the evaluation and reported in the HPSR (Authority and
FRA 2011c). Primary and secondary sources were used to document the history of the
school and the development of the campus, including material from the Bakersfield High
School Archive, historic aerial photography, historic architectural plans, and extensive
local and architectural press coverage, among many other sources. The citations and
full reference list were provided in the evaluation form. The California State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with the findings of eligibility and non-eligibility in
February 2012, as presented in the technical documents for the Draft EIR/EIS (SHPO
2012). Details of the findings are available in the Historic Architectural Survey Report
(HASR) and the HPSR (Authority and FRA 2011b, 2011c). The SHPO concurred that
Harvey Auditorium is individually eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). The auditorium is considered a historical resource for the purposes of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The SHPO also concurred that none of
the other buildings or structures on the Bakersfield High School campus qualified for
inclusion in the NRHP, either individually or as a cohesive grouping, as required for
historic districts. The resources that did not meet the eligibility criteria for listing in the
NRHP or CRHR are not considered historical resources under CEQA.
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L002-1

L002-2

MAYOR ASHLEY SWEARENGIN

October 13, 2011

Mr. Roelof van Ark, CEQ

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, California 95814

RE:  Comments regarding Merced to Fresno High Speed Train Draft EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield High Speed Train Draft EIR/EIS

Dear Mr. van Ark:

As a strong supporter of starting high-speed rail construction in the Central Valley, 1 wish to commend
you for your efforts in moving the project forward through the preparation of the two EIR/EIS documents
for the Fresno to Merced and Fresno to Bakersfield segments. The project will further the economic
development of our region through creation of jobs centered around this new industry, in particular the
Downtown High Speed Rail Station to be located at Mariposa Street and the Heavy Maintenance Facility
which we believe should be located in Fresno County due to its ad as | d in the
Fresno Works proposal. The City of Fresno apy the hard work undertaken by you and your team,
including numerous meetings here in Fresno with our staff and the Authority’s team of consultants.

However, much work remains to be done in order to make the California High Speed Rail project the best
for the State of California, for our metropolitan region and for the local community. You will be receiving
a detailed letter from our City Manager Mark Scott that includes very specific comments on each point of
concern with the High Speed Rail project. We are requesting not only that you review and respond to
these comments, but that you would direct the engineering consultants to begin working with our City
team immediately to revise the construction plans as necessary in order to address the City's concemns. |
am highlighting several of these major concerns below:

*  The need for underpasses versus o at several street-railroad grade separati in order
1o provide the eommunity with a project that mitigates its impacts upon traffic, aesthetics and
socioeconomics/environmental justice to an acceptable level. The City is ready and willing to sit
down with the Authority and the Union Pacific Railroad to work through any issues related to

construction of underpasses along the HST/UPRR corridor.

* A Traffic Management Plan needs to be included within the EIR/EIS now. with specific
mitigations and limitations for strect closures or lane closures, in order to keep our community
functioning during construction. It is not acceptable to postpone working through those issues
until after the design-build contractor is hired by the Authority.

Fresno City Hall » 2600 Fresno Street » Fresno, California 93721-3600
(559) 621-8000 = FAX (559) 621-7990 « www.fresno.gov

L002-3

L002-4

L002-5

L002-6

Mr. Roelof van Ark
DEIR/EIS Comments: Merced to Fresno and Fresno to Bakersfield
Page 2

* In order to help mitigate construction impacts around the crossings of Highway 99 and the UPRR.
corridor, Veterans Boulevard needs to be constructed from Shaw Avenue to Herndon Avenue,
including the connections to Highway 99 and Golden State Boulevard, as part of the High Speed
Rail construction project,

E ic impacts to busi sales tax and property tax nced to be not only analyzed in
greater depth, but also mitigated in part through the creation of a Business Relocation Team. This
team needs to be funded by the Authority and would include working with community pariners to
assist impacted businesses find a new location as well as assist the City in processing new site
plans, permits and all necessary steps to get them up and running as quickly as possible in their
new location.

*  We continue to ask that a deg ! hed) ali through d Fresno be
in the EIR/EIS. While the at- gradc option is far s superior in the City's opinion to the prcnnnbly
proposed 60" high elevated structure, the EIR/EIS still needs to evaluate a depressed alignment in
the Downtown area which our engi ltant team has d d to be a feasible

alternative for consideration.

* The High Speed Rail project needs to make whole Roeding Park and the Zoo, as a result of the
loss of Golden State Boulevard and the new main access point which was included in the
previously certified Zoo EIR and Master Plan. A specific mitigation measure needs to be
included in the High Speed Rail project EIR/EIS

We remain committed to working with you and your team toward the successful completion of the
project. Should you have any questi ding the City's on the draft EIR/EIS. please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Ashley Swearengin
Mayor

Sincerely,

@

U.S. Department
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L002-1

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

L002-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02 and FB-Response-TR-01.

L002-3

The Authority is working with the City of Fresno to integrate Veteran's Boulevard
improvements with the HST improvements.

L002-4

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

For information on the HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects,
see the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #3,
Impact SO #4, and Impact SO #13. In this document the intensity of the effect is
described as negligible for all alternatives because the economic impact is measurable
but would not be perceptible to community residents.

The Authority has been and is working in conjunction with the City of Fresno and County
of Fresno to develop resources to assist affected businesses and to mitigate any
potential impacts on city and county staff and resources for the increased permitting
needs of those businesses. The Authority has committed to maintaining a “permit
bureau” to help businesses overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the project.

L002-5

Atfter further engineering and discussions with Fresno, the trench option was found to be
considerably more costly without providing the intended benefits. Trenching the HST
alone would not provide desired benefit to Fresno. Although trenching both HST and
UPRR would be possible, it would be even more costly, and critical spur lines would be
overly constrained and impractical. Additionally, this option would require a longer
construction period, which would not meet the Federal American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act funding requirements. Through cooperative discussions, the Authority

L002-5

and Fresno reached agreement on an at-grade profile with some areas of the profile
lowered where possible.

L002-6

The location referenced in your letter, Roeding Park and Chaffee Zoo, lies within the
project footprint for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST project, which adjoins the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section in the city of Fresno. The Final EIR/EIS for the Merced to
Fresno Section was issued in April 2012; the construction and project impacts on
Roeding Park and the Chaffee Zoo are discussed in Section 3.15.5.3, Parks and
Recreation.
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L003-1

L003-2

Proparing Career Ready Graduates

BOARD OF EDUCATION
Michelle A, Asadoorian, President
Janet Ryan, Clerk

Valerie F. Davis

Lindsay Cal Johnson

Mills. 1.D.
Larry A, Moare
Tony Vang.. E4.D,

1o

—'I;—HFD;

Facilities Management & Planning SUPERINTENDENT

Michael E. Hanson
October 13, 2011

California High-Speed Rail Authority
Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS Comment
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Merced to Fresno Draft EIR/EIS

The Fresno Unified School District offers the following comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Statement for the Merced to Fresno section of the California High-Speed Rail
Project:

The Fresno Unified School District is the fourth largest school district in California and operates
94 schools serving app ly 73,000 stud Our District includes most of the City of
Fresno, and the proposed high speed train (HST) route runs adjacent to and bisects the western
portion of the District. The proposed Fresno HST station is located in the District.

Transportation Impacts

Most of the District and its attendance areas are located east of the Union Pacific (UP) railroad
tracks, which is the approximate alignment for the HST route. The District has traditionally
endeavored to use the tracks as a logical lary between areas. None of the District’s
clementary attendance areas, from downtown Fresno north to the northwest edge of the Distriet,
cross the UP tracks. However, the high school attendance areas for both Fresno High School and
Edison High School cross the UP tracks. As such, we are concerned that construction of the HST
could disrupt transportation between the areas east and west of the HST route,

It is noted that the Draft EIR/EIS does require the p specific ion/traffic
management plans for the purpose of maintaining pedesinan bicycle and public transit access and
routes, and ging construction-related traffic and parking (see pages 3.2-106 and 107). Such

plans, however, should include specific provisions for coordination with school districts with
respect to bus routes, pedestrian and bicyele routes, and automobile traffic to schools.

School Compatibility with P ial HST Route Impacts

The District has determined the approximate distance between its schools and the proposed HST
route. The closest school, Addams Elementary, is approximately 1,350 feet away from the HST
route, followed by Homan Elementary (1,850 feet) and Fremont Elementary (1,950 feet). Based on
the information in the Draft EIR/EIS, it does not appear that HST construction and operations

would result in significant noise or vibration impacts at these distances from the HST route.

2309 Tulare Stroat . Frasno, Ca 93721-2287 .

L003-2

L003-3

The Draft EIR/EIS Hazardous Materials Section correctly indicates that state regulations
(California Public Resources Code section 21151.4) require the lead agency to consult with any
school district with jurisdiction over a school within 0.25 mile of the project about potential
impacts on the school if the project might reasonably be anticipated to emit hazardous air
emissions, or handle an extremely hazardous substance or a mixture containing an extremely
hazardous substance.

Figure 3.10-4 of the Drafi EIR/EIS Hazardous Materials Section shows the location of Addams
Elementary School in relation to the HST route, which would be within 0.25 mile of the
construction zone, Based on the discussion in the Draft EIR/EIS, it appears thal most of the
potential for hazardous waste generation would result from project construction, demolition, and
e'{c:t\-'annn activities. The Draft EIR/EIS indicates that potentially hazardous materials and items
containing potentially hazardous materials would be used in railway construction, and demolition
of existing structures within the project footprint could require the removal of asbestos-containing
materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint from project sites. Because of the potential for the
accidental release of extremely hazardous materials, Draft EIR/EIS indicates that the effect of HST
construction related to routine transport and handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials
within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school would be moderate under NEPA, and the
impacts would be significant under CEQA.

To mitigate potential hazardous materials impacts to schools, the Draft EIR/EIS provides the
following mitigation measure:

HMW-MM#1: Limit use of extremely hazardous materials near schools. The contractor shall
not handle an y hazardous sut (as defined i in California Public Resources Code
Section 211514) ora mntu.re Ly | L in a quantity equal to
or greater than the state threshold quantity speclﬁed pursuant to subdivision (j) of Section
25532 of the Health and Safety Code within 0.25 mile of a school.

This measure should reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Displ of Busi: and P ial Ec ic Benefits

The project could result in the displ of 1 along the HST route within
the District. If these busi are not ully rel 1 within the District or move out of the
area entirely, the movement of people and students out of the District could contribute to a loss of
enrollment at District schools. This would be financially detrimental to the District, as funding
from the state is based on average daily attendance (ADA).

On the other hand, HST project construction and operations will result in the creation of many jobs
in the area. The location of a station in downtown Fresno could provide a large economic benefit
to the area by attracting people, businesses and housing to the station vicinity. Such activities could
result in enrollment increases in the District, which would be beneficial in terms of operational
funding (ADA). but could put a strain on District school facilities, potentially resulting in the need
for new facilities. This impact would be lessened through the payment of school facilities fees by
new busi and residential devel constructed in station area, as required by existing
law.

2
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. Please contact me if you have
any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

Lisa LeBlanc, Executive Director
Facilities Management and Planning Department
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L003-1

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

L003-2

While this comment appears to be in reference to the Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS, which
received a Record of Decision by the FRA in September 2012, concerns about the
potential for hazardous materials and wastes in proximity to schools are addressed in
Section 3.10 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, and
specific mitigation is listed in HMW#4.

L003-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05.

The number of potential residential and business displacements in Fresno is provided in
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #10 and
Impact SO #11. For information on the impacts on school districts, see Volume |l,
Appendix, Section 3.12-B. As described in the residential displacement analysis, a
suitable amount of vacant replacement housing is available in the vicinity of all
anticipated displacements, and students would likely have the opportunity to remain in
their current school districts; therefore, any effect on school district funding would be
small.
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|/

Kern Council
of Governments

October 13, 2011

Roelof van Ark, Chief Executive Officer
California High Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street Suite 800

Sacramento CA 95814

Dear Mr. van Ark:

As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency and Metropolitan Planning Organization for Kern
County, Califarnia, Kern Council of Governments is pleased to submit the following comments regarding
“California High-Speed Train Project, Fresno to Bakersfield Section, Environmental Impact

Report/
L004-1 1
L004-2| #
L004-3 3.
L004-4 &
5
L004-5 6

ital Impact

Page 2-41: Table 2-10 uses Kern COG's 2007 Regional Transportation Plan. The document should
reference the updated 2011 RTP, adopted in July 2010.

Figure 2-26 (and others) refers to Fomoso Woody. Should be Famoso.

Page 2-49, paragraph 4: refers to Kern Regional Transit (not an agency, but a section of Kern
County Roads Dept) providing service throughout the county, with connections between Wasco,
shafter, and Bakersfield. KRT provides many other connectians, and provides connections at
Inyokern to Eastern Sierra Transit Agency that serves Inyo and Mono Counties to the north of
Eastern Kern. GET provides service in Metro Bakersfield, as well as an express run to the IKEA
Distribution Center at I-5 and Laval Road.

Page 2-49, paragraph 5: States that no documented plans for intercity expansion are available,
However, the Long Range Transit Plan for GET with anticipated expansions is underway and is to
be adopted lanuary 2012.

Page 2-61, last paragraph: On the Allensworth Bypass, both Woollomes Ave. and Elmo Highway
would be blocked from providing local access and appropriate mitigation is not proposed. Kern
COG would like to see grade separations or other cressing solutions adequate for farm
equipment. These would service properties with the same owner that are bisected by
alignments and deviate from the existing BNSF alignment. Kern COG supports the BNSF
alignment because of its lesser impact on transportation/circulation.

Page 2-62, Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative: According to Appendix A, the Wasco Shafter
Bypass would close 16 local roads, collectors, and/or arterials in comparison with the BNSF

L004-5 |

L004-6

L004-7 |

L004-8

L004-9

L004-10

L004-11

L004-12

1

1

1

0.

o

e

alignment which only closes two. Kern COG supports the BNSF alignment because of the lesser
level of impact on transportation/circulation.

Page 2-82, Table 2-15, Shafter East HMF site mentions access to Wasco/Shafter bypass only, but
not BNSF Alignment. The analysis of the Shafter East Site should reflect that it can service both
alignments.

Page 3.2-28, paragraph six, What isa “henef’ bus? Does this refer to specially equipped buses
for the disabled, such as that which GET-A-Lift, NAPD, and BARC provide?

Page 3.2-28, paragraph 7, Within Xern County, Greyhound staps only in Bakersfield and in
Majave. Within Kern County, Orange Belt Stages serves Bakersfield, Tehachapi, Mojave, and
Boron as well as Eeastern Tulare County. In 2007, Caltrans com pleted an Intercity Bus Study
with more accurate information on where bus service is currently available
1hllg:gfwww.dot.ca.go_vj_hgfMass‘l’r_@_rggsz‘ll-Intg!c]ly-Bus-sg;g;!g.ntmi]. The EIR/EIS should
discuss integration between each operational implementation phase with Intercity bus service
and how that integration will be achieved. The EIR/EIS should discuss hew Amtrak Thru-way Bus
Connector Service, and Federal Transit Administration 5311(f) funded rural transit routes such
Kern Regional Transit will be affected and how schedules would need to be adjusted to service
HSR passengers getting on and off in Bakersfield for each implementation phase (from the Initial
Operati g (105) to the system).

Page 3.2-23, paragraph 1: The City of Bakersfield does not operate Golden Empire Transit; GET
operates as a special district. GET receives Section 5307 funds directly from the Federal Transit
Administration, and the City has an MOU with GET to transfer the major portion of their TDA
manies to this metro bus service.

. Page 3.2-34, Table 3.2-10. Source, as referenced in the paragraph above, is Golden Empire

Transit District 2009, rather than Authority and FRA.

. Page 3.2-34, Non-Motorized Facilities. Currently {October 2011), a contract is being negotiated

for Policy and Project Recommendations regarding the Kern Bicycle Plan and Complete Streets
program. As part of this plan, the consultant will prepare for Kern COG's ultimate adoption
maps and descriptions of existing and proposed bicycle transport and parking facilities for
connections with and use of other transportation modes. This analysis will include parking
facilities at transit stops, rail and transit terminals, park and ride lots, and provisions for
transporting bicyclists and bicycles on transit or rail vehicles. Itis anticipated that the Plan will
be completed and adopted by June 2012, Kern hasa significant bike path network. As
mitigation, a bike path facility adjacent the HSR alignment should be provided to connect Wasco
and Shafter with the Bakersfield bike path system. (Fora map of the current bike path system,
please reference the Kern COG 2001 Bike Plan:
hup:ﬂww.kerncog.orgfdncs\{ped_bike.fbikEplan.pdf}.

. Page 3.2-40, Conventional Passenger Rail. Increased ridership on the Amtrak San Joaguins

would be more germane to the discussion here, rather than the Capitol Corridor. In 2011, the
San Joaguins had over one million riders, and is the third most active passenger rail in the State.
In the southern San Joagquin Valley, Kern COG is preparing a ¢ rail feasibility study with
anticipated completion in mid 2012, Furtt it will be imp to in the Amtrak
feeder bus system (such as currently operates between Bakersfield and Los Angeles) after HST is

Kern Council of Gov.emmenu ; 5
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L004-12
operating. Similar to an airpart landing surcharge, a mitigation mechanism will be needed to

fund the feeder bus system, such as a ticket surcharge for supporting local bus and rail transit.

14. Page 3.2-40, Intercity Passenger Bus Service. Page 3,2-28 mentions Orange Belt; this page
mentions Trailways. The proper wording should be Orange Belt Trailways in both instances. See
comment above (at page 2-49, paragraph 4) regarding the Kern Regional Transit’s intercity bus
service.

15. Page 3.2-43, Construction Period Impacts, 2" paragraph: “During project design and
construction, the Authority and FRA weuld implement measures to reduce impacts on
circulation.” Will it be a third tier EIR/EIS before revi see specific mitigati on
this activity? When does the CHSRA anticipate providing a Mitigation Monitoring Prog for
review and comment by the public?

. Page 3.2-68, Bakersfield Intersection impacts - Ten impacts are identified on both alternatives,
with significant effect under CEQA. Kern COG does not find any proposed mitigations for these
impacts within the document. Kern COG requests the following mitigations for the impacted

L004-13

L004-14

L004-15 1

o

intersections:
a. Signalization / lization necessary to maintain local g t LOS st
b. Local transit service improvements to Bakersfield high speed rail station, including an
additional adjacent transit center and additional ingress/egress improvements for the
buses
¢. Off-street taxi waiting and loading areas, as well as kiss-and-ridequeues.
L004-16 d. Adequate parking, including long term parking.
17. Page 3.2-68, Bakersfield Area Transit Impacts: Addresses only existing GET, not KRT. Kern COG
requests the following mitigations to alleviate area transit impacts:
2. GET service to Meadows Field (airport) will require capital and/or operational
enhancements to provide additional transit service
b. KRT, the intercity transit service for Kern County, will require capital and/or operational
enhancements to provide feeder routes to the Bakersfield high speed rail station from
ArvinfLamont, Frazier Park, Taft/Maricopa, Shafter/Wasco, and McFarland/Delano
c. These mitigations will assist CHSRA to enhance ridership and improve viability of the
system.
Page 3.2-75, Bakersfield Area Freight Impacts: Refers to Fresno station rather than Bakersfield.
Also says freight rail service would be elevated, although it would appear to be the HST that
would be elevated.
L004-18 19. Mitigati for T p ion provided starting on page 3.2-82. Very general; more
specificity and quantification, plus oversight agency, will need to be provided at next tier or as
part of construction plan, The following additional mitigations are proposed by
Kern COG:
a. Minimize impacts during rail construction by staggering truck routing between

dard

L004-17 i

o

construction and aggregate source sites.

b. Monitor loaded aggregate truck weight to minimize degra dation of existing road
pavement conditions.

€. Fixany road condition degradation created by violations of loaded truck weight.

L004-18 |

L004-19 |

L004-20

L004-21

L004-22

L004-23

L004-24

L004-25

1L004-26!
L004-27

L004-28

20.

21

i

m
)

2

W

24,

25.

26.

2
2

-
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«

d. Ship aggregate via rail car rather than truck, whenever possible to minimize impacts to
road system pavement as well as air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.

Page 3.3-37, Transportation Plans and Programs, 2 paragraph: It appears that the Fresno COG
RTP is incorrectly referenced, and should be replaced with Kern COG RTP.
Page 3.3-38, Section 3.3.5, Environmental Consequences: CHSRA should provide KCOG with
information on diverting travel from vehicles to high speed rail for initial construction and
operation phases using existing 4$6.33 billion in order for this to be included in KCOG's next
regional conformity analysis. It is anticipated that the diversion of travel to high speed rail will
have a net reduction in health-based criteria pollutants and GHG.

. Page 3.3-38 - Next paragraph indicates that imj I ion of certain

could reduce emissions. EIR/EIS should commit to specific mitigation measures.

. Page 3.3-38, Environmental Consequences, fourth paragraph states: “Operation of the

HMF/MOWF may have the potential to cause a significant localized impact...” When will the
exact level of impact be determined, and when will Kern COG have the opportunity to
comment?

Page 3.3-38, Environmental Consequences, fourth paragraph states: "Operation of the
HME/MOWF may have the potential to cause a significant localized impact...” To reduce
impacts from commuting workers, the three Kern COG sites are located along existing rail and
bus transit service. The Wasco HMF site is 2 blocks from the Wasco Amtrak/Kern Regional
Transit (KRT) intermodal transit center serviced by 12 trains from the Amtrak San Joaquins, and
additional runs from Kern Regional Transit that connects Bakersfield, Shafter, Wasco,

McFarland and Delang. The two Shafter HMF facilities (East and West} are located along the
same KRT line. Kern COG has ined a ¢ I 1o prepare a c rail feasibility that
could include a new stop on the Amtrak San Joaquins or a new commuter rail service. The study
is considering a transit center near 7" syandard Road, adjacent to the two Shafter HMF sites. In
the interim, the sites will be serviced by KRT. If half of the HMF employees were to use transit
over 700 additional round trips could be generated along this corridor. The transit stop should
be included as mitigation for the Wasco and Shafter HMF sites.

Page 3.3-39, first paragraph states “Impl ion of mitigati could reduce the
exposure..” When will the effectiveness of these mitigati be ined and tested,
and when will Kern COG have the opportunity to comment?
Page 3.3-40, fifth paragraph states: During construction, progr
measures would be applied, including watering exposed surfaces twice daily, watering unpaved
roads three times daily, reducing vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph, and ensuring that
haul trucks are covered as discussed in Section 3.3.3(H). Kern COG supports these mitigation
measures.

tion

. Page 3.3-45, Local Impacts/Asbestos — Should define NOA acronym within text.

Page 3.3-53, Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis, should be followed by "(MSAT)", or defined with
the following text.

. Pages 3.8-19 (Figure 3.8-2) and 3.8-53 (Table 3.8-15), Floodplain map does not show Shafter

East and West HMF sites in floodplain; however, table states that they are in thefloodplain. This
error also occurs on Table 2-15 (page 2-82).
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'—004‘29| 30. Page 3.8-50, Hydrology: States that no HMF has access to municipal water supply; however,

bath Shafter sites do foatprint of the HMF, or 150 acres. The Shafter East site is predominantly fallow and should be

. Jist 0i i I
Pg 3.12-69 Shafter West HMF would split an agricultural parcel, although the parcel has the isted as 0 or near 0 impact to agricultura

L004-30 31
| ard B L004-37 39, CHSRA has adopted the Vision California commitment to sustainability. To ensure the lowest
- i i j h Iysis should include the availability of
L004-31 32, Page 3,13-30, Heavy Mai Facility Al ives, states that both Shafter HMF sites are p:_ssﬂ:ﬂe Ealhor:f.():tprll:lllfor lhe:MF pr:]ecr, ;::‘:: ysis should i il o 2z yu_
agriculturally zoned, with a small amount of industrial zoning. In fact, this is true for Shafter :ngceEL::?:d;:t '_"s:":t :2:; prew::thvt:: shea et ;;:t il s'nels :: et B
West, but Shafter East is entirely industrial. o gng L
1004-32 33. Page 3.18-4, Kern COG's 2011 A ion Plan was adopted in July 2010 and would square miles of vacant industrially zoned property.
' ba the.mart_: appropriate document to be addvresseﬂ Cevain Th p‘ar:ning s aor e eEn L004-38 40. The HMF should be co-located with a maintenance-of-way (MOW) facility to minimize impacts
i ; iti trainees to ite, in keeping with the H
extended to 2035, and the document contains a more thorough discussion of high speed rail. ::;:‘;:::f':r":ila[::"::::':'nr";r:as::;?;::f‘:e:::::nd :h?\?va::: :::s':reif‘z’:f“‘:'one:ha?
L004-33 34. Pages 3.18-9 and 3.18-15. Kern County's Annual Average Growth Rate is shown as 2.7% on first; 2

could be co-located with the MOW facility and not require an additional MOW between Sylmar
and Wasco to ensure adeq i @ resp times in that corridar.

_ On the Shafter West site, 4 single family houses are identified within the 480 acre buffer zone
{including 150 acre HMF footprint). These houses are not located within the 150 acre site.
Table 3.13-2 should list the number of single family houses as 0.

35 Hates ofi Merced 1o/ Fresng EIR7EIS L004-40 42. On the Shafter West site, 10 acres of land are identified on Table 3.13-2as being im pacted.

However, the 150 acre footprint for the HMF is currently vacant with the exception of the

adjacent railroad and an existing road. The buffer area includes some existing industrial

2.8% on second, while the same source listed. In addition, the Kern COG adopted growth
fi i i .
orecast is approximately 2% L004-39

4

it

L004-34 36. The methodology to analyze impacts for HMF sites in the Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS and the property; however, these activities should not be affected by the HMF.
Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS are inconsistent, making side by side comparison misleading. L004-41 43. On the Shafter East site, 5 acres of land are identified on Table 3.13-2 as being impacted.
specifically, the method used to calculate total acreage of the HMF sites appears to be However, the 150 acre footprint for the HMF is currently vacant with the exception of the
inconsistent, The sites In the Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS range from 170 to 332 acres. The sites adjacent railroad and an existing road. The buffer area includes some existing industrial
in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS range from 415 to 586 acres. However, the document states property; however, these activities should not be affected by the HMF.
that the area footprint required for the HMF is just 150 acres. |t appears that the consultant L004-42 44, In the Fresno Bakersfield EIR/EIS Executive Summary, the KCOG Wasco — HMF site is incorrectly
analyzing the HMF site in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS used a buffer zone around the listed as having impact to a school. The closest school is approximately % mile away. Alow
i properties designated for each site; however, no map of the buffer zones has been income housing project is lacated acrass the street from the proposed site; however, thisis not
provided making it difficult to confirm their analysis of the impacts in the area of the HMF sites. mentioned.
Kern COG requests that the analysis for the impacts for each HMF use a consistent methodology L004-43 45. Table 3.13-2 lists “Other” Permanent Land Impacts by Potential HMF Site (acres) but does not
for calculating and comparing impacts among the 10 proposed sites. specifically list what the other impacts are.
L004-35 37. The maps in the Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS show areas of proposed property and acreages that
roughly correspond to the property desi d for each site: h ., these acreages appear to Kern COG concurs with comments submitted by the City of Bakersfield regarding transportation
axclude any buffer zone impact area as the analysis in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS uses. assessments within this EIR/EIS, copy of which is provided below. Separate response to Kern COG
L004-36 38, The Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS lists as agricultural impacts the entire area including the apparent garding these c is not necessary. Kern COG will consider the Authority’s response to City of
buffer zone impact area. For example, the KCOG-Shafter West site as listed in Table 3.13-2 Bakersfield as sufficient.
shows an agricultural impact of 465 out of 480 total acres for the site. However, the footprint
B ) L us . \ 5‘ = é foo P On page 3.2-8, Section 3.2 Transportation HSR incorrectly assumes that the daily trips are 4,590, That
for the HMF is anly 150 acres. The property adjacent to the site within the buffer zone is ¥ 2 i Sk S
7 o p number of vehicle trips corresponds to the number of “Boardings, which is forecast to be 9,200 for the
currently zoned for agricultural use. Therefare, the site should only show approximately 150 R v p AT AL 5 _
i % : Bakersfield station. There are an equal number of “Alightings.” Therefore the number of daily vehicle
acres of impact to agricultural land. KCOG-Shafter East site and KCOG-Wasco site are currently ST - L ¥ ik
¥ . o= 5 . % 2 trips is twice what is indicated in Table 3.2.5. The assumed percentage of trips occurring in the peak
designated industrial in the local General Plans, so the impact in Table 3.13-2 to industrial land 3 e 3 : d
y g s ey hour is 15% and is too high. It should probably closer to 10, or even 7 to 9 percent, consistent with auto
should be listed as 0, not 484 and 407 acres, respectively, The Wasco vacant industrial site is - sliei chafstastics; istead of focal b o haracterktics. which are bypically 308 In the AR
2 . & i 1o 1, W e rax 1STICS, 0 eal 5 1 cteristics, an I il
currently under agricultural cultivation, so if an impact is listed, it should be limited to the actual i 4 REdiDg SRR

peak period and 30% in the PM peak period. The local transit peak hour percentages are 3 function of
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work and school trips being the prominent trip purposes for local transit trips. To really get the proper %
during the peak hour, one should look at the diurnal distribution of traffic on 1-5 and SR 99 for
automobiles. The EIR must be revised and recirculated to correct the significant underestimate of
wvehicle trips for the Bakersfield station and the unsu pportable percentage of trips allocated to peak
hours.

Caltrans in cooperation with the City of Bakersfield is currently preparing a Caltrans Project Study Report
(PSR), and a Project Report (PR) and Environmental Dacument (EIR/EIS) for the Centennial Corridor Loop
Project. This praject, which will be adopted as State Route (SR) 58 immediately after construction,
provides a continuous route along SR-58 from 5 (I-5) to G Road on existing 5R-58,
east of 5R-99. The proposed cantinuous route has been divided into three distinct segments, Segment 1
is the furthest eastern segment that would connect the eastern terminus of the Westside Parkway to
the existing SR-58 (East) fi y. Seg 2 is composed of what is locally known as the Westside
Parkway (WSP) and extends from Heath Read to Mohawk Street, and is currently under construction.
segment 3 extends from I-5 to Heath Road.

Three build alternatives (A, B, & C) are under consi within Seg 1 of the Ci ial Carridor.
The proposed high speed train (HST) alignments are in direct conflict with Alternative C. This segment
includes future direct connectars from 5 I d SR-99 to d SR-58 and from eastbound SR

58 to northbound SR 99. The future direct connectors would be located east of the Mohawk Street
Interchange, skewing across the BNSF rail yard, and tying into $R-99 near the Rosedale Highway
Interchange. Estimated at $275 million, the direct connectors are not included in the build alternatives
at this time; however, the project cannot preclude the construction of these connectors in the future.
Potential conflicts with HST, which must be addressed in the EIR and, where appropriate, resolved
through design changes or mitigation measures, are as follows:

Alignment B1

1. The HST vertical profile and the eastbound 5R 58 to NB SR 99 connector vertical profile are
proposed to be at the same elevation (approx. 475 feet). Elimination of the conflict would require a
change in profile of 30 to 40 feet.

2. HSTalignment is proposed to be constructed directly above an active 6 to 8 lane freeway at an
extremely high skew for potentially thousands of feet (Centennial scheduled to be constructed prior to
HST).

3. HST must span 6 to 8 lane mainline freeway plus approaches and auxiliary lanes to the future
connectors.

4. Outrigger placement will be critical. Freeway median cannot accommodate proposed columns for
outrigger; thus, requiring widening of the freeway and encroaching onto railroad right-of-way.

5. Temporary false work placement will impact active freeway for thousands of feet.

6. Outrigger placement cannot preclude future widening of freeway. Current median width designed
to acc future lane (passibly HOV).

7. Proposed HST equipment location may be in conflict with Seg 1and 2]
Parkway).

Alignment B2

1. The HST vertical profile and the eastbound SR 58 to NB SR 99 connector vertical profile are
proposed to be at the same elevation (approx. 465 feet). Elimination of the conflict would require a
change in profile of 35 to 45 feet.

2. Proposed HST equipment location may be in conflict with Seg 1 and Seg 2] id
Parkway).
3. Centennial Project will construct off-ramp from bound Centennial Corridor to Mohawk Street

interchange. HST profile would possibly need to be raised to provide vertical clearance above off-ramp.

Regarding the Westside Parkway, which is currently under construction west of 5-99, potential
conflicts with HST, which must be addressed in the EIR and, where appropriate, resolved through design
changes or mitigation measures, are as follows:

Alignment B1

1. HST alignment is proposed to be constructed directly above an active 6 to 8 lane freeway atan
extremely high skew for potentially hundreds of feet.

2. HST must span 6 to 8 lane mainline freeway plus interchange, approaches and auxiliary lanes
already in place.

3. Outrigger placement will be critical. Freeway median cannot accommaodate proposed columns for
outrigger without sacrificing future widening. Current median width is designed to accommodate future
lane (possibly HOV) or a light rail facility.

4, Temporary false work placement will impact active freeway for hundreds of feet.

5. Construction activity may affect the c directly for amount of time with high
cost and delays.

6. Proposed HST equipment location may be in conflict with Seg 1 and Segment 2 (Westsid
Parkway).
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Alignment B2

1. HSTalignment is proposed to be constructed directly above an active 6 to 8 lane freeway at an
extremely high skew for potentially hundreds of feet.

2. HST must span 6 to 8 lane mainline freeway plus interchange, approaches and auxiliary lanes
already in place.

3. Outrigger placement will be critical. Freeway median cannot accommodate proposed columns for
outrigger without sacrificing future widening. Current median width is designed to accommodate future
lane (possibly HOV) or a light rail facility.

4. Temporary false work placement will impact active freeway for hundreds of feet.

5. Construction activity may affect the commuters directly for extended amount of time with high
cost and delays.

6. Proposed HST equipment location may be in conflict with 5 nt 1and Seg! 2\
Parkway).

On page 3.2-33, it is stated that the Golden Empire Transit District is operated by the City of Bakersfield.
This statement is incorrect. They are a separate agency.

The attached Ridership and Revenue tables indicate the ridership and access modes by station, and the
parking requirements at each station. ©On page 3.2-62 of the EIR/EIS, the document correctly indicates
the parking requirement to be 7,400 spaces at the Fresno Station. On page 3.2-68 for Bakersfield, the
document states, “The station parking areas would accommodate approximately 2,300 parking spaces
at the Bakersfield Station.” However, the attached table indicates the parking requirement at the
Bakersfield station to be 8,100 spaces. Below the topic of Bakersfield Parking Impacts, Bakersfield Area
Transit Impacts and Bakersfield Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts are discussed. The valumes cited match
those reported in the attached tables. So clearly the parking requirement is in errar. Itis further noted
that the attached tables indicate in a footnote that “Egress is mirror of access.” This means that there
are an equal number of passengers (and associated vehicle trips) de-boarding the trains and leaving the
stations. The daily trips reported in Table 3.2-5 on page 3.2-8 are incorrect for several reasons. For
Bakersfield, from the attached tables, note that 1,400 autos are dropping off passengers. Once the autos
drop off the passengers, they depart the station. That is 2,800 vehicle trips. Additionally, there are 2,300
motorized vehicles arriving to park, 400 rental cars being returned, and 400 taxis dropping off
passengers. These total 5,900 vehicle trips for the boarding passengers, not the 4,590 daily trips
reported in table 3.2-5. Plus there are an equal number of de-boarding related trips. So 11,800 daily
trips for Bakersfield, and 11,200 daily trips for Fresno.

Bakersfield Roadway Segment Impacts are discussed on page 3.2-66 and quantified on the following
page in Tables 3.2-21 and 22. In Table 3.2-21that for the Existing Plus Project scenario, there is virtually
no difference between the “existing” and the “existing plus project” average daily traffic volumes. Some
of these segments are incorrectly referenced so we cannot identify (SR 178 between 23rd Street and
Chester Avenue, and 23rd Street between 24th Street and F Street). However, none of the 11,800
vehicles a day traveling to or from the station are apparently ling along these seg Under the
Future with Project scenario, Table 3.2-22, it is easier to tell what roadway segment the authors are
referencing. On 23rd Street, between F Street and Chester Avenue, not one extra wvehicle will be on the
roatway as a result of the HST station being constructed. It seems inappropriate to conclude that no one
will want to use 23rd and 0 Streets to get to the station. We did not further look at the individual LOS
results for the intersections, because with these ADT and station trip activity volume errors, the LOS
results would not provide accurate or reliable data to base any conclusion. These errors alone are
significant enough to warrant a restudy of traffic impacts.

The City of Bakersfield, Greater Bakersfield Separation of Grade District, and the County of Kern, in
coordination with adjacent property owners, have been engaged in defining Specific Plan Lines for the
alignments and limits of grade separations along the BNSF Railway at Kratzmeyer Road,
Renfroflenkins/Reina Roads and West Beltway. The addition of the High-Speed Rail alignment
alternatives along the BNSF corridor has required the development of alterations to the previous
concept plans for the railroad grade separations and necessitated an accelerated time schedule for
rconstruction of the grade separations along Santa Fe Way.

Santa Fe Way is a significant regional north-south route, connecting metropolitan Bakersfield with the
cities of Shafter and Wasco. As discussed at the July 14, 2011 meeting, HSRA desires to run the High-
Speed train under the recently constructed Seventh Standard Road overhead, adjacent to the BNSF
Railway. This alignment would restrict future widening of Santa Fe Way to four lanes (currently planned
as an ultimate six-lane arterial) and would necessitate the construction of a wall along the westerly
abutment. It was determined that the loss in north-south roadway capacity could be mitigated with the
construction of a parallel route comprised of Burbank Street, Zachary Avenue, the West
Beltway/BNSF/High-Speed Rail/Santa Fe Way grade separation, and Heath Road.

The West Beltway is planned as an ultimate six-lane freeway. For that reasan, the overhead should be
constructed with a substructure for this ultimate facility and a superstructure for either two or four
lanes. The connecting roadway should provide a minimum of two travel lanes and paved shoulders.

With respect to the proposed Reina Road crossing, the circulation plan calls for a southerly relocation of
the crossing with connections to Renfro Road and Jenkins Read to provide a more efficient
perpendicular crossing of the railroad and to provide for north-south circulation/travel. Your plans show
a Reina Road crossing so they need to be corrected to the Renfro/Jenkins crossing. The design for the
Kratzmeyer Road and Renfro/Jenkins/Reina Roads grade separations should provide for a minimum 55
m.p.h. stopping sight distance on the vertical curves. Both roadways are designated as six-lane arterial
streets and therefore a six-lane substructure should be provided to allow for future widening. The
superstructure on Kratzmeyer Road and Renfro/Jenkins/Reina Roads should provide for a minimum of
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four lanes and two lanes, respectively. The overhead structures also need to provide for a minimum of
four travel lanes, bike lanes, and a median on Santa Fe Way, adjacent to the High-Speed Rail

Because the preliminary design work and right-of-way co have been acc lished by our
local agencies and adjacent land owners, we recommend that the Santa Fe Way mitigation project
(Burbank Street grade separation, West Beltway overhead and connecting roadways), the Kratzmeyer
Road grade separation, and the Renfro/lenkins/Reina Roads grade separation be accomplished as early
delivery projects. We also recommend that the full scope of these early delivery projects, including
design, right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation and construction, be accomplished by our local
agencies through a Joint Agencies Agreement among the HSRA, the City of Bakersfield, the County of
Kern, the City of Shafter and the Greater Bakersfield Separation of Grade District, with funding being
provided by the HSRA.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the environmental impacts of this important project.
Sincerely,
Ronald E. Brummett
Executive Director

A

7
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Robert Ball
Planning Director
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Response to Submission LO04 (Ronald Brummett, Kern Council of Governments, October 14, 2011)

L004-1

The text of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been revised in response to your
comment about Table 2-10 in Chapter 2, Alternatives.

L004-2

The relevant figures have been revised in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS to
correct the spelling of Famoso Woody Road in Kern County.

L004-3

In response to your comment, the text of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has
been revised in Chapter 2, Alternatives, Section 2.4.1.

L004-4

In response to your comment, the text of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has
been revised in Chapter 2, Alternatives, Section 2.4.1.

L004-5

Please refer to Appendix 2-A of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, which lists road
crossings for the Fresno to Bakersfield alternatives revised as a result of continuing
project design.

L004-6

The Kern Council of Governments-Shafter East HMF Site would serve the Wasco-
Shafter Bypass Alternative and not the BNSF Alternative. The Kern Council of
Governments-Shafter West HMF Site would serve all of the alternatives except the
Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative. Text in Chapter 2, Table 2-15 is correct.

L004-7

The reference to “Benef buses” was an error; the section has been revised in the
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

L004-8

The HST will not preclude future or impede existing intracity and intercity bus routes.
The Authority and FRA have also provided planning grants for cities that could have an

L004-8

HST station to assist them in planning for the integration of transit service with the high-
speed rail and to update land use plans in the areas surrounding the stations.

L004-9

In the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the text has been revised to state that Golden
Empire Transit is an independent entity from the City of Bakersfield.

L004-10

In the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the reference has been revised to "Golden
Empire Transit District 2012."

L004-11

The HST will not preclude the future development of the Kern County Bicycle Plan.

L004-12

In the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the analysis of Conventional Passenger Rail
added language addressing increased ridership on the San Joaquin Amtrak Route.

L004-13

The naming convention of "Orange Belt Trailways" has been corrected in the Final
EIR/EIS.

L004-14
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-TR-01.

L004-15
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

Mitigation measures for Existing and Existing Plus Project conditions impacts within the
Bakersfield Station alternatives are discussed in Section 3.2.7 of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and are summarized in Tables 3.2-50 and 51.
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L004-16

Providing local bus feeder service is not in the project's scope; however, the Authority
will work with the City of Bakersfield and Kern County to integrate regional/intercity bus
system service into the Bakersfield Station.

L004-17

The discussion of Bakersfield area freight impacts has been revised in the Revised
DIER/Supplemental DEIS.

L004-18

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

Please refer to design features #8 and #11 in Section 3.2.6 of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

L004-19
Text has been revised in Section 3.3.5 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

L004-20

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST project is not subject to the transportation
conformity rule. However, if the project requires future actions that meet the definition of
a project element subject to transportation conformity, additional determinations and
associated analysis will be completed as may be required.

L004-21
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-05.

Mitigation measures were refined in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of
continuing project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional
consultation with public agencies. Accordingly, appropriate mitigation will be included in
the Final EIR/EIS and will also be included in FRA’s Record of Decision, which will
require the Authority to comply with all mitigation measures as the project advances
through final design and construction.

L004-22
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-05.

Mitigation measures were refined in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of
continuing project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional
consultation with public agencies. Accordingly, appropriate mitigation will be included in
the Final EIR/EIS and will also be included in FRA's Record of Decision, which will
require the Authority to comply with all mitigation measures as the project advances
through final design and construction.

L004-23

The HMF site for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST will not be selected as
part of an action by the Authority board. A decision on the HMF location will be made
following certification of the San Jose to Merced Section Final EIR/EIS. Potential
impacts on sensitive receivers will be a consideration in the future selection of the HMF
site. A key consideration will be the distance from the HMF site to sensitive receivers.
Potential effects of the HMF on children's health are discussed in Appendix 3.12-C,
Children's Health and Safety Risk Assessment.

As discussed in Section 2.2.9.2, the future HMF will occupy approximately 154 acres.
The property boundaries of each of the alternative HMF sites are larger than the
acreage needed for the actual facility due to the unique site characteristics and
constraints of each location. Because the actual site of the HMF within the identified
larger parcels has not been determined, an analysis of impacts on sensitive receivers
would be premature at this time. Once the HMF site has been selected, a Health Risk
Assessment (HRA) would be conducted to address potential health impacts on the
surrounding community. Mitigation Measure AQ-6 requires either the implementation of
means to reduce emissions from the HMF, including the use of non-diesel machinery
that will reduce toxic air contaminant emissions, or requires the establishment of a buffer
area between emitters and sensitive receivers. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
AQ-7 will reduce the impacts of stationary emission sources.

L004-24
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15.

U.S. Departmen
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L004-24

The Authority has not identified a preferred HMF site at this time. This decision will be
made as part of the San Jose to Merced Section EIR/EIS document because selection
of the HMF is highly dependent on the selection of the wye.

Once the HMF site is selected, additional comparative study, design, and review may be
necessary. If the Wasco-Shafter HMF sites are selected, additional mitigation measures
might be selected at that time.

L004-25
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-05.

Mitigation measures were refined in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of
continuing project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional
consultation with public agencies. Accordingly, appropriate mitigation will be included in
the Final EIR/EIS and will also be included in FRA’s Record of Decision, which will
require the Authority to comply with all mitigation measures as the project advances
through final design and construction.

L004-26

The term NOA (naturally occurring asbestos) has been defined in Section 3.3.4.6 of the
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

L004-27

The term "Mobile Source Air Toxics" is followed by the acronym MSAT in Section
3.3.2.1 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

L004-28

The floodplain at the Shafter HMF sites is a small local depression, smaller than the
HMF facility, that is not associated with a water body with concentrated flow. The
floodplain boundary is located within the proposed HMF sites. In Figure 3.8-2 in the
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the graphic that indicates the HMF location is
overlaying the small floodplain.

L004-29

The Final EIS/EIR has been revised to indicate that the Shafter East HMF is within the
city limits and within the city's municipal water service area and the Shafter West HMF is
outside of the city's municipal water service area but within the planning area.

L004-30
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02.

See Volume I, Section 3.14, Impact AG#5, for more information on effects on
agricultural land from parcel severance.

L004-31

Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and Development, of the Final EIR/EIS has
been revised to reflect that the Shafter East HMF site is located on land that is zoned
entirely industrial.

L004-32

The discussion of the regional transportation plan for Kern County was updated in the
Final EIR/EIS with reference to the Kern Council of Governments' 2011 Regional
Transportation Plan (KCOG 2010).

L004-33

Kern County's annual average growth rate is presented in the document for both the
population growth rate and the housing unit growth rate. The data come from different
sources and different years.

L004-34
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15.

As stated in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section, the heavy maintenance facility (HMF) site will cover approximately 154 acres.
As shown in Table 3.14-7 of the EIR/EIS, the alternative HMF sites in the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section range in size from about 420 to 590 acres. Table 3.14-7 also shows
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L004-34

the amount of Important Farmland in each of those alternative HMF study sites. The
HMF would be located somewhere within the study sites, but the exact location is not
known at this time. As indicated in Table 3.14-7, the amount of Important Farmland
contained within the alternative HMF study sites ranges from 67% of the

Fresno Works—Fresno HMF Site to essentially 100% of the Kern Council of
Governments—Shafter HMF Site. Therefore, it is likely that locating the HMF at any of
these sites would impact about 154 acres of Important Farmland. Maps showing the
locations of the HMF study sites are provided throughout the EIR/EIS, including Section
3.14, Agricultural Lands, and in Appendix 3.1-A, Parcels within HST Footprint.

L004-35
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15.

As stated in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section, the heavy maintenance facility (HMF) site will cover approximately 154 acres.
As shown in Table 3.14-7 of the EIR/EIS, the alternative HMF sites in the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section range in size from about 420 to 590 acres. Table 3.14-7 also shows
the amount of Important Farmland in each of those alternative HMF study sites. The
HMF would be located somewhere within the study sites, but the exact location is not
known at this time. As indicated in Table 3.14-7, the amount of Important Farmland
contained within the alternative HMF study sites ranges from 67% of the Fresno
Works—Fresno HMF Site to essentially 100% of the Kern Council of
Governments—Shafter HMF Site. Therefore, it is likely that locating the HMF at any of
these sites would impact about 154 acres of Important Farmland. Maps showing the
locations of the HMF site alternatives are provided throughout the EIR/EIS, including
Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, and Appendix 3.1-A, Parcels within HST Footprint.

L004-36
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15.

The HMF site will be about 150 acres in size; however, the exact location has not yet
been determined, and therefore all acres designated as a potential HMF were analyzed
in order to present a complete agricultural land assessment.

L004-37

The project description does not include any ancillary manufacturing facilities; therefore,
they are not included in the project analysis. The Authority will note the request for
consideration of this suggestion.

L004-38
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15.

L004-39

Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and Development, of the Draft EIR/EIS states
that there are four houses within the 480 acres of available land that constitute the
proposed Shafter West HMF site. At this time it has not yet been determined which 154
acres within the 480 acres would be used for the HMF site.

L004-40

At this time it has not yet been determined which 154 acres within the 480 acres would
be used for the HMF site.

L004-41

At this time it has not yet been determined which 154 acres within the 480 acres would
be used for the HMF site.

L004-42

The Summary of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been revised to remove this
discussion. A screening-level health risk assessment was conducted for the school that
is 0.25 mile from the Kern Council of Governments—Wasco HMF Site. This analysis
indicated that there could be impacts to that school. However, a more detailed analysis
that would follow additional design of the HMF may find that there would be no
significant health risks to the school.

L004-43

The Authority and FRA have refined the definition of "other" in the 3.13-3 Impacts Table
in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of continuing project design,
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L004-43

comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional consultation with public
agencies. The refined definitions are used in Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use,
and Development.
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PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES AGENCY

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Lorelei H. Oviatt, AICP, Director

2700 "M" STREET, SUITE 100

BAKERSFIELD, CA §3301-2323

Phone: (661) 862-8600

FM {561} B82-BB01 TTY fisay 1-800-725-2829
E-Meail: planning{Eco.kam.ca.u

Vish Addrevs: whew.co.knm.cavslplanning

Planning and Community Development
Enginesring, Surveying m Permit Services.
FRoads epartment

October 13, 2011 FILE: High Speed Rail

California High Speed Rail Authority

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

Sacramento, California 95814

RE:  Comments on Draft Project Environmental Impact Report /Statement for the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section High Speed Train (SCH# 2009091126)

Dear Mr. Abercrombie,

The Kern County Planning and Community Development Department appreciates the
opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of
the High Speed Train, The system includes major components in Kern County including the
Bakersfield Station, potential locations for a Heavy Maintenance Facilities and the railway
alignments. The purpose of CEQA and NEPA is to provide an opportunity for the general
public as well as other agencies with specific expertise to review the described project and
analysis and provide comments and suggestions for mitigation and the avoidance or reduction of
impacts. The eourts have directed and the CEQA guidelines have reflected six separate policy

grounds that justify the requi that lead ies must seck and respond to public
comments: sharing expertise, disclosing agem:\ analysis. checking f'or accuracy. dclccllng
omissions, discovering public and soliciting counter proposals (CEQA Gui

15200). The Authority, as lead agency, has chosen to present two seetions of the project in two
separate but related documents with formats that are not consistent. These two sections of the
system involve impacts and interests to over 2.2 million Central Valley residents and deserve a
robust and careful public review process to ensure compliance with the purpose of CEQA and
NEPA, not merely the legal requirements. In addition these documents are presented as project
level rather than program level documents which require a greater level of assessment and
Teview.

Public Notice and Review

The DEIR/EIS is presented as a project level document for the entire 114 miles of alignments and
related infrastructure. Unlike other development projects. this project has not been initiated by a
specific property owner and, therefore, affected property owners have no information or
expectation that they would be included in the project description and that their property might
be used for a track alignment or be adjacent to the alignment. Under CEQA. all members of the
public hold a “privileged position * in the CEQA process and certainly property owners who

L005-1

L005-1

October 13, 2012
Page 2

may lose businesses or be relocated have an even higher fundamental right to know if and how
the project will impact them, what are the impacts on the surrounding environment and how can
they participate in the formulation of feasible alternatives and appropriate mitigation. * [A}]
paramount consideration i is the right of the public to be informed in such a way that it can
intelligently weigh the env | of any plated action and have an
appropriate voice in the formulation of any decision™ (Envi Planning and Information
Council v. County of El Dordo (3d Dist. 1982) 131 Cal App.3d).

The foundation of the CEQA/NEPA process is an accurate project description that provides for
meaningful public participation. This Draft EIR/ EIS is deficient and flawed in not providing
the affected property owners notification or effective wols for determining if they are impacted
by the proposed project. A detailed search of the following chay (S y. Chapter 1.0,
2.0 or 3.1-Introduction) shows no ref to any location or di where a property owner
could look to determine if their house, business or church would be required to be removed for
an alignment. No direet link or other reference is provided in the public notices posted on the
HSR website or provided to local government agencies to assist a citizen in determining how
their property is affected other than direction to the Draft EIR/EIS volumes. Further the
infrastructure components shown on Page 2-8 (At-Grade Profile, retained — Fill Profile, retained
cut profile, Elevated profile) are not linked to specific properties so that the public can
understand how the project would look at a specific location.

The only location of information directly relevant |u an attempt to notify the pubhc is in the
Table of Contents (page viii), Volume Il — Technical Appendices Appendix 3.1-1 - Parcels
within HST Footprint. This \'ulumc comprised ol‘Z’g individual 1 I X 17 colored sheets

includes an ali “footprint™ using two colors; orange for Permanent impact and purple for
Temporary impact and Assessor Parcel numbers superimposed on an aerial. A small square
labeled “sheet overview” is included on each page. A disclaimer is located on each page which
reads “PRELIMINARY DRAFT/SUBJECT TO CHANGE-HST ALIGNMENT IS NOT
DETERMINED. The numbers and names of streets are done at a size and color that is difficult
to read. These pages do not contain any other information or an index to that information that a
citizen or staff looking for their property would need: county or city location, Section, Township
and Range, or description of type of infrastructure component anticipated. Further, for purposes
of CEQA, there is no information on this or any other map showing what type of business,
structures or industries are under or adj 1o the alig In conjunction with the
disclaimer, it is unclear how this qualifies as a project level document with a stable, finite project
description as required by CEQA.  Without specific information generated by the DEIR/EIS, the
public is left to provide their own analysis back to the authority, based on their local knowledge,
on what they think the impacts will be. It is the responsibility of the lead agency to provide that
analysis and propose mitigation or alternatives to address specific impacts. That detailed analysis
has not been provided in this document.

To provide the level of public notification required by CEQA for this project, Kern County
requests for the next eirculation of the Revised EIR/EIS that an online database be created that

@ CALFORNIA @iz
High-Speed Rail Authority plosarin it

Page 32-21



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

eld Section

Vol. IV Response to Comments from Local Agencies Post Comment Period

Submission LOO5 (Lorelei Oviatt, AICP, Kern County Planning & Community Development Department,

October 14, 2011) - Continued

L005-1

L005-2

L005-3

L005-4

October 13, 2011
Page 3

allows a citizen to input an Assessor Parcel Number, address, intersection or Section. Township
and Range and then links to a map showing the alignment and infrastructure components for that
area. This website address should be included in the next public notification for circulation and
an explanation for its use provided.

Without this site specific effort as well as an expansion of the analysis, this DEIR/EIS cannot be
considered a project level document under CEQA. An example of the lack of specific detail is
located in Chapter 3.3, Air Quality and Global Climate Change. The chapter begins witha
reference to a technical d that is not included in the DEIR/EIS and is not located online:
Fresno to Bakersficld Section: Air Quality Technical Report although it is cited in the summary
of sources for the document.  Yet Chapter 3.3 contains no specific quantification of amounts for
construetion emissions (Table 3.3-21) and no analysis at all for operational emissions, Instead
the chapter includes simplified “yes or no" statements related to the construction emissions

exceed of the ad ,‘ d thresholds. Suchaj that the public has no need
10 verily the metl logy and ¢ lations used for the air modeling and that the magnitude of
the exceedance is irrelevant to informed decision-making. This chapter needs to include actual
amounts in tons per year of the construction emissions and ional emissi including the
indirect air quality impaets of the employees driving to the lrams as operators and the ridership.
Further given the disclaimer on the alignment footprint Volume Il - Technical Appendices
Appendix 3.1-1, the ptions for the methodology (ex. caleulation of the trip lengths and mix

for construction workers to each Iocallorl} shuuld be specifically discussed in the DEIR/EIS.

Finally, the of the technical source de on air quality from the circulation of the
DEIR/EIS deprives thc publrc of fund 1 infi y for a complete evaluation of
the accuracy of the i 1 and ful This and all source

documents of a technical matter should be circulated along with a clear location for any
programmatic documents that are being referenced in the DEIR/EIS.

Transpontation
The Kem County Roads Department has reviewed the DEIR/EIS and provided the following

technical comments.

1. 5.5.3 Station Area Development, Page $-8: The project is estimated to bring 8,400 and 9,200
daily passengers to Fresno and Bakersfield respectively... Please provide the background
information for the ridership as the volumes appear to be relatively high.

2. Table $-2, Page $-23: Contains similar statements for the various categories that do not
coincide with the results. For example, the following statement is in regard to the total
number of permanent road closures, which states “Construction Impacts - There are no

L005-4

L005-5

L005-6 |

L005-7 |

L005-8 |

L005-9

L005-10

L005-11

L005-12

October 13,2011

Page 4

significant differentiating construction impacts benween alternatives for transportation and
maffic." That is incorrect as the responses to the question vary significantly. How canthe
variation in the number of road closures between scenarios vary from 15 1o 20 roads
without that being a significant difference? Please clarify.

. Tahlc S-3, Page S-27: Comtains similar statements for the various categories that are

For ple, the following states “There are po construction impacts for
transportation and traffic.” This incorrect as there is no possible way to construct this
project without impacting the surrounding roadway network with construction traffic, road
closures and the various construction activities. In addition, the mitigation measures
provided do not contain the necessary specifics to determine the level of significance. Please
explain.

. Table 8-4, Page S-40: See item #3 above with respect to the mitigation measures.

. Table 1-3, Page 1-12: The Annual Growth Rate (%) for Kern County was not provided. buta

Year 2035 Projection was generated. Please explain how was the projection calculated?

Table 2-4, Page 2-34: Kern County Year 2010 and Year 2035 Population and Employment
estimates and projections appear to be higher than those modeled by KemCOG. Please
verify.

. 2.8.2 Pre-Construction Activities, Page 2-97: A Traffic Control Plan, which may include

CHP escorts, and any necessary encroachment permits should be submitted to the appropriate
agency of jurisdiction for approval prior to any Construction Activities. Project construction
timing may coincide with other neighboring projects, which will require coordination of
construction traffic to avoid possible conflicts during the project construction phases.

. Table 3.2-5, Page 3.2-8; Provides AM and PM Peak Hour in and out volumes that do not

reflect the ct istics of a 24/7 operation. The volumes split are more in line with those
of a single shift per day rather than an operation with three shifts per day. Provide a 50/50
split as that would more accurately reflect the imy upon the sur di | Ifthe
peak hour periods vary from those that are typically analyzed, plcascc!arlf} In addition, the
paragraph following the table contains statements contrary to the information provided
within the table. Primarily the difference between totals shown in the table versus those
provide in the paragraph.

. Table 3.2-9, Page 3.2-33: Intersection 41 {Union Ave/Golden State Ave/21 St) is shown to

be worse than both Intersections 46 (SR 178/SR99 Ramps/Buck Owens Blvd) & 47 (Oak
St/SR 178), please verify.

. Section E, Page 3,2-33: Incorrectly states that the City of Bakersfield operates the Golden

Empire Transit District, please revise to show the Golden Empire Transit District as a
separate entity.

@
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11. Table 3.2-23, Pages 3.2-69 — 3.2-74 and Table 3.2-31, Pages 3.2-89 - 3.2-93: These tables
seem to indicate that the only intersections analyzed were in the City of Bakersfield, What
County/unincorporated roads and intersections were analyzed, and what is the mitigation
necessary to maintain the current level of service?

2, Section 3.2.6 Mitigation measures Item 6, Page 3.2-82: Protection of Public Roadways
during Construction. This section should include the requirement to enter into a secured
agreement with the Kern County Roads Department to ensure that any County roads that are
demonstrably damaged by project-related activities are promptly repaired and, if necessary,
paved, slurry-sealed, or ucted as per requi of the Caltrans and/or Kem
County,

13. Section D — Roadway and Grade Separation Plans, Part 2 of 2, Page 162 on the PDF, sheet 2
of 5: Please explain how the lengthening of Rosedale Highway/State Route 58 will be
accomplished to date the High Speed Train, without a major disruption in vehicle

traffic. This is specific to Comment #3, as this is a heavily travelled route.

14. Section D — Roadway and Grade Separation Plans, Part 2 of 2, WS1 Wasco-Shafter and WS2
Wasco-Shafter: These seetions do not show the Renfro Road and West Beltway grade
separations of the HST alignment as previously discussed, revise accordingly.

Land Use

The document incorrectly identifies and cites the various Kern County land use documents.
There are two General plans in the 8200 square miles in Kern County. The Kern County and
City of Bakersfield Metropolitan Bakerstield General Plan is a jointly managed general plan for
409 square miles in the valley that includes unincorporated Kern County and the City of
Bakersfield. The second is the Kern County General Plan which includes the unincorporated
areas outside the Metropolitan Bakersfield Area, The policies for each are distinct and in some
cases different and the DEIR/EIS needs to be revised to address these differences.

Various references to the results of the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint process are also inaccurate,
On page 8-12, it states “The eight San Joaquin Valley counties that participated in the San
Joaquin Valley Blueprint planning process developed a forecast of farmland conversion to
nonagricultural uses by 2050 based on current development patterns.”  An amount is then given
0f 326,000 acres of farmland. This statement is incorrect. While Kemn County did participate in
the Blueprint p the modeling that was pleted by the various Council of Governments
was not formally ratified or adopted as accurate growth projections for farmland conversion.
Instead they were simply “what if” scenarios not based on the general plan policies or even
market conditions for agricultural commodities and use of farmland. A number of such
statements regarding the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint results are included in various parts of the
document and are used to represent purported growth forecasts and policy for Kem County. We

L005-18

L005-19

October 13,2011
Page 6

object to this use of a hypotheti I process to substitute for a reasoned analysis
of impacts that is location specific for a project level document. The eight counties of the San
Joaquin Valley while having commen land use issues have different growth policies and
projections on growth for land use impacts need to be discussed separately.

Future Commenis

Staff will be providing additional comments on the document during the recirculation of the
Revised EIR/EIS. The public notice notes that *...only comments submitted during the official
comment periods... will be treated as formal and subsequently responded 1o, in
writing, as part of the Final EIR/EIS.” While this statement is accurate under the CEQA
guidelines it leaves the public with the impression that written and oral comments cannot be
submitted outside those comment periods. That is contrary 10 CEQA case law and
inappropriately limits public involvement. [fa public hearing is held on the certification of the
DEIR/EIS by the HSR authority then public comment, both written and oral, must be taken and
considered in the final decision. A clarification of this matter should be included in all future
notifications.

Citizen Comments

Attached are comments from citizens on the proposed High Speed Train that have been
submitted to the Kern County Board of Supervisors and the Planning and Community

Develog Dep These are sut d for the record and require individual responses
under CEQA.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this important investment in California’s
future.

Sincerely,

LOKELEI H, OVIATT, AICP, Director
Kem County Planning & Community Development Department

LHO:jb
I\admiloreleiHSR. comment Oct 13, 2011
Attachments
cc: Kern County Board of Supervisors
County Administrative Office
County Counsel
Grand Jury
City of Bakersfield
Kem Council of Government

Page 32-23

U.S. Department
@ CALI FORNIA e gf;ranﬁ;):?lior;
High-Speed Rail Authority plosarin it



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

eld Section

Vol. IV Response to Comments from Local Agencies Post Comment Period

Submission LOO5 (Lorelei Oviatt, AICP, Kern County Planning & Community Development Department,

October 14, 2011) - Continued

L005-20

L005-21

L005-22

Ms. Lorelei Oviatt,

| am a resident and business owner within the Bakersfield community and | wish to infarm you of the
many concerns that | have about the harm that the High Speed Rail project as it is currently planned will
cause our community.

| oppose the Authority’s plan to unnecessarily destroy an unacceptable number of Bakersfield City and
surrounding area's infrastructure, homes, churches, businesses and schools by the Authority's plan to
construct the Rail project directly through the middle of our long blished city. Our city corporati
yard is affected. Our police garage is affected. Our aldest field landmark - Bakersfield High School
is affected. Our Robobank civic center is affected. Our Mercy Hospital is affected. Our city staff parking
lot is affected.

The Authority does nat have to destroy so much of our community to build their praject. The authority
could easily locate the rail alignment and station location outside the i

kersfield ity of the station and rails outside our established neighborhoods would
eliminate most if not all of the negative impacts that the Authority's current alignment plans will cause
our community. It Is worthy of note that the Authority's plan for the rail alignment in the Fresno area
does not pass directly through their downtown community and due to that reasonable alignment; the
project negatively affects far fewer citizens.

As planned the project will destroy over 230 homes in our small ¢ ity. It will disp! at
least 700 residents, it will destroy between 110 and 280 businesses affecting between 800 and 1350
jobs and it will destroy between 7 and 8 churches in our community. These are an unacceptable number
of negative impacts that will be unnecessarily caused to our Bakersfield community by the Authority's

poor planning.

| oppose the H.5.R. Authority's common practice of not sufficiently informing property owners that their
properties are at risk of demolition or value degradation by the project. | have never been informed by
the Autharity that my family residence is directly in the middle of their planned alignment. | have never
been informed by the Authority that my two business locations are directly in the middle of their
pl d | was of this by a citizen group located in the bay area on September 8th of
this year. This notification was nearly halfway into the EIR/EIS review and comment period.

Local governments properly notify citizens of proposed zone change and conditional use permits to
sufficiently inform the citizens where the zone change or C.U.P. properties are located in relation to the
citizen's property. Proper notification provides the citizens an opportunity to be involved in the planning
pracess. Proper notification was not given to the negatively affected citizens of the state concerning rall
alignment locations. That omission has put the citizens of the entire state at a huge and unfair
disadvantage because they were unable to be involved in the planning process of the project.

| oppose the Authorities plan to demolish as many as 8 churches, a religious school and a Hindu mission
in our moderately sized community. | believe that our freed that are g d by the
Constitution of the United States will be violated by such unnecessary g heavy i
These are churches and schools that have been serving their community in long established
neighborhoods, When they are destroyed, they will not be able to relocate in the neighborhoods that
they serve.

| currently oppose the project as planned due to the insufficient amount of funds that are available to
effectively begin construction of the project and | currently oppose the project because the amount of

L005-22

L005-23

funds that will be necessary to complete the project have been grossly underestimated and the source
of future funding is undetermined. | oppose the project because the unjustifiably high cost of the project
will eliminate funding of important infrastructure projects well into the future.

The preject has received a very small amount of Federal funds in relation to the amount of funding that
will be necessary to complete the project. The project is located entirely within the state of California
and it will be funded almost entirely by state of California tax payers. | believe that the Federal
government has way too much power over this project. This is not an interstate project so | believe that
it should NOT be managed by the Federal Railroad administration. The State of California should be in
charge of this project because our California state leaders would better look after the best interests of
their citizens.

The individuals working for the Federal agencies that are planning and managing the High Speed Rail
praject are accountable to no one in the state of California and they are unnecessarily harming the
interests of Californians and a large number of the Bakersfield area citizens that you serve. The Federally
managed H.5.R. praject has inexplicably exempted itself from our California Environmental Quality Act
or CEQA standards and the Authority has ignored our California environmental standards as it drafted
the project's EIR/EIS doc ts. These are 1 that all other projects located in
the state of California are required to meet. The Authority's exemption of the project from our California
state environmental standards is inexcusable. The Authority must be held accountable for this
inexcusable omission.

Our state cannot afford this project. The Authority has planned this project in an extremely unethical
and non transparent manner. | will never support a project that denies my fellow citizens their
« protected ‘ by ying so many of their neighborhood sanctuaries. |
will never support a project that destroys our local culture and our community's quality of life. Our
livelihoods, businesses, homes and infrastructure are being threatened by the Authority's plan and | will
not support those kinds of unnecessary negative impacts to our community.

The 3,300 page EIR/EIS documents are too voluminous, technically difficult and confusing for citizens to
review and effectively respond to in the insufficiently brief 60 day review and comment period. | believe
that the review and comment period should be led to a more ble 6 month period.

Please do what Is necessary to relocate the rail alignments to a less destructive location outside our

established community. Please hold the Authority ble for their P heavy

handedness. Please protect our citizens from the unacceptably negative consequences of the High

Speed Rall Authority's poorly planned project and please protect our citizens from the negative
s that the Authority's poorly drafted EIR will cause our community.

Please consider proposing a vote of no confidence of the P and EIR document
preparation of the High Speed Rail Authority project at the next meeting. Many other local
governments throughout the state have done so. Your vote of no confidence will make an important
statement of support of your community citizen's best served interests.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jeff Taylor
1624 Country Breeze Place
Bakersfield, CA 93312 (661) 332-1773
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S % Presbytery of San Joaquin
@ T = 438 S. Locust St. + Visalia, CA 83277
g:; d b ,1? PHONE: {559) 739-0168 FAX: (558) 741-8341
Firsad WEB: www.sipreshylery.org EMAIL: office @sjpresbytery.org

Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
2700 "M" Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

September 21, 2011

Reference: GPA #8, Map #102-29; ZCC #38, Map #102-29
PD Plan #27, Map #102-29

To Whom It May Concern,
| write on behalf of the Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian Church located at 1601 Art Street in

Bakersfield, and on behalf of the Presbytery of San Joaquin, The Presbytery is the super\rlslng body for

the Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian Church and is ultimately responsible for all real propertv confrallied -

by our member congregations.
It has come to cur attention that the rail line for the California High Speed Rail Project will cut

directly through the location of the building of the Korean Church. Losing this facility will harm this
cangregation in many ways. The process of locating new property and buiiding or renovating a new

hip facility is a Jous hardship for a congregation. They have only recently finished their
work in their current facility. While we know that the church will be paid for the property we are not at
all sure that the payment will be enough to relocate.

In addition to the difficulty of relocating their facility such a forced move would be extremely
disruptive to their church community. Most of the members of the church live close by the current
location. For the church meeting place to be moved to another place in Bakersfield would result in the
loss of members who would not want to drive a distance te worship and meetings.

| am aware that there are other routes being considered by the High Speed Rail Commission. |
urge you to look upon the existing businesses and churches, such as Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian
Church, and see the extreme difficulty that would be forced upon them by this route for the High Speed
Rail line. Please choose another route.

i

Rev. Alexander Brown, General Presbyter and Stated Clerk
Presbytery of San Joaquin
executive@sjpresbytery.org

Blessings,

Kem County Planning and Community Development Department
1700 “M" Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concern:
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29;

ZCC #38, Map #102-29;
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building......namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church,

it is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction-that Wlll,
not distroy this special building.

Sincerely, WW
3 gfh st Cquéqé
CoVe)
Orong€

@
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Kem County Planning and Community Development Department
1700 “M" Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concern:

This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29;
ZCC #38, Map #102-29;
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

! am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building......namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church.

Itis in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that wilt’
not distroy this special building,

Sincerely,

Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
1700 “M™ Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concern:
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29;

ZCC #38, Map #102-29;
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building. .....namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church.

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that wil]
not distroy this special building. e

Sincerely,

@

CALFORNIA ~ @ fi:5
High-Speed Rail Authority sl
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e
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Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
Kermn County Planning and Community Development Department 1700 “M” Street  Suite 100
1700 “M™ Street  Suite 100 Bakersfield, CA 93301

Bakersfield, CA 93301
To Whom It May Concern:

To Whom It May Concern: ] i
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29;
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29; ZCC #38, Map #102-29;
ZCC #38, Map #102-29; PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29
. 1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speedlrai] l_incl of its geographical
I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail lin of its geographical placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building......namely the Korean
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building......namely the Korean Presbyterian Church.
Presbyterian Church. . N o _
2 : P e AT = P’ It is in my prayers Il'!at you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that :11!
It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that will not distroy this special building.
not distroy this special building.
Sincerely,
Sincerely,
e R Gltons TRtk
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Kem County Planning and Community Development Department
1700 “M" Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concern:
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29;

ZCC #38, Map #102-29;
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building......namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church.

Tt is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction-that \a:l]
not distroy this special building.

Sincerely,
% A Achsox
- 53 @8 Moo
Nange Cove (A
L 73¢96-23Yy

Kem County Planning and Community Development Department
1700 “M” Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concern:
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29;

ZCC #38, Map #102-29;
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building......namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church.

It is in my prayers that you will seck to divert this high speed line in a direction that m]l
not distroy this special building.

Smccrch E E,IP ! i
&t_s’/ }GME; e#9. 19494~ 2/3¢

%;gﬁ g¢—03 ve celf
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This is my comment on the Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Envi | Impact (EIR/EIS)

Date: October 10th, 2011

My Name is: leff Taylor

My address is: 1624 Country Breeze Place
Bakersfield, CA 93312

| am a resident of and conduct business in the Bakersfield community. | wish to inform you of the many

objections that | have about the California High Speed Rail Draft Environmental Impact

/Report for the F kersfield portion of the project. It is my explicit understanding that

| will have an opportunity to comment on the ENTIRE EIR in the spring when the Authority releases it.

| am alarmed by the harm that the High Speed Rall project, as it is currently planned, will cause my
field city and sur fing c i

The High Speed Rail Authority did not inform property owners that their properties were at risk as
they planned the project:

The HSR Authority has not informed property owners that their properties are at risk of demolition or
value degradation by the project. The official notification letter from the California HSR Authority that |
received in mid August of 2011 was vague, deceptive, misleading and legally deficient in that it failed to
indicate that my home would be subject to demolishment by the project. The issuance of such a
misleading notification letter is contrary to the public good, the spirit of our democratic system, and it is
an abuse of trust by persons in positions of authority. If | had relied solely on the August letter, | would
not have been compelled to review and comment on the EIR/EIS documents and | would have suffered
economic and legal standing damages. The high speed rail has ¢ itted errors and omissions in their
dishonest notifications to property owners.

| have never been properly informed by the Authority that my family residence is directly in the middle
of their planned rail alignment. Thousands of other property owners throughout the state have not been
properly notified that their properties are at risk. | have never been properly informed by the Authority
that my two business locations are directly in the middle of their pl d rail alig T ds of
business gwners throughout the state have not been properly notified that their businesses are at risk.
This unethical and illegal practice has unjustly put the property owners of California at a huge
disadvantage. It has prevented them from being a part of the HSR planning process and it has tricked
them into not realizing the importance of their reviewing the EIR document and commenting on it
within the 60 day review and comment period. | was informed about my property being at risk by a
citizen group located in the bay area on September 8th of this year. This natification was nearly halfway
into the EIR/EIS review and comment period.

Local governments properly notify citizens of proposed zone change and conditional use permits to
sufficiently inform the citizens where the zone change or C.U.P. properties are located in relation to the
citizen's property. Proper notification provides the citizens an opportunity to be involved in the planning
process. Proper notification was not given to the negatively affected citizens of the state concerning rail
alignment locations. That error and omission has put the citizens of the entire state at a huge and unfoir
disadvantage because they were illegally shut out of the planning process of the project but more
impartantly, they have been denied their opportunity to review and comment on the EIR which puts the

Page 2 0f 11

citizens at o huge legal and economic disadvantoge. The Authority's common practice of not properly
informing impacted citizens of the state is inexcusable, unethical and betrays the citizens of the state of
California.

The EIR/EIS d are too vol and for the public to be able to review,
understand and comment on in the insufficiently brief 60 day review and comment period:

MEPA and CEQA standards mandate that EIR and/or EIS documents must be written in plain language so
that the public can und d the ing of the The EIR is not drafted in language that
common citizens can understand. The technical jargon and technical engineering drawings make the
document too complex for the general public to be able to understand.

MEPA and CEQA standards also mandate that an EIR/EIS draft document should be no more than 105
pages in length but they allow an extremely complex proposal such as the HSR project to be up to 300
pages in length, The EIR/EIS document has over 3,300 pages of complex and confusing data. The EIR/EIS
documents are too voluminous, technically difficult and confusing for citizens to review and effectively
respond to in the insufficiently brief 60 day review and comment period.

The Authority Is ing to c the rail aligr t and station directly through the heart of our
long blished - The destruction caused by the project to our Bakersfield

ity will be bly severe. The multitude of y negative impacts that the project
will cause our c ity cannot possibly be |

The Authority's current plan to construct the HSR project directly through the heart of our long

established city will unnecessarily destroy an unacceptable number of field City and
area's infrastructure, homes, churches, businesses and schools. Our city corporation yard is affected.
Qur police garage is aff . Our oldest Bakersfield landmark - field High School is affected. Qur

Rabobank Convention Center is affected, Our Mercy Hospital is affected. Our city staff parking lot is
affected.

As planned the project will destroy as many as 240 homes in our relatively small community. It will
displace as many as 730 residents, The project will destroy as many as 280 businesses affecting as many
a5 1,350 jobs and it will destroy as many as & churches in our community. These are an unacceptable
number of negative impacts that will be unnecessarily caused to our Bakersfield community by the
Authority's poor planning. The project will destroy our local culture and our community's quality of life.
Our livelihoods, businesses, homes and infrastructure are being threatened by the Authority's plan to
unnecessary cause such negative impacts to our community.

The Authority does not have to destroy so much of our community to build their project. The authority
could easily relocate the rail alignment and station location somewhere outside the established

kersfield location of the station and rails outside our established neighborhoods
would elimi all of the negative img that the Authority's current plans will cause our
community. The Autharity must do what is necessary to refocate the rail alignments to a less destructive
location outside of our lish kersfield c i

@

Federal Railroad
Administration

CALIFORNIA e of Transportaon

High-Speed Rail Authority
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Prior to beginning construction of the HSR project, the government must assess the potential
environment impacts under NEPA (Federal) and/or CEQA (State & Local) regulations:

Pursuant to NEPA regulation (40 CFR 1500-1508), project effects are evaluated based on the criteria of
context and intensity. Substantial effects would result in long-term physical division of an established
community, relocation of bers of residential or cf jal busl and effects on
important community facllities. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant
impact if it would:

Physically divide an established community.

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessi ing the c tion of rep t housing
elsewhere.

Relocate substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
community and governmental facilities or with the need for new or physically altered community and
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts.

According to the EIR: “In the Northwest District, the BNSF Alternative would depart from the BNSF right-
of-way just south of Rosedale Highway and rejoin the rail right-of-way after crossing the Kern River. The

alignment would cut through an existing suburb I in Bakersfield's District. The
rail alignment will displace 239 homes, 282 businesses, and 7 churches including o Christian school and @
Hindu Mission. This alignment would alter ce ity social i ions and ce ity cohesion, and

would change the physical character of our entire Bakersfield community, These impacts would be
substantial under NEPA and significant under CEQA." See EIR at 3.12-50.

"The Bakersfield South lig like the BNSF Alternative, would pass through
Bakersfield’s Northwest, Central, and Northeast districts, affecting similar but somewhat different
community facilities, Impacts in the Northwest District of Bakersfield would be similar to those
identified for the BNSF Alternative, displacing many homes and several churches. Like the BNSF
Alternative, the Bakersfield South Alternative would divide the existing community displacing 228 homes,
109 businesses and & churches including a Christion school and a Hindu Mission. This alignment would
alter community social interactions and community cohesion, and would change the character of our
entire Bakersfield community. These Impacts would be substantial under NEPA and significant under
CEQA." See EIR at 3.12-52,

The Public Notice explains these effects will be felt in the ing areas: "transp ion, air quality,
noise and vibration, electromagnetic fields, biological resources and wetlands, hazardous materials and
wastes, safety and security, communities, agricultural lands, parks, recreation, and open space,
aesthetics and visual resources, and cultural and paleontological resources.” Clearly, under either
alignment, the impact of the project will be particularly d ing to our local i
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The Authority's plan to destroy so many of our churches and religious schools deny citizen's our
Constitutional right to practice our religious beliefs:

The Authority plans to demolish as many as 8 churches, a Christian school and a Hindu mission in our

‘ ly sized ity. The religious f that are g d every American citizen by the
Constitution of the United States will be violated by such unnecessary government heavy handedness,
These are churches and schools that have been serving their ¢ ity in long lished
neighborhoods. When they are destroyed, they will not be able to relocate in the neighborhoods that
they serve. The Authority is denying the Bakersfield citizens their ionally protected religi
freedoms by destroying so many of our neighborhood sanctuaries.

The Authority has ¥ d itself from California Environmental Quality Act or CEQA
guidelines as the Authority drafted the EIR/EIS documents:

The California High Speed Rail Authority was established in 1996 as a state entity. However, the

hority has inexplicably pted itself from our California Environmental Quality Act or CEQA
fards and guideli CEQA jards and guidelines are much higher and more detailed than the
National Environmental Protection Act or NEPA g and that the Authority has illegally

adopted in its preparation of the project's EIR/EIS documents. The HSR project is not an interstate
project; the project Is located entirely in the state of California. Therefore, the High Speed Rail project
must follow the CEQA envii ! and guidelines that all other projects located in the state
of California are required to meet.

The EIR/EIS documents are poorly written and confusing:

The Authority is considering two different rail alignments through the heart of Bakersfield. They were
the "Blue” line and the "Red" line prior to the EIR/EIS document, The EIR now identifies the Blue line as
the "BSNF Alternate” and the Red line as the "Bakersfield South Alternate” however in the documents
that contain the rail profile maps, the routes are designated B1 and B2 and the mops that show
impocted parcels are not even identified.

The ity ir ibl ided insufficient hard copies of the EIR/EIS documents to the

Bakersfield community for review purposes:

Only one hard copy of the 3,300 page EIR was provided for our community of 500,000 citizens to review
which is malicious, irresponsible and insufficient. There is one hardcopy EIR/EIS document available at
the Beale Library in Bakersfieid for citizens to review. Volume | is six inches thick (the biggest 3-ring
binder | have ever seen). Volume Il isn't much smaller, The third volume comprises six one inch plus
thick books of maps. The veluminous and complicated documents are too difficult to review and
understand on a computer screen. Furthermore, many residents in our community do not have easy
access to @ computer,
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The description of the High Speed Rail project is incomplete:

The EIR fails to describe the whole project. Without a description of all aspects of the project that could
impact the environment, the EIR cannot be complete. The EIR falls to describe the electrical facilities
necessary to operate the project including transmission lines to and from sources for the entire project
including the stations. For this reason or reasons, it is not possible for the EIR to accurately and
adequately describe the project’s impacts and mitigation measures.

The EIR maps show two alternative routes in the Bakersfield community that abruptly end at Baker
Street. The Authority plans to analyze the remainder of East Bakersfield in a future EIR. The City of
Bakersfield, private property owners, citizens and business owners located beyond the current EIR study
are put at a huge legal and economical disadvantage due to the Authority's incomplete, non specific and
pathetically poor planning.

The Authority has not determined the rail alignment route from the southern San Joagquin Valley to the
Los Angeles area. The Authority has not determined if they are going to construct their project over the
Tehachapi Mountains to desert communities or over the Grapevine mountains to Los Angeles
communities. The Authority has not completed environmental studies that are necessary to determine if
it is even possible to construct the high speed rail project over the Tehachapi or the Grapevine
Mountains.

The fact of the matter is that the HSR Authority has not even begun to complete the planning that is
necessary to begin construction of the HSR project.

The High Speed Rail Authority is conducting their business in an i bl iving and
manner:

On the same shelf that the EIR/EIS documents were stored at the Beale library to be reviewed by the
public, there was a stack of California HSR Authority C cards located next to the documents. On
October 7th, 2011 all of the available HSR comment cards had the original comment period of August 15
to September 28, 2011. None of the cards had the yellow stamp on them informing citizens of the
extended comment period date for the Fresno to Bakersfield HSR Train Draft EIR/EIS deadline of
October 13, The librarian confirmed that these were the only comment cards that the HSR Authority had
ever made available to the public. Anyone wanting to use these cords to make a comment would be
maliciously deceived into believing that the review and comment period deadline had passed and
therefore would be discouraged into not submitting @ comment.

The HSR y has not p {ed the EIR/EIS di in Spanish

This inexcusable omission has put the Spanish speaking public at a huge disadvantage. The omission has
deprived Spanish only speaking citizens of their right to protect their economic and future legal standing
by depriving them of an opportunity to comment on the EIR within the review and comment period.
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The EIR does not ad ly offer effecti gati to add the negative fi fal
impacts to the property values of an unnecessarily large number of properties in the Bakersfield
community:

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative financial
impacts to property owners or city properties that will be forced to relocate City infrastructure, homes
and businesses. The EIR does not adequately address the method by which the property owners that are
forced to surrender their properties through the eminent domain process will be compensated,

The EIR does not q Iy offer i 2 to address the extremely negative
financial impacts caused by the project to community properties that will remain within sight and sound
distance of the project.

The EIR does not ad tely offer itigati to address the extremely negative
impacts to the property values of various properties that are designated within the alternate rail
1l for possible d lition, but have not yet been selected. The EIR as written unnecessarily
puts many private property and community property asset values at risk.

The EIR does not ads ly offer effecti gati to address the negative impacts that

the project will cause I ity's ically significant and culturally important

community assets:

The EIR does not correctly identify SR-204 or Union Avenue as an historic resource. Caltrans has
determined that Historic US 99 or SR 204 from Airport Drive to Brundage Lane meets the National
Register of Historic places (NRHP) criteria. The California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
concurred with Caltran's determination and has agreed to add SR 204 to the Master List of State-owned
Historical Resources. However, the EIR does not recognize SR 204 at Union Avenue as having sufficient
historical significance to be considered in the report.

The EIR does not adequotely offer effective mitigation measures to oddress the destruction of
Bakersfield High School’s historically significant and culturally important buildings that are located north

of 14th Street or offer ble and y mitigation measures to address replacement of the

historically signifi and ¢ Hy imp ildings on @ campus with very limited space.

The EIR/EIS document does not offer effective mitigati: to a multitude of probl, that

the project will cause our Bakersfield and di ity. Many of the mitigation measures

offered in the EIR are vague and insufficient. Furth there are no ible effective miti

measures for multitudes of excessively negative impacts that the project as planned will cause our
kersfield and -

The EIR does not adeguately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative

visual character changing impacts that the project will cause a large percentage of Bakersfield and

surrounding area citizens by the Authority's current plan to construct elevated rail structures as high as

80 feet directly through the heart of our established community. It is a fact that the extremely negative

visual and aesthetic impacts that an elevated high speed train operation will cause the community

cannot be adequately mitigated. The visual change that an elevated rall system will cause to our
sfield will be di ic and not negligible as concluded in the EIR.
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
visual impacts that the praject will cause a large percentage of Bakersfield and surrounding area citizens
from the huge amount of graffiti that the elevated rail structures and sound walls will undoubtedly
invite. Necessary mitigation measures to address who will be responsible for removal of graffiti is not
addressed in the EIR.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
noise impacts that the project will cause our Bakersfield community during and after construction. The
noise that a high speed train will create as it travels 65 to 80 feet high will travel an unacceptably long
distance from the rail location. The bmitted to address noise in the EIR are
insufficient, vague and in many cases deemed as being optional.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
vibration impacts that the project will cause to our community by the project’s close proximity to
remaining structures.

The EIR does not ly offer effecth to address the extremely negative
hurricane force winds that a 220 mile per hour train will create. The dust that will be lifted by the vortex
of the train will be substantial. However, no mitigation is offered. Effective mitigation measures to
address Valley Fever and other pathogens that will be born into the air by the 220 MPH train have not
been addressed. The rail alignment as planned will dissect many farm operations. Various pesticide,
herbicide, fungicide and other harmful residues will be born inta the air by the high winds created by the
high speed train, but no effective mitigation has been offered.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the increased traffic caused
by the praject on existing downtown Bakersfield city streets due to the HSR Authority's current plan to
construct the rails and the station In the heart of our Bakersfield city. Increased emergency vehicle
response times will also be caused by the added congestion but have not been adequately addressed in
the EIR.

The EIR lists street names that do not exist and addresses that are not located anywhere near the
proposed rail thereby drawing the entire document's accuracy inta question.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the elimination of a vital

connector road on Palm Avenue. The Authority plans to dissect the Palm Avenue thoroughfare into two

dead end cul-de-sacs. This will negatively impact existing traffic circulation in a large part of the
ding ¢ ity and cause negative impacts to resp times for emergency services.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the closing of Hayden Court
and the negative impacts to all of the businesses along that street.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
impacts to our community’s traffic circulation that will be caused during construction of the project.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of available
community parking for existing business and city buildings caused by the project or offer reasonable and
necessary mitigation measures to relocate adequate parking availability.
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures o address the extremely negative
impacts to our ity’s Bakersfield C project that is currently in the planning stages located
on N.W. corner of Brimhall and Coffee roads.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address how the H.5.R. project as
planned will destroy the City's corporation yard facilities or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation
measures to address relocation of the Corporation yard facilities.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of
Bakersfield's Police department garage facilities or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures
to address relocation of the Police garage facilities.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of one half
of the existing parking lot for city staff or offer ble and y mitigati 2 to address
replacement of the necessary parking.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures 1o address the negative impacts on
Bakersfield's culturally important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the
Authority's plan to destroy a large portion of the convention center's parking lot that is located South of
the existing railroad tracks or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to address
replacement of the vitally necessary parking.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impact on
's culturally i and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the

Authority's plan to destroy the loading area of the facility.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impact on
Bakersfield's culturally important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the
Authority’s plan to destroy the pedestrian bridge from the parking lot to the convention center.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of
Bakersfield's Mercy Hospital's property or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to
address replacement of the Hospital property.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of or the
replacement of the Bakersfield City Credit Union.

THE EIR/EIS documents fail to adequately describe and characterize land use impacts:
The EIR fails to describe the project’s impacts on land use. In fact the EIR erroneously states that project

impacts will be less than significant when taking into consideration the total percent of land impacted.
To the contrary, land use impacts will be significant.

The EIR bases impacts on an unrealistically small project footprint. The footprint will be considerably
larger due to the height of the elevated rails, loud noise, vortex wind and vibration.

The EIR underestimates land use impacts because it omits critical information about existing land uses
and land use policies.
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the projects disruption of
existing neighborhoods and operations during and after construction of the project.

The EIR does not adequately describe the identification of negatively affected Bakersfield parks or bike
paths within the project's massive footprint or offer effective mitigation measures to address the
negative impacts that the project will cause to the public's use of the parks and bike path.

The EIR fails to adequately address or offer effective mitigation for the unnecessary destruction of over
2,200 acres of Irreplaceable farm land.

The EIR does not adequately address or offer effective mitigation for the annual loss of hundreds of
millions of doliars of farming revenue, dairy revenue, and other business revenue throughout the state
that will be caused by the project.

The EIR fails to adequately address where the source of the massive amounts of electricity that will be
necessary to power the HSR operations will come from.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the overtaxing of the
existing electric grid that the HSR operations will cause.

The HSR project will cause numerous major impacts to Bakersfield TRIP projects:

The HSR project will cause significant impacts to Bakersfield's Westside Parkway and Centennial Corridor
project. There are significant conflicts with Bakersfield's TRIP projects currently under construction, as
well as the future Centennial Corridor. If HSR adopts their EIR or plan alignments with such conflicts, it
will create enviranmental document conflicts that would significantly impact the S400Million extension
of highway 58 - Centennial Corridor project.

Caltrans is currently preparing a Project Study Report, a Project Report and Environmental documents
for the $275Million Centennial Corridor Loop project. The proposed HSR train alignments are in direct
conflict with possible future direct connectors from i 5R-99 to b d SR-58 and from
Eastbound SR-58 to Northbound SR-99. The future direct connectors would be located east of the
Mohawk Street interchange, passing across the BNSF rail yard, and tying into SR-99 near the Rosedale
Highway Interchange.

The HSR project will cause numerous major impacts to an important Bakersfield Redevelopment
Project:

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitzation measures to address the project's excessive
negative impacts to Bakersfield's new $17 million South Mill Creek apartment project which is currently
under construction. The South Mill Creek apartment project is an approximate 20-acre mixed use
development which includes over 160 affordable housing units and approximately 100,000 square feet
of commercial use. According to the EIR document, all offordable housing in South Mill Creek will be
permanently impocted by the profect.
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The EIR document acknowledges that the City of field has ad d lof plans for the

vicinity of Bakersfield's proposed HSR station but the EIR does not adequately address the direct
negative impacts to the 160 unit south Mill Creck affordable housing project; nor does the EIRfEIS
accurately address the economic impact on the redevelopment project as a whole.

The monetary cost of the High Speed Rail project Is much more than the citizens voted for in the 2008
proposition-1A initiative.

In 2008, Proposition-1A advertised that the HSR project would cost $33Billion and now it is estimated to
conservatively require $67 to 587Billion to comp'cte. Many highly respected economists believe it will
cost much more than that. (See the September 1/th, 2011 Economic report titled, "The Financial Risks
of California's Proposed High-Speed Rail Project” by A. Enthoven, W. Grindley and W. Warren.}

in 2008, Proposition-1A authorized the state to sell bonds in the amount of $9.958illion to construct
approximately 800-miles of high-speed rail track. Proposition-1A did not authorize the state to borrow
an additional $338illion, $67Billion or the 100's of Billions of dollars that the eventual cost of the HSR
project may end up costing. The state does not have the required funds available to complete the
Fresno to Bakersfield portion of the project and it has nowhere near enough funds to complete the
entire project. This project cannot be completed as designed in today’s economy and still have the
required funds necessary to run the state,

In 2008, Proposition-1A advertised that the federal government would probably bear approximately 1/3
of the $33Billion estimated total cost of the projoct or around $11Billion. The federal government has
anly conditionally agreed to provide around $50ilion dollars. the current i cost of
the project has increased from the original $33C0lion price tag to $67Billion. The federal government
has never agreed to fund a third of this project an/!itis highly unlikely that it will.

If the state borrows $9.95Billion and the federal | vernment grants the state almost $58illion, there will
only be approximately $15Billion of construction {unds available for the project which is still $52Billion
short of the estimated $67Billion that will be requiied to build this project.

in 2008, Proposition-1A advertised that they cujocted private i to fund app Iy 1/3 of
the $33Billion or around $11Billion. As of this <11 there are no private investors investing money to
fund the project.

The interest on the $9.95-Billion in state general ubligation bonds will be paid out of the state general
fund, The amount of funds available for vital ser ‘res such as law enforcement and fire protection will
be reduced. It is projected that the interest on t' - bonds will be 510Billion over the next twenty years.
After spending the Proposition-14 bond fuic. and the federal funds we will have invested
approximately $15Billion in the project. After paying back the principle and interest on the bonds we will
have invested approximately $19.958illion in the praject and we will still be missing more than
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$52Billion to complete the project. For a cost of approximately $20Billion, only rails will be constructed
from somewhere south of Fresno to srth of Bakersfield. Taxpayers will then be required to
pay additional funds for electrification, trains, stations and maintenance facilities for the Fresno to
Bakersfield section.

The HSR Authority now estimates that the section of rail from Fresno to Bakersfield will cost around
413Billion to build. It is believed to be the easiest ection of the project to build and the least expensive
section of eight planned sections. If the CHSRA is - rrect, the entire project will certainly cost much more
than $104Billion. Do the math... {$13Billion » & = - 104Billion) which does not include the $10Billion State
General Fund bond interest payments. These fi,u =5 are in 2011 dollars; not the cost of construction 10
years from now. The cost for completing the proct will be more, much more than we were initially
promised.

Reasonable people must be concerned that this project is not and will not be adequately funded. At this
point, | understand that the Authority has only ¢ Utained funding for constructing tracks for 80 miles.
There are no funds allocated for trains, stati maintenance facilities or electrification. Given the

present fiscal climate, | don't feel that the Sta the Federal g will be in a position to give
away more money to the HSR project. Despitc -ating the support of private investors, the Authority
has not yet identified any particular firm con cnts. | am concerned that this project will end up
being a train to nowhere, much like Senator =i sons’ bridge to nowhere in Alaska. The train will

severely impact the citizens of Bakersfield without any long term benefit and it will add to the debt of
the State of California.

The prospect of the High Speed Rail project ever ying for itself is realistically non-existent. The H.5.R.

project will certainly be a huge economic drain 12 Jeral and state taxpayers.
The Federal Government is fiscally bankrupt currently has a 14 trillion dollar deficit. The huge
balance of funds necessary to complete the pio | will not come from the Feds. The state of California

is also out of money and in fact has a huge bu:; 1« cficit as well. Every county government in the state
has a budget deficit. The selling of bonds for HSR construction will cost us untold $Billions in interest.

The Authority has an insufficient amount of funs available to effectively begin construction of the
project. The amounts of funds that will b ssary to complete the project have been grossly

underestimated and the source of future fun Fur the unjustifiably high
cost of the project which is now estimated to be « or $116Billion will most likely cost over 52008illion to
complete. The huge cost of the project will i Jte future funding of more beneficial and important

infrastructure projects well into the future.
End of comment

Thank you

Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
1700 “M™ Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concemn:
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29;

ZCC #38, Map #102-29;
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

[ am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
piacement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building...... namely the Korean
Presbyterian Chureh.

Itis ill'l my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that will
not distroy this special building.

Sincerely,

O, Myl

CALIFORNIA ofTransporiaton

% , 4 Federal Railroad
High-Speed Rail Authority Administration
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Chinmaya Mission Bakersfield

September 27, 2011

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comment
770 L Street — Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re:  Objection to the High Speed Railway
Dear SirMadam:

With regard to the proposed implementation of a High Speed Railway system, I hereby submit
this letter in opposition 1o this proposed project.

1. Introduction
1 am a practicing physician in Bakersfield. California, since 1982. I have been very involved in

the community;
1. Past Chicf of Staff of Mercy and Memorial Hospitals.

2. Past President of Bakersfield Breakfast Rotary Club.
3. Past President of India A of San Joaquin Valley.
4. Current President of Chi Mission Bakersfield

2. Background on Church

At Chinmaya Mission, our goal is to provide to individuals, from any background, the wisdom of
Vedanta and the practical means for spiritual growth and happi bling them to |
positive contributors to society.

Chinmaya Mission Bakersfield has been active in the community since 1995. We have weekly
classes for our children which teaches them about the Hindu culture and heritage. We also have
weekly Yoga, Meditation, and Adult Study classes which are open to all members of the
community. A large number of Non-Hindus attend and participate in these activities. Chinmaya
Mission Bakersfield consists of 300 families as our L Our building, located at 1723
Country Brecze Place, Bakersfield, California 93312, is in the path of the High Speed
Railway and will be demolished if the project is to proceed as proposed by the California
High-Speed Rail Authority. As a result, we respectfully oppose this initiative.

1723 Country Breeze Place, Bakersfleld, Califomia 9332 * (661)588-0000

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comment
September 27, 2011
Page 2

3. Enviro ct

Prior to taking action, the government must assess the potential environment impacts under
NEPA (Federal) and/or CEQA (State & Local). Pursuant to NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500-
1508), project effects are evaluated based on the criteria of context and intensity, Substantial
effects would result in long-term physical division of an established ity, relocation of

1 ial k of residential or jal busi and effects on important

community facilities.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant impact if' it would:
+  Physically divide an established community.

« Displ b ial t of existing housing, necessitating the construction of

p

replacement housing elsewhere.

el 1 21 L

. ial of people, nec
housing elsewhere.

the construction of replacement

= Result in suk ial adverse physical imp d with the provision of new or
physically altered ¢ ity and go | facilities or with the need for new or
physically altered « ity and g | facilities, the construction of which

could cause significant environmental impacts.

According to the EIR: “In the Northwest District, the BNSF Alternative would depant from the
BNSF right-of-way just south of Rosedale Highway and rejoin the rail right-of-way after
crossing the Kem River. The ali t would cut through an existing suburban development in
Bakersfield’s Northwest District, displacing 122 homes and 10 non-residential properties,
luding a gas station/minimart, an art studio, 2 health centers, and 2 churches
(Chinmaya Mission and Korean Presbyterian Church). This alignment would alter
social i i and community cohesion, and would change the physical
character of the ¢ ity. These imp would be sul ial under NEPA and significant
under CEQA." See EIR at 3.12-50.

Further: “The Bakersficld South Alternative Alignment, like the BNSF Alternative, would pass
through Bakersfield's Northwest, Central, and Northeast districts, affecting similar but somewhat
different ity facilities. Impacts in the North District of Bakersfield would be similar
to those identified for the BNSF Alternative, displacing many homes and several churches. Like
the BNSF Alternative, the Bakersfield South Alternative would divide the existing
community and result in a i

of residential property acquisitions in this
neighborhood, as well as the displacement of churches (the Korean Presbyterian Church

@
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Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comment
September 27, 2011
Page 3

would be fully displaced and parts of Chinmaya Mission property would be displaced).”
See EIR at 3.12-52.

The Public Notice e:a:plnms these effects will be felt in the follm’-mg areas: 'lranspﬂnahon air
quality, noise and vit I ic fields, biological and

hazardous materials and wastes, safety and security, cornmumtlcs. agricultural Iands parks.
recreauon.. and open space, aesthetics and visual and cultural and logical
resources.” Clearly, under either alignment, the impact of the project will be pnrtinl]arly
devastating to our Mission and our lnea] community. So far, there has been no mention of
C ion or noise at p ilable to those damaged by the project.

4. Additional Concerns

First, we are concerned that this project will not be adequately funded. At this point, we
understand that the Authority has only obtained funding for constructing tracks for 80 miles -
not for the actual trains or electrification. In addition, given the present fiscal climate, we don’t
feel that the State or the Federal government will be in a position to give more money. Despite
indicating the support of certain “private investors,” the Authority has not yet identified any
particularized firm commitments. We are concemed that this project will end up as a “train to
nowhere,” much like Senator Stevens® “bridge to nowhere” in Alaska. The train will severely
impact the citizens of Bakersfield without any long term benefit. It will add to the debt of the
State of California.

Second, we believe the location of this profect is misplaced. Currently, the proposed project will
run through “old” Bakersfield, which will result in extreme traffic and parking congestion. Thus,
we are concerned that local citizens will lose their easy access to downtown Bakersfield. Other
cities, such as Denver, Colorado, have wisely chosen to relocate new transportation centers away
from the downtown area, to avoid negative impacts, such as unwanted noise, vibrations,
pollution, and traffic congestion. Notably, the proposed railway in Fresno, California does not
pass through the center of the City and will affect FAR FEWER citizens.

Third, we find that the EIR report provided is incomplete and insufficient. For example,

Itk the de provides data on envi | impact, the actual nois: and vibration
studms were not included. Without reviewing the studies it Ives, it is imy to decipt
the relative impact of the project. Important considerations include: when the study was
performed, how many trips per day were considered, the duration and location of specific testing
sites, the effect of the Hageman/Allen underpass project, etc., thereby making it impossible to
decipher the relative impact of the Authority's project. In addition, the n:port does not address
environment impacts on the East side, nor does it explain why the site on 7" Standard Road and
State Route 99 was not considered. Furthermore, the EIR report is flawed because, at least in one
section, it lists street names that do not exist and addresses that are not located anywhere near the
proposed rail line, thereby drawing its y into q

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comment
September 27, 2011
Page 4

Fourth, we believe the Authority will not undertake the mecessary procedures fo mitigate
h iy on the ity. In fact, we understand that mitigation efforts, such as

construction of sound walls, are typically discretionary and, in some cases, can bc mducad or

even avoided altogether by the Authority. Thus, idering the budgetary

above, we believe the community will not receive the necessary protections from the anticipated

adverse environmental impact.

1 site on 7" Standard Rd

Fifth, we recommend that the HSR Authority re-eval the
and Freeway 99.

Finally, we have not received adequate notice of the proposed project and respecifully request
additional time of at least six (6) months to respond. In fact, the EIR includes approximately
30,000 pages of technical jargon, with which we are not familiar, and allows only a 60-day
comment period. To review it, we would have to read 500 pages a day. The report is in
highly technical language, being difficult for a layman to understand. It needs to be simplified.
Further, we had no idea that our church would be demolished until receiving a phone call
approximately two (2) weeks ago from a friend! The official notification letter from the
California HSR. Authority dated August 10, 2011, was vague, deceptive, and legally deficient in
that it utterly fauled to indicate that our building would be subject to demolishment and

jally ic loss; reliance on this August 10 letter could have resulted in a
subs:nnual loss ol‘cu.r legal rights and damages. The i of such a misleading notification
letter is contrary to the public good, the spirit of our democratic system, and an abuse of trust by
those in positions of authority. Accordingly, we have already submmed a formal request for an
extension to the Office of Governor Brown. Therefore, we feel an is y in this
instance, and we kindly request your cooperation.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Yours very truly,
CHINMAYA MISSION BAKERSFIELD

By:

Anil Mehta, M.D,,
President

@

Federal Railroad
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L005-1

The Authority believes that the map book provided as Appendix 3.1-A of the EIR/EIS
and maps provided at the public workshops have provided the public with the type of
information that they could use to identify whether an alternative would directly impact
their property.

L005-2

The methodology and detailed emission air quality estimates are available in the Air
Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012e), as part of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The Air Quality Technical Report is available on the
California High-Speed Train Authority's website.

L005-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

The boarding volumes cited are the largest reasonable forecast to allow for conservative
evaluation of potential impacts in the environmental review. The scenario assumes the
full 800-mile high-speed rail system is built, including service to San Diego and
Sacramento as well as to the Los Angeles Basin and the Bay Area. It also assumes the
lower HST fare scenario referred to as “50% of air fare,” and that the full system would
be in place in 2035. The details of these assumptions and the background of the
forecasts can be found at the Authority's website. As a perspective on the magnitude of
the forecast, HST boardings at Bakersfield represent about 6% of all trips from Kern
County to other parts of the state forecast to be made in 2030 (Source: PB calculation
from 2009-2010 Deliverables CS Run 01Y... for Full System 2030).

The Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a) presents a medium-case forecast
with phased construction and opening of service that shows about 650 passengers
boarding per day at Bakersfield in 2022 (the first year of the Initial Operation Segment),
growing to 3,600 boardings per day in 2035 for the Blended Phase 1 service. For detail
on these forecasts, see the Revised 2012 Business Plan and supporting documents at
the Authority's website.

Further discussion of the different forecasts for the project can be found in Standard
Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

L005-4

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

All roads that cross the alignment were evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads
that serve high volumes of traffic or are otherwise important routes were considered for
overcrossings. Roads proposed to be closed are those estimated to have volumes fewer
than 500 vehicles per day, with crossings available on alternative detour routes that
would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel to a trip. These crossings, requiring
considerable investment in structures at each location, are intended to offset or minimize
the disruption of traffic overall. Impacts from each individual road closure would be an
inconvenience but would not restrict continued access, and impacts were therefore
determined to be less than significant based on the continued availability of access.

All road crossings, whether proposed to remain open or closed, are listed in Chapter 2,
Appendix A, Road Crossings.

L005-5

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

L005-6

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

L0057

The validated 2006 and projected 2035 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) numbers for Kern
County are taken from the Final Conformity Analysis for the 2011 Federal Transportation
Improvement Program and 2011 Regional Transportation Plan, published by the Kern
Council of Governments (Kern COG) on July 15, 2010 (Kern COG 2010). The validated
2006 base year estimate is found on page 27 of the analysis; the projected 2035
estimate is found in Table 2-2. No VMT annual growth rate is included in Table 1-3 of
the EIR/EIS because none is available from the cited Kern COG report.

@ CALIFORNIA (‘ of Tranapostaion
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LO05-8

The California Department of Finance and Woods and Poole Economics, Inc. provided
the Kern County Year 2010 and 2035 Population and Employment estimates, as cited in
Table 2-4 of Chapter 2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

L005-9
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01.

L005-10

The Bakersfield Station analysis was based on a study area of intersections and
roadway segments located within a sphere of influence that was determined in
consultation with City of Bakersfield staff. Within the study area as a whole, the a.m. and
p.m. commute times would be the peak travel times within the intersections and
roadway segments of the station study area.

L005-11

In the Final EIR/EIS, Table 3.2-10 shows that Int# 41 operates at level of service (LOS)
C, Int# 46 operates at LOS C, and Int# 47 operates at LOS F in the a.m., and Int# 41
operates at LOS F, Int# 46 operates at LOS E, and Int# 47 operates at LOS E in the
p.m.

L005-12

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been amended to refer to the Golden
Empire Transit District as an independent entity.

L005-13

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

All roads that cross the alignment were evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads
that serve high volumes of traffic or are otherwise important routes were considered for
overcrossings, whether they were in a "rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under
500 vehicles per day were considered for closure because the vehicles could use other
crossings on alternative detour routes that would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction

L005-13

travel or less to a trip. This change would be an inconvenience but would not restrict
continued access.

L005-14

Any roadway repairs or improvements will be constructed in accordance to Caltrans or
Kern County requirements and policy (if applicable).

L005-15
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

L005-16
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

L005-17

The Authority and FRA revised the naming convention and area for the Kern County
General Plan (Kern County Planning Department 2009) and the Metropolitan Bakersfield
General Plan (City of Bakersfield and Kern County 2007) in the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of continuing project design, comments received
on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional consultation with public agencies. The correct
terminology is used in Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use and Development, of
the Final EIR/EIS.

L005-18

The Authority and FRA have refined the definition and understanding of the San Joaquin
Valley Blueprint in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of continuing
project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional consultation
with public agencies. The correct terminology is used in Section 3.13, Station Planning,
Land Use, and Development, of the Final EIR/EIS.

L005-19

In accordance with the CEQA law, oral and written comments received at the public
hearing held on certification of the Final EIR/EIS will be taken into consideration in
making a decision on the project.

U.S. Departmen
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L005-20
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-25.

L005-21
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16.

L005-22
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

This comment assumes a rule that a lead agency must define its project based on
available funding. CEQA includes no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or
substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in the statute or Guidelines
(Pub. Res. Code §21083.1). Such a rule would force lead agencies to redefine their
projects every time funding changes, a result in direct conflict with the "rule of reason"
that governs EIRs (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents (1988) 47 Cal.3d
376, 406-407).

The conceptual HST cost estimates prepared for each of the study alternatives were
developed by utilizing recent bid data from large transportation projects in the western
United States and by developing specific, bottom-up unit pricing to reflect common high-
speed rail elements and construction methods with an adjustment for Central Valley
labor and material costs. All material quantities are estimated based on a 15% level of
design for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. This level of design has generally defined
at-grade or elevated profiles, structure types, placement of retaining walls, and earth fill.
HST stations are still conceptual, but roadway and utility relocations have been
identified, and power substations have been sized and located.

The costs include the total effort and materials to construct the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section, including modifications to roadways required to accommodate HST grade-
separated guideways. It should be noted that the capital cost estimate reflects only HST-
related infrastructure improvements and does not include costs associated with the No
Project Alternative.

Right-of-way costs were estimated based on the 15% design and are provided in the

L005-22

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Preliminary Right-of-Way Requirements Report (Authority
2012b). However, as the design of the project evolves, the right-of-way limits will be
reassessed to reflect refined property acquisition needs. As a result, property acquisition
costs are estimated in broad categories (i.e., urban, suburban, and rural, and by density
level) rather than relying on a parcel-by-parcel assessment at this phase of project
development. Right-of-way costs include the estimated cost to acquire properties
needed for the future HST right-of-way, but do not include costs associated with
temporary easements for construction that are assumed to be part of allocated
contingencies added to right-of-way acquisition costs.

The California voters elected to pass Proposition 1A to fund the California HST System.

L005-23
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

Since issuing the Draft EIR/EIS, the Authority has held 16 public meetings throughout
the southern San Joaquin Valley to assist the public in identifying specific locations of
project facilities relative to property boundaries. The Draft EIR/EIS and Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS also contains a map book showing permanent and temporary
project impacts relative to parcel boundaries. That information is also available on the
Authority website and has been provided on a CD to anyone who has requested it. This
information has provided the public ample opportunity to identify properties that could be
affected by project alternatives.

U.S. Departmen
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PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES AGENCY
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT -

Lorelei H. Oviatt, AICP, Director
2700 "M" STREET, SUITE 100
BAKERSFIELD, CA 93301-2323

Phone: (661) 862-8600

FAX: (661) B52-B601 TTY Ralay 1-800-125:2029

E-Mail: planningica kefm.co.us
Weh Address: winw.co loem causiplanning

Planning and Community Development
Engineering, Surveying and Permit Services
Reads Deparimant

October 13, 2011 FILE: High Speed Rail

California High Speed Rail Authority

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

Sacramento, California 95814

RE: Comments on Draft Project Environmental Impact Report /Statement for the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section High Speed Train (SCH# 2009091126)

Dear Mr. Abercrombie,

The Kern County Planning and Community Development Department appreciates the
opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of
the High Speed Train. The system includes major components in Kern County including the
Bakersfield Station, potential locations for a Heavy Maintenance Facilities and the railway
alignments. The purpose of CEQA and NEPA is to provide an opportunity for the general
public as well as other agencies with specific expertise to review the described project and
analysis and provide comments and suggestions for mitigation and the avoidance or reduction of
impacts. The courts have directed and the CEQA guidelines have reflected six separate policy
grounds that justify the requirement that lead agencics must seck and respond to public
comments: sharing expertise. disclosing agency analysis, checking for accuracy, detecting
omissions, discovering public concerns and soliciting counter proposals (CEQA Guidelines
15200). The Authority, as lead apency, has chosen 10 present two sections of the project in two
separate but related documents with formats that are not consistent. These two sections of the
system involve impaets and interests to over 2.2 million Central Valley residents and deserve a
robust and careful public review process to ensure compliance with the purpose of CEQA and
NEPA., not merely the legal requirements. In addition these documents are presented as project
level rather than program level documents which require a greater level of assessment and
review,

Public Notice and Review

The DEIRJELS is presented as a project level document for the entire 114 miles of alignments and
related infrastructure. Unlike other development projects. this project has not been initiated by a
specific property owner and, therefore. affected property owners have no information or
expectation that they would be included in the project description and that their property might

be used for a track alignment or be adjacent to the alignment. Under CEQA. all members of the
public hold a “privileged position * in the CEQA process and certainly property owners who

October 13,2012
Page 2

may lose businesses or be relocated have an even higher fundamental right to know if and how
the project will impact them, what are the impacts on the surrounding environment and how can
they participate in the formulation of feasible alternatives and appropriate mitigation. = [A}]
paramount consideration is the right of the public to be informed in such a way that it can
intelligently weigh the environmental consequences of any contemplated action and have an
appropriate voice in the formulation of any decision” (Environment Planning and Information
Council v. County of El Dordo (3d Dist. 1982) 131 Cal App.3d).

The foundation of the CEQA/NEPA process is an accurate project description that provides for
meaningful public participation. This Draft EIR/ EIS is deficient and flawed in not providing
the affected property owners notification or effective tools for determining if they are impacted
by the proposed project. A detailed search of the following chapters (Summary, Chapter 1.0,
2.0 ar 3.1-Introduction) shows no reference to any location or diagram where a property owner
could look to determine if their house, business or church would be required to be removed for
an alignment. No direet link or other reference is provided in the public notices posted on the
HSR website or provided to local government agencies to assist a citizen in determining how
their property is affected other than direction to the Draft EIR/EIS volumes. Further the
infrastructure components shown on Page 2-8 (At-Grade Profile. retained — Fill Profile, retained
cut profile, Elevated profile) are not linked to specific properties so that the public can
understand how the project would look at a specific location.

The only location of information directly relevant to an attempt to notify the public is in the
Table of Contents (page viii). Volume 1 — Technical Appendices Appendix 3.1-1 - Parcels
within HST Footprint. This volume comprised of 229 individual 11 X 17 colored sheets
includes an alignment “footprint™ using two colors: orange for Permanent impact and purple for
‘Temporary impact and Assessor Parcel numbers superimposed on an aerial. A small square
labeled “sheet overview™ is included on each page. A disclaimer is located on each page which
reads “PRELIMINARY DRAFT/SUBJECT TO CHANGE-HST ALIGNMENT IS NOT
DETERMINED. The numbers and names of streets are done at a size and color that is difficult
toread. These pages do not contain any other information or an index to that information that a
citizen or staff looking for their property would need: county or city location, Section, Township
and Range. or description of type of infrastructure component anticipated. Further, for purposes
of CEQA, there is no information on this or any other map showing what type of business,
structures or industries are under or adjacent to the alignment. In conjunction with the
diselaimer, it is unclear how this qualifies as a project level document with a stable, finite project
description as required by CEQA. Without specific information generated by the DEIR/EIS, the
public is left to provide their own analysis back to the authority, based on their local knowledge.
on what they think the impaets will be. It is the responsibility of the lead agency to provide that
analysis and propose mitigation or alternatives to address specific impacts. That detailed analysis
has not been provided in this document.

To provide the level of public notification required by CEQA for this project, Kem County
requests for the next circulation of the Revised EIR/EIS that an online database be created that
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allows a citizen to input an Assessor Parcel Number, address, intersection or Section, Township
and Range and then links to a map showing the alignment and infrastructure components for that
area. This website address should be included in the next public notification for circulation and
an explanation for its use provided.

Air Quality and Global Climate Change

Without this site specific effort as well as an expansion of the analysis, this DEIR/EIS cannot be
considered a project level document under CEQA. An example of the lack of specific _deml is
located in Chapter 3.3, Air Quality and Global Climate Change. The chapter begins witha
reference 1o a technical document that is not included in the DEIR/EIS and is not located online:
Fresno to Bakerstield Scction: Air Quality Technical Report although it is cited in the summary

Qctober 13, 2011

Page 4

significant differentiating construction impacts berween alternatives for transportarion and
traffic. " That is incorrect as the responses to the guestion vary significantly. How can the
variation in the number of road closures between scenarios vary from 15 to 20 roads
without that being a significant difference? Please clarify.

. Table S-3, Page 5-27: Contains similar statements for the various categories that are

incorrect.  For example. the following states “There are no construction impacts for
iransportarion and mraffic.” This incorrect as there is no possible way to construct this
project without impacting the surrounding roadway network with construction traffic. road
closures and the various construction activities. In addition, the mitigation measures
provided do not contain the necessary specifics to determine the level of significance. Please
explain.

of sources for the document. Yet Chapter 3.3 contains no specific quantification of amounts for 4. Table 3-4, Page 5-40; See item #3 above with respect to the mitigation measures.
construction emissions (Table 3.3-21) and no analysis at all for operational emissions. Instead
the chapter includes simplified “yes or no™ statements related to the construction emissions 5. Table 1-3, Page 1-12: The Annual Growth Rate (%) for Kern County was not provided, buta
exceedance of the adopted thresholds.  Such a presentation assumes that the public has no need Year 2035 Projection was generated, Please explain how was the projection calculated?
to verify the methodology and calculations used for the air modeling and that the magnitude of
the exceedance is irrelevant to informed decision-making. This chapter needs to include actual 6. Table 2-4, Page 2-34: Kern County Year 2010 and Year 2035 Population and Employment
amounts in tons per year of the construction emissions and operational emissions, including the estimates and projections appear 1o be higher than those modeled by KernCOG. Please
indirect air quality impacts of the employees driving to the trains as operators and the ridership. verify.
Further given the disclaimer on the alignment footprint Volume 11 —T echnical Appendices
Appendix 3.1-1, the assumptions for the methodology (ex. calculation of the trip lengths and mix 7. 2.8.2 Pre-Construction Activities, Page 2-97: A Traffic Control Plan, which may include
for construction workers to each location) should be specifically discussed in the DEIR/EIS. CHP escorts, and any necessary encroachment permits should be submitted to the appropriate
Finally, the omission of the technical source document on air quality from the circulation of the agency of jurisdiction for approval prior to any Construction Activities. Project construction
DEIR/EIS deprives the public of fundamental information necessary for a complete evaluation of timing may coincide with other neighboring projects. which will require coordination of
the accuracy of the information presented and meaningful comments. This and all source construction traffic to avoid possible conflicts during the project construction phases.
documents of a technical matter should be circulated along with a clear location for any
programmatic documents that are being referenced in the DEIR/EIS. 8. Table 3.2-5, Page 3.2-8: Provides AM and PM Peak Hour in and out volumes that do not
reflect the characteristics of a 24/7 operation. The volumes split are more in line with those
Transportation of a single shift per day rather than an operation with three shifts per day. Provide a 50/50
split as that would more accurately reflect the impacts upon the swrounding roadways. [fthe
The Kern County Roads Department has reviewed the DEIR/EIS and provided the following peak hour periods vary from those that are typically analyzed, please clarify. Inaddition, the
technical comments. paragraph following the table contains statements contrary to the information provided
within the table, Primarily the difference between totals shown in the table versus those
1. S.5.3 Station Area Development, Page S-8: The project is estimated to bring 8,400 and 9,200 provide in the paragraph.
daily passengers to Fresno and Bakersfield respectively... Please provide the background
information for the ridership as the volumes appear to be relatively high. 9. Table 3.2-9. Page 3.2-33: Intersection 41 (Union Ave/Golden State Ave/21% 5t) is shown to
be worse than both Intersections 46 (SR 178/3R99 Ramps/Buck Owens Blvd) & 47 (Oak
2. Table 8-2, Page $-23: Contains similar statements for the various categories that do not St/SR 178), please verify,
coincide with the results. For example. the following statement is in regard to the total
number of permanent road closures, which states “Construction fmpacts - There are no 10. Section E, Page 3.2-33: Incorrectly states that the City of Bakersfield operates the Golden

Empire Transit District, please revise to show the Golden Empire Transit District as a
separate entity.

U.S. Department
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11. Table 3.2-23, Pages 3.2-69 — 3.2-74 and Table 3.2-31, Pages 3.2-89 — 3.2-93: These tables
seem to indicate that the only intersections analyzed were in the City of Bakersfield. What
County/unincorporated roads and intersections were analyzed, and what is the miligation
necessary to maintain the current level of service?

12. Section 3.2.6 Mitigation measures Item 6, Page 3.2-82: Protection of Public Roadways
during Construction. This section should include the requirement to enter into a secured
agreement with the Kern County Roads Department to ensure that any County roads that are
demonstrably damaged by project-related activities are promptly repaired and, if necessary,
paved, slurry-sealed, or reconstructed as per requirements of the Caltrans and/or Kern
County.

13. Section D — Roadway and Grade Separation Plans. Part 2 of 2. Page 162 on the PDF. sheet 2
of 5: Please explain how the lengthening of Rosedale Highway/State Route 58 will be
accomplished to aceommodate the High Speed Train, without a major disruption in vehicle
traffic. This is specific to Comment #3, as this is a heavily travelled route,

14. Section D — Roadway and Grade Separation Plans. Part 2 of 2, W81 Wasco-Shafter and W52
Wasco-Shafter; These sections do not show the Renfro Road and West Beltway grade
separations of the HST alignment as previously di I, revise accordingly.

Land Use

The document incorrectly identifies and cites the various Kern County land use documents.
There are two General plans in the 8200 square miles in Kern County. The Kem County and
City of Bakersfield Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan is a jointly managed general plan for
409 square miles in the valley that includes unincorporated Kem County and the City of
Bakersfield. The second is the Kern County General Plan which includes the unincorporated
areas outside the Metropolitan Bakerstield Area. The policies for each are distinet and in some
cases different and the DEIR/EIS needs to be revised to address these differences.

Various references to the results of the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint process are also inaccurate.
On page 8-12, it states “The eight San Joaquin Valley counties that participated in the San
Joaquin Valley Blueprint planning process developed a forecast of farmland conversion to
nonagricultural uses by 2050 based on current development patterns.”  An amount is then given
0f 326,000 acres of farmland. This statement is incorrect. ' While Kern County did participate in
the Blueprint process, the modeling that was completed by the various Council of Governments
was not formally ratified or adopted as accurate growth projections for farmland conversion.
Instead they were simply “what if* scenarios not based on the general plan policies or even
market conditions for agricultural commodities and use of farmland, A number of such
statements regarding the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint results are included in various parts of the
document and are used to represent purported growth forecasts and policy for Kern County. We

Oclober 13, 2011
Page 6

object to this use of a hypothetical regional planning process 1o substitute for a reasoned analysis
of impacts that is location specific for a project level document. The eight counties of the San
Joaquin Valley while having common land use issues have different growth policies and
projections on growth for land use impacts need to be discussed separately.

Future C

Staff will be providing additional comments on the document during the recirculation of the
Revised EIR/EIS. The public notice notes that *...only comments submitted during the official
comment periods. .. will be treated as formal comments and subsequently responded to, in
writing. as part of the Final EIR/EIS.” While this statement is accurate under the CEQA
guidelines it leaves the public with the impression that written and oral comments cannot be
submitted outside those comment periods. That is contrary to CEQA case law and
inappropriately limits public involvement. I a public hearing is held on the certification of the
DEIR/EIS by the HSR authority then public comment, both written and oral, must be taken and
considered in the final decision. A clarification of this matter should be included in all future
notifications.

Citizen Comments

Adttached are comments from cilizens on the proposed High Speed Train that have been
submitted to the Kern County Board of Supervisors and the Planning and Community
Development Department.  These are submitted for the record and require individual responses
under CEQA.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this important investment in California’s
future.

Sincerely,

LORELEI H. OVIATT, AICP, Director
Kern County Planning & Community Development Department

LHO:jb
Iadmilorelei\HSR. comment Oct 13, 2011
Altachments
ce: Kern County Board of Supervisors
County Administrative Office
County Counsel
Grand Jury
City of Bakersfield
Kern Council of Government

U.S. Department
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Ms. Lorelei Oviatt,

| am a resident and business owner within the Bakersfield community and | wish to inform you of the
many concerns that | have about the harm that the High Speed Rail project as it is currently planned will
cause our community.

| oppose the Authority's plan to unnecessarily destroy an unacceptable number of Bakersfield City and
surrounding area's infrastructure, homes, churches, businesses and schools by the Authority's plan to
construct the Rail project directly through the middle of our long established city. Our city corporation
yard is affected, Our police garage is affected. Our oldest Bakersfield landmark - Bakersfield High School
is affected. Our Robobank civic center is affected, Our Mercy Hospital is affected. Our city staff parking
lot is affected.

The Authority does not have to destroy so much of our community to build their project. The authority
could easily locate the rail alignment and statlon location somewhere outside the established
Bakersfield community. Relocation of the station and rails outside our established neighborhoods would
eliminate most if not all of the negative impacts that the Authority's current alignment plans will cause
our community. It is worthy of note that the Authority's plan for the rail alignment in the Fresno aréa
does not pass directly through their downtown community and due to that reasonable alignment; the
project negatively affects far fewer citizens.

As planned the project will destroy over 230 homes in our relatively small community. It will displace at
Jeast 700 residents, it will destroy between 110 and 280 busi affecting bet 800 and 1350
jobs and it will destroy between 7 and 8 churches in our community. These are an unacceptable number
of negative impacts that will be unnecessarily caused to our Bakersfield community by the Authority's

poor planning.

| oppose the H.5.R. Autharity's common practice of not sufficiently informing property owners that their
properties are at risk of demolition or value degradation by the project. | have never been informed by
the Authority that my family residence is directly in the middle of their planned alignment. | have never
been informed by the Authority that my two business locations are directly in the middle of their
planned alignment. | was informed of this by a citizen group located in the bay area on September 8th of
this year. This notification was nearly halfway into the EIR/EIS review and comment period.

Local governments properly notify citizens of proposed zone change and conditional use permits to
sufficiently inform the citizens where the zone change or C.U.P. properties are located in relation to the
citizan's property. Proper notification provides the citizens an opportunity to be involved in the planning
process. Proper notification was not given to the negatively affected citizens of the state concerning rail
alignment locations. That omission has put the citizens of the entire state at a huge and unfair
disadvantage because they were unable to be involved in the planning process of the project.

| oppose the Authorities plan to demolish as many as 8 churches, a religious school and a Hindu mission
in our moderately sized ity. | believe that our religious freedoms that are guaranteed by the
Constitution of the United States will be violated by such unnecessary government heavy handedness.
These are churches and schools that have been serving their community in long established
neighborhoods. When they are destroyed, they will not be able to relocate in the neighborhoods that
they serve.

| currently oppose the project as planned due to the insufficient amount of funds that are available to
effectively begin construction of the project and | currently oppose the project because the amount of

funds that will be necessary to complete the project have been grossly underestimated and the source
of future funding is undetermined. | oppose the project because the unjustifiably high cost of the project
will eliminate funding of important infrastructure projects well into the future.

The project has recelved a very small amount of Federal funds in relation to the amount of funding that
will be necessary to complete the project. The project is located entirely within the state of California
and it will be funded almost entirely by state of California tax payers. | believe that the Federal
government has way too much power over this project. This is not an interstate project so | belleve that
it should NOT be managed by the Federal Railroad administration. The State of California should be in
charge of this project because our California state leaders would better look after the best interests of
their citizens.

The individuals working for the Federal agencies that are planning and managing the High Speed Rail
praject are accountable to no one in the state of California and they are unnecessarily harming the
interests of Californians and a large number of the Bakersfield area citizens that you serve. The Federally
managed H.S.R. project has inexplicably exempted itself from our California Environmental Quality Act
or CEQA standards and the Authority has ignored our California environmental standards as it drafted
the project's EIR/EIS documents. These are environmental standards that all other projects located in
the state of California are required to meet, The Authority's exemption of the project from our California
state environmental standards is inexcusable. The Authority must be held accountable for this
inexcusable omission,

Our state cannot afford this project. The Authority has planned this project in an extremely unethical
and non transparent manner. | will never support a project that denies my fellow citizens their
constitutionally protected religious freed by destroying so many of their neighborhood sanctuaries. |
will never support a project that destroys our local culture and our community's quality of life. Our
livelihoods, businesses, homes and infrastructure are being threatened by the Authority's plan and | will
not support those kinds of unnecessary negative impacts to our community.

The 3,300 page EIR/EIS documents are too voluminous, technically difficult and confusing for citizens to
review and effectively respond to in the insufficiently brief 60 day review and comment period. | believe
that the review and comment period should be extended to a more reasonable 6 month period.

Please do what is necessary to relocate the rail alignments to a less destructive location outside our
established community. Please hold the Authority accountable for their uncooperative heavy
handedness. Please protect our citizens from the unacceptably negative consequences of the High
Speed Rail Authority's poorly planned project and please protect our citizens from the negative
consequences that the Autharity's poorly drafted EIR will cause our community.

Please consider proposing a vote of no confidence of the management, planning and EIR document
preparation of the High Speed Rail Authority project at the next meeting. Many other local
governments throughout the state have done so. Your vote of no confidence will make an important
statement of support of your community citizen’s best served interests.

Respectfully Submitted,

lJeff Taylor
1624 Country Breeze Place
Bakersfield, CA 93312 (661) 332-1773
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Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
2700 “M" Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

September 21, 2011

Reference: GPA #8, Map #102-29; ZCC #38, Map #102-29
PD Plan #27, Map #102-29

To Whom It May Concern,
| write on behalf of the Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian Church located at 1601 Art Street in

Bakersfield, and on behalf of the Presbytery of San Joaguin. The Presbytery is the supe:!ising body for

the Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian Church and is ultimately responsible for all real pr'ﬂperty controlled -

by our member congregations.
It has come to our attention that the rail line for the California High Speed Rail Project will cut

directly through the location of the building of the Korean Church. Losing this facility will harm this
congregation in many ways. The process of locating new property and building or renovating a new
waorship facility is a tremendous hardship for 2 congregation. They have only recently finished their
waork in their current facility. While we know that the church will be paid for the property we are not at
all sure that the payment will be enough to relocate.

In addition to the difficulty of relocating their facility such a forced move would be extremely
disruptive to their church community, Most of the members of the church live close by the current
location. For the church meeting place to be moved to another place in Bakersfield would result in the
loss of members wheo would not want to drive a distance to worship and meetings.

| am aware that there are other routes being considered by the High Speed Rail Commission. |
urge you to look upon the existing businesses and churches, such as Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian
Church, and see the extreme difficulty that would be forced upon them by this route for the High Speed

Rail line. Please choose another route.

Blessings,

0

Rev. Alexander Brown, General Presbyter and Stated Clerk
Presbytery of San Joaquin
executive@sjpresbytery.org

1700 “M™ Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concern:

This is regarding file number; GPA #8, Map #102-29;
ZCC #38, Map #102-29;
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is poing to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building. .....namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church.

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a directiom-that wllL
not distroy this special building.

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranaporaton
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Kemn County Planning and Community Development Department II(;{;B Sﬁﬁé};ﬁ?ﬁﬁ;ﬂ]ﬂugommumty Development Department

1700 “M” Street  Suite 100

Bakersfield, CA 93301 Bakersfield, CA 93301
To Whom It May Concern: To Whom It May Concern:

hisi i ] : } 20: This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29;
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29; ZCC #38, Map #102:29;

ZCC #38, Map #102-29, 1
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29 PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building...... namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church.

I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersficld Historic building...... namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church.

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction-that ﬁil],

It is in my prayers that you will seek 1o divert this high speed line ina direction that vl dece-phin el My

not distroy this special building.

Sincerely,

P g B Reck ther

u

Sincerely,
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y Ju
Kem County Plann;ng m}dagomunity Development Department
Kern County Planning and Community Development Department 1700 “M?” Street  Suite
1700 “M™ Street  Suite 100 Bakersfield, CA 93301
Bakersfield, CA 93301
To Whom It May Concern:
To Whom It May Concern:
: 29 This is regarding file number: ZG(I;‘&& §385 l\:liap #;105.2:2299,
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29; . Map 29:
T ZOC 48, Mig #0325 PD Plan #27, Map # 102:29
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29
—_— . ; 1 am writing in protest against the proposed high s;_;eed_rail l.ir"? of its geographical
1am writing in protest against the proposed bigh s?eed_mj ]',m[?' of its geographical placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building....... namely the Korcan
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building......namely the Korean Presbyterian Church.
Presbyterian Church.

" It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that wi!}
It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that Al . ot distroy this special building. »

not distroy this special building.

Sincerely,
Sincerely,
A S 5/,ML¢, 7@«:&/&/
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Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
1700 “M” Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concemn:
This is regarding file number; GPA #8, Map #102-29;

ZCC #38, Map #102-29,
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

[ am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building...... namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church,

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction-that wl'l
not distroy this special building.

Sincerely, f;l ] !r
5 L%m
@’_}mw&.adm-e CH

73¢96-23Yy

Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
1700 “M™ Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concern:
This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29;

ZCC #38, Map #102-29;
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

Tam wriling in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building......namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church.

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that w:ll,
not distroy this special building,

Slnccn:) P dekees

‘iSJ b yﬁfiﬂ%é% 2/3f
OC%‘Q pﬂoﬁ v# eelf
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This is my comment on the Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Enviror | Impact St t (EIR/EIS)

Date: October 10th, 2011

My Name is; Jeff Taylor

My address is: 1624 Country Breeze Place
Bakersfield, CA 93312

| am a resident of and conduct business in the Bakersfield community. | wish to inform you of the many
objections that | have about the California High Speed Rail Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Report for the Fresno-Bakersfield portion of the project. It is my explicit understanding that
| will have an opportunity to comment on the ENTIRE EIR in the spring when the Authority releases it.
| am alarmed by the harm that the High Speed Rail project, as it is currently planned, will cause my
Bakersfield city and surrounding community.

The High Speed Rail Authority did not inform property owners that their properties were at risk as
they planned the project:

The HSR Authority has not informed property owners that their properties are at risk of demolition or
value degradation by the project. The official notification letter from the California HSR Authority that |
received in mid August of 2011 was vague, deceptive, misleading and legally deficient In that it failed to
indicate that my home would be subject to demolishment by the project. The issuance of such a
misleading notification letter is contrary to the public good, the spirit of our democratic system, and it is
an abuse of trust by persons in positions of autharity. If | had relied solely on the August letter, | would
not have been compelled to review and comment on the EIR/EIS documents and | would have suffered
economic and legal standing damages. The high speed rail has committed errors and omissions in their
dishonest notifications to property owners.

| have never been properly informed by the Authority that my family residence is directly in the middle
of their pl d rail ali it. Th is of other property owners throughout the state have not been
praperly notified that their properties are at risk. | have never been properly informed by the Authority
that my two business locations are directly in the middle of their planned rail alignment. Thousands of
business owners throughout the state have not been properly notified that their businesses are at risk.
This unethical and illegal practice has unjustly put the property owners of California at a huge
disad ge. It has pi d them from being a part of the HSR planning process and it has tricked
them into not realizing the importance of their reviewing the EIR document and commenting on it
within the 60 day review and comment period. | was informed about my property being at risk by a
citizen group located in the bay area on September 8th of this year, This notification was nearly halfway
into the EIR/EIS review and comment period.

Local governments properly notify citizens of proposed zone change and conditional use permits to
sufficiently inform the citizens where the zone change or C.U.P. properties are located in relation to the
citizen's property. Proper notification provides the citizens an opportunity to be involved in the planning
process. Proper notification was not given to the negatively affected citizens of the state concerning rail
alignment lacations. That error and emission has put the citizens of the entire state ot a huge and unfair
disadvantage because they were lllegally shut out of the planning process of the project but more
impartantly, they have been denied their opportunity to review and comment on the EIR which puts the
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citizens at o huge legal and economic disadvantage. The Authority's common practice of not properly
infarming impacted citizens of the state is inexcusable, unethical and betrays the citizens of the state of
California.

The EIR/EIS documents are too volumi and ¢ i d for the public to be able to review,

understand and ¢ on in the insufficiently brief 60 day review and comment period:

NEPA and CEQA standards mandate that EIR and/or EIS documents must be written in plain language so
that the public can understand the meaning of the documents. The EIR is not drafted in language that
common citizens can understand. The technical jargon and technical engineering drawings make the
document too complex for the general public to be able to understand.

NEPA and CEQA standards also mandate that an EIR/EIS draft document should be no more than 105
pages in length but they allow an extremely complex proposal such as the HSR project to be up to 300
pages in length. The EIR/EIS document has over 3,300 pages of complex and confusing data. The EIR/EIS
documents are too voluminous, technically difficult and confusing for citizens to review and effectively
respond to in the insufficiently brief 60 doy review and comment period.

The Authority is planning to construct the rail alignment and station directly through the heart of our
long established Bakersfield community. The destruction caused by the project to our Bakersfield
C ity will be unacceptably severe. The multitude of extremely negative impacts that the project
will cause our ¢ ity cannot possibly be mitigated:

The Authority's current plan to construct the HSR project directly through the heart of our long
established city will unnecessarily destroy an unacceptable number of Bakersfield City and surrounding
area's infrastructure, homes, churches, businesses and schools, Our city corporation yard is affected.
Our police garage is affected, Our oldest Bakersfield landmark - Bakersfield High School is affected. Our
Rabobank Convention Center is affected. Our Mercy Hospital is affected. Our city staff parking lot is
affected.

As planned the project will destroy as many as 240 homes in our relatively small community. It will
displace as many as 730 residents. The project will destroy as many as 280 businesses affecting as many
as 1,350 jobs and it will destroy as many as & churches in our community. These are an unacceptable
number of negative impacts that will be unnecessarily caused to our Bakersfield community by the
Authority's poor planning. The project will destroy our local culture and our community's quality of life.
Our livelihoods, businesses, homes and infrastructure are being threatened by the Authority’s plan to
unnecessary cause such negative impacts to our community,

The Authority does not have to destray so much of our cammunity to build their project, The authority

could easily relocate the rail alignment and station location e outside the blished
Bakersfield community. Relocation of the station and rails our blished neighborhoods
would elimii all of the negatiy P that the Authority's current alig t plans will cause our

community. The Authority must do what is necessary to relocate the rail alignments to a less destructive
location outside of our established Bakersfield community.

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranapostaion
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Prior to beginning construction of the HSR project, the government must assess the potential
environment impacts under NEPA (Federal) and/or CEQA (State & Local) regulations:

Pursuant to NEPA regulation (40 CFR 1500-1508), project effects are evaluated based on the criteria of
context and intensity. Substantial effects would result in long-term physical division of an established
community, relocation of substantial numbers of residential or commercial businesses, and effects on
important community facilities. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant
impact if it would:

Physically divide an established community.

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.

Relocate substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
community and governmental facilities or with the need for new or physically altered community and
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts.

According to the EIR: “In the Northwest District, the BNSF Alternative would depart from the BNSF right-
of-way just south of Rosedale Highway and rejoin the rail right-of-way after crossing the Kern River. The
alignment would cut through an exlsting suburban development in Bakersfield's Northwest District. The
rail alignment will disploce 239 homes, 282 businesses, and 7 churches including a Christion school and &
Hindu Mission. This alignment would alter community social interactions and community cohesion, and
would change the physical character of our entire Bakersfield community. These impacts would be
substantial under NEPA and significant under CEQA." See EIR at 3.12-50.

“The Bakersfield South Alternative Alignment, like the BNSF Alternative, would pass through
Bakersfield’s Northwest, Central, and Northeast districts, affecting similar but somewhat different
community facilities. Impacts in the Northwest District of Bakersfield would be similar to those
identified for the BNSF Alternative, displacing many homes and several churches. Like the BNSF
Alternative, the Bakersfield South Alternative would divide the existing community displacing 228 homes,
109 businesses and 8 churches including a Christian school and a Hindu Mission. This alignment would
alter community social Interactions and community cohesion, and would change the character of our
entire Bakersfield community. These impacts would be substantial under NEPA and significant under
CEQA." See EIR at 3.12-52.

The Public Notice explains these effects will be felt in the following areas: “transportation, air quality,

noise and vibration, electromagnetic fields, biological resources and wetlands, hazardous materials and

wastes, safety and security, communities, agricultural lands, parks, recreation, and open space,

aesthetics and visual respurces, and cultural and paleontological resources.” Clearly, under either

lignment, the impact of the project will be particularly devastating to our local community. The enly
o . o i ive e Hig

atil pacts tha
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The Authority’s plan to destroy so many of our churches and religious schools deny citizen's our
Constitutional right to practice our religious beliefs:

The Authority plans to demolish as many as 8 churches, a Christian school and a Hindu mission in our
moderately sized ¢ ity. The religious freed: that are guaranteed every American citizen by the
Constitution of the United States will be violated by such unnecessary government heavy handedness.
These are churches and schools that have been serving their cc ity in long established
neighborhoods. When they are destroyed, they will nat be able to relocate in the neighborhoods that
they serve. The Authority is denying the Baokersfield citizens their constitutionally protected religious
freedoms by destroying so many of our neighborhood sanctuaries.

The Authority has unlawfully exempted itself from California Environmental Quality Act or CEQA
guidelines as the Authority drafted the EIR/EIS documents:

The California High Speed Rail Authority was established in 1396 as a state entity. However, the
Authority has Inexplicably exempted itself from our California Environmental Quality Act or CEQA

jards and guidelines. CEQA dards and guidelines are much higher and more detailed than the
National Environmental Protection Act or NEPA guidelines and standards that the Authority has illegally
adopted in its preparation of the project's EIR/EIS documents. The HSR project Is not an interstate
praject; the project is located entirely in the state of California. Therefore, the High Speed Rall project
must follow the CEQA environmental standards and guidelines that all other projects located in the state
of California are required to meet.

The EIR/EIS documents are poorly written and confusing:

The Authority Is considering two different rail alignments through the heart of Bakersfield. They were
the "Blue" line and the "Red" line prior to the EIR/EIS document. The EIR now identifies the Blue line as
the "BSNF Alternate” and the Red line as the "Bakersfield South Alternate” however in the documents
that contain the rail profile maps, the routes are designated Bl and B2 and the maps that show
impacted parcels are not even identified.

The Authority irresponsibly provided Insufficient hard copies of the EIR/EIS documents to the
Bakersfield community for review purposes:

Only one hard copy of the 3,300 page EIR was p for our ity of 500,000 citizens to review
which is malicious, irresponsible and insufficient. There is one hardecopy EIR/EIS document available at
the Beale Library in Bakersfield for citizens to review. Volume | is six inches thick (the biggest 3-ring
binder | have ever seen). Volume Ii isn't much smaller, The third volume comprises six one inch plus
thick books of maps. The voluminous and complicated documents are too difficult to review and
understand on @ computer screen. Furthermore, many resid in our ¢ ity do not have easy
occess to a computer.

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranepertation
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The description of the High Speed Rail project is incomplete:

The EIR fails to describe the whole project. Without a description of all aspects of the project that could
impact the environment, the EIR cannot be complete. The EIR fails to describe the electrical facilities
necessary to operate the project including transmission lines to and from sources for the entire project
including the stations. For this reason or reasons, it is not possible for the EIR to accurately and
adequately describe the project’s impacts and mitigation measures.

The EIR maps show two alternative routes in the Bakersfield community that abruptly end at Baker
Street. The Authority plans to analyze the remainder of East Bakersfield in a future EIR. The City of
Bakersfield, private property owners, citizens and business owners located beyond the current EIR study
are put at a huge legal and economical disadvantage due to the Authority's incomplete, non specific and
pathetically poor planning.

The Authority has not determined the rail alignment route from the southern San Joaquin Valley to the
Los Angeles area. The Authority has not determined if they are going to construct their project over the
Tehachapl Mountains to desert communities or over the Grapevine mountains to Los Angeles
communities. The Authority has not completed environmental studies that are necessary to determine if
it is even possible to construct the high speed rail project over the Tehachapi or the Grapevine
Mountains.

The fact of the matter is that the HSR Authority has not even begun to complete the planning that is
necessary to begin construction of the HSR project.

The High Speed Rail Authority is conducting their busi in an irresponsible, decelving and dishonest
manner:

On the same shelf that the EIR/EIS documents were stored at the Beale library to be reviewed by the
public, there was a stack of California HSR Authority Comment cards located next to the documents. On
October 7th, 2011 all of the available HSR comment cards had the original comment period of August 15
to September 28, 2011. None of the cards had the yellow stamp on them informing citizens of the
extended comment period date for the Fresno to Bakersfield HSR Train Draft EIR/EIS deadline of
October 13, The librarian confirmed that these were the only comment cards that the HSR Authority had
ever made available to the public. Anyone wanting to use these cards to make a comment would be
maliciously deceived into believing that the review and comment period deadline hod passed and
therefore would be discouraged into not submitting a comment.

The HSR Authority has not provided the EIR/EIS doc tsin ish |

This inexcusable omission has put the Spanish speaking public at a huge disadvantage. The omission has
deprived Spanish only speaking citizens of their right to protect their economic and future legal standing
by depriving them of an opportunity to comment on the EIR within the review and comment period.

Page 60f11
The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigati to add the negative fi ial
impacts to the property values of an ily large ber of properties In the Bakersfield

community:

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative financial
impacts to property owners or city properties that will be forced to relocate City infrastructure, homes
and businesses. The EIR does not adequately address the method by which the property owners that are
forced to surrender their properties through the eminent domain process will be compensated.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
financial impacts caused by the project to community properties that will remain within sight and sound
distance of the project.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
impacts to the property values of various properties that are designated within the alternate rail
alignments for possible demolition, but have not yet been selected. The EIR as written unnecessarily
puts many private property and community property asset values at risk,

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impacts that
the project will cause Bakersfield ity's historically significant and culturally important
community assets:

The EIR does not correctly identify SR-204 or Union Avenue as an historic resource. Caltrans has
determined that Historic US 99 or SR 204 from Airport Drive to Brundage Lane meets the National
Register of Historic places (NRHP) criteria, The California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
concurred with Caltran's determination and has agreed to add SR 204 to the Master List of State-owned
Historical Resources. However, the EIR does not recognize SR 204 at Union Avenue as having sufficlent
historical significance to be considered in the report.

The EIR does not odeguately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of
Bakersfield High School's historically significant and culturally important buildings that are located north
of 14th Street or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to address replacement of the
historically significant and culturally important buildings on a campus with very limited space.

The EIR/EIS document does not offer effective mitigation measures to a multitude of problems that
the project will cause our Bakersfield and surr fing ity. Many of the mitigation measures
offered in the EIR are vague and insufficient. Furthermore, there are no possible effective mitigation
measures for multitudes of excessively negative impacts that the project as planned will cause our

sfield and ding community:

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
visual character changing impacts that the project will cause a large percentage of Bakersfield and
surraunding area citizens by the Autherity's current plan to construct elevated rail structures as high as
80 feet directly through the heart of our established community. It is a fact that the extremely negative
visual and aesthetic impacts that an elevated high speed train operation will cause the community
cannot be adequately mitigated. The visual change that an elevated rail system will couse to our
Bakersfield ¢ ity will be di ic and not negligible as concluded in the EIR.

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranaporaton
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
visual impacts that the project will cause a large percentage of Bakersfield and surrounding area citizens
from the huge amount of graffiti that the elevated rail structures and sound walls will undoubtedly
invite. Necessary mitigation measures to address who will be responsible for removal of graffiti is not
addressed in the EIR.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
noise impacts that the project will cause our Bakersfield community during and after canstruction. The
noise that a high speed train will create as it travels 65 to 80 feet high will travel an unacceptably long
distance from the rail location. The mitigation measures submitted to address noise in the EIR are
insufficient, vague and in many cases deemed as being optional.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
vibration impacts that the project will cause to our community by the project's close proximity to
remaining structures,

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
hurricane force winds that a 220 mile per hour train will create. The dust that will be lifted by the vortex
of the train will be sut tial. H . no mitigation is offered. Effective mitigation measures to
address Valley Fever and other pathogens that will be born into the air by the 220 MPH train have not
been addressed. The rail alignment as planned will dissect many farm operations. Various pesticide,
herbicide, fungicide and other harmful residues will be born into the air by the high winds created by the
high speed train, but no effective mitigation has been offered.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the increased traffic caused
by the project on existing downtown Bakersfield city streets due to the HSR Authority's current plan to
construct the rails and the station in the heart of our Bakersfield city. Increased emergency vehicle
response times will also be caused by the added congestion but have not been adequately addressed in
the EIR.

The EIR lists street names that do not exist and addresses that are not located anywhere near the
proposed rail alignment, thereby drawing the entire document's accuracy into question.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the elimination of a vital
connector road on Palm Avenue. The Authority plans to dissect the Palm Avenue thoroughfare into two
dead end cul-de-sacs. This will negatively impact existing traffic circulation in a large part of the
surrounding co ity and cause negative impacts to resp times for BEncy services.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the closing of Hayden Court
and the negative impacts to all of the businesses along that street.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative
impacts ta our community's traffic circulation that will be caused during construction of the project.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of available
community parking for existing business and city buildings caused by the project or offer reasonable and
necessary mitigation measures to relocate adequate parking availability.

Page 8 of 11

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures 10 address the extremely negative
impacts to our community’s Bakersfield Commons praject that Is currently in the planning stages located
on N.W. corner of Brimhall and Coffee roads.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address how the H.5.R. project as
planned will destroy the City's corporation yard facilities or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation
measures to address relocation of the Corporation yard facilities.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of
Bakersfield's Police department garage facilities or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures
to address relocation of the Police garage facilities.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of ane half
of the existing parking lot for city staff or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to address
replacement of the necessary parking.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impacts on
Bakersfield's culturally important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the
Authority's plan to destroy a large portion of the convention center's parking lot that is located South of
the existing railroad tracks or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to address
replacement of the vitally necessary parking.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impact on
Bakersfield's culturally important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the
Authority's plan to destroy the loading area of the facility.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impact on
Bakersfield's culturally important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the
Authority's plan to destroy the pedestrian bridge from the parking lot to the convention center.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of
Bakersfield's Mercy Hospital's property or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to
address replacement of the Hospital property,

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of or the
replacement of the Bakersfield City Credit Union.

THE EIR/EIS doc fail to adeq ly describe and characterize land use impacts:

The EIR fails to describe the project’s impacts on land use. In fact the EIR erroneously states that project
impacts will be less than significant when taking into consideration the total percent of land impacted.
To the contrary, land use impacts will be significant.

The EIR bases impacts on an unrealistically small project footprint. The footprint will be considerably
larger due to the height of the elevated rails, loud noise, vortex wind and vibration.

The EIR underestimates land use impacts because it omits critical information about existing land uses
and land use policies.
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the projects disruption of
existing neighborhoods and operations during and after construction of the project.

The EIR does not adequately describe the identification of negatively affected Bakersfield parks or bike
paths within the project's massive footprint or offer effective mitigation measures to address the
negative impacts that the project will cause to the public's use of the parks and bike path.

The EIR fails to adequately address or offer effective mitigation for the unnecessary destruction of over
2,200 acres of irreplaceable farm land.

The EIR does not adequately address or offer effective mitigation for the annual Joss of hundreds of
millions of dollars of farming revenue, dairy revenue, and other business revenue throughout the state
that will be caused by the project.

The EIR fails to adequately address where the source of the massive amaunts of electricity that will be
necessary to power the HSR operations will come from.

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the avertaxing of the
existing electric grid that the HSR operations will cause.

The HSR project will cause numerous major impacts to Bakersfield TRIP projects:

The HSR project will cause significant impacts to Bakersfield's Westside Parkway and Centennial Corridor
project, There are significant conflicts with Bakersfield's TRIP projects currently under construction, as
well as the future Centennial Corridor. If HSR adopts their EIR or plan alignments with such conflicts, it
will create environmental document conflicts that would significantly impact the $400Million extension
of highway 58 - Centennial Corridor project.

Caltrans is currently preparing a Project Study Report, a Project Report and Environmental documents
for the $275Million Centennial Corridor Loop project. The proposed HSR train alignments are in direct
conflict with possible future direct connectors from S hbound SR-99 to Westbound SR-58 and from
Easthound SR-58 to Northbound SR-99. The future direct connectors would be located east of the
Mohawk Street interchange, passing across the BNSF rail yard, and tying into SR-99 near the Rosedale
Highway Interchange.

The HSR project will cause numerous major impacts to an important L s
Project:

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the project's excessive
negative impacts to Bakersfield's new 517 million South Mill Creek apartment project which is currently
under construction. The South Mill Creek apartment project is an approximate 20-acre mixed use
development which includes over 160 affordable housing units and approximately 100,000 square feet
of commercial use. According to the EIR document, all affordable housing in South Mill Creek will be
permanently impacted by the project.
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The EIR document acknowledges that the City of Bakersfield has adopted redevelopment plans for the
vicinity of Bakersfield's proposed HSR station but the EIR does not adequately address the direct
negative impacts to the 160 unit South Mill Creek affordable housing project; nor does the EIR/EIS
accurately address the economic impact on the redevelopment project as a whole.

THE MULTITUDE OF EXTREMELY NEGATIVE IMPACTS THAT THE HIGH SPEED RAIL PROJECT WILL CAUSE
FIELD INE D BE COMPLETELY ELIMINATED BY SIMPLY RELOCATING THE
RAIL TION LOCATI MEWH UTSIDE O NITY. NO OTHER ADEQUATE

MITIGATION MEASURES ARE POSSIBLE.

The monetary cost of the High Speed Rall project is much more than the citizens voted for in the 2008
proposition-14 initiative.

In 2008, Proposition-1A advertised that the H5R project would cost $23Billion and now it is estimated to
conservatively require 567 to 587Billion to complcte. Many highly respected economists believe it will
cost much more than that. (See the September 1/th, 2011 Ec ic report titled, "The Financial Risks
of California's Proposed High-Speed Rail Project” L'y A. Enthoven, W. Grindley and W. Warren.)

In 2008, Proposition-1A authorized the state to sell bonds in the amount of $9.958illion to construct
approximately 800-miles of high-speed rail track. Proposition-1A did not authorize the state to borrow
an additional $33Billion, $67Billion or the 100's of Billions of dollars that the eventual cost of the HSR
project may end up costing. The state does no! have the required funds available to complete the
Fresno to Bakersfield portion of the project and it has nowhere near enough funds to complete the
entire project. This project cannot be completed as designed in today's economy and still have the
required funds necessary to run the state.

In 2008, Proposition-1A advertised that the federal government would probobly bear approximately 1/3
of the $33Billion estimated total cost of the projoct or around $11Billion. The federal government has
anly conditionally agreed to provide around $501ion dollars. However, the current estimated cost of
the project has increased from the original $330 llion price tag to $67Billion. The federal government
has never agreed to fund a third of this project an! it is highly unlikely that it will,

If the state borrows $9.95Billion and the federal - vernment grants the state almost $5Billion, there will
only be approximately $15Billion of construction [unds available for the project which is still 552Billion
shart of the estimated $678illion that will be requi ed to build this project.

In 2008, Proposition-1A advertised that they oxjocted private investors to fund approximately 1/3 of
the $323Billion or around $11Billion. As of this ¢ (c there are no private investors investing maoney to
fund the project.

The interest on the $9.95-Billion in state general ubligation bonds will be paid out of the state general
fund, The amount of funds available for vital se: 'res such as law enforcement and fire protection will
be reduced. It is projected that the interest on '\ bonds will be $108illion over the next twenty years.
After spending the Proposition-1A bond fui. and the federal funds we will have invested
approximately $15Billion in the project. After paying back the principle and interest on the bonds we will
have invested approximately $19.95Billion in the project and we will still be missing more than
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$52Billion to complete the project. Fora cost of & sproximately $20Billion, only rails will be constructed
from somewhere south of Fresno to somewhere north of Bakersfield. Taxpayers will then be required to
pay additional funds for electrification, trains, siations and maintenance facilities for the Fresno to
Bakersfield section.

The HSR Authority now estimates that the section of rail from Fresno to Bakersfield will cost around
$13gillion to build. It is belleved to be the easiest section of the project to build and the leost expensive
section of eight planned sections. If the CHSRA is - Jrrect, the entire project will certainly cost much more
than 5104Billion. Do the math... ($13Billion x 8 = L04Billion) which does not include the $10Billion State
General Fund bond interest payments, These figu s are in 2011 dollars; not the cost of construction 10
years from now. The cost for completing the proicct will be more, much more than we were initially
promised.

Reasonable people must be concerned that this project is not and will not be adequately funded. At this
point, | understand that the Authority has only « itained funding for constructing tracks for 80 miles,

There are no funds allocated for trains, station: maintenance facilities or electrification. Given the
present fiscal climate, | don't feel that the Stat.  the Federal government will be in a position to give
away more money to the HSR project. Despitc ir .ating the support of private investors, the Authority
has not yet identified any particular firm con onts. | am concerned that this project will end up
being a train to nowhere, much like Senator 5 o vens’ bridge to nowhere in Alaska. The train will

severely impact the citizens of Bakersfield without any lang term benefit and it will add to the debt of
the State of California.

The prospect of the High Speed Rail project ever iying for itself is realistically non-existent. The H.S.R.

project will certainly be a huge economic drain to ' deral and state taxpayers.

The Federal Government is fiscally bankrupt currently has a 14 trillion dollar deficit. The huge
balance of funds necessary to complete the pi will not come from the Feds. The state of California
is also out of money and in fact has a huge bud;, « lcficit as well, Every county government in the state

has a budget deficit. The selling of bonds for 151t ¢ struction will cost us untold SBillions in interest.

The Authority has an insufficient amount of funis available to effectively begin construction of the
praject. The amounts of funds that will be nccossary to complete the project have been grossly
underestimated and the source of future fundi undetermined. Furthermare, the unjustifiably high
cost of the project which is now estimated to b « ¢ $116Billion will most likely cost over $200Billion to
complete. The huge cost of the project will ¢!l ute future funding of more beneficial and important
infrastructure projects well into the future.

End of comment

Thank you

Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
1700 “M"™ Street  Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

To Whom It May Concern:
This 15 regarding file number; GPA #8, Map #102-29;

ZCC #38, Map #102-2%;
PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29

| am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building...... namely the Korean
Presbyterian Church,

[t 1s in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that will
niot distroy this special building.

Sincerely,

G, Myl

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranepertation
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Chinmaya Mission Bakersfield

September 27, 2011

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

Re:  Objection to the High Speed Railway
Dear Sir/Madam:

With regard to the proposed implementation of a High Speed Railway system, I hereby submit
this letter in opposition to this proposed project.

1. Introduction

I am a practicing physician in Bakersfield, California, since 1982. I have been very involved in
the community:

1. Past Chief of Staff of Mercy and Memorial Hospitals.

2. Past President of Bakersfield Breakfast Rotary Club.

3. Past President of India Association of San Joaquin Valley.

4. Current President of Chinmaya Mission Bakersfield

2. Background on Church

At Chinmaya Mission, our goal is to provide to individuals, from any background. the wisdom of
Vedanta and the practical means for spiritual growth and happiness, enabling them to become
positive contributors to society.

Chinmaya Mission Bakersfield has been active in the community since 1995, We have weekly
classes for our children which teaches them about the Hindu culture and heritage. We also have
weekly Yoga, Meditation, and Adult Study classes which are open to all members of the
community. A large number of Non-Hindus attend and participate in these activities. Chinmaya
Mission Bakersfield consists of 300 families as our members, Our building, located at 1723
Country Breeze Place, Bakersfield, California 93312, is in the path of the High Speed
Railway and will be demolished if the project is to proceed as proposed by the California
High-Speed Rail Authority. As a result, we respectfully oppose this initiative,

1723 Country Breeze Place, Bakersfleld, California 93312+ (661)588-0000

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comment
September 27, 2011
Page 2

3. Enviro mpact

Prior to taking action, the government must assess the potential environment impacts under
NEPA (Federal) and/or CEQA (State & Local). Pursuant to NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500-
1508), project effects are evaluated based on the criteria of context and intensity. Substantial
effects would result in long-term physical division of an established community, relocation of
substantial numbers of residential or commercial businesses, and effects on important
community facilities.

Pursuant 1o CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant impact if it would:
+  Physically divide an established community.

+ Displace subsiantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.

. Relocate substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.

«  Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered community and governmental facilities or with the need for new or
physically altered community and governmental facilities, the copstruction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts.

According 1o the EIR: “In the Northwest District, the BNSF Alternative would depart from the
BNSF right-of-way just south of Rosedale Highway and rejoin the rail right-of-way after
crossing the Kern River. The alignment would cut through an existing suburban development in
Bakersfield’s Northwest District, displacing 122 homes and 10 non-residential properties,
including a gas station/minimart, an art studio, 2 health centers, and 2 churches
(Chinmaya Mission and Korean Presbyterian Church). This alignment would alter
community social interactions and community cohesion, and would change the physical
character of the community. These impacts would be substantial under NEPA and significant
under CEQA." See EIR at 3.12-50.

Further: “The Bakersfield South Alternative Alignment, like the BNSF Alternative, would pass
through Bakersfield’s Northwest, Central, and Northeast districts, affecting similar but somewhat
different community facilities, Impacts in the Northwest District of Bakersfield would be similar
to those identified for the BNSF Alternative, displacing many homes and several churches. Like
the BNSF Alternative, the Bakersfield South Alternative would divide the existing
community and result in a able ber of residential property acquisitions in this
neighborhood, as well as the displacement of churches (the Korean Presbyterian Church

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranaporaton
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would be fully displaced and parts of Chinmaya Mission property would be displaced).”
See EIR at 3.12-52.

The Public Notice explains these effects will be felt in the following areas: “{ransportation, air
quality. noise and vibration, electromagnetic fields, biological resources and  wetlands,
hazardous materials and wastes, safety and security, communities, agricultural lands, parks,
recreation, and open space, acsthetics and visual resources, and cultural and paleontological
resources.” Clearly, under either alignment, the impact of the project will be particularly
devastating to our Mission and our local community. So far, there has been no mention of
compensation or noise abatement procedures available to those damaged by the project.

4. Additional Concerns

First, we are concerned that this project will not be adequately finded. At this point, we
understand that the Authority has only obtained funding for constructing tracks for 80 miles -
not for the actual trains or electrification. In addition, given the present fiscal climate, we don’t
feel that the State or the Federal government will be in a position to give more money. Despite
indicating the support of certain “private investors,” the Authority has not yet identified any
particularized firm commitments. We are concerned that this project will end up as a “train to
nowhere,” much like Senator Stevens’ “bridge to nowhere” in Alaska. The train will severely
impact the citizens of Bakersfield without any long term benefit. It will add to the debt of the
State of California.

Second. we believe the location of this project is misplaced. Currently, the proposed project will
run through “old” Bakersfield, which will result in extreme traffic and parking congestion. Thus,
we are concerned that local citizens will lose their easy access to downtown Bakersfield. Other
cities, such as Denver. Colorado, have wisely chosen to relocate new transportation centers away
from the downtown area, to avoid negative impacts, such as unwanted noise, vibrations,
pollution, and traffic congestion. Notably, the proposed railway in Fresno, California does not
pass through the center of the City and will affect FAR FEWER citizens.

Third, we find that the EIR report provided is incomplete and insufficient. For example,
although the document provides data on environmental impact, the actual noise and vibration
studies were not included, Without reviewing the studies themselves, it is impossible to decipher
the relative impact of the project. Important considerations include: when the study was
performed, how many trips per day were considered, the duration and location of specific testing
sites, the effect of the Hageman/Allen underpass project, etc., thereby making it impossible to
decipher the relative impact of the Authority’s project. In addition, the report does not address
environment impacts on the East side, nor does it explain why the site on 7" Standard Road and
State Route 99 was not considered, Furthermore, the EIR report is flawed because, at least in one
section, it lists street names that do not exist and addresses that are not located anywhere near the
proposed rail line, thereby drawing its accuracy into question.

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comment
September 27, 2011
Page 4

Fourth, we believe the Authority will not undertake the necessary procedures to mitigate
adverse impacts on the community. In fact, we understand that mitigation efforts, such as
construction of sound walls, are typically discretionary and, in some cases, can be reduced or
even avoided altogether by the Authority. Thus, idering the budgetary constraints addressed
above, we believe the community will not receive the necessary protections from the anticipated
adverse environmental impact.

Fifth, we recommend that the HSR Authority re-evaluate the proposed site on 7" Standard Rd
and Freeway 99,

Finally, we have not received adequate notice of the propoesed project and respectfully request
additional time of at least six (6) months to respond. In fact, the EIR includes approximately
30,000 pages of technical jargon, with which we are not familiar, and allows only a 60-day
comment period. To review it, we would have to read 500 pages a day, The report is in
highly technical language, being difficult for a layman to understand. It needs to be simplified.
Further, we had no idea that our church would be demolished until receiving & phone call
approximately two (2) weeks ago from a friend! The official notification letter from the
California HSR Authority dated August 10, 2011, was vague, deceptive, and legally deficient in
that it utterly failed to indicate that our building would be subject to demolishment and
potentially complete economic loss: reliance on this August 10" letter could have resulted in a
substantial loss of our legal rights and damages. The issuance of such a misleading notification
letter is contrary to the public good, the spirit of our democratic system, and an abuse of trust by
those in positions of authority. Accordingly, we have already submitted a formal request for an
extension to the Office of Governor Brown. Therefore, we feel an extension is necessary in this
instance, and we kindly request your cooperation.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Yours very truly,
CHINMAYA MISSION BAKERSFIELD

By:

Anil Mehta, M.D,,
President

of Taraperiatin
CALIFORNIA (
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3200 Rio Mirada Dr.
Iil‘.\r-.hud CA 03308

150.3 Environmsceal
October 11,2011

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/S Comment
T70 L Swreet, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE:  Fresno to Bakersfield Section High-Speed Train Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Envi | Impaet §

To Whom It May Concern:

The Kern County Water Agency (Agency) would like to thank you for the
opportunity to review and comment on the Fresno to Bakersfield Section High-
Speed Train (Project) Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (DPEIR/S).

The Agency was created by the California State Legislature in 1961 to contract
with the California Department of Water Resources for State Water Project
(SWP) water. The Agency has contracts with water districts throughout Kern
Cmm[y to deliver SWP water. The Al.smcy also manages and/or is a participant
in multiple groundwater banking projects, including the Kem Water Bank,
Pioneer Property and Berrenda Mesa banking projects. Therefore, the Agency is
uniquely qualified to provide comments on the Project.

Comment 1: The DPEIR/S does not include the Ageney as a water supplier.

Scctions 3.6 and 3.8 of the DPEIR/S do not include the Agency in their
discussions or listings of water suppliers in the region. The Agency’s primary
function is to serve as the SWP contractor for Kem County, as described above.
The Agency is the largest water supplier in the region addressed by the DPEIR/S,
with a service area of approximately 1.5 million acres. The Agency is responsible
for the operation of critical water infrastructure in Kern County, including the
CVC, Therefore, the DPEIR/S should be amended to include descriptions of the
Agency and its affected infrastructure, as well as analyses of the potential
impacts from the construction and operation of the Project.

Comment 2: The proposed route will significantly impact major water
delivery infrastructure in Kern County.

The DPEIR/S contains several figures detailing the proposed route through the
City of Bakersfield. According to Figure 3.8-5, the “Bakersfield Urban Section

L006-2

L006-3

L006-4

Sincerely,

California High-Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield Section DPEIS/R
October 11,2011

Page 2 of 2

Alignment B1" and the “Bakersficld Urban Section Alignment B2,” the proposed route has the potential to
significantly impact water supply infrastructure, ineluding the Cross Valley Canal (CVC). CVC Pumping
Plant No. 6, Friant-Kem Canal and Arvin-Edison Canal, located southeast of the intersection of Coffee
Road and Brimhall Road. These facilities, which converge at this location, represent critical components of
Kern County's water supply infrastructure. Additionally, the CVC extends east from this location and
appears to be crossed by the proposed route at least once more. However, the DPEIR/S does not contain
any discussion of the impacts to this infrastructure from either construction or operation of the Project.

Additionally, the Agency is not listed in Sections 3.6 or 3.8 describing water suppliers and their affected
infrastructure, This is a substantial failure of the DPEIR, as the Agency and the infrastructure described
above are used to supply water to approximately 800,000 acres of irrigated agriculture and an ever-growing
urban population. Therefore, the DPEIR/S should be amended to include an analysis and discussion of the
impacts to these facilities from the construction and operation of the Project.

Comment 3: The DPEIR/S does not include mitigati 1o comp for the p ial loss
of water supplics due to the construction and/or operation of the Project.

As described above, the construction and operation of the Project has the potential to temporarily, if not

pert Iy, impact the operation of the CVC and CVC Pumping Plant No. 6. These facilities, in part, are
used to supply water to the Agency’s Improvement District No. 4°s (ID4) Henry C. Garnett Water
Purification Plant. Once treated, ID4 provides this water to numerous urban water purveyors within the
City of Bakersfield. If the operation of the CVC east of Coffee Road and/or the operation of CVC Pumping
Plant No. 6 are to be impacted during truction and/or of of the Project, [D4°s water supply could
be reduced by as much as 50,000 acre-feet. Subsequently, it would be necessary for the California High-
Speed Rail Authority to provide an alternate water supply for ID4. Therefore, the DPEIR/S should be
amended to include provision of an altemate water supply to D4 as a mitigation measure.

Comment 3: The DPEIR/S does not include a cumulative impact analysis.

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to discuss the cumulative impacts of the proposed
project. The DPEIR/S fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts to Kern County, as well as the statewide
cumulative impacts. The DPEIR/S states that the analyses consider only the Fresno to Bakersfield route
impacts. The DPEIR/S does not consider impacts from completion of the route through Bakersfield and
extending to the south through the remainder of Kern County. Additionally, the DPEIR/S does not discuss
the cumulative impacts of the entire High-Speed Train project. As a result, there is no meaningful
discussion of the cumulative impacts of the Project on ettller a local or statewide level. Without a
cumulative impact analysis, Agency staff cannot ine the lative impacts to local water
resources and infrastructure from the construetion and opuauﬂn of the Project or High-Speed Train project
as a whole. Therefore, the DPEIR/S should be amended to include a complete discussion of the cumulative
impacts anticipated from construction and operation of the entire High-Speed Train project as required by
the CEQA Guidelines.

If you have any questions, please contact Curtis Creel of my staff at (661) 634-1400.

James M. Beck
General Manager

@ CALFORNIA @iz
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L006-1

Kern County Water Agency is listed as a service provider in both Table 3.6-3 and Table
3.8-3 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Refer to Section 3.6 and Section 3.8 of
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS for additional information.

L006-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-01, FB-Response-PU&E-03.

The Authority is actively assimilating information on existing and planned utilities. The
design presented in the Draft EIR/EIS is preliminary (15% to 30% complete). The
Authority will coordinate with water districts to refine this information, identifying and
evaluating all known facilities within the footprint during future design phases. The
Authority intends to consider water supply infrastructure in the design and placement of
HST facilities. In Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, of the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Table 3.6-3 lists Kern County Water Agency as one of the
service providers (also see Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, Table 3.8-3).

L006-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-01, FB-Response-PU&E-03.

The Authority is actively assimilating information on existing and planned utilities. The
design presented in the Draft EIR/EIS is preliminary (15% to 30% complete). The
Authority will coordinate with water districts to refine this information, identifying and
evaluating all known facilities within the footprint during future design phases. The
Authority intends to consider the design and placement of the canal crossings and
pumping plants in the placement of HST facilities. The resolution of conflicts with
utilities would be conducted in such a way that loss of water supplies would not occur.

L006-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-HWR-01.

The entire HST project has been analyzed in preceding environmental review
documents. As noted in FB-Response-GENERAL-01, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS Summary describes the tiered environmental review process used by the Authority

L006-4

and the FRA, indicating that the 2005 program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005)
provided a first-tier analysis of the general effects of implementing the system across
two-thirds of the state, while the 2008 program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2008) and
the 2010 Revised Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2010a) focus on connecting the
Central Valley portion of the system to the San Francisco Bay area portion of the system
(see EIR/EIS, Summary, Section S.2). Chapter 2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS discusses the background of the HST project and notes that the previously
prepared Tier 1 documents provided a programmatic analysis of the proposed system
and the environmental impacts of HST implementation. This project Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been prepared in the context of the previous, broader
analysis, but provides more detailed analysis about the potential impacts, both beneficial
and adverse, in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section.

Both CEQA and NEPA provide agencies with some discretion to fashion an
environmental process as appropriate for the actions or projects they are considering.
Program or first-tier EIRS/EISs are deliberately focused on the “big picture” impacts of
proposed actions and the broad policy choices related to such actions. To avoid
repetition and to help focus the document on issues ripe for decision, a lead agency may
tier its environmental documents so that later program or second-tier EIRS/EISs
incorporate and build upon the analysis and decisions made at the program level. A first-
tier EIR/EIS may therefore be limited to the analytical information needed to make a
general decision, with detailed analysis of potential impacts of a more specific decision
to follow when a second-tier EIR/EIS is prepared.

U.S. Departmen
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Vol. IV Response to Comments from Local Agencies Post Comment Period

Submission LOO7 (Tony Barba, Kings County Board of Supervisors, October 14, 2011)

COUNTY OF KINGS ettt
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  preti
KINGS COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER AR
1400 W. LACEY m&mat}mm CA a:m IEERERITI wowr cansey
s b e sk E

October 12, 2011

Mr. Dan Leavitt
California High-Speed Rail Authority ~14=11P12:2¢
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments

770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re:  California High-Speed Train Project: Fresno to Bakersfield Section
August 2011 Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement
County of Kings' Initial Comment Letter — Include in Record

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

The County of Kings (County) was preparing its to the refe ed d when it
received a notice issued by the Califonia High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) on October 5,
2011, that the Authority intends to issue a revised DEIR/EIS in the Spring of 2012. The County
offers the initial comments included herein and reserves further comments for the new DEIR/EIS
anticipated in Spring, 2012.

The County is a Coordinating Agency under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)
and takes its responsibility to participate in the environmental review of the Project very
seriously. The Authority, on the other hand, has consistently refused to coordinate with the
County to resolve conflicts created by its proposed Project. The County has identified its
concerns in detail in the following pond t the County and the Authority and the
County and the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) and incorp same by into its
comments to be lodged in the Record:

5 March 4, 2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to Authority;
2. May 6, 2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to Authority;
3. August 2, 2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to FRA.

The County was assured that each and every concern raised in the foregoing correspondence
would be addressed in the DEIR/EIS. This has proven to be false. The County again requests
that the Authority specifically address and resolve each and every concern.

L007-1

L007-2

L007-3

L007-4

L007-5

Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments
October 12, 2011; Page 2 of 4

Further comments and concerns of the County follow:

The Authority has failed and continues to fail to engage in any meaningful coordination
and consultation with the County as required by NEPA and CEQA;

The Authority has failed to propose an alignment that follows existing transportation
corridors as required by the High Speed Rail Act;

The Authority has failed to properly consider in sufficient detail the Highway 99
alignment alternative;

The Authority has failed to adequately identify, analyze and mitigate the Project’s
devastating impacts on the agricultural resources and economy of the County caused by
deviation from existing transportation corridors;

The Authority has failed to identify, analyze and mitigate the Project’s conflicts with
applicable provisions of the County’s General Plan and ordinances

The Authority has failed to act in good faith to comply with CEQA and NEPA by
allowing only 60 days to review more than 30,000 pages of DEIR/EIS and documents
referenced therein;

The Authority has allowed the reviewing parties to expend an extraordinary amount of
time, money and pting 1o d to the 30,000 plus pages within an
unreasonably short comment period, only to be informed at the last minute that the
Authority will issue a new environmental document in the spring of 2012 that will

i i a previously preferred al ive that was aband 1 without expl
This will require the reviewing parties 1o expend additional amounts of time, money and
resources 1o review new technical information on top of the existing 17,000 pages, during
a time when financial hardship has stricken this County and State.

The initial period of 60 days allowed for public review and comment was so
unreasonably short that it precluded effective public participation. Therefore the County
would recommend that the Authority consider a more adequate (180 day) public review
period for the upcoming revised DEIR/EIS which is now due in spring of 2012,

The Project Description is uncertain and incomplete and will be changed and affected by
the document anticipated in the Spring of 2012,

The analysis of the project’s envi I isi i

CALIFORNIA e of Tranapostaion
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Submission LOO7 (Tony Barba, Kings County Board of Supervisors, October 14, 2011) - Continued

L007-6

L007-7

Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments
October 12, 2011; Page 3 of 4

11, The Proposed Mitigation M are i plete and ineffective and in many cases are
improperly deferred.
13,  The DEIR/EIS did not ider a ble range of al ives that would avoid or

substantially lessen the significant impacts of the Project.

After careful review of as much as it could to date, the County has concluded that the DEIR/EIS
fails to fulfill NEPA's and CEQA’s fundamental objective of informing the public and the
decision makers of the p ial signifi envi | effects and mitigation costs of the
Project. The defiects and omissions identified to date make clear that the DEIR/EIS is inadequate
and incomplete and fails to comply with the fundamental requirements of NEPA and CEQA. The
County trusts that the revised and re-circulated document will remedy the obvious deficiencies in
the existing analysis and comply with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA.

The Project and its potential significant envi I and ic effects are of enormous
interest 1o the County and its residents. Accordingly, the County is submitting thesc initial
comments in advance of the revised DEIR/EIS in a good-faith effort to assist the Authority in
preparing an ] and pl of the signi envi | impacts the
Project will have in the Central Valley. The County requests that the Authority provide at the
most earliest convenience a Geographic Information System (GIS) layer of the new alternative
which will be added to the revised Projeet, so that the County can enter into Coordination with
the Authority and provide meaningful comment for the Authority to incorporate into the revised
DEIR/EIS in Spring of 2012, The County anticipates receiving the revised DEIR/EIS and
providing additional comments on the entire revised DEIR/EIS when it is re-circulated in the
Spring of 2012. The County also reiterates its demand to coordinate the Project with the County
Board of Supervisors in order to comply with NEPA and CEQA and produce a viable Project.

The County appreciates the opportunity to provide these initial comments and trusts that the
Authority will fulfill its duties as the Lead Agency to prepare and re-circulate a revised
DEIR/EIS that ly, adequately and pletely defines the specific Project and discusses

the extensive adverse envi | and ic imf the Project will have.

Sincerely,

~
(/ ks ¥ A b

e, ™
Tony Barba, Chairman
Kings County Board of Supervisors

Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments
October 12, 2011; Page 4 of 4

Enclosure:  August 2, 2011 letter to FRA which incorporates March 4, 2011 and May 6, 2011
letters from Kings County Board of Supervisors to California High Speed Rail
Authority

ce:  Joseph C. Szabo, U.S.DOT Federal Railroad Administration

Michael 8. Jewell, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Connell Dunning, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

HAHIGH SPEED RAILDEIR-EIS Initial COMMENT LTR 10 13 11{cjc comments).docx

@

Federal Railroad
Administration
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Vol. IV Response to Comments from Local Agencies Post Comment Period

Response to Submission LO07 (Tony Barba, Kings County Board of Supervisors, October 14, 2011)

L007-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

L007-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04.

Also see Volume |, Section 3.12, Impact SO#16, for economic impacts on agriculture.

L007-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-26.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was circulated for 90 days. Much of the
information contained in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was the same as in the
Draft EIR/EIS. Where additional information was added or text changed, it was
highlighted to assist the reviewer by reducing the time required to find this new text or
text changes.

LO07-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-26.

As stated in the Preface to the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Authority decided
to reintroduce alignment alternatives west of Hanford, based on substantive comments
received during the public and agency review of the Draft EIR/EIS. In response to
concerns raised by stakeholders in metropolitan Bakersfield, the Authority and FRA also
decided to evaluate another alternative in Bakersfield (Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative)
that would minimize impacts on residential and community facilities. The Authority and
FRA determined that the introduction of these new alternatives and refinements being
considered for existing Fresno to Bakersfield route alternatives required publication of
this Revised DEIR and Supplemental DEIS in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

L007-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.

L007-6
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

L007-7

The Authority has met with Kings County officials on many occasions throughout the
environmental review process for the project and is always willing to work with the
County to deliver a viable project. The Authority has met and exceeded its responsibility
under CEQA and NEPA to inform the County and seek its input on the

project. Coordination is not equivalent to essentially delegating to the County veto power
over the project. The Authority is responsible under law for carrying forward the

HST project and making the decisions necessary to implement the project. The Authority
cannot delegate that responsibility to the County.

U.S. Departmen
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Submission LO08 (Larry Spikes, County of Kings, Board of Supervisors, October 21, 2011)

COUNTY OF KINGS
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS'Z

GOVERNMENT CENTER  HANFORD, CALIFORNIA 95130 ($38) 5823211, ENT. 20462
- Rtk of the Board of Super

Cathenne Yem,

AGENDA ITEM
October 18, 2011

Bookmark: 11
SUBMITTED BY:  Larry Spikes, County Administrative Officer

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION OPPOSING ANY AND ALL HIGH SPEED RAIL
PROJECT ALIGNMENTS THROUGH KINGS COUNTY

SUMMARY:
Overview:
The California High Speed Rail Authority’s treatment of Kings County has prompted Board members o
direct staff to bring a resolution opposing all high speed rail alignments through Kings County for their
discussion and consideration.

Recommendation:
Consid Jopting a Resol

ing any high speed rail corridor through Kings County.

Fiscal Impact:

There is no expected fiscal impact relating directly to the adoption of the resolution, however there is
substantial ongoing staff time in responding to the Project envir ntal d and pling to
enforce and implement the NEPA-required coordination process.

The Board previously adopted Resolution No. 10-033 stating its support for high speed rail routes that utilize
existing transportation corridors. This action was consistent with the language in the High Speed Rail Bond
proposition that was passed in 2008. Since that time, the California High Speed Rail Authority has openly
refused to coordinate with Kings County. Coordination is designed to assure consistency with the County
General Plan and resolve discrepancies and impacts in furtherance of the protection of the health, safety and
welfare of the community. It is required by the National Environmental Policy Act and various implementing
regulations. The Authority’s less than good faith behavior has prompted the request to consider removal of its
support. The reasons are detailed in the resolution provided for your Board's consideration.

HCounty'201 THSR All Rowe Opposition.doc

BOARD ACTION : APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED: OTHER:

ROLL CALL: NEVES, VERBOON, VALLE, FAGUNDES, BARBA - AYE
[Reference: See Resolution No. 11-065; which by reference hereto, is made part of these minutes. |

1 hereby certify that the abuve order was passed
and adopted cn 10/1872011.

TURELLA, Clerk of the Board

72} @L&C’L— Deputy.

BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF KINGS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ERRRANNAS

IN THE MATTER OF REVOKING AND

RESCINDING RESOLUTION 10-033 AND

OPPOSING THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED

RAIL AUTHORITY HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT
f

RESOLUTION NO. 11-065

WHEREAS, California voters approved Proposition 1A on November 4, 2008 and the
Legislature codified the Safe, Reliable Migh-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the b
Century (“the Act”; AB 3034; See Streets and Highways Code Sections 2704-2704.1); and

WHEREAS, the Act provides $9.1 billion in bond funds to finance a high speed
clectrified train system designed along existing transporiation corridors to achieve mandated
travel times between population centers and to operate without government subsidies, that will
connect the San Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento in the north, through the Central Valley to
Los Angles, Orange County and San Diego in the south (collectively the “Project’); and

WHEREAS, federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (*ARRA™) money has
been allocated to the California high-speed train Project; and

WHEREAS, a nine-member California High-Speed Rail Authority (“Authority™) was
appointed pursuant to the Act and Public Utilities Code Section 185020 to plan and implement
the Project pursuant to the Act and all applicable law and implementing regulations; and

WHEREAS, the Authority and the Federal Railroad Administration (“FRA"} are co-lead
agencies for purposes of environmental review of the Project under the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™) and the National Environmental Protection Act (“NEPA”); and

WHEREAS, on May 25, 2010, the Kings County Board of Supervisors resolved
(Resolution #10-033) that it:

1. Supports the continuing development of high-speed rail on a statewide basis;

2. Supports a unified approach for the Central Valley, should the rail be designated
1o traverse through it;
Supports routes that use existing transportation corridors and rights-of-way: and
Opposes any and all alignments where transportation corridors do not exist at the
present time; and

B

b B2

WHEREAS, revocation and rescission of Resolution 10-033 and opposition to the
California High-Speed Rail Authority High-Speed Train Project is under consideration based on
the following findings:

@ CALIFORNIA e of Tranapostaion
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Submission LO08 (Larry Spikes, County of Kings,

Board of Supervisors, October 21, 2011) - Continued

Findings;
L008-1 1. The Authority and FRA have failed and continue to fail to coordinate with Kings
County regarding the Project and its impacts on the health, safety and welfare of
the County and its local planning d and ordi 1 and
The Project does not conform with the County’s General Plan and related
ordinances; and
Prior to release of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (“DEIR/EIS™) for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the Project, the
Authority and FRA assured Kings County Board of Supervisors that local
planning issues and health, safety and welfare concerns would be addressed in
the DEIR/EIS, but it has not be done despite detailed correspondence presented to
the Authority and FRA and introduced in attempted coordination meetings by
Kings County Board of Supervisors, and
The DEIR/EIS defers mitigation analysis on many of the impacts that will affect
not only Kings County property owners, but Kings County Government and
County staff resources and fails 1o resolve conflicts with the County’s General
Plan; and
The DEIR/EIS proposes that the Bakersfield to Fresno Section will not initially be
electrified, in violation of Proposition 1A, which requires an electrified high-
speed train system; and
The DEIR/EIS further indicates that if the entire high-speed train system
anticipated by Prop. 1A is not built out as anticipated, the track for the Bakersfield
to Fresno Section will have “independent wtility” for Amtrak purposes and will
qualify under ARRA funding requirements. This completely ignores the local
investment in the existing transportation hub and intermodal connectivily and
planning as well as economic impacts on affected downtowns and the air quality
and greenhouse gas impacts created by altering the hub; and
7. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section DEIR/EIS consists of more than 17,000 pages
and relies on technical do that bined total more than 30,000 pages yet
the Authority provided for a 45-day comment period with a token 15 day
extension for a total of 60 days; and”
Just before expiration of the inadequate 60 day review period, rather than respond
1o a flood of requests for extension of the comment period, the Authority, without
evaluating the impacts, issued a statement that it intends to retain the 60 day
comment period for the DEIR/ELS, proceed with the separate Merced to Fresno
Section DEIR/EIS, but “re-introduce an alternative route, the Hanford West
Bypass allernative, along with an alternative station location to serve the
Kings/Tulare region™ and then issue a revised draft EIR/supplemental drafi EIS
for the Fresno to Bakersficld Section only in Spring of 2012, Had the Authority
coordinated with the County as requested, this may have been avoided, and the
Authority’s bad-faith behavior has exhausted local resources only 1o have to start
all over again in the Spring of 2012. To further demonstrate the Autherily’s
mismanagement of this Project and unwillingness to account for local input, the
Hanford West alternative is reintroduced as a preferred altemative from the
Authority’s 2007 Visalia-Tulare-Station Feasibility Study, which was adopted

ra

L008-2

L008-3

L

L008-4 4.

L0085 5.

L008-6 6.

L008-7 3.

L008-7 . . . 4
without environmental review, without outreach by the Authority or contact with

Kings County, and was previously abandoned without explanation, In other
words, it adopted particular alig without public or agency input despite
claiming to “tier” off of the earlier general programmatic environmental
document. Also, despite a letter from a federal responsible ageney, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, suggesting that it should reconsider the Hanford West
alignment the Authority on May, 2011 refused to comply and remained
undeterred in its effort to issue the Project DEIR/EIS. Now, at the end of the
DEIR/EIS comment period, the Authority is backtracking and indicating it will
reconsider this alternative; and

9. The Authority’s lack of transparency, failure to coordinate and resolve impacts,
ignorance of the will of the people expressed in Prop. 1A, and its “act now, ask
forgiveness later” approach to the Project, have caused the Kings County Board
of Supervisors 1o revisit its prior Resolution 10-033.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED that the Kings County Board of
Supervisors:

i Affirms the findings herein;
2 REVOKES and RESCINDS Resolution #10-033 adopted May 25, 2010; and
3. OPPOSES the California High-Speed Rail Authority High-Speed Train Project.

The foregoing resolution was unanimously adopted upon motion by Supervisor
Joe Neves, seconded by Supervisor Doug Verboon at a regular meeting held on the 18th day of
October, 2011, by the following vote:

AYES: Supervisors Neves, Verboon, Fagundes, Valle and Barba
NOES: Supervisors
ABSENT:  Superyis

G~

. A\
Tony Barba, Cha\ﬂperson of the I!a;?ﬁ‘ofSupcr\'isom
County of Kings, State of California

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, 1 have set my hand this 18th day of October, 2011,

%m@lﬁca

Rhonda Bray, Deffuty Clerk of said Board of Supervisor

Hilagh Speed Rail / 2011 Rese Opposing HSR Project - FINAL
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Response to Submission LO08 (Larry Spikes, County of Kings, Board of Supervisors, October 21,

2011)

L008-1

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and
community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. Project-
level information has been shared at public meetings; made available at the Kings
County project office; and provided through mailings, e-mail communication, outreach
materials, and on the Internet.

L008-2
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-LU-03.

Because the HST project is a state project, consistency with local plans and policies is
not required by law. Nonetheless, in order to comply with the principles set out in
Proposition 1A, the HST project has been designed to minimize conflicts and to be
compatible with future and planned use to the extent possible.

L008-3

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and
community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. Project-
level information has been shared at public meetings; made available at the Kings
County project office; and provided through mailings, e-mail communication, outreach
materials, and on the Internet.

L008-4
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

The HST project is an undertaking of the Authority and FRA in their capacities as state
and federal agencies. As such, it is not required to be consistent with local plans.
However, the HST project’s consistency with local plans is described by alternative in
the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS in order to provide a
context for the project.

L008-5

Proposition 1A Division 3 of the Streets and Highways Code, Section 9, Chapter 20,
Section 2074.09 states, “The high-speed train system to be constructed pursuant to this
chapter shall be designed to achieve the following characteristics: (a) electric trains that
are capable of sustained maximum revenue operating speeds of no less than 200 miles
per hour....” Section 1.2.2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, “Purpose of the
Fresno Bakersfield HST Project,” states that the purpose of the project is to provide
electric high-speed train service. This statement is consistent with Section 2074.09(a).
Use of the rail infrastructure by conventional trains is part of a phased implementation
system that leads to the operation of electric high-speed trains. The reasons for the
phased implementation system for achieving Section 2704 (Proposition 1A) is
thoroughly described in Section 1.6, “Revised 2012 Business Plan,” beginning on page
1-30 and ending on page 1-33 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

L008-6

Neither the HST System nor the Fresno to Bakersfield Section are being proposed for
the purpose of installing a train line for Amtrak. The high-speed train (HST) will operate
separately from Amtrak. At the same time, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the Revised
2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a), when the HST track is completed in 2017, it
would be available for interim use by Amtrak trains until HST operations begin.

The decision over the continued operation of Amtrak service on the San Joaquin line is
outside the authority of the Authority or the Federal Railroad Administration. However,
as described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2, of the Draft EIR/EIS, and Chapter 6, Section
6.5.1.5 in the Transportation Analysis Technical Report (Authority and FRA, 2012) it is
assumed that the Amtrak San Joaquin rail service may be adjusted to function as a
feeder service to the HST System. Since the San Joaquin stops at more stations, it is
assumed it would continue service all the way to Bakersfield and, as a feeder service to
the Phase 1 HST system, the San Joaquin would become increasingly important in its
support of new riders.

The Authority and FRA are not proposing a “train to nowhere." The Central Valley
sections are simply the first two in a series of sections that will make up the full HST
system. The size of this project precludes building it all at once. Simply put, it must begin
somewhere.

@ CALIFORNIA (‘ of Tranapostaion
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Response to Submission LO08 (Larry Spikes, County of Kings, Board of Supervisors, October 21,

2011) - Continued

L008-6

The Revised Draft 2012 Business Plan lays out a feasible program for developing the
HST blended system in functional phases. Phased implementation of the system will
allow flexibility within the program should there be gaps in funding availability. For
example, the completion of the IOS offers a discrete milestone. Should further funding
not be available for the I0S, the "independent utility" provisions of the federal ARRA
grant agreement would allow the 10S to be used to operate an Amtrak San Joaquin
service while preserving the facility for further development in the future. This would
occur only as a contingency, and is not a part of the HST project.

The No-Project Alternative does not assume that the HST System will be built in the
future. Instead, it reflects projections of what is reasonably expected to occur in the
absence of an HST system.

The purpose and need for the HST System is detailed in Section 1.2 of the EIR/EIS. The
key statement of purpose is "to provide a reliable high-speed electric-powered train
system that links the major metropolitan areas of the state, and that delivers predictable
and consistent travel times." The purpose does not include "to build 800 miles of track
for $33 billion," as stated in the comment. The HST system's purpose and need is a
fundamental part of the design of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section.

The Revised 2012 Business Plan describes the HST System's place in California
transportation network and its estimated cost, including updated interest and contigency
costs. Chapter 2 of the Revised 2012 Business Plan describes a reasonable, phased
approach to long-term financing of the HST System. Funding is now available for the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section through a combination of state and federal money.

The HST System was approved by the Authority in 2005 pursuant to its statutory
authority under California Public Utilities Code § 185000. That decision was based on
the 2005 Program EIR/EIS for the system as a whole. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section
is a component of the larger system and the present EIR/EIS examines the potential
impacts of that section. The CHSRA will weigh the costs and benefits of the project
alternatives when selecting the Fresno to Bakersfield alternative alignment that is to be
constructed. This will include the environmental and economic costs of the project, as

L008-6

well as its environmental benefits (i.e., reduction in traffic, long-term air
quality improvement, and others).

L008-7

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02,
FB-Response-GENERAL-16.
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Review of the DEIS has prompted us to revoke Resolution No. 10-033 which supporied High
Speed Train (HST) along existing corridors and approve a new policy opposing the project
altogether. (See Attached Resolution Mo, 11-065) There has been no consideration of our
specific plans or policies in the DEIS, and where our plans have been generally referenced, they
have been deliberately misinterpreted.

November 2, 2011 L009-1 Itis our finding that the HST Fresno to Bakersfield segment as proposed:
1. Fails to resolve inconsistencies with the 2035 Kings County General Plan;
L009-2| 2. Failsto the affected envi of the proposed alternatives to the
Joseph C. Szabo environmental consequences;
P
Administrator L009-31 3. Fails to have “independent utility.”
Federal Railroad Administration
US Department of Transportation These actions and the decision making comprising these failings have elevated to the level of
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE arbitrary and capricious, are an abuse of agency discretion, and violate federal law.
Washington, DC 20590 L009-4
We specifically put you on notice in our August 2, 2011 letter so that you would have the
Dear Administrator Szabo: opportunity to correct these failings, however, you have refused to meet with us face-to-face in
an open meeting on the record or acknowledge in any way your duty to coordinate with our
We received your letter dated Sep 12,2011 ack ledging that you had received our County under NEFA.
correspondence and reviewed our garding the Fresno-to-Bakersfield High Speed Rail
Segment environmental study process. We note, however, that your letter did not directly After making a thorough review of the DEIS, it is clear that your Administration and the
address any of the specific issues we raised regarding the unmsot\-'ed‘conﬂicls‘wilh the segment Authority ha\:c refused to uphold your statutory duty to resolve the conflicts between your
plan and our policies. Since that time, the California High Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and ?rstsplog(cd)Prn{:ituaz‘lli_gullslgﬁazl{;;?n; asis spccl:ﬁcalclly called rm;::z USC 4332(2)(E), 40 CFR
your agency have rel d the Draft E I Impact § (DEIS) for public review. -2(c), an F .2{d}. Since you have demonstrated that you will not work with us
On October 5, 2011, ]u‘.l days hd'nrc the DEIS pfuhhc comment period was to close (10/13/11), directly, nor require that the Authority do so to resolve the inconsistencies between your project
the Authority rel da dicating it will “re-introduce an al route, along with and our established and detailed plans, we are left with insisting that you select the “No Build”
an alternative station location to serve the Kings/Tulare region” and therefore “[r]ather than alternative, as it is the only option that complies with state and federal law.
issuing a Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno-to-Bakersfield section in January as previously scheduled, L009-5

the Authority will now use the coming 5-6 months to further engineer the additional Hanford
West Bypass route and new station alternative, conduct the additional environmental analyses
needed, seek ‘value engineering” opportunities to reduce costs, and make other necessary
revisions including those based on comments received through Oct. 13, 2011, after which a
*Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS® will be issued for public comment.™

Prior 1o the notice that the Authority will be reintroducing an entirely new alternative that they
had adamantly removed from consideration in contravention of the rec dation by the LS.
Army Corps of Engineers, we had an opportunity to review, for the first time, your project level
speeific plans for the new corridor alignment proposed through our productive agricultural
region. As a result, we have prepared detailed comments (see October 12, 2011 letter to Mr. Dan
Leavitt at the Authority) and incorporate them into this letter, by way of reference, as the basis
for our position which must be coordinated by your ageney under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). Those specific ¢ also reft dand i d prior detailed
comments both o you and to the Authority.

The combined power of the Federal Ral]mad ad.rmms:ratlun (FRA) and the Cahf‘omm High
Speed Rail Authority places F on those imp | as you collectively
and forcefully pursue this ag:ﬂda As you apply this pressure, you must reconcile
YOur project wnh the fact that Kings County has me highest poverty level, lowest per capita
income and llest population of the four ffected by the Fresno 1o Bakersficld
Segment. Your disregard of these facts should not justify ignorance of our concerns or your
failure to abide by federal law. If anything, it should cause you to ensure that you fully
understand the critical impacts to our community and use the foree of your resources to shield
our citizens and resolve your project conflicts to avoid the disproportionate harm being thrust
upon us by this project.

Fortunately, the law does not favor the importance of a project over a citizenry to demand equity,
Consideration of our position, coordination with our plans and policies, and resolution of the
conflicts is your duty under the National Environmental Policy Act, which, to date, you have
failed to uphold.

CALIFORNIA

U.S. Department
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For the following reasons, we insist you select the “No build” option and begin your
environmental study anew, this time in coordination with our County and our County Plan.

1. The DEIS Fails to Resolve Conflicts with 2035 Kings County Land Use Plan

Al The Authority and Your Administration Failed to Coordinate with Kings
County’s Local Plan.

The California High Speed Rail project is an ambitious transportation plan that to succeed must
be properly coordinated with the many local, state and federal agencies with jurisdiction over the
routes and support services necessary for its success. This was pointed out to your agency
during the critical programmatic phase when the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) raised
concern that a careful consideration of local plans and policies had not been made. You assured
the federal oversight agency that such a review would take place during the segment phase which
is now almost complete.

“Thoreugh analysis of site-specific, local area, and focused regional cunmdative effects,
including specific urban development projects, will be undertaken as part of future
projeci-level environmental review, when this information will be available and more
relevant o substantive impact analysis. " (Programmatic Record of Decision 2005, page
16)

Curiously, you justified not considering Kings County's land use plan at this point in the process,
when you first made the decision to potentially impact our county by selecting the Central Valley
as the preferred corridor, because you found local plans to be outdated and unreliable.

“USEPA'’s suggestion that local general plans be used 1o indentify reasonably
foreseeable projecis is not appropriate for this Program EIR/EIS. Every city and county
is required by California law to adopt a general plan, but, excepi for housing elements,
general plans are not comprehensively updated on a regular periodic basis pursuant to a
statutory schedule. Each city and county determines when to update its general plan.
Comprehensive updates are both unprediciable and irregular. ... For preparing a
cumulative impact analysis for thousands of miles of alternative iransportation corridors,
the general plans did not provide a reliable and consistent information base for
identifying by for ble future projects o use in analyzing cumulative impacts

in a consisient manner for the sysiem as a whole."{ ROD 36}

A review of the local plans you d during the Prog ic phase as stated in your study
reveals that no consideration was given to Kings County’s general plan at that time, nor is their
evidence that the Supervisors of the County were apprised that a High Speed Rail corridor could
potentially be routed through Kings County prior to the decision being made.

L009-6

Joseph C. Szabo, Admainistrator
Federal Railrosd Administration
November 2, 2011
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Had the Authority and your Administration not rejected the EPA’s recommendation, you would
have learned that we were in the process of updating our general plan presenting an opportune
time to coordinate a potential high speed rail corridor that would be compatible through our
County. However, you failed to do so and now unfortunately substantial conflicts exist between
your project and our plan today that could have been avoided had you complied with the law.

It is for this reason that NEPA directs your agency to meet early with local governments, provide
substantive details to the local governments, and coordinate federal plans with local governments
50 that these unnecessary conflicts can be avoided.

“Agencies shall integrate the NEPA process with other planning ai the earliest possible
time to insure that planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays
later in the process, and to head off potential conflicts.” (40 CRF 1501.2)

As we informed you in our last letter, Kings County undertook an extensive plan revision
process in order to embrace the California Legislature’s mandates and the San Joaquin Valley
Blueprint seeking to coordinate compact and efficient urban growth within the eight counties that
make up the San Joaguin Valley. As a result, Kings County updated all City and Community
District sphere of influence growth boundaries and removed 11,000 acres from future growth
consideration for agriculture protection. This action received the California Association of Local

Agency Formation Commission’s “2008 Project of the Year Award.” When the 2035 General
Plan revision for Kings County was adopted in January of 2010, after going through a rigorous
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process under the California Environmental Quality Act, it
was promoted as the “model” plan for other counties to follow by the Attorney General’s office
because of its compliance with the law, specific and detailed planning directives, and clarity to
guide the future prosperity of the County.

Every acre of our county was considered for its highest and best use. Urban growth and
agricultural production was meticulously t i and planned to be more than compatible with
each other, but symbiotic with each other so that as our population grows the social cohesiveness
and uniqueness of Kings County and our local economy is preserved. The services provided by
the county and the cities residing within our jurisdiction were coordinated and boundaries
defined so that the health, safety and welfare of our citizens could be efficiently met without
redundancy.

We determined where urban growth best fit within our county and where the most productive
agricultural areas should be maintained, as well as, what transportation corridors should be
expanded to ensure efficient movement of our agricultural products and mobility of our citizens.
Our goals were to maintain the high quality and unique way of life found in Kings County while
planning progressively under the new smart growth principles adopted by the state. We
succeeded, so much so that the plan is held as the model for other counties in California. As
such, you would be hard pressed to characterize our plans us “unpredictable and irregular.”

@
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However, even after all this careful planning, one proposed decision by your Administration to
create a new transportation corridor for the California High Speed Rail through our prime
farmland has the potential to destroy years ol'careliﬂ planning designed 1o ensure the future of
Kings County. If the project is app ] as proposed, it will cause i ble harm to
Kings County.

The decision of yours 1o ignore the specific pol:u:s of our plan is a flagrant violation of federal
law. Our plan is not an liable and outd It is an updated, relevant and detailed
document which we use daily to guide the development of this county and continually rely on as
we coordinate our services with regional planning cfforts and the Kings County Association of
Governments. The EPA was correct in their assessment that at the very least our plans and
planning process should have been considered at the prog ic phase,

Six years later, your agency is now in the final stages 0fmm.lud|ng your project level study for
the Fresno to Bak Without di g your project with us or providing us
with detailed project level specifics 1o help advise you as to the compatibility of your plan with
our polices, you have dt.lcn'nlnod that our p!an is consistent with developing a new transportation
corridor through our prime farmland, with ting a train station outside our
designated urban growth zones, and consistent with a Heavy Maintenance Facility even though
such facility is not listed as a permitted use under Kings County zoning policies. Either the
drafters of the DEIS did not carefully read our plan or you have intentionally misinterpreted our
plan. Every aspect of the BNSF Alternative Route alignment to the east (the DEIS preferred
alternative) and west of Hanford through Kings County directly violates the 2035 Kings County
General Plan,

B. Relevant Impacts to Kings County have not been Considered in the
Comparison of Alternatives,

The comments submitted by Kings County, which are incorporated into this letter as the basis for
our position 10 be coordinated by you, point to an abundance nfspecﬂ'u ies with
your plan and outright misstatements as to what our plan requires.

For instance, the DEIS states that the “Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located nearly
0.5 miles from the nearest rural residential uses.” (Page 3.13-A-13) This statement is factually
incorrect as is pointed out in our comments. The potential station site is located less than two-
hundred feet from an existing residential subdivision that contains 25 lots. The tracks from the
HST project would potentially eliminate at least half of these residential sites, a detail and impact
that you conveniently failed to notify the public and decision makers of in your comparison of
alternatives.

Another egregious example of this failure is that there is no mention of the loss of Kings County
Fire Station 4 from your route selection even though the Authority was apprised of this on April
19, 2011 in our first coordmalmn moelmg :md you were noticed of this directly in our August 2™
letter. We have meti Iy p i the of our fire stations so that there is minimal
overlap of the districts, adequate p!oxlmﬂv to other stations to ensure necessary support in

L009-8
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emergencies, and no void in insurance coverage zones so that all residents can receive reasonable
rates. You move the location of one of our stations and you destroy the entire fire safety network
we have meticulously designed.

Additionally, Fire Station 4 is home to both Skylife and Cal Fire contract rotary wing aircraft,
and is an FAA desig § and app | base. Certifi for this site is expensive and lengthy.
Station 4 also houses the fire training facility and has an agreement with the College of the
Sequoias to train new personnel. To relocate all of these components to a new area will not only
cost our citizens d and i d tax liability, but be extremely time-
consuming and difficult, You do not just relocate a Fire Station o a new piece of ground. Many
variables including proximity, safety, mobility and size of parcels must be considered. Evidently
these concerns are viewed as insignificant by you and the Authority as this issue was not
weighed in the comparison of alternatives even though you were duly apprised of its impact.

Please understand these are critically significant issues to Kings County and we are aware of
your duty to study these in the DEIS and not kick this analysis further down the road afier the
decision to cause this impact has been made. In fact, this is the purpose of NEPA. An
environmental study is not to be pursued in order 1o justify an cutcome. “Environmental impact
statements shall serve as the means of assessing the environmental impact of proposed ageney
actions, rather than justifying decisions already made.” (40 CFR 1502.2(g))

While courts will defer to your discretion, they will only do so after thoroughly reviewing
whether or not you made a “good faith effort” to evenly weigh the alternatives. A “hard look™
review does not include conveniently overlooking critical impacts that could very well lead
objective decision makers to support an alternative contrary to the one you prefer. In fact, we are
confident that once a court is apprised of the multiple times we brought these impacts to your
attention, and still you refused 1o address these and work to resolve the conflicts, your analysis
will fall far short of its required duty.

C. Kings County’s Plan has been Falsely Represented to the Public and Decision
Makers as Consistent.

Beyond the many issues that have not been considered in the impact analysis, there are many
maore that have been simply falsely stated. For example, in the Land Use Appendix in the DEIS,
page 13 finds that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station located to the east of the city of Hanford
would be consistent with Kings County’s General Plan.

“"Consisternt. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located in Kings County along
the urban fringe of Hanford and would aveid splitting large agricultural parcels. The
station site is zoned as Light Indusirial. Land to the south is also designated as Light
Industrial. Land to the southwest in the city of Hanford is designated as Commercial.
Therefore, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located in an area planned for
development of the station.”

@
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The Kings County goal you have selected in order to appear consistent with our plan is as
follows:

“LU Goal BI. Protect agriculiural lands throughout the County, and in particular,
along the edges of community districts and of the urban fringe by maintaining large
parcel sizes and preventing the pr devel af i ipatible urban uses.

Interestingly, the DEIS cites a general goal and makes no mention of the specific polices they are
inconsistent with. One of these is LU Policy C1.1.1 on Page LU-39 of our Land Use Plan, which
you have been apprised of and which is readily available o the public for compliance review.
This states:

“Urban type land uses such as residential, commercial and industrial that are located
within Rural Interface areas shall remain limited 10 the previously defined extent of those
land use designation areas. Minor adjustments between land uses may be considered so
long as land use changes do not result in the expansion of Rural Residential zoning. "

In our comments, which we encourage you to carefully read, we point out why your plan is
inconsistent with our policy.

"“The potential station, the track and the heavy maintenance facility are all located
outside the Primary Sphere of Influence of Hanford and outside the Blueprint Growth
Area. No water or sewer service is available in the unincorporated area of Kings
County. The 2033 Kings County General Plan direcis urban growth to the Cities and
Community Services Districts that are capable of providing urban services (water and
sewer). Locating urban uses in agricultural area on prime agricultural land does not
preserve agriculture, does not encourage city-centered urban growth, and is poteniially
devastating to Kings County agricultural economy.”

You are planning to site a rail, station and heavy maintenance facility in an area that is not zoned
for sewer and water facilities. Revising our plan to accommodate your project could potentially
require a new EIR study at great expense to the county. Further, there is no discussion of the
cumulative impact of potentially having to build a new scwage ireatment site to accommodate
the station. Even more troubling is that the exp of lating your rail station and
heavy maintenance facility is to be shouldered by Kings County. In fact you assured the public
that this expense would not fall on them during the programmatic phase in order help sway their
support.

“ds the profect proceeds to more detailed study, local governmenis would be expecied to
provide (through planning and zoning) for transit-oriented development around HST
station locations, and to finance {e.g. through value capture or other financing
technigues) and to maintain the public spaces needed to support the pedestrian traffic
generated by hub starions if they are 1o have a H3T station.” (Programmatic ROD page
14

L009-9
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The mere selection of this station site violates our planning and zoning policies. The duty 1o
consider these carefully planned policies is your Administration’s responsibility under NEPA,
which you have neglected to fulfill. The assurance that you would do so was also made in your
programmatic document.

“When making future decisions regarding both the final selection of station locations and
the timing of station develapment, the extent to which appropriate Station Area Plans and
development principles have been adopted by local authorities will be considered.

Denser development near HST stations will concentrate growth in areas conveniently
located near siations, reducing the need to convert land to urban use and improving
conditions for comprehensive and local transit systems. Local government
would play a significant role in implementing station area development by adopiing
plans, policies, zoning provisions, and incentives for higher densities, and by approving a
mix of urban land uses. " (ROD 30)

1t is remarkable that since creating higher density growth arcas around a station is a fundamental
goal of the station, you would place the Kings/Tulare station in an area not zoned for this use, not
planned for this use, and not supported for this use by the local authorities. Still, you assure the
public in your environmental disclosure document that you will consider existing principles and
regulations of the local area when making your station site selection which leads one 1o believe
they will be taken into account. However, in Kings County, you falsely represent our position by

claiming it is “consistent” instead of resolving the very servere impacts you intend to cause,
Every other developer that seeks to build a project in our County is subject to our existing zoning
regulations. Instead of considering the impacts and working with us you simply insist that we
change our laws to suit your preference.

Ironically, even though you falsely claim your project is consistent with our plans, you do
acknowledge in the Regional Growth section that there are conflicts with your project and our
regulations. In fact you make a rare ion to your well established principles of encouraging
growth around the station sites. In a buried in the Reg | Growth section (3.18-28)
of the DEIS you acknowledge that “The Kings/Tulare Regional Station would not be located in
an urbanized arca.” This is interesting since you have assured the public that stations will be
placed in areas where services and businesses will be available for pedestrians and where there
will be established ground transportation services. In fact, this is a critical element of ensuring
the HST succeeds.

However, you explain that *Since the station would be located in an agricullural area, the
Authority would support local government regulations to continue to discourage growth in the
agricultural area around the Kings/Tulare Regional Station.”

There is no doubt that this is artfully placed in the detail of the document so that you can later
claim that you worked to resolve the conflicts with our plan by making this one rare exception
that violates your principles and purpose for station locations. The statement fails to explain how
this will be accomplished and what resources will be used to accomplish the goal. While we
understand your reason for inserting this statement, we have no confidence that it will be
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fulfilled. This statement combined with your refusal to with us and our
position demonstrates an intentional effort on your part to deceive the public and cause
irreparable harm to Kings County.

At what point during this project do you begin to support local government regulations? By
mere selection of the station site in Kings County you have already violated local government
zoning regulations. Your duty under the law is to consider and work to resolve the conflicts with
our plans not after you made the decision, but before you cause the impact. Resolving conflicts
does not mean misstating our position to give the public the impression you are consistent with
our plans and then later assuring us that Ily you will fer supporting our local
regulations after you have already violated them.

Your assurance that eventually you will support our local regulations is an empty promise.
Throughout your process you have refused to follow federal law and made similar promises to us
in the past, none of which have been upheld by you. By way of specific example, on June 7,
2011, Mr. Abercrombie, the HST Central Valley Coordinator, was asked and answered the
following question:

"Mr. Abercrombie, are you indicating then that ... each and every one of the questions
that was raised in this forum fattempted coordination before Kings County Board of
Supervisors] and others is going to be identified in the document [drafi

EIRIEIS] and an answer or comment or response given? Is that what you are saying?"
Mr. Abercrombie responded:

"All those questions are to be 1 in the envi | drafi d and I'll 1ake
a gander - that is our mission to accomplish ... |"

We have no confidence that someday soon you will change your practice, This is the precise
reason we revoked our earlier resolution and now oppose any portion of your project through
Kings County.

In your DEIS you reiterate the primary principle behind station site selection is to encourage
high density urban growth, and you note that the Authority has adopted HST Station Area
Development Policies based on the following premise:

“For the high speed train to be more useful and yield the most benefit, it is important that
the stations be placed where there will be a high density of population, jobs, commercial
activities, entertainment, and other activities that generate personal trips. The success af
HST is highly dependent on land use patterns that also reduce urban sprawl, reduce
canversion of farm land to development, reduce vehicle miles iraveled (VMT) by
automobiles, and encourage high density development in and around the HST

station, "(DEIS 2-93)

L009-9
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Your proposal places the Kings/Tulare station in the middle of prime farmland that is isolated
from utility services in an area specifically zoned for no urban growth. Of the four stations
planned on the segment, this is the only station not placed in a population growth area.
Evidently, you presume to know more about our County than we do and know better where such
growth should occur than those of us charged with the responsibility of doing so. This station
location is not only inconsistent with Kings County's policies, it is inconsistent with the
Authority's principles.

This is only one specific example of the adverse impacts imposed on our county. Yet, such
issues are critically important 1o a meaningful analysis of the environmental consequences of the
project as the courts noted in Akers v. Resor (443 F. Supp 1355) where the U.S. Corp of

E failed 10 ingfull ider the lative impacts of flood control 1o downstream
residents. The impacts considered were selectively chosen by the agency in order to reach the

preferred outcome sought by the agency.

Further, you have failed to meet the purpose of the station which is to be located in an area
designed to encourage high density urban growth. Instead, you have situated the station in the
middle of productive farm land. Rather than addressing the inconsistency with our plans and the
difficulties this will place on our county, you have avoided the discussion and unilaterally
determined that your plan is consistent with our policies. You have misrepresented our position
to the public and decision makers regarding the compatibility of this project with our County
plans,

Your DEIS is riddled with such conclusions on critically important issues that should be assessed
in a sufficient DEIS. As we have looked closely at your analysis, we have found there isa
pattern of misleading the public as to consistency of your project with our plan whenever
conflicts arise. These conflicts have been clearly documented in our comments which we have
incorporated by reference into this letter.

D. Courts Require Good Faith Consi y Review and Consideration of all
Relevant Local Plans .

While we recognize that courts are reluctant to replace their judgment with that of the agency
charged with having the expertise on the subject matter, this deference by the courts comes afier
determining that the study process was not arbitrary and capricious, after determining there was
no abuse of agency discretion and afler adeqg and study in d with the law.
The F to-Bakersfield Seg DEIS fails on all three counts.

We also recognize thal courts are not quick to overturn an agency decision when unresolved
conflicts are raised in general terms providing no specific issues for the agency to address. This
will not be the case concerning Kings County. In fact, the opposite is true, Kings County has
raised the specific conflicts on now numerous occasions and you have refused and continue to
refuse to address. Instead you have made an assessment of the impacts so general that even by
your own admission you have found it hard to identify any truly compelling differences between
alternatives.
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The issue as to whether or not you have a duty under the law 1o be consistent with local plans L009-11
and work to resolve conflicts was addressed in City of Davis v. Coleman (521 F 2d 661). The

court found that the California Department urlilghways had I'alled o propcrl} consider the local

plans of two cities affected by a proposed ge when g

A properly drafied DSR should allow FHWA, which has the final say on commitment of
Jfederal fumds, and for whose benefit the DSR is prepared, to compare the project as
planned and the alternatives not only on the scale of economic costs and benefits but also
with respect to social, economic and environmental impacis and consistency with local
planning. It is not for us to say what weight FHWA or state highway departments
should, in particular cases, accord 1o these ofien conflicting considerations, but when a
DSR entirely omits analysis of the social, erwrmnme-ma!’ and’p!mmmg e_g'i'm af
alternatives, a crucial element in the cong 1 de

is lacking, and the ‘consideration’ which the statute and mgu!’mmm mnremp:u\re cannot
take place. “(emphasis added; Id ar 682).

The court also admonished the transportation department for picking and choosing which plans it
would consider when making its analysis.

“The DSR and AEE also fail to take into proper account the effect of the project as
proposed on Davis ' urban planning, Davis subminted hundreds of pages of its planning
documents and they have been included as a separate volume of the hearing transcripl.
But neither the DSR nor the AEE makes even a single reference to the contents of these
documents. The Kidwell's project's mmurenr_'y with the urban planning afDm‘m and
Solano County does not relieve 1 dants of their obligation 1o the
project s consistency with Davis ' urban planning and to duc!mc in the DSR the nature
and extent of any conflict. " (1d ar 683).

Kings County has a detailed, updated plan that your analysis has marginalized through general
statements that are factually incorrect. Many specific social, economic and environmental
conflicts are not even addressed. We are hard pressed to see how your study will be found
sufficient under the law.

2. Alternatives Analysis did not Adequately Compare the Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences

Al The Alternative Through Kings County was Selected with a Bias Against

Kings County
At the conclusion of your prog ic phase for the CA High Speed Rail in 2005, you
liminated from further ion the alternative to route the rail along the 1-5 Corridor,

which follows the foothills of the Central Valley in preference for a route that would travel
through the center of California’s prized agricultural region. In making your determination, you
summarize the reascning as follows:

Joseph C. Szabo, Administrator
Federal Railroad Administration
Hovember 2, 2001

Page 120l 26

“The eliminated corridors included ... an Interstate Highway 3 mmdar nhrc&far!edrr}
meet basic project abjectives of i ing intermodal opy
connectivity and accessibility, and providing transil connections and ‘multi-modal
stations, and additionally would result in increased incompatibility with land wse
planning. " (Programmatic ROD page 10}

We then learn in the allernatives analysis which “land use planning” efforts were taken into
account in the discussion of the key criteria used to compare the alteratives. These were:

“Land Use C: ibility: St ial inc ibility with current or planned local land
use as defm-d in local p-‘am was rnnndemdu criterion for failing to meet project
b " (Prog 2-8) emphasis added.

In the chart comparing the different corridor options you document that the I-3 Corridor was
climinated because of incompatibility with local land use plans.

“Incompatibility with current or planned local land uses as defined in local plans that
would fail to meet project objectives.” (Programmatic 2-32)

This was nol your primary reason, it was your secondary reason, which you found important
enough to note as one of the considerations when weighing alternatives.

When the EPA pointed out that you should be making a closer analysis of local plans, you
responded by stating they were too unpredictable to rely on at this stage, yet one of your
determining factors for eliminating the 1-5 corridor is preclsely because of incompatibility with
local plans, presumably just the plans on the I-5 corridor since we already know that one Central
Valley local plan, the Kings County plan, was not considered.

A review of the Kings County Plan should have been made in order to fairly compare the Central
Valley corridor with the 1-5 option at this programmatic phase, as the City of Davis court pointed
out. Had it been considered, a different outcome might have been reached. You would have had
1o make a more in-depth cumulative impact assessment. This is precisely the point of EPA’s
comment which you summarized.

“USEPA commented that the Final Program EIR/EIS did not contain a landscape-level
cumulative impact assessment ﬁn’ all sensitive resources, and did not address a

hensive set of r hiy foreseeabl pmjem' USEPA suggest that a different
rumul'nnw impacts ana!ysus may have resulted in different conclusions or different
mitigation options ... " (Progr ic ROD 34) emphasis added

There is mention in the programmatic document that regional plans were considered, yet your
criteria and basis of elimination of the 1-5 corridor was specifically for “local plans.”

@
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L009-11
Either you have violated your own criteria, or you determined not to review all of the local
county plans when compering the alternatives. Thisisa wolatlon of any notion of a good faith

analysis. In either event, the statute req a fair and parison of the el

thal can sway or determine the outcome of one alternative over another and courts have upheld
this duty.

We recognize that the opp ity to chall the p ic d directly in court has

passed, but we are also aware of the connected r\.lallunshlp between tier one and tier two
documents, While each EIS is expected to meet the full test of adequacy on its own, the tier two
documents cannot be severed from its parent statement. In this case, a review of the
commitments made from the programmatic stage forward can be considered in order 1o
determine if the agency’s behavior has been arbitrary and capricious.

The programmatic analysis also points to considerable local support for the SR-99 corridor
{which places the corridor through the middle of the Central Valley) over the 1-5 corridor as
another compelling reason to advance this altemnative. “The Commission received resolutions of
support for the SR-99 corridor from nearly every Central Valley city, county, and regional
government (Programmatic 2-35)." Kings County cannot speak for other local governments, but
our position was that the HST should be located in existing transportation corridors, as was the
will of the people when the authorizing bond passed supporting development of a high speed rail
system in California. To the extent that SR-99 stayed within existing corridors, we were
supportive of this alignment. Any effort to create a “new corridor” we opposed.

The discussion of station alignments identified the city of Hanford in Kings County as one of the
potential sites and said that this “would be located along the BNSF alignment in the vicinity of
the existing Amitrak station in Hanford. The Hanford station site would likely avoid impacts on
social, economie, natural and cultural resources (2-64)." This potential station site was carried
forward with the understanding that it would follow existing transportation corridors.

In the fall of 2010, you released an Alternatives Analysis Report for the Fresno-lo-Bakersfield
Segment without any public comment wherein you reduced the 24 variations of four major
alignments to one. This then only allows the public to comment on “no build” and one route
with four bypass variations through rural cities during the DEIS phase. Kings County was listed
in the Alternative Analysis C Plan as an " ] local agency,” which simply
meant we received general reports occasionally during this study process, but no opportunity to
review project level specifics or provide substantive input.

The very critical decision to determine whether the HST would follow the existing SR-99
corridor or three other existing corridors was made without coordination with us even though we
were directly impacted. There is unl)r a very general mention of our plan in the Analysis,
dcmcnsmtmg that the ¥ deration of our position was again overlooked at this

critical point in the process.

L009-11

Joseph C. Szabo, Administrator
Federal Railroad Administration
Movember 2, 2011

Fage 14026

The al ive advanced included the p for a “new corridor” through most of Kings
County, and yet, once again this was done without a proper comparison of environmental
CONSequences.

In the Alternatives Analysis, one of the criteria used to compare the corridors was land use.
“Measures include: supports transit use, is consistent with existing adopted local, regional and
state plans, and is supported by existing and future growth areas.” (Preliminary Alternatives
Analysis Page 2-3) The alternative now being preferred goes to the east of the city of Hanford,
creates a new corridor through prime farmland, is not sited where transit use is supported, is
inconsistent with Kings County’s General Plan, and is outside an existing or future growth area.
It is simply not compatible with this area of Kings County.

In this same analysis, two similar routes were also considered, but climinated. These were

alignments that followed the SR-99 existing route until reaching the city of Visalia where an east

of Visalia and west of Visalia “new corridor” alignment was studied. The Alternative Analysis
d these from ideration for the following reasons:

“The West of 99 and East of 99 alternatives were both considered 'greenfield’
alternatives, passing largely through farmland. Both aliernatives were eliminated
because of their potential impacts to agricultural land and their inconsistency with the
objeciive of following existing i i idors as a method of minimizing
environmental impacts. " (3-2)

Curiously, the Kings County alignment selected meets these criteria for climination. The selected
BNSF alternative parallel’s the BNSF route until right before reaching the Kings County line

where it is routed east of Hanford creating a “new corridor” that destroys prime farmland,
destroys lands designated for conservation mitigation, cuts off hundreds of vital roads necessary
for citizen's mobility, our critical Itural y and our Yy emergency services.
A station is planned outside of the city of Hanford in an area planted primarily with perennial
fruit and nut crops that take several years to establish. The rail crosses over half of the 25
residential lots in an isolated residential area surrounded by agricultural production,

There is no explanation in the Alternatives Analysis as to why the farmland east and west of SR-
99 is more valuable than that in Kings County. There are no distinguishing facts presented in the
analysis that would lead one to rationally determine a significant difference between the two
routes. However, had you and the Authority coordinated with Kings County and considered i in
your analysis the conflicts we have shared with you on a different deci:
would appropriately have been called for,

You describe the Kings County alignment in the DEIS as the following:

“Approximately 30 miles of the BNSF Alternative would be in Kings County. The
alternative would pass east of the city of Hanford, parallel 1o and approximarely 0.5 mile
east of SR 43 (Avenue 8). Sowth of Hanford in the vicinity of ldaho Avenue, the BNSF
Alternative would curve to the west and then south toward the BNSF Railway right-of-

U.S. Department
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L009-11 way. The alignment was refined in this area fo avoid special aguatic features north of L009-11 The determination to select the “new corridor” alignment through Kings County is I_)ascd on an
Corcoran and east of the BNSF Railway. The alignment would rejoin the BNSF Railway assessment of where “not™ to place the route without fully considering the relevant impacts on
- g B g e 2y i
right-af-way on its western side just north of Corcoran and travel through the eastern the area o . First, the Prog 2 . iy Toethe the rail through the C:nt_ral Valley
edge of the city of Corcoran at grade. The majority of this part of the alignment would was l_'nad_c in part because the 1-5 corridor was in oonﬂu?l with Ioca!I Ia.nd_ use plans_, “:'Il'l()lll
pass through agricultural land exeept where it travels through the city of Corcoran, " considering Kings County's plan. Second, the Alternative Analysis decision to eliminate
(DEJS 2-59) creating a new corridor east or west of SR-99 was made in part because these routes significantly
impacted agricultural land, without giving Kings County the same consideration. Third, the
The statement does not highlight the creation of a “new corridor” through Kings County; rather it .DHS preferred route to create a “new” comdor through Kings ‘?"“’“Y Wismade thn becalts
passively mentions that a majority of the alignment goes through agricultural land. The analysis it would be more beneficial to the aquatic features north t_)l"lbc city of Corcoran, without
does not discuss the cumulative, direct and indirect impacts of creating a “new corridor” in Kings accurately analyzing the impacts in the area directly affected.
County. In fact, you can find no in-depth comparison b n an already existi % i i « + PR "
corridor and creating a whole “new” corridor, Even common sense will tell you that placinn:a To reach this preference, you have avoided taking a hard look at the impacts in Kings County,
rail line next to an existing transporiation corridor will do far less environmental damage than mfmm?d aur local land Har: plans and changed the criteria for JVIT SRR ‘,'"h‘n yu m"f"'d
creating a whole new corridor that severs the existing ecosystem. Further, if the goal is to avoid Kings County. A_ccurr will be hard pressed to find your analysis reasonable, fairly comparative
“special aquatic features,” wouldn't staying on an existing corridor make more sense than and sharply defining.
creating new ecosystem impacts? L009-12

B. The Programmatie, Alternative Analysis and DEIS Failed to Consider the

Oddly, b . o envi I Gomparista is even pted. In fact, there is no real Unique Productive Value of the Central Valley

analysis made beyond an encyclopedic description of agricultural acres imy | id y ;5 A " z g o

affected, and acres of sensitive species traversed. The significant and relevant cumulative, direct ’.(mgs (‘0".“')' Bthe 17 Tarpest f'g”c_“h"'al county in the stale ILis V".al.mmpo“c'?‘ of ibis
and indirect impacts on the human and natural envi are noi.even-add d. The law is San Joaquin Valley agricultural industry, 77% of the land in our county is in productive

clear that such an analysis is not allowed:

"“Environmental Impact statemenis shall be analytical rather than encyclopedic. ™ (40

agricultural use and we have planned carefully to ensure that we remain one of the top
agricultural produci ics in the state and in the nation.

CFR 1502.2(a)) The San Joaquin Valley's importance to America and our contribution to this industry cannot be
understated. “Savuer,” an international high-end food magazine recently reported that our valley
Even more importantly, agencies are directed to sharply distinguish b 3 o pr_odluccs half of America’s ble, fruit and nut produce. In your DEIS you also take note of
this importance.
“This section is the heart of the envi) ! impact statement. Based on the

information and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected Environment (Sec.
1502.15) and the Environmental Consequences (Sec. 1502.16), it should present the
environmental impacts of the proposal and the alterriatives in comparative form, thus
sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice amaong options by the
decision maker and the public.” (40 CFR 1502.14)

You are further directed to “rigorously explore and objectivel: luate all bl
alternatives,” and “devote sut ial to each al i idered in detail including
the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.” (40 CFR 1502.14
(a) and (b).)

We have no doubt that if a court is forced to evaluate your alternative analysis, it will find it fails
the duty required despite the tens of thousands of pages of data you have compiled.

“At approximately 114 miles in length, the Fresno-to-Bakersfield Section crosses the
entire southern San Joaguin Valley, the most productive agricultural region in
California, and among the most productive agricultural regions in the world. " (DESI 2-
27}

The analysis demonstrates that you are aware of the significance of the San Joaguin Valley to our
state, nation and the world. However, you only acknowledge this critical and unique element of
the Central Valley after you have made the decision to impact the Central Valley by selecting a
route that plows right through the middle of the region.

When you compared the 1-3 corridor with the Central Valley alignment at the programmatic
stage, there was conveniently no mention made of the Valley's significant contribution to
feeding the nation and the world. There is an encyclopedic comparison of agricultural dollars
generated by each county, but the analysis entirely failed to highlight and consider this unique
and important productive use of the Valley.
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L009-12 This is concerning since a primary purpose of the High Speed Rail is to concentrate California’s L009-12
future population centers around the corridor. You understand that placement of the corridor In City of Tenakee Springs v. Clough (915 F 2d 1308, 1311) the count calls attention to an
will define where urban sprawl and development will occur and you made the calculated agenc:, s du'q,' under NEPA to “[rligorously explore and objectively I all
decision to both accommodate and direct this growth down the center of America’s most "o a pos d action (40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a) (1989); see 42 LU.S.C. §
productive agricultural valley without even allowing the public to question the wisdom of such 4332(2 nd its duty to develop a “detailed statement,” (42 U.S.C
decision, The only analysis made was a comparison of data, number of acres versus people with “sufficient ‘to give decision makers ... removed from the initial decision sufficient data from
no real analytical reasoning that took this unique factor into account, whlch to draw their own conclusions.” " (Citing City of Tenakee Springs, 778 F.2d a1 1407
Sufficiency i the duty 1o consider all critical and unique impacts.
There are numerous examples in America where productive agricultural regions have been
replaced by high density growth gradually paving over some of our best farmland - decisions Although NEPA does not contain its own provision for judicial review, under the Administrative
made by well intentioned planners. It is for this reason that Kings County developed a 2035 Procedures Act, agency decisions may be set aside if arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion,
General Plan that ensures that future growth will occur where most appropriate and still provide or without observance of procedure required by law (5 USC §706(2)). See also Chevron U.S A,
for a thriving productive agricultural industry. Ine. v NRDC, 467 ULS, 837, 843-844, 104 §.C1. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984). The pattern
demonstrated by the Authority throughout the HST envi | process is one of ignoring the
NEPA specifically calls for a “productive use” analysis, not encyclopedic comparison of data. It impacts that would change your preference and only acknowledging their importance after the
requires that just as the natural envi be considered, the species, wetlands and wildlife, so decision has been made. This failure to follow NEPA procedure would be subject to this
too should the human environment be considered which adds 1o the analysis the social and standard of review and likely result in a requirement 1o revisit the environmental document based
economic impacts. The “productive use” of the land is to be weighed heavily in the analysis. on failure to meet the standard.
L009-13

“The purpases af this Act ave: To declare a national policy which will encourage
productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; ... " (42 USC
4321}

“The Cangress, recognizing the profound impact of man's activity on the interrelations
of all components of the natural environment, particularly the profound influences of
population growth, high-density urb industrial ion, resource
exploitation, and new and expanding technological advances ... declares tha it is the
continuing policy of the Federal Government in cooperation with State and local
governments ... fo create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist
in productive harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of
present and future generations of Americans." (42 USC 4331{a))

“In arder to carry out the policy ... improve and coordinate Federal plans, functions,
programs, and resources (o the end that the Nation may ... assure for all Americans safe,
healthful, ductive, and aesthetically and culturall urronndings ... " (42
usc 422}(&)) emp!mm added

You ignored this impact at the critical point in the decision making process when it should have
been a primary concern. You mention it now at the segment phase when the decision to impact
the valley has already occurred. Similarly, you have ignored the relevant impacts to Kings
County by creating a “new corridor,” something not even passively studied. You assure our
County that you will support our local regulations afier the decision to violate them has been
made. There is an intentional pattern evident in a review of all the impact statements which have
guided the selection of the preferred alternative. Significant information has been missing
throughout the process.

3 The Fresno to Bakersfield Segment does not have “Independent Utility.”
The purpose and need for the California High Speed Rail as stated in the programmatic study is:

“The purpose of the proposed HST system is to provide a reliable mode af travel that
links the major metropolitan areas of the state and delivers predictable and consistent
travel times. A further purpose is to provide an interface with commercial airports, mass
transii, and the highway network and relieve capacity constraints of the existing
fransportaiion system as increases in intercity travel demand in California occur, in a
manner sensitive to and protective of California s unigue natural resources. " (ROD 6)

We have already add, d that the progr ic study ion of one of the
most unique features of California, the national and international value of the productive Central
Valley, when making your decision to place the corridor in the middle of this critical area. But
other than this, the purpose and need for the HST has been clear, to add another transportation
option that would connect the current and future growth from San Francisco/Sacramento 1o Los
Angeles/San Diego.

The Fresno-to-Bakersfield Segment reaflirms this purpose.

"“The purpose of this project is to implement the Fresno-to-Bakersfield Section of the
Currfwma HST syﬂem topmnfe the public with electric-powered high speed rail service
that provides | le and i travel times b major urban centers and
conneciivity to airports, mass transit, and the highway netwark in the south San Joaguin
Valley, and connect the Northern and Southern portions of the system. " (DEIS 1-4)

U.S. Department
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The question that needs to be asked is whether or not the DEIS demonstrates that this segment
has “independent utility” and is functional on its own? A critical element, if not the primary
element of this segment, according to your purpose and need statement, is to connect to the
“Northern and Southern portions of the system,” and to “impl the F to-Bakersfield
Section of the California HST system.” The decisi ding route selection have been made
with this purpose in mind, such as where the Northern and ‘Suulhcm stations are placed.

Federal Railroad Administration regulations for segmenting of projects is found at 23 CFR.
771111

() In order to ensure meaningful evaluation of alternatives and to avoid commitments to
transportation improvements before they are fully evaluated, the action evaluated in each
EIS or finding of no significant impact (FONSI) shall:

(1) Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental
matiers on a broad scope;

(2) Have independen wility or independent significance, i.e., be usable and be a
bl fi even if no additional transporiation improvemenis in the area are

made; and

(3) Nat restrict consideration of all ives for other by for bil
Iransporiation improvements.

In the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report released in June of 2010, you note for the first
time that you have concluded the Fresno to Bakersfield Segment meets these criteria.

“The project sections have sufficient length and fogicaf termini fo ensure that the
projects could function effectively withowt requi Iditional i elsewhere
and without restricting mrmdcmrmn af’ u!.'ermmw Sfor ather sewmns of the HST system
or transportation improvements. " (1-2)

Mo further discussion was made. There is no mention as to what factors were considered to
make this determination or what analysis process you went through. The public and decision
makers are simply to move forward without question that the segment meets the criteria based on
your determination.

Without the benefit of your analysis, we are forced to evaluate whether the segment is functional
on its own by reviewing the programmatic, alternative analysis, and segment studies. The
determination does not address the impact on existing I:Iansponanon hubs and Amtrak

li It does not ile the independent utility ired by federal ARRA funding and
the “high speed system™ required by the bond measure anticipated by the High Speed Rail Act
(Prop. 1A; AB 3034).

During the pre ic phase, you ¢ | whether imp to the conventional
passenger rail service already in existence could be upgraded to meet project goals. You

L009-13
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determined that it could not since travel times would still remain slow due to the nature of the
shared tracks with freight traffic and “the service would still require transferring to buses to
travel between Emeryville and San Francisco and between Bakersfield and Los Angeles.”
(Programmatic 2-18) You also found that the HST Alternative which was selected to move
forward would create a social benefit by “improving the travel options available in the Central
Valley and other areas of the state with limited bus, rail and air service for intercity trips.”” (ROD
18)

ion of 0 ion projects has been closely reviewed by the Courts. In
Ihc case Clairton Sportsmen's Club v. Penn Turnpike (882 F. Supp. 455) the highway
department was challenged as to whether a 17 mile segment of a planned 65 mile highway
project had been improperly segmented because it did not empty onto an expressway, rather
ended in a more remote crossroads. The court did not overturn the transportation department’s
decision but rather found that “[d]espite the obvious differences between the features of a
‘crossroads’ and those of a ‘population center,’ cach of them nonetheless may qualify as logical
endpoints for highway projects.”

In Clairion, roads connected to roads, vehicle traffic was directed into a connected highway
system. Therefore, the determination of the “logical termini™ did not restrict or prevent the
vehicles from reaching their destination. In the case of the Fresno-to-Bakersficld segment, you
have a rail ending at a inal which to highways with “limited bus, rail and air
service for intercity trips.” Without the other HST segments in place, the functionality and
purpose of the rail fails, When a passenger reaches either end of the segment, they must switch
to another form of transportation, which you note is limited. There is no mention of taxi service
in the report, so the question of how pedestrians will get to their final destination is in question.
You point out that people do not like to switch to other, slower services, such as a bus that would
take them through to LA. Chances are they would much rather get on a plane or drive.

Additionally, the regulations require that the segment has to function on its own “if no additional
transportation improvements in the area are made.” The question then becomes if only the HST
Fresno-to-Bakersfield scgment is built and there were no improvements to commuter rail and bus
services, could the segment meet the needs and purpose of the project?

In addition, courts have held that a segment cannot irretrievably commit federal funds for closely
related projects. This segment and the Merced-to-Fresno segment are being pushed through the
NEPA process quickly in order to secure the fiederal funding promised 1o initiate the project. 1 it
were not for this federal i the nearly b pt state of California would very likely not
be pursing this project because it cannot fund this on its own. 1t is arguable that the approval of
the Fresno-to-Bakersfield segment will commit federal funds in order to keep this project from
becoming a rail to nowhere,

HST systems worldwide operate on public subsidies in order to keep tickel prices down and
attract sufficient ridership. In the most successful scenarios, HST systems begin and end in arcas
where the primary means of p ion is services as opposed to private vehicl

For instance, a large population of those who live in New York and San Francisco do not own a
car because they can easily reach all parts of the city relying on public and private taxi services.

U.S. Department
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However, this is not the case in Fresno or Bakersfield as you have pointed out. Ground
transportation is limited.

The benefit of riding the HST from Fresno-to-Bakersfield is 10 connect to a terminal that will
continue through to San Francisco or S the ulti goal of the project. In fact, your
studies show that “[m]ore than 50% of the intercity travel market between the state’s major

politan regions is exy d to have a d within the Bay Area to the central part of
the San Joaquin Valley.” (DEIS 1-10) Clearly the most pressing need for HST service is from
the bay area to the Central Valley, not F to-Bakersfield. This may become
necessary after a San Francisco to Fresno segment is buill, but currently, as analyzed in your
DEIS, the main purpose for the segment is to connect to the other planned segments.

Another instructive case is Taxpayers Watchdog, Inc. v. Stanley (819 F. 2d 294). The Urban
Mass Transf ion Administration and Southern California Rapid Transit District sought to
build an 18.6 mile rail service between Los Angeles central business district and North
Hollywood. The project was approved after completing a proper EIS. The transit district was
unable 1o fund the full project so they prepared an envi I with the alternative
to build only the first four miles “to insure that the 4 mile project would be an independent
operable segment.” They did a proper study focusing on the question of whether the 4 miles was
necessary and able to stand on its own if the rest of the line was not built. In their analysis they
looked at only the 4 miles in isolation from the ini

The court ruled with the agency finding “although expansion of the rail system may be desirable,
the substantial utility of MOS-1 as an independent rail segment serving the CBD does not require
the construction of additional rail miles to justify the building of MOS-1 alone.”

In Taxpayers, the first four miles began in one of the most populated areas in the state, It
connected 1o an area with sufficient, not limited ground transportation services. In this case,
however, the same is not true, as is concluded from your own study documents.

As to further evidence that the Fresno-to-Bakersfield segment does not have independent utility,
this segment has been analyzed as a part of the statewide project not independent from the
project. For instance, the cost of purchasing the train itself is completely left out of the equation.

“These costs do not include acquiring HST vehicles because they are part of the
statewide HST System and are not associated with constructing individual sections. "
(DEIS 5-2)

The Fresno-to-Bakersfield segment consists of a new railroad line, four stations, Heavy
Maintenance Facilities, but no train set. How can this segment possibly meet the purpose and
need of the project without at least purchasing the train? If instead, the segments from San
Francisco to Fresno were completed and had operational trains, then it would be rational to

lude that this segi could be d without the purchase of a train set since it would
simply use those already in service. But, for the scenario before us today where this conceivably
is the first segment, the analysis must include the cost of a train.

L009-13

Joseph C. Szabo, Administrator
Federal Railroad Adminisirathon
Novernber 2, 2011
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It does not because this segment was never designed or analyzed for the purpose of functioning
on its own.

We do not criticize the goal of creating a statewide HST system, but must question the method.
What if the other segments are not built? Will the Central Valley be saddled with a rail 1o
nowhere? 1f the true goal was to improve transportation in the Central Valley, would High
Speed Rail be the alternative sclected, or would d makers select upgrading existing modal
facilities instead? If reaching the population centers of the valley was the true goal, then would
placing one of the four stations in the middle of prime farmland be the aliernative selected? 17
connecting the bus, rail and airline modes is the true goal, then would a new corridor be
developed that routed the train around the city of Visalia and off the main Iransportation artery,
the SR-99 corridor?

The answers cannot be found in the DEIS because the questions were never considered. The
Fresno-to-Bakersficld segment has always been viewed as a critical part of a larger system.
“Independent Utility” was scarcely an afterthought.

We understand your assurance that if the HST project fails and all segments are not completed,
the Fresno-to-Bakersfield segment will then be used to service Amtrak. An “if our project fails™
pproach (o planning is poor planning at best,

You found that on average only one Amtrak train goes through the City of Hanford a day. This
finding is false. The fact of the matter is casily evident from the Amtrak schedule. According to
Amtrak, the San Joaquin Route operates twelve trains (Train Nos. 702, 712, 714, 716, T04, T18,
711, 701, 713, 715, 717, and 703) daily. All of these are scheduled for stops in Hanford, CA.
Southbound trips stop in Hanford at 10:28 am, 12:09 pm, 2:44 pm, 5:54 pm; §:39 pm, and 10:28
pm. Northbound stops include 6:12 am, 8:32 am, 11:26 am, 2:42 pm, 5:06 pm, and 7:40 pm.
The same number of stops occur in the City of Corcoran.  Your simplistic assertion that only
one train goes through Hanford seems to falsely imply that there is not a high demand

for ridership in the Hanford area. In fact, you also anticipate that once the HST is fully
operational, the Amtrak service will probably discontinue in Hanford, Corcoran and Wasco.
2010 ridership numbers for Amtrak indicate the following: Hanford Station had 187,865
boardings during Fiscal Year 2010; Corcoran had 27,375, Bakersfield had 41 3,172, and Fresno
had 352,737,

“With the introduction of HST service, the Amivak San Joaquin rail service may be
adjusted to function as a feeder service to the HST System. With the introduction of HST
service, passenger rail service could be discontinued at Hanford, Corcoran, and Wasco,
Existing riders would shift to HST service as it b ilable (for ple, for Bay
Area to Fresno trips). The San Joaquin route could be pariicularly important as a
connecting service during Phase 1 HST operations, prior to the ion to Sacramento.
There would be a negligible impact under NEPA and a less-than-significant impact under
CEQA because existing passenger rail service would not be limited or worsened as the
HST maintains service berween major cities on the San Joaguin route. " (DEIS 3.2-48)
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L009-13

Joseph C. Seabo, Administrator
Federal Railroad Admanistration
HMovember 2, 2011

Page 23 of 26

Ifthat is the case then why create a “new” corridor outside of Hanford? It seems reasonable that
a “shared track” scenario should be evaluated or at least staying in the exiting corridor
considered reasonable where a station can be placed in the population center of Hanford, next to
the Amtrak station expected to be abandoned. We ize that you e that sharing the

track will force HST to slow down and not meet the 220 mile speed most preferable. However,
the question is how has this issue been weighed in comparison to creating a whole new corridor
through prime farmland? The answer is it has not.

You have already determined early in this process that upgrading existing commuter rail services
did not meet project goals. Having a new rail line for Amtrak 1o operate while potentially
abandoning a current rail line and station-hub, will not change this outcome but it will cause
extensive environmental damage.

Does the Fresno-to-Bakersfield have “logical termini?” We don't know because the decision of
where 1o place the station was made for the benefit of connecting to the other HST segments not
yet approved. Whether or not these are the logical beginning and end points if this segment were
the only portion of the HST system built has not been analyzed.

Does the Fresno-to-Bakersficld d “independent utility™ or “independent
significance,” meaning that it is usable and a “reasonable expenditure even if no additional
transportation improvements in the area are made? We don’t know because the segment was
never analyzed with this objective question in mind. It was studied from a statewide perspective
despite the studies segment title.

Does the Fresno-to-Bak g “restrict ideration of alternatives for other

bly fic bl portation imj 7" We know it does in Kings County where
anew corridor is being proposed which will foree the Kings/Tulare station site to become the
nucleus of all future transportation projects in our County even though doing so violates every
aspect of our general plan, transportation plan and zoning regulations.

The Fresno-to-Bakersficld segment fails to demonstrate logical termini, independent wility and
forec future P ion imp ts. None of these questions were asked and
analyzed during this study process. The segment was always planned and viewed as a major
component of a statewide goal. What damage is done to Kings County if it fails was never even
considered.

Summary

We do not presume to tell you or the Authority how to create a statewide High Speed Rail
system in the state of California. That is not within our authority or expertise. We do, however,
know how transportation plans best fit within Kings County. It is for this purpose that Congress
placed on your agency the responsibility to ensure you coordinate federal plans with local
governments early in the process in order 1o avoid conflicts. This duty is so simple and has been
done many times in Kings County with other agencies to the benefit of the project, the county
and the people. But in this instance, Kings County has been shut out from this process. Why, we
do not know.

Joseph C. Szabo, Administrator
Federnl Railroad Administration
MNovember 2, 2011
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What we do know by way of review of all the environmental studies that have led up 1o this
moment of impacting our county is that you have and continue to refuse to meet and discuss

i i ies. You have i ionally and } ingly refused to ider important aspects of
the problem. You have abused the very important agency discretion afforded you by NEPA and
upheld by the courts. You have violated the very environmental statutes you are charged to
uphold.

A six month delay to study a “new™ corridor route along the west side of Hanford will not cure
any of these deficiencies. Only selecting the “No Build” option and beginning your study
process over, this time in coordination with Kings County, can prevent irreparable harm to the
county. We strongly suggest you consider doing so.

Sincerely,

< Tees Bt

Tony Barba, Chairman
Kings County Board of Supervisors

Enclosures:

1. October 12, 2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to Dan Leavitt
incorporating August 2, 2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to FRA
which incorporates March 4 and May 6, 2011 letters from Kings County Board of
Supervisors to California High Speed Rail Authority

2. Kings County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 11-065

ce: The Honorable Edmund G. Brown, Jr.
Governor, State of California
cfo Stale Capitol, Suite 1173
Sacramento, CA 95814

‘Thomas J. Umberg, Chairperson
California High Speed Rail Authority
T70 “L" Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Jim Costa

U.S. Congressman, 20" District of California
855 *M" Swreet, Suite 940

Fresno, CA 93721

@
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Juseph C. Szabo, Administraior Joseph C. Szabo, Adminisiraior
Federal Railroad Administration Federal Railroad Adminisiration
Nevember 2, 2011 Movember 2, 2011
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Mancy Sutley, Chair
Council on Environmental Quality
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20406

LS. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX

Connell Dunning, Transportation Team Supervisor
Environmental Review Office

Communities and Ecosystems Division

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District
Regulatory Division

Michael . Jewell, Chief

1325 1" Swreet

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dave White, Chiefl

United States Dept. of Agriculure

Division of Natural Resources Conservation Service
1400 Independence Ave., SW, Room 5105-A
Washington, DC 20250

The Honorable Michael 1. Rubio
California State Senate, 16™ District
101 N. Irwin St., Suite 207
Hanford, CA 93230

The Honorable David G, Valadao
California Assembly, 30" District
1489 W. Lacey Blvd., Suite 103
Hanford, CA 93230

Brian R. Leahy, Assistant Director
California De partment of Conservation
Division of Land Resource Protection
801 “K" Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Karen Ross, Secretary

California Department of Agriculture
1220 “N" Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Sue Sorensen, Mayor
City of Hanford

319N, Douty

Hanford, CA 93230

The Honorable Willard Rodarmel, Mayor
City of Lemoore

119 Fox Street

Lemoore, CA 93245

The Honorable “Toni™ Balticrra, Mayor
City of Corcoran

832 Whitley Avenue

Corcoran, CA 93212

The Honorable Harlin Casida, Mayor
City of Avenal

919 Skyline Blvd,

Avenal, CA 93204

Jim Crisp, President

Kings County Farm Bureau
870 Greenfield Avenue
Hanford, CA 93230

Manuel Cunha, Jr., President
Misei Farmers League

1775 N. Fine

Fresno, CA 93727

The Honorable Mike Ennis, Chairman
Tulare County Beard of Supervisors
2800 W. Burrel Avenue

Visalia, CA 93291

The Honorable Bob Link, Mayor
City of Visalia

425 E. Oak Street, Suite 301
Visalia, CA 93291

The Honorable Wayne Ross, Mayor
City of Tulare

411 E. Kern Avenue

Tulare, CA 93274

Federal Railroad
Administration
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COUNTY OF KINGS et
A I I M e o |
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ', _ |
KINGS COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER e A l\:ir.'DanlLea_wn _ _ |
1400 W, LACEY BOULEYARD.HANFORD, CA 93130 T R0is CANN California High-Speed Rail Authority |
(559) 581-3211, EXT. 1362, FAX: (359) S85-8047 s ey mmuc Fresno to Bakersfield Drafi EIR/EIS Comments !
Web Site: hilpliweew couniyollings.com " October 12, 2011; Page 2 of 4 |
October 12,2011 |
Further comments and concerns of the County follow: :
Mr. Dan Leavin L. The Authority has failed and continues to fail to engage in any meaningful coordination |
California High-Speed Rail Authority and consultation with the County as required by NEPA and CEQA,; |
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments |
770 L Street, Suite 800 2, The Authority has failed to propose an alignment that follows existing transportation i
Sacramento, CA 95814 corridors as required by the High Speed Rail Act; |
]
Re:  California High-Speed Train Project: Fresno to Bakersfield Section 3. The Authority has failed to properly consider in sufficient detail the Highway 99 |
August 2011 Draft Envir I Impact Report/S alignment alternative; |
County of Kings' Initial Comment Letter - Include in Record |
4. The Authority has failed 10 adequaleiy identify, analyze and mitigaie the Project’s
Dear Mr. Leavin: devastating impacts on the agricul and of the County caused by
deviation from exisling transportation corridors;
The County of Kings (County) was preparing its ¢ 1o the ref i di when it
received a notice issued by the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) on October 5, 5. The Authority has failed 1o identify, analyze and mitigate the Project’s conflicts with
2011, that the Authority intends to issue a revised DEIR/EIS in the Spring of 2012, The County applicable provisions of the County's General Plan and ordinances
offers the initial comments included herein and reserves further comments for the new DEIR/EIS
anticipated in Spring, 2012, 6. The Authority has failed 1o act in good faith to comply with CEQA and NEPA by
allowing only 60 days 1o review more than 30,000 pages of DEIR/EIS and documents
The County is a Coordinating Agency under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) referenced therein;
and takes its responsibility 1o partici in the i | review of the Project very |
seriously. The Authority, on the other hand, has consistently refused to coordinate with the i The Authority has allowed the reviewing parties to expend an extraordinary amount of
County 1o resolve conflicts crcalcd by its propuscd Project. The Coumty has identified its | time, money and resources attempting to respond to the 30,000 plus pages within an
concerns in detail in the foll 2 the County and the Authority and the unreasonably short comment period, only to be informed at the last minute that the
County and the Federal Rail Admini (FRA) and incorp same by refe into its Autherity w:l] issue a new environmental document in the s-prmg of 2012 that will
comments o be lodged in the Record: di d alternative that was abandoned without expl
This will mqum the lev:ewmg parties to expend additional amounts of time, money and
1. March 4, 2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to Authority; resources to review new technical information on top of the existing 17,000 pages, during
2 May 6, 2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors 1o Authority; atime when financial hardship has stricken this County and State.
3. August 2, 2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to FRA.
B The initial pericd of 60 days allowed for public review and comment was so
The County was assured that each and every concern raised in the foregoing correspondence bly short that it precluded effective public participation. Therefore the County
would be addressed in the DEIR/EIS. This has proven 1o be false. The County again requests | would recommend that the Authority consider a more adequate (180 day) public review
that the Authority specifically address and resolve each and every concern. period for the upcoming revised DEIR/EIS which is now due in spring of 2012.
E 9. The Project Description is uncertain and incomplete and will be changed and affected by
| the document anticipated in the Spring of 2012,
| 10, The analysis of the project’s | impacts is inad
|
! |
|

CALIFORNIA e of Tranaporaton
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Mr. Dan Leavin

California High-Speed Rail Authority

Fresno 1o Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments
October 12, 2011; Page 3 of 4

1. The Proposed Mitigation © are i plete and ineffective and in many cases are
improperly deferred.

13.  The DEIR/EIS did not consider a reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid or
suhstantially lessen the significant impacts of the Project.

Afier careful review of as much as it could 10 date, the County has concluded that the DEIR/EIS
fails 1o fulfill NEPA's and CEQA's fundamental objective of informing the public and the
decision makers of the p I significant envi | effects and mitigation costs of the
Project. The defects and omissions identified to date make clear that the DEIR/EIS is inadequate
and incomplete and fails to comply with the fundamental requirements of NEPA and CEQA. The
County trusts that the revised and re-circulated document will remedy the obvious deficiencies in
the existing analysis and comply with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA.

The Project and its p inl signifi | and ic effects are of enormous
interest to the County and its residents. Accordingly, the County is submilting these initial
comments in advance of the revised DEIR/EIS in a good-faith effort to assist the Authority in
preparing an ad 1 and | of the significant environmental impacts the
Project will have in the Central Va!]ey The County requests that the Authority provide at the
most earliest convenience & Geographic Information System (GIS) layer of the new altemative
which will be added to the revised Pro]ecl so that the Lounly can enter into Coordination with
the Authority and provide for the Authority 1o incorp into the revised
DFIR!I:IS in Spnng of 2012. The County anticipates receiving the revised DEIR/EIS and
on the entire revised DEIR/EIS when it is re-circulated in the
bpnng ol’ 2012, The County also reiterates its demand to coordinate the Praject with the County
Board of Supervisors in order to comply with NEPA and CEQA and produce a viable Project.

The County appreciates the opportunity to provide these initial comments and trusts that the
Authority will fulfill iis duties as the Lead Agency to prepare and re-circulate a revised
DEIR/EIS that ly, adequately and completely defines the specific Project and discusses
the extensive adverse environmental and economic impacts the Project will have.

Sincerely,

o \f@w\\

Tony Barba, Chairman
Kings County Board of Supervisors

Mr. Dan Leavin

California High-Speed Rail Authority

Fresno 10 Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments
October 12, 2011; Page 4 of 4

Enclosure: August 2, 2011 letter 10 FRA which incorporates March 4, 2011 and May 6, 2011
letters from Kings County Board of Supervisors to California High Speed Rail
Authority

ce: Joseph C. Szabo, U.S.DOT Federal Railroad Administration

Michael 8, Jewell, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Connell Dunning, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

HAHIGH SPEED RAIL\DEIR-EIS Initial COMMENT LTR 1013 11{cjc commenis).docx
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF KINGS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AARARRRRE
IN THE MATTER OF REVOKING AND RESOLUTION NO. 11-065
RESCINDING RESOLUTION 10-033 AND
OPPOSING THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED
RAIL AUTHORITY HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT
!

WHEREAS, California voters approved Proposition 1A on Movember 4, 2008 and the
Legislature codified the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Possenger Train Bomd Act for the 21"
Century (“the Act”; AB 3034; See Streets and Highways Code Sections 2704-2704.1); and

WHEREAS, the Act provides $9.1 billion in bond funds to finance a high speed
electrified train system designed along existing transportation corridors to achieve mandated
travel times between population cenlers and to operate withoul government subsidies, that will
connect the San Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento in the north, through the Central Valley to
Los Angles, Orange County and San Diego in the south (collectively the “Project’); and

WHEREAS, federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act ("ARRA™) money has
been allocated to the California high-speed train Project; and

WHEREAS, a nine-member California High-Speed Rail Authority (“Authority™) was
appointed pursuant fo the Act and Public Ulilitics Code Seclion 1S$MU to p!nn and implement
the Project pursuant to the Act and all applicable law and impl, and

WI!EREAS the Authorily and the Federal Railroad Administration ("FRA") are co-lead
for of | review of the Project under the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA ") and the National Environmental Protection Act ("NEPA™); and

WHEREAS, on May 25, 2010, the Kings County Board of Supervisors resolved
(Resolution #10-033) that it:

I. pports the i ! of high-speed rail on a statewide basis;

2 Supports a unified appmch for the Central Valley, should the rail be designated
to traverse through it;

2.3, Supports routes that use existing transportation corridors and rights-of-way; and

2.4.  Opposes any and all alignments where transportation corridors do nol exist al the
present lime; and

WHEREAS, ion and ission of Resolution 10-033 and opposition to the
California High-Speed Rail Authority High-Speed Train Project is under consideration based on
the following findings:

Thc Authority snd FRA have failed and continue 1o fail to coordinate with Kings
County regarding the Pchc.l and ts Impw;ls on the heullh safety and welfare of
the County and its local planni and

The Project does not conform wilh the Cuuﬂly 's General Plan and related
ordinances; and

Prior to release of the Drafl Envi | Impact R
Stalement (“DEIR/EIS™) for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the Project, the
Authority and FRA assured Kings County Board of Supervisors that local
planning issues and health, safety and welfare concems would be addressed in
the DEIR/EIS, but it has not be done deapll: dcla{!ed con:spunﬂcnce presented lo
the Auth and FRA and introduced in by
Kings Coun()' Board of Supervisors; and

The DEIR/EIS defers mitigation analysis on many of the impacts that will affect
not only Kings County property owners, but Kings County Government and
County staff resources and fails to resolve confliets with the County’s General
Plan; and

‘The DEIR/EIS proposes that the Bakersfield to Fresno Section will not initially be
clectrified, in violation of Proposition 1A, which requires an electrified high-
speed train system; and

The DEIR/EIS further indicates that if the entire high-speed train system
anticipated by Prop. 1A is not built cut as anticipated, the track for the Bakersfield
to Fresno Section will have “independent utility” for Amtrak purposes and will
qualify under ARRA funding requirements. This oompl.e‘l.e])' ignores the local
investment in the existing. [ hub and § conmchwly und
planning as well as economic impacts on affected downtowns and the air quality
and greenhouse gas impacts created by altering the hub; and

‘The Fresno 1o Bakersfield Section DEIR/EIS consists of more than 17,000 pages
and relies on technical d that combined total more than 30,000 pages yet
the Authority provided for o 45-day period with a token 15 day
extension for a total of 60 days; and

Just before expiration of the inadequate 60 day review period, rather than respond
to a flood of requests for extension of the comment period, the Authority, without
evaluating the impacts, issued a statement that it intends lo retain the 60 day
comment period for the DEIR/EIS, proceed with the separate Merced 1o Fresno
Section DEIRJEIS, but “re-introduce an alternative route, the Hanford West
Bypass allernative, elong with an altemative station locetion to serve the
Kings/Tulare region” and then issue a revised dralt EIR/supplemental draft EIS
for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section only in Spring of 2012. Had the Authority
coordinated with the County as requested, this may have been avoided, and the
Authority's bad-faith behavior has exhausted Jocal resources only 1o have to start
all over again in the Spring of 2012. To further demonsirate the Authority's
mismanagement of this I‘m]ecl and unwﬂhngness to account for local input, the
Hanford West ive is duced s a preferred al ive from the
Authority's 2007 Visalie-Tulare-Station Feasnbﬂrt)' Study, which was adopted

High-Speed Rail Authority

Federal Railroad
Administration
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without environmental review, withoul outreach by the Authority or contact with
Kings County, and was previously abandoned without explanation. In other
words, it adopted pamcular alugnmcnls without public or agency input despite
claiming to “tier” off of the carlicr general programmatic environmental
document, Also, despite o letter from a federal responsible ageney, the U.S.
Ay Corps of Engineers, suggesting that it should reconsider the Hanford West
ulignment the Authority on May, 2011 refused 1o comply and remained
undeterred in its effort to issue the Project DEIR/ELS. Mow, at the end of the
DEIR/EIS comment period, the Authority is backiracking and indicating it will
reconsider this altemative; and

9. ‘The Authority’s lack of : fuilure to coordi and resolve impacts,
ignorance of the will of the people expressed in Prop, 1A, and its "act now, ask
forgiveness later” approach to the Project, have caused the Kings County Board
of Supervisors to revisit its prior Resolution 10-033,

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED that the Kings County Board of
Supervisors:

1. Affirms the findings herein;
2. REVOKES and RESCINDS Resolution #10-033 adopted May 25, 2010; and
3. OPPOSES the California High-Speed Rail Authority High-Speed Train Project.

The f lution was i dopted upon motion by Supervisor
Joe Neves, mondod by Supervisor Doug y_uh_g_,n al a regular meeting held on the 18th day of
October, 2011, by the following vole:

Supervisors Neves, Verboon, Fagundes, Valle and Barba
: Supervisors
ABSENT: Supe

Tony Barba, Chaltperson of the EDﬂl§O‘T:SIIpCWiSUl5
County of Kings, State of California

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 1 have sel iy hand this 18th day of October, 2011.

Rhonda Bray, D%ly Clerk of said Board of Supervisor

Hbigh Speed Rail / 2011 Reso Opposing HSR, Project - FINAL

CALIFORNIA e ofTransporiaton

High-Speed Rail Authority porsrintime i Page 32-81

Administration



California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
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L009-1
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-LU-03.

Project consistency with the 2035 Kings County General Plan policies (Kings County
Board of Supervisors 2010a) is discussed in Section 3.13.2.4, Consistency with Local
and Regional Plans; Section 3.13.5.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives; and Appendix
3.13-A, Land Use Plans, Goals, and Policies, Attachment 1. Because the HST project is
a state project, consistency with local plans and policies is not required by law.
Nonetheless, to comply with the principles set out in Proposition 1A, the HST System
has been designed to minimize conflicts and to be compatible with future and planned
uses to the extent possible. Accordingly, the analysis includes a review of the goals and
policies of the local land use plans and other plans. However, because the project is a
state and federal project, the project is not required to comply with local and regional
plans, and potential conflicts are not treated as environmental impacts.

L009-2

The environmental impact analysis compares the change from the existing conditions at
the time of the Notice of Preparation to the changes that would occur during project
construction, opening year, and in the future. The environmental impact analysis also
compares the No Project Alternative to the project alternatives.

L009-3
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13.

L009-4

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and
community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. Project-
level information has been shared at public meetings; made available at the Kings
County project office; and provided through mailings, e-mail communication, outreach
materials, and on the Internet.

L009-5
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-SO-07.

L009-5

The current demographics and economic conditions of Kings County in relation to the
other three counties were considered in all analyses, and these conditions are
highlighted in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12.4, and in
the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report, Section 4 and Appendix B. See
Volume 1, Section 3.12, Impact SO #6 and Impact SO #18, 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.

L009-6

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-GENERAL-16,
FB-Response-LU-03.

Because the HST Project is a state project, consistency with local plans and policies is
not required by law. Nonetheless, in order to comply with the principles set out in
Proposition 1A, the HST Project has been designed to minimize conflicts and to be
compatible with future and planned use to the extent possible. Accordingly, the analysis
includes a review of the goals and policies of the local land use plans, as well as other
plans. However, because as a State and federal project, HST is not required to comply
with local and regional plans, potential conflicts are not treated as impacts.

As shown in Chapter 7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Authority has been
in contact with the County regarding this project many times during the CEQA/NEPA
process. All notices required under CEQA and NEPA have been sent to the County in a
timely manner.

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and
community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. In
addition, project-level information has been shared at public meetings, made available at
the Kings County project office, and provided through mailings, e-mail communication,
outreach materials, and on the internet.
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L009-7

The text in Appendix 3.13-A is correct. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative itself would be approximately 0.5 mile from the residential subdivision. The
new road that would connect SR 43 to the new station would be approximately 200 feet
from the subdivision.

L009-8

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-05,
FB-Response-GENERAL-21.

Individual properties and projects were analyzed per the CEQA guidelines. The level of
detail in the environmental analysis is to “correspond to the degree of specificity involved
in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR” (14 CCR 15146). Therefore, the
EIR/EIS is based on the level of engineering and planning necessary to identify potential
environmental impacts and to identify the appropriate mitigation measures.

L009-9

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

For a discussion of land use planning consistency, please see Section 3.13.2.4 of the
EIR/EIS. Because the HST Project is a state project, consistency with local plans and
policies is not required by law. Nonetheless, in order to comply with the principles set
out in Proposition 1A, the HST Project has been designed to minimize conflicts and to
be compatible with future and planned use to the extent possible. Accordingly, the
analysis includes a review of the goals and policies of the local land use plans, as well
as other plans. However, because as a state and federal project, HST is not required to
comply with local and regional plans and potential conflicts are not treated as
environmental impacts. Also, refer to FB-Response-LU-03.

The Authority chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the
commitment made in the Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that
serve a potential station in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-
Tulare-Hanford Station Feasibility Study (Authority 2007).

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional

L009-9

Station—East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and purchasing agricultural conservation easements from
willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of the
station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative, most of the area continues
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, would be
incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned changes
in the use of existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional
Station—East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is high.
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California
Department of Conservation and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to
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discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to
occur.

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative
would convert approximately 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative,
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West. However, it is likely that
at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity
of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is
envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West. Plans and
policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely focused on
agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West would change the pattern
and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with adjacent land uses.
The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned changes in the use of
existing adjacent land.

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The
station site would be located in an area categorized in the 2035 Kings County General
Plan (Kings County Board of Supervisors 2010a) as Urban Fringe, in an area
designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban Fringe” Land Use Category is
intended to represent residential, commercial, and industrial land uses immediately
adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use designation within Kings County is Limited
Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the west, north, and east. Developing a station
could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to the stations.
This would allow for more development to occur around the stations and along the path
of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be desirable to
business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas with more
business and employment opportunities. Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS acknowledges that the potential for indirect effects on land use in the area

L009-9

surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—-West Alternative is high.

L009-10

The HST project is being undertaken by a state agency (the Authority) and a federal
agency (the FRA). The HST project is not subject to the general plan policies or zoning
regulations adopted by local governments. The Authority and FRA have consulted with
public agencies during the process of planning and designing the HST project, including
during preparation of the Preliminary and Supplemental AA Reports. In addition, the
project must conform to the policies and objectives of the statutes and regulations under
which the Authority and FRA operate. For example, the Authority must balance the
objectives stated in Proposition 1A in pursuing development of an HST system for
California.

As stated in FRA Docket No. EP-1, Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts,
the EIS should assess the impacts of each alternative on local land use controls and
comprehensive regional planning as well as on development within the affected
environment, including, where applicable, other proposed Federal actions in the area.
Where inconsistencies or conflicts exist, this section should describe the extent of
reconciliation and the reason for proceeding notwithstanding the absence of full
reconciliation. Land use impacts, including policy inconsistency and land use conflicts,
are discussed in Section 3.13.2.4 and 3.13.5.3.

L009-11
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The Program EIR/EIS eliminated alternatives, including corridors, at a program-level
using a broad set of criteria. The eliminated corridors included a San Francisco to Los
Angeles only corridor, which would not meet the objective of linking the major
metropolitan areas of the state; coastal corridors following Highway 101 and Highway 1,
which would result in greater impacts to sensitive natural and cultural resources, higher
costs and slower travel due to challenging topography and waters; and an I-5 corridor,
which failed to meet the basic project objectives of maximizing intermodal opportunities,
maximizing connectivity and accessibility, and providing transit connections and multi-
modal stations, and additionally would result in increased incompatibility with land use
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planning. Therefore, land use incompatibility was only one of the criteria used to
eliminate the I-5 corridor.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS evaluates a defined project, designed to a 15%
level and therefore includes a more in-depth analysis than the Program EIR/EIS. The
development of project alternatives selected for evaluation in the Revised
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS utilized specific decision criteria under Section 404(b)(1) of
the Clean Water Act and which included Consistency with Project Purpose; Logistics
and Technology; Impacts on Aquatic Resources; Environmental Effects (including
national wildlife refuges, parklands, cultural resources, agricultural resources, and
displacements of residences and commercial and industrial facilities); Agency,
Stakeholder, and Public Positions; and Benefits of Alternative. Therefore, some
alternatives advanced for analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS may

Regarding using the SR-99 corridor, as discussed in FB Response-02: Alternatives, due
to HST engineering and operational needs the HST alignment in the Central Valley
cannot feasibly be built solely within the existing transportation corridors. Existing
corridors are not sufficiently straight nor are their curve radii long enough to support
high-speed operation along their full lengths. Safety considerations also dictate the need
to separate the HST from roads and conventional rail (see Section 2.4.2.A, Alignment
Requirements). As a result, the potential to construct the HST down the center of SR 99,
as suggested by some comments, does not exist. Further, to make greater use of
existing corridors, additional right-of-way would be needed to provide sufficient width
and curve radii for high-speed operations. This would necessitate acquisition and
removal of substantially greater numbers of homes and businesses to expand and
straighten these corridors, with greatly increased impacts on existing communities as
the alignments pass through urban areas.

In compliance with the objective of using existing corridors where feasible, in making
decisions regarding HST alignments and station locations, the HST Authority and the
FRA have gone to great lengths to maximize the feasible use of existing transportation
corridors and to minimize impacts on both agricultural lands and communities.
Accordingly, the HST Authority and FRA have eliminated potential “new corridor”
alignment alternatives to the west and east of SR 99 from further consideration and

L009-11

have identified downtown station locations for study in Fresno and Bakersfield. These
downtown locations would help to minimize impacts on agriculture while promoting
urban infill development.

The Authority and FRA have consulted with public agencies during the process of
planning and designing the HST project, including during preparation of the Preliminary
and Supplemental AA Reports. In addition, the project must conform to the policies and
objectives of the statutes and regulations under which the Authority and FRA operate.
For example, the Authority must balance the objectives stated in Proposition 1A in
pursuing development of an HST system for California.

An analysis of the impacts to agricultural land; direct, indirect, and cumulative, is
included in Sections 3.14 and 3.19.

L009-12
Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04 and FB-Response-AG-07.

See the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume |, Section 3.14, Impact AG #4, for
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation
Measure AG-1 in Volume |, Section 3.14, for measures to preserve the total amount of
prime farmland. See Volume I, Appendix 3.14-A, for the results and findings of land
evaluation and site assessment pursuant to the Farmland Protection Policy Act, which
includes evaluation score sheets prepared by the State Resources Inventory
Coordinator of the Natural Resources Conservation Service and site assessment scores
prepared by project staff.

L009-13

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-13,
FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section would also have utility as a test track for the eventual
expansion of the HST System. High-speed testing is crucial to the safe and efficient
operation of the system. The relatively straight alignment would allow for the testing of
track, signaling systems, and trainsets at operational speeds.
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Fresno and Bakersfield are the two largest cities in the San Joaquin Valley, with January
1, 2011, populations estimated by the California Department of Finance to be 500,121
and 351,443 people, respectively. These two cities are both surrounded by large
metropolitan areas and are economic hubs within the region. Given their potential
ridership and regional economic importance, they make logical termini for a section of
the HST System.

To ensure the operational independence of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the
FRA/Authority American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding agreement
establishes an "Interim Use Reserve" fund to address the contingency that before
construction is completed the FRA (in coordination with the Authority) determines that
there could be a "significant delay" in securing the funding necessary to complete the
investments needed to begin revenue operations for the HST System. This fund would
be used only in that situation and would finance the additional capital improvements
necessary to allow for the section to be placed into service for intercity, non-HST
passenger rail purposes. To remain true to the requirements of Proposition 1A (2008),
the funding agreement specifies that only federal money could be used for this purpose
and that no state bond funds would be used. Further, the Authority would neither
construct nor operate any such connection.

@ CALIFORNIA (‘ o Tansporaon
Federal Railroad Page 32-86

High-Speed Rail Authority Administration



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

eld Section

Vol. IV Response to Comments from Local Agencies Post Comment Period

Submission LO10 (Steve Kroeke, Public Works, June 21, 2012)

L010-1

Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 — July 2012) - RECORD #1701 DETAIL

Status :

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

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

Apt./Suite No. :

City :

State :

Zip Code :

Telephone :

Email :

Cell Phone :

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

EIR/EIS Comment :

Official Comment Period :

Add to Mailing List :
Email Subscription :

Action Pending
6/21/2012

Local Agency

Local Agency
6/21/2012

Website

Steve

Kroeke

Public Works Director
Public Works

Corcoran

CA

93212

559-992-2151 ext. 262
steve.kroeker@cityofcorcoran.com

Good Morning, in looking at the hybred alignment through Corcoran we
would like to see some more work put into the Orange Ave.
overcrossing. Would it be possible to extend 5 1/2 Ave. South across
and over in such a way so as to "T" into Orange Ave. by either looping in
from the North or the South? Maybe you could create a large "S" with a
four way intersection at Letts Ave. that would include a traffic light, | don't
know what you can do but coming South on 43 then turning Right on
Orange Ave. then having to make a several turns to get back to Otis
Ave. doesn't seem to be a very good solution to our situation should this
option be chosen. If you have time maybe you can give me a call.

Yes

No

Yes

Fresno - Bakersfield
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L010-1

The proposed grade separation for the BNSF Alternative at Orange Avenue has been
designed according to state and local standards, however, in consultation with the city of
Corcoran, additional overpass designs have been considered. Authority representatives
met with city of Corcoran representatives (including the commenter) on July 31, 2012.
Overpass designs including those suggested by the commenter were explored and the
city's preferences will be incorporated into final design at the time the preferred
alternative is selected.
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2Oll)lssmn LO11 (David Warner, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, October 14,

z saﬂ janum Vﬂ”ﬁy | z_' Districi CEQA Reference No: 20710301 Page2of5
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT HF._MI.TI'I\r AIR LIVING

Gl - Air pollution sources can be divided into two general categories, stationary sources and
U mobile sources. The District has achieved maximum cost-effecti ission reductions
October 12, 2011 S L from stationary sources and as a result mobile sources now produce about 80% of the

TR 231 y Valley's smog-forming emissions. Thus, achieving significant reductions in mobile
source emissions within the SJV is critical to District achieving attainment of state and
federal air standards. If properly implemented, the HST could be a key component of

L011-1

California High-Speed Rall Authority the District's efforts to reduce the air quality impacts caused by vehicle miles traveled

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments within the SJV.
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814 Based on staffs review of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the District

believes that the environmental document likely und constructi lated

i f i impacts on air quality within the SJV and has not discussed all feasible mitigation

Frogect: g::’:‘r’n:: :;gkg-g%:?g ;;::Ln measures for those impacts. However, we have significant experience in administering

Draft Environmental Impact Statement effective and feasible off-site mitigation programs that significantly or completely

mitigate air pollution emissions from large projects, and we are offering to provide our

District CEQA Reference No: 20110301 expertise and assistance in this area.

Construction Related n Air 1i

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District {District) has reviewed the L011-2

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project referenced above
consisting of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the proposed California High-Speed

As discussed below, construction related exhaust emissions are potentially understated:

Train (HST) system, and commends the Authority on a high-quality assessment of a) Tier 4 construction equipment: The analysis of construction equipment exhaust
potential environmental risks of the California HST project. The District is supportive of emissions assumes that all construction equipment will meet Tier 4 emissions
a California HST system that is based on thoughtful design and implementation aimed standards. This assumption is inconsistent with the proposed mitigation measure
at offering low emissions commute and travel options to the residents of the San which allows thelus_eofTLerS engines if the contractor has documented that Tier 4
Joaquin Valley. The potential for the HST system to reduce emissions from motor equipment or emissions retrofit is not available.

vehicle traffic ir:mlhe‘ Valley may be significant. ETShE District does offer the following Based on the District's experience in providing funding to replace older, more
comments to further improve and complete the DEIS: polluting, off-road equipment, Tier 4 equipment is not widely available and retrofitting
iG] CotmmbTts older equipment to achieve Tier 4 emissions standards is frequently not feasible.

Lo11-1 General Comments During the early consultation phase of developing the engimnmenta! document, the

The San Joaguin Valley Air Pcllution Control District is responsible for air quality in eight Pr::t:‘;;::gﬁzm:‘;ﬂﬁ{"x;g:t Tt':': :zi':::g:;?r;hltfdugsmac:nfgggr?:';gsf é';ata'rr

counties in Calfornia's Central Valley: San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, bk i et on e et-wiZe s Gl me:t e

Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin portion of Kern. Air quality b Tie? ot cier rdg The pigioaed mit ationl:'mqea:ure im

in the San Joaguin Valley (SJV) has steadily improved over the past 15 years and meet that obiective . R 9

continues to do so through the District's adoption of new Rules, State Implementation e

Plans, and the support and participation of stakeholders, businesses, and the public. o . 2 : o

The subject roject and is companion prject the Merced ta Fresto Secton.have the The st agaln reconmrends it e it milgaion mevsises be

potential to impact air quality in | eight counties. revised to include enforceable conditions, ensuring construction exhaust emissions

will be reduced or mitigated to the extent feasible. One approach is to require off-
site mitigation of project emissions through a Voluntary Emissions Reduction
Agreement, which is explained in more detail in the mitigation section below.

2 'il:_\-u!!ia;lrcliu.\ i L011-3
s ictaribc Paltien Centrel O ; b) Emissions Model: Construction emissions may be further understated because

construction emissions were quantified using URBEMIS. During the early

=

heen Rege Contral I Sauthe
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2011) - Continued(DaVId Warner, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, October 14,

District CEQA Referance No. 20110301 Page 3ol 5
Districi CEQA Referencs No: 20110301 Pagedof 5
L011-3
consultation phase, the District had advised that URBEMIS was not the most
appropriate model to use for this complex construction praject. In brief, URBEMIS LO11-5
was developed for estimating emissions from typical residential and commercial These emissions exceed the District's thresholds of significance of 10 tons NOx per
development projects. Construction of railways to support a high speed train year, 10 tons VOC per year, and 15 tons PM10 per year. For significant environmental
involves activities that are not intrinsic to URBEMIS. Furthermore, URBEMIS has impacts, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires lead agencies to
been demonstrated to produce lower estimates of cor tion issions, implerent all feasible mitigation measures.
as compared to a more recently developed model, the California Air Pollution
Control Officers’ Association's “California Emissions Estimation Model” (CalEEMod). As discussed above, the DEIS' proposed mitigation measures are not sufficiently
However, like URBEMIS, CalEEMod is designed to model emissions from residential enforceable to ensure that project related impacts on air quality will be reduced
and commercial developments, not large scale linear construction projects like consistent with projected impacts. More importantly, the document concludes that,
railroads. The District recommends that the rail construction analysis be conducted even with all feasible mitigation, the project will continue to have significant impacts.
using a more suitable model. The District suggests the Sacramento Metropolitan Air The District disagrees with the conclusion that all feasible mitigations have been
Quality Management District's “Construction Mitigation Calculator,” which explored. Specifically, the DEIS fails to discuss ofi-site mitigation measures such as
incorporates the latest heavy duty equipment emissions factors approved by the Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreements (VERAs) as a means of mitigating project
California Air Resources Board, and should more accurately characterize emissions specific impacts on air quality to a less-than-significant level.
from the construction of a railway.
A VERA is a mitigation measure by which the project proponent provides pound-for-
Heavy Maintenance Facility — Health Risk Assessment: pound mitigation of emissions increases through a process that develops, funds, and
L011-4 implements emission reduction projects, with the District serving a role of administrator
The District's review of the health risk assessment (HRA) for the Heavy Maintenance of the emissions reduction projects and verifier of the successful mitigation effort.
Facility (HMF) concludes that the scenario that was modeled may not adequately
correspond to actual conditions of the eventual location in terms of critical HRA To implement a VERA, the project proponent and the District enter into a contractual
p ters, such as pl iling winds and locations of sensitive receptors. As a result, agreement in which the developer agrees to mitigate the project's emissions by
the HRA may over-state, or under-state, the jated risk. B specific site providing funds for the District's Emission Reduction Incentive Program to fund grants
conditions are currently unknown, the District recommends that an enforceable for projects that achieve emission reductions, thus offsetting project related impacts on
mitigation measure be made a condition of project approval that would require a site- air quality. The types of projects that have been used in the past to achieve such
specific health risk assessment to be performed prior to actual site selection and that all reductions include electrification of stationary internal combustion engines (such as
air related health impacts be reduced or mitigated to below the District's thresholds of agricultural irrigation pumps), replacing old trucks with new, cleaner, more efficient
significance. trucks, and a host of other emissions-reducing projects.
Stationary sources at the HMF will be subject to District air permits. As such, the District In implementing a VERA, the District verifies the actual emission reductions that have
will be a responsible agency for the project. To ensure that the health risk assessment been achieved as a result of completed grant contracts, monitors the emission reduction
is adequate for District permitting and approval processes, the District recommends that projects, and ensures the enforceability of achieved reductions. The initial agreement is
the project proponent contact the District to review the proposed modeling methodology generally based on the projected maximum emissions increases as calculated by a
prior to preparing the final HRA modeling. District-approved “Air Quality Impact Assessment,” and contains the corresponding
maximum fiscal obligation. However, because the goal is to mitigate actual emissions,
L011-5 itigation of Project Related Impacts on Air Quality: the District has designed adequate flexibility into these agreements such that the final
mitigation is based actual emissions related to the project, based on actual equipment
Based on the existing air impact assessment, mitigated construction related emissions used, hours of operation, etc. After the project is mitigated, the District certifies to the
of NOx, VOC, and PM10 combined over the eight year construction period, were lead agency that the mitigation is completed, providing the lead agency with an
estimated as follows: enforceable mitigation measure demonstrating that there is no significant air quality
impact from the project.
Annual Average Total project
Merced to Fresno: 230 tonslyear 1,900 tons Since 2005, the District has entered into seventeen VERAs with project developers and
Fresno to Bakersfield: 670 tons/year 5,400 tons achieved 1,393 tons of NOx and PM10 reductions per year. It is the District's
Total: 900 tonslyear 7,300 tons experience that implementation of a VERA is a feasible mitigation measure which
effectively achieves actual emission reductions, potentially mitigating the project to a
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L011-5 5 : 2 : 5
net-zero air quality impact. Because the DEIS failed to discuss this feasible mitigation

measure, the document fails to meet the CEQA requirement of discussion and
implementation of all feasible mitigation mea , 0 we strongly recommend that a
discussion of VERAs be included in the final EIS.

In conclusion, the District recommends that the California High-Speed Rail Authority
contact the District and work collaboratively to reduce and mitigate project specific
impacts on air quality to a less-than-significant level by developing a VERA as
discussed above, If you have any questions or require further information, please
contact me or Arnaud Marjollet, Permit Services Manager at (559) 230-6000.

Sincerely,

."i'. A«wx{/ _/.J{ar&/
.fl‘.,‘ A DEvid Warner ';_— :

|~ Director of Permit Services

DW: db
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L011-1

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

As described in Section 3.3.4.9 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, construction
emissions from regional building demolition and construction of the at-grade rail
segments, elevated rail segments, retained-fill rail segments, transaction power
substations, industrial buildings at the HMF, and HST stations—including parking
garages and platform facilities— were calculated using emissions factors from California
Air Resources Board’s OFFROAD 2011 and 2007 models. Mobile-source emission
burdens from construction worker trips and truck trips were calculated using vehicle
miles traveled estimates and appropriate emission factors from EMFAC2007.
Construction exhaust emissions from equipment; fugitive dust emissions from
earthmoving activities; and emissions from worker trips, deliveries, and material hauling
were calculated and compiled in a spreadsheet tool specific to the HST project for each
year of construction.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used an alternative approach from that used in
the Draft EIR/EIS, which provided for more flexibility for modeling the complexity
associated with the proposed HST construction activities than allowed for by URBEMIS
and California Emission Estimator Model (CALEEMOD) (Environ International
Corporation 2011). It also allows incorporation of the OFFROAD 2011 emission rates.
This revised approach was developed in consultation with the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District.

Loil-2

The comments raised by San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District have been
addressed directly with the district through a series of conference calls and e-mails and
the submission of calculations and spreadsheets. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS has been revised to state that the contractor will use the newest construction
equipment available; therefore, there is no inconsistency in the use of Tier 4 and Tier 3
engines.

L011-3

The comments raised by San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District have been
addressed directly with the district through a series of conference calls and e-mails and

L011-3

the submission of calculations and spreadsheets. Construction-phase emission
estimates were calculated using the California Air Resources Board's (CARB's)
OFFROAD 2011 model and inputs specific to the study area and agreed emission
factors and adjustments. The use of the CARB's OFFROAD 2011 model meets the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's requirements.

L011-4

Qualitative and quantitative discussions of health impacts during project alignment
construction were provided in Section 3.3.6.3 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.
Quantitative analysis of health impacts from HMF operations— specifically, the cancer
and non-cancer chronic and acute hazard risk analyses—were based on conservative
estimates of equipment operations and locations, and on the locations of nearby
sensitive land uses. Once a final HMF site is selected and designed, analyses will be
conducted using projected equipment usage, the locations of the major emission
sources (based on plant layout that will be developed), and the locations of nearby
sensitive land uses (e.g., residences). Mitigation measures, if necessary, would be
included to ensure that EPA's significant impacts thresholds are not exceeded at the
sensitive land uses.

L011-5

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

Mitigation measures were refined in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of
continuing project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional
consultation with public agencies. Many of these mitigation measures are based on
performance standards. Accordingly, appropriate mitigation will be included in the Final
EIR/EIS and will also be included in FRA's Record of Decision, which will require the
Authority to comply with all mitigation measures as the project advances through final
design and construction.

Detailed mitigation measures have been revised to incorporate the comments and are
described in Section 3.3.9 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, and include:

* Reduce construction equipment exhaust emissions by using the cleanest reasonably
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available equipment.

« Reduce emissions from material hauling trucks during project construction by using
vehicles that are equivalent to model year 2010, or newer.

« Locate the concrete batching plant 1,000 feet from sensitive receivers.

« Offset project construction emissions through the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement program.

« Purchase offsets for emissions associated with hauling ballast materials outside of the
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.

* Reduce potential impacts of air toxics at HMF sites, through the use of electric or
hybrid trucks, use of eclectic or Clean Switcher Locomotives, adjustment of facility
operation and orientation, and definition of buffer distance between diesel truck
operation and sensitive receiver areas.

* Equipment at the HMF will use best industry practice or alternative equipment to
reduce emissions.
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TIPA

Maria Ayerdi-Kaplan = Execufive Director

October 21, 2011

Via E-Mail and U.S. Mail

The California High-Speed Rail Authority
Fresno to Bakersfield Drafit EIR/EIS Comments
770 L Street, Suite 800

Sacramento, CA 95814

Fresno_Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov
Subjeet: Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments
Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority:

The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) is a joint powers agency responsible for the
planning, design. ¢ ion, operation and management of the new Transbay Transit Center in
downtown San Francisco and the Downtown Extension (DTX), an underground rail tunnel from
Fourth & King streets to the Transit Center that will accommodate both Caltrain commuter trains
and high-speed trains. The California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) selected the
Transbay Transit Center as the preferred location for the high-speed rail terminus in San
Francisco in its Program EIR/EIS for the Bay Area to Central Valley portion of the high-speed
rail system.

The TIPA appreciates the opportunity to submit the following comment on the CHSRA's Draft
Environmental Impact Report and Envire I Impact S for the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section of the California High-Speed Train Project (Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR).

The Transbay Transit Center Has Replaced the Transhay Terminal.

Statewide maps of the high-speed rail system used in the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR incorrectly
identify the San Francisco terminus as the “San Francisco Transbay Terminal.” (Fresno to
Bakersfield DEIR Figures 8-1 and 1 and 2. Appendix 2-C Operations and service Plan Summary
Figures 1 and 2.). In 2003, the California Legislature authorized the TIPA to demolish the
Transbay Terminal and construct a new terminal at the same location designed to accommodate
high-speed rail service. Pub. Res. Code § 5027.1. The TJPA completed demolition of the
Transbay Terminal in August of this year. The new terminal is now under construction and is
called the Transbay Transit Center (referred to herein as the “TTC™). Please update the statewide
maps for the high-speed rail system by replacing “San Francisco Transbay Terminal™ with “San
Francisco Transbay Transit Center.”

The San Francisco 4th & King Station is an Overflow Station to Be Constructed, as
Necessary, Affer Phase 1 Begins Operation in 2020,

The Operations and Service Plan Summary included in Appendix 2-C of the Fresno to
Bakersfield DEIR discusses two service Phases. Phase 1 consists of the San Francisco to
Anaheim route and is planned to begin operation in 2020, Phase 2. the Full Build Service Plan,
includes the Sacramento and San Diego spur routes and is planned 1o begin operation in 2027,
The Operations and Service Plan Summary indicates that the 4th & King station will be one of
the Phase 1 San Francisco stations. In describing Phase 1, the DEIR states that [i]n San
Francisco, high speed trains will operate at two terminal stations: the new Transbay Terminal
and a reconstructed high-speed terminal at the existing Caltrain commuter station at 4th and King
Streets.” (Operations and Service Plan Summary. p. 2). In describing the terminal stations it
states that “[flour stations are identified as terminal stations in Phase 1 (2020); San Francisco-
Transbay, San Francisco 4th & King . ..." (/. p. 11).

Although the 4th & King station is proposed to be a part of the Phase I route. it is misleading to
identify it as a Phase | station because it will not be in operation in 2020, As discussed in the
San Francisco to San Jose Preliminary Alternatives Report, the 4th & King station is being
considered to accommodate any service demand that could not be accommodated at the TTC.
The TIPA does not believe that the 4th & King station is necessary, as detailed in the TIPA's
comments on the Draft Preliminary Altemnatives Discussion document for the San Francisco to
San Jose section. See Letter from Ellen J. Garber to Mehdi Morshed (Oct. 30, 2009) (aunached).
Nonetheless, the TIPA did not object to this alternative, because demand could first be
accommodated at the TTC with overflow capacity being provided at 4th & King if it proved
necessary once the high-speed rail system was fully built out.

This is the arrangement identified by a technical group consisting of TIPA, Caltrain, and
CHSRA rep ives and ¢ | who worked through the technical and operational
planning issues regarding high-speed rail capacity at the TTC. The group concluded that
“|w]hen the nearly 800-mile California high-speed train system is complered, the Transbay
Transit Center will accommodate the majority of demand for high-speed rail service to San
Francisco with additional demand accommodated, as needed, at an improved Fourth/King
facility.” (California High-Speed Rail: San Francisco/Silicon Valley Corridor Investment
Straregy, p. 11-12 (June 2009) (emphasis added)).

The CHSRA Board has likewise directed that 4th & King should only be considered as an
overflow station. On May 35, 2011, the CHSRA Board rejected a phased implementation
approach that would have considered building 4th & King before the TTC.

Accordingly, the Operations and Service Plan Summary must clarify that the 4th & King station
will be constructed after the TTC. and only in the event that overflow service is demanded. The
4th & King station should not be listed as a Phase 1 station or part of the Phase 1 service
operations. If it becomes necessary, it would only begin operations during the Full Build Service
Plan.

The TJPA Will Comment on the CHSRA's New Ridership Forecasts When They Are
Released.

201 Mission Street, Suite 2100, Son Francisco, CA #4105 . 415.597.4620 . ransbaycenlar.org
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The Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR includes ridership forecasts for the high-speed train system.
These forecasts were developed using the CHSRA Ridership and Revenue Model finalized by
Cambridge Systematics in 2007 and are only slightly changed from those reported in the
CHSRA’s 2009 Business Plan. The TJPA understands that the CHSRA will soon be releasing
new ridership forecasts for the high-speed train system that build upon and go beyond this
existing model. The TIPA will comment directly on these new ridership forecasts. Given their
pending release. the TIPA will not comment on the ridership forecasts included in the Fresno 1o
Bakersfield DEIR.

Please feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss any of these comments further,
Very truly yours,
BR T
f'-/-
Brian Dykes®

Principal Engineer
Transbay Joint Powers Authority

201 Mission Streat, Suile 2100, Son Francisco, CA 74105 . 415.577.4620 . transbaycenlsr.arg
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October 30, 2009

California High-Speed Rail Authority

925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re:  Transbay Joint Powers Authority’s Comments Re San Francisco To

AMANDA N GANCIA
HEATHER M. MINKER
ERIN B CHALMERS
HARISTIN B. BURFORD
HMARY . REIEHERT
BRIANKA B, FAIRBANKS

LAUREL L. IMPETT, AICE
CARMEN J. BORG, AIC®
EABAN FLARHERE

HEATHER M. MINNER
minnEn@euwian aom
14181 BB2-72T72 G 200

San Jose High-Speed Train Project’s Preliminary Alternatives

Dear Mr. Morshed:

On September 30, 2009, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) received a
copy of the California High-Speed Rail Authority’s (CHSRA) Draft Preliminary
Alternatives Discussion document at the second Transportation Participating Agency,
Technical Working Group meeting. As explained below, the proposals to locate a San
Francisco high-speed rail (HSR) terminus at a separate location from the Transbay

Transit Center are legally,

lly, and e

Accordingly, the

CHSRA. should now determine that these proposals will not be advanced for further study
in its alternatives evaluation process. The CHSRA already possesses clear evidence to
support this determination from laws on the books, the prior analysis conducted in the
Transbay FEIS/EIR, and the additional analysis submitted to the CHSRA by the TIPA.

0 of the San Francisco to San Jose HSR Project includes the

Transit

HSR route from Common Street in San Francisco to the d
Center (Transit Center).! The Draft Preliminary Alternatives Discussion proposes an

! Subsection numbers are from the CHSRA’s Draft Preliminary Alternatives

Discussion document.
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ive (¢) for subsection 0 consisting of constructing a new HSR terminal on the
site of the existing Caltrain Fourth and King Streets station that would function as the San
Francisco terminus for HSR (“Fourth & King Proposal”). Under this scenario, Caltrain
service to San Francisco would continue from the Fourth & King station to the downtown
Transhay Transit Center via the Caltrain Downtown Extension, but HSR service would
terminate at the Fourth & King terminal, roughly a mile from the Transit Center,

The Draft Preliminary Alternatives Discussion also proposes an alternative (d) for
subsection 0 that would eliminate the HSR train station immediately undereath the
Transit Center and would instead locate it between Beale and Main Streets underneath
the site of the Temporary Terminal, for which tion is nearly pleted (the
“Beale Street Proposal”). This appears to be the same proposal submitted to the CHSRA
by Don Solem, President of Solem & A iates, a public relations firm, in a June 11,
2009 letter, which included schematics of the Beale Street Proposal prepared by the
Gensler firm. (See Gensler Proposal: Beale Street Alternative Power Point (Attachment
A).) Based on these schematics and the Preliminary Alternatives plans, the underground
terminal would use the same main entrance as the Transit Center, but the facility would
be located on separate parcels two blocks from that entrance and stretching 2 ' blocks
further away from the Transit Center and Market Street. The Beale Street Proposal
would provide 6 rail tracks in phase I and expand to 12 tracks in phase I1.

The certified Transbay FEIS/EIR already analyzed the environmental impacts of a
reasonable range of alternatives, including a Beale Street and Fourth & King station, and
selected the Transit Center as the preferred alternative for the San Francisco terminus of
HSR.? Both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are clear that the CHSRA may rely on the analysis
conducted in the Transbay FEIS/EIR and need not repeat the consideration of station

location ives in its envi tal review.

Even if the CHSRA chooses not to incorporate or rely on the Transbay FEIS/EIR,
substantial evidence now exists in the record demonstrating that, under the standards
established by NEPA and CEQA, the CHSRA need not analyze the Beale Street or
Fourth & King Street Proposals further. The CHSRA’s San Francisco to San Jose
EIS/EIR need only ider feasible and ble alternatives. Both proposed
alternatives to the Transit Center are legally infeasible because they would conflict with

? Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Final
Envir tal Impact S /Envi | Impact Report (SCH #95063004)
{Transbay FEIS/EIR) (Attachment B).

Mehdi Morshed
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several state and local laws, including the recent voter-approved HSR measure
Proposition 1A. These laws require the San Francisco terminus of HSR to be located at
the site of the current Transbay Terminal in order to provide multi-modal connectivity,
proximity to downtown jobs, and to support transit oriented development. The Fourth &
King and the Beale Street Proposals also run to decades of San Fi

planning and conflict with several adopted plans including the South Beach, Mission
Bay, and Transbay Redevelopment Plans, the Rincon Hill Plan, and the on-going Transit
Center District planning effort, The Fourth & King Proposal and the Beale Street
Proposal also present massive construction hurdles and would require demolition of
scores of residential housing units. Finally, both Proposals are financially infeasible.
Locating the HSR station beneath the Transit Center will cost only $400 million because
most of the cost of the multi-modal Transit Center would be borne by the TIPA. In
contrast, the Fourth & King Proposal would cost more than $3.3 billion—over and above
the cost of the Transit Center. The Beale Street Proposal would add more than $7.5
billion to the cost of the Transit Center. For these and other reasons it is clear that the
Beale Street and the Fourth & King Proposals are infeasible alternatives.

The Transbay Project is environmentally cleared, and construction has already
begun. Any analysis of alternatives to the Transit Center as the San Francisco terminus
of HSR is unnecessary and a waste of public funds. Accordingly, further analysis of the
Beale Street and the Fourth & King Proposals should i diately cease. The CHSRA
should indicate in a revised Preliminary Alternatives Discussion and in the Draft
Alternatives Analysis Report that, after initial consideration, it has determined that it will
not carry these Proposals forward into the Alternatives Analysis.

DISCUSSION

I Environmental Review for the San Francisco Terminus of HSR Has
Already Been Completed and Construction Will Begin in 2010.

The TIPA is a joint powers authority responsible for the planning, design,
construction, operation and management of the Transbay Project in San Francisco.
Accordingly, it is the lead agency for CEQA environmental review. (CEQA Guidelines
§15051.) The Transbay Project includes a new Transbay Transit Center at First and
Mission Streets, and an underground rail connection (the Downtown Extension, or DTX)
designed to provide HSR and Caltrain access to the Transit Center from the existing
Caltrain Fourth & King Streets terminus.

The TIPA selected the current design and location for the Transit Center and DTX
after extensive environmental review and consideration of il ives in the
Transbay FEIS/EIR. The project description for the Transbay FEIS/EIR included an
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underground station that would serve as the northern California terminus for high-speed
rail. Accordingly, the Transbay FEIS/EIR forecast high-speed rail ridership up to the
year 2030 and considered a range of alternative designs and locations for the Transit
Center and the DTX to accommodate the projected high-speed rail ridership. The TIPA
approved a final design for the Transit Center based on an analysis that includes the
high-speed rail information provided in the FEIR/EIS. The Transbay FEIS/EIR selected
the Transbay Transit Center and rejected all other alternatives.

In April 2004, the City and County of San Francisco, the Peninsula Corridor Joint
Powers Board, and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency certified the Transbay
FEIS/EIR, and the Federal Transit Administration adopted it in a Record of Decision
issued February 2005. Accordingly, the Transbay FEIS/EIR is presumed legally
adequate by law. (State Water Resources Control Bd, Cases, 136 Cal. App. 4th 674, 723
(2006); Pub. Res, Code § 21167.2.)

Technical working groups representing the TIPA, Caltrain, and the CHSRA have
reached a consensus on the technical and operational requirements of the Transit Center.
These groups are working now to ensure that high-speed rail’s requirements are met as
the Transit Center’s designs are finalized.

The Transbay Project is now underway. The $18 million temporary bus terminal,
located on the site of the Beale Street Proposal, is under construction and is expected to
be completed in November 2009, The TIPA has acquired property for the throat
structure for HSR and initiated acquisition of other properties to accommodate the tunnel
radius for HSR at the site of the existing Transbay Terminal. Preliminary engineering
designs for the Transit Center building are scheduled for pletion in February 2010,
and initial construction bid packages for the Transit Center based on those designs are
scheduled to be issued in March 2010, Immediately upon award of these contracts,
thousands of new jobs will be created.

The CHSRA must indicate to the public that it will not carry the Beale Street or
the Fourth & King Proposals forward for detailed analysis in its EIS/EIR.

II.  The CHSRA Already Selected the Transit Center and Need Not Revisit
That Decision Now.

The CHSRA has already selected the Transit Center as the San Francisco terminus
for HSR and has reiterated this selection numerous times. In 2005, the CHSRA's Final
Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Train System selected the new Transit
Center as the station location for the San Francisco high-speed train terminus. (California
High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS, Vol. I (Attachment C) at 6A-5.) The CHSRA

Mehdi Morshed
October 30, 2009
Page 5

reaffirmed its selection in its 2008 Bay Area to Central Valiey High Speed Train Final
Program EIR/EIS (Bay Area FEIR/EIS).” (Bay Area FEIR/EIS, Vol. I (Attachment D)
at 8-18.)

In selecting the Transit Center as the station location for San Francisco, the
CHSRA specifically acknowledged that the Trapsit Center consisted of its current design,
stating that “{t}he rail facilities planned for the Transbay Transit Center are limited to 6
tracks and 3 platforms . . .." (Bay Area FEIR/EIS, Vol. I at 8-18.) The CHSRA’s Bay
Area FPEIS/EIR even assumed the current design of the Transit Center with 6 tracks and
3 platforms. (fd. at3.1-13, 3.26.) Similarly, the CHSRA’s business plan issued
November 7, 2008 states that the Transbay Transit Center shall serve as the San
Francisco terminus of the proposed high-speed rail system. (California High-Speed Train
Business Plan (Nov. 2008) (Attachment E) at 7, 10-11.) The Notice of Availability for
the CHSRA San Francisco to San Jose project itself states:

The preferred station in the City of San Francisco is the
Transbay Transit Center; in the City of Millbrae the existing
Millbraec BART/Caltrain Station, and in the City of San Jose
the Intermodal Diridon Station. These locations were
selected by the Authority and FRA through the Bay Area to
Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS considering the
project purpose and need, and the program objectives.

(73 Fed. Reg. 79543 (Dec. 29, 2008).)

The CHSRA need not reconsider its decision to select the Transit Center in its
programmatic EIR/EIS. That is because programmatic envirc tal review d
allow a lead agency to consider and select broad policy alternatives and program designs,
in this instance the location of the San Francisco terminus of HSR. (CEQA Guidelines
§ 15168; National Wildlife Fed'n v. Appalachian Reg'l Comm'n (D.C. Cir. 1981} 677
F.2d 883, 888 (purpose of programmatic EIS).) The very purpose of a programmatic
EIR/EIS is to avoid the kind of “duplicate reconsideration” that the Beale Street and the

* A recent court ruling in Atherton v. California High-Speed Rail Authority, No.
4-2008-80000022 (Sup. Ct. S to County) di 1 the CHSRA to conduct
additional studies with regard to certain envi | impacts along the Peninsula for its
Bay Area FEIR/EIS. This ruling, however, did not invalidate the analysis conducted in
San Francisco, and it did nothing to question the CHSRA’s selection of the Transit
Center as the location for the San Francisco HSR terminus. Further, the court denied an
effort to preclude further reliance on the Bay Area FEIR/EIS.
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Fourth & King Proposals would require the CHSRA to undertake. (CEQA Guidelines
§ 15168; 40 C.F.R. §§ 1500.4(i), 1502.4{d).) The CHSRA’s project-level environmental
review need only examine the Transit Center if construction of the San Francisco to San
Jose project would have environmental effects that were not identified in the program-
level analyses. (Id.; see also Save our Sycamore v. Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit
Authority (5th Cir. 1978) 576 F.2d 573 (holdirg project-level EIS for two stations

v where the stations were sufficiently evaluated in transit system
programmatic EIS.) The CHSRA then would require additional mitigation measures, as
opposed to considering alternative stations. (CEQA Guidelines § 15168.)

Further, the Transit Center is simply one comp of the San Francisco to San
Jose Project. The CHSRA does not need to consider alternatives to the Transit Center: it
only needs to consider alternatives to the Project as a whole. (California Native Plant
Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal. App.4th 957, 599.)

Ill. The CHSRA Should Incorporate the TIPA’s Environmental Review:
Consideration of Alternatives to the Transit Center Is Unnecessary and a Waste of
Publiec Funds.

Considering alternative designs or locations for the Transit Center would simply
duplicate the studies and analysis already completed in the Transbay FEIS/EIR. It is the
strong legislative policy of both CEQA and NEPA that the lead agency (CHSRA) should
rely on the completed environmental review of the Transbay Transit Center in its
environmental review for the San Francisco to San Jose section of the high-speed train
system.’ Relying on the alternatives analysis completed almost five years ago for a
project that has been approved, is nearly fully funded, and has already broken ground is
nothing but reasonable.

Further, the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require the CHSRA to review the
Transbay FEIS/EIR and rely on its analysis of alternative locations for the high-speed rail
San Francisco terminus.

* Relying on the Transbay FEIS/EIR's prior review of a range of reasonable
alternatives for the San Francisco terminus of HSR is entirely appropriate. As the CEQA
Guidelines state, an “EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.”
(CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) Instead, as the California Supreme Court has stated,
“[t]he statutory requirement for consideration of alternatives must be judged against a
rule of reason.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors of Santa Barbara
County, 52 Cal. 3d 553, 565 (1990); see also CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(f).)

Mehdi Morshed
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Where a previous document has sufficiently analyzed a range
of reasonable alternative locations and envire | impacts
for projects with the same basic purpose, the Lead Agency
should review the previous document. The EIR may rely on
the previous document to help it assess the feasibility of
potential project alternatives to the-extent the circumstances
remain substantially the same as they relate to the alternative.

CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(0)(2)(C) (citing Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 573.)

This principle was recently applied in California Native Plant Society v. City of
Santa Cruz, (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957. In California Native Plant Society, the court
found that the City of Santa Cruz’s analysis in a prior EIR of off-site trail alternatives was
a sufficient basis for limiting the range of alternatives analyzed for a new project that
contained a similar component. (/d, at 995.) The court reasoned that given the previous
EIR’s review of alternative sites, it was proper for the City to “decline to revisit
previously rejected alternative path locations.” The City’s reliance on the previous EIR
was upheld, even though the City Council did not take action on or forinally incorporate
the prior EIR into the EIR at issue. (/d.) Further, the court found that it was immaterial
that the two projects were not identical: “although the two projects are different, the
specific component of the [current project] at issue here . . . shares some purposes in
common with the earlier . . . project.” (Jd)

Accordingly, the CHSRA may rely on the Transbay FEIS/EIR’s analysis of
alternative sites for the San Francisco terminus of high-speed train and “decline to revisit
previously rejected alternative[s.]” (fd) As discussed below, the two projects share the
same purpose, the Transbay FEIS/EIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives; and
conditions regarding location of a HSR station in San Francisco have not ch d

A.  The Transbhay FEIS/EIR Considered HSR Requir

Both the Transbay Project and the CHSRA’s San Francisco to San Jose EIS/EIR
Project share the same purpose, to extend HSR to a San Francisco terminal. Indeed, the
Transbay FEIS/EIR explicitly lists “Accc dating Future High Speed Rail" as part of
the purpose and need for the project. (FEIS/EIR, Vol. 1at 1-16.)

The Transbay FEIS/EIR thoroughly evaluated the future use of the station by
high-speed rail and even refined its alternatives after the draft EIS/EIR was published to
better accommadate high-speed trains, After the Draft EIR/EIS was released, the TIPA
received numerous comments to the effect that the Transit Center would not be able to
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physically accommaodate high-speed trains or the number of high-speed trains that riders
would demand. (See FEIS/EIR, Vol. II at 96-102 (Project Alternatives — CalTrain
Downtown Extension), 108-119 (Caltrain/High Speed Rail Alignments, Design &
Operations).) As a result, the TIPA refined the DTX alternatives by lengthening the rail
platforms and increasing the number of tracks from two to three “to improve rail
operations and capacity.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. I ar2-24 to 2-25; FEIS/EIR, Vol. I at 96-98
(describing refinements).) The TIPA also provided additional train storage capacity.
(i)

The TIPA commissioned studies to project ridership demand for CalTrain and
high-speed rail at the Transit Center and analyze the rail capacity of the refined
alternatives. The PI_-.ISIT IR noted that “[a] prehmlnary rail operations capacity analysis
of the six-track, three-platform ter ing station, indicated that sufficient capacity
existed for both cxpandod Caltrain service as well as high-speed rail.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. 11

at 108.) Moreover, “California High Speed Rail Authority staff participated in the review

of the two refined options and coneurred with the selection of the Second-to-Main Option
as the train component of the Locally Preferred Altemative.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. Il at 163.)
The “Second-to-Main Option,” which is the current design for the Transit Center, has the
train station under the Transit Center extending east-west from Second Street to

Main Street. As discussed above, the CHSRA twice approved this design of the Transit
Center as the San Francisco terminus for HSE.

B.  The Transbay FEIS/EIR Already Considered and Rejected the
Beale Street and the Fourth & King Proposals,

The Transbay FEIS/EIR analyzed a range of reasonable alternative locations for a
HSR station in San Francisco and environmental impacts for the Transit Center.
(FEIS/EIR Vol. I, Chpt. 2 (listing project alternatives).) The Transbay FEIS/EIR
considered and rejected the Beale and the Fourth & King Proposals, and its findings are
presumed valid.

The Transbay FEIS/EIR project alternatives included a station location at Beale
Street and rejected it as legally and practically infeasible. (FEIS/EIR Vol. [ at 2-553; see
also TIPA Board of Directors Resolution No. 04-004 Attachment A, CEQA Findings
(Attachment F) at xxiv-xxv.) The Transbay FEIS/EIR concluded that the Beale Street
proposal “would be inconsistent with Proposition H and with stated policies of the City
and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. Il at 158-164; id.
Vol. I at 2-53.) The FEIS/EIR further found the Beale Street alternative’s location to be
infeasible because it could “not be implemented under the provisions of the cooperative
agreement transferring state owned property to the Redevelopment Agency and TIPA,
and it would be counter to the regional consensus emanating from the 2000 MTC
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Terminal Study.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. Il at 163.) Section V.A of this letter discusses in
detail the reasons the Transbay FEIS/EIR rejected the Beale Street proposal as technically
infeasible. The Transbay FEIS/EIR also responded to comments made by several parties
at the time of the 2002 Draft Transbay EIS/EIR to the effect that various elements of the
Beale Street proposal would be superior to a HSR station underneath the Transit Center
and explained why that alternative was rejected for further consideration. (FEIS/EIR,
Vol. Il at 158-164; id. Vol. I at 2-53.) AC Transit supported rejection of the Beale Street
alternative because “the site would not provide the level of transit service that could be
provided at the current terminal site and it would be farther from the employment
locations of AC Transit’s current riders.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. I at 2-53.)

The Transbay FEIS/EIR also considered whether the current Caltrain station at
Fourth and King should become the San Franeisco high-speed rail terminus. The Caltrain
station at 4th and King was considered as the no project alternative for the DTX. The no
project alternative included plans for electrifying Caltrain, which the FEIS/EIR
determined “are compatible with the requirements of high-speed rail, and therefore will

ac date future develof of high-speed rail in the Caltrain corridor. .. ."
(FEIS/EIR at 2-3.} This al ive was also rejected b it would fail to construct a
HSR inal in d San Francisco and would fail to adhere to San Francisco

voter mandates as well as various state laws. The TJPA found that the no project
alternative “will eliminate the ability for a downtown San Francisco station leading to
reduced high speed rail ndmh]p, reduced economic development opportunities in San
Francisco, and increased envir iated with more private vehicle
transportation.” (TJPA Board of Directors Reso!utmn No. 04-004 Attachment A, CEQA
Findings, at xvi-ii.}

C. Cir t Have Not Ch d

Envi i wces have not changed as they relate to the Transit Center
location. For this reason, NEPA also does not require new environmental review of the
San Francisco HSR station location. Under NEPA, a subsequent EIS is required only
where new information presents “a seriously different picture of the likely environmental
consequences of the proposed action” which were not adequately discussed in the
original EIS. (State of Wisconsin v. Weinberger, 745 F.2d 412, 420 (Tth Cir. 1984); see
also Pub. Res. Code § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.)

Because the TIPA has already completed environmental review of the Transit
Center and DTX portion of the San Francisco to San Jose HSR Project, the CHSRAs
reliance on the Transbay FEIS/EIR is exactly what CEQA envisions. Similarly, under
NEPA a federal agency may adopt an EIS prepared by another agency. (40 C.F.R.
§1506.3; Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance v. Thompson, 811 F. Supp. 635, 646
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(D. Utah 1993).) The CHSRA should incorporate the Transbay FEIS/EIR by reference
into the San Francisco to San Jose EIR/EIS and rely on its analysis to limit any further
study of alternatives to the Transit Center, (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15150 (incorporation
by reference); 15126.6(f){2)(C) (consideration of alternatives); 40 C.F.R. § 1502.21
(incorporation by reference).)

S
IV.  The Beale Street and Fourth & King Proposals Should Not Be Studied
Further Because They are Infeasible.

Even if the CHSRA decides not to incorporate the analysis of alternatives already
completed in the TIPA FEIS/EIR, it should revise its list of Initial Project Alternatives to
indicate that it will not carry the Beale Street or the Fourth & King Proposals forward for
further review. This is because these proposed alternatives are legally and technically
infeasible. The CHSRA already possesses sufficient information to make and support
this determination. There is no reason to delay. At the very least, the CHSRA should
immediately indicate that it will not carry forward these proposed altematives for
additional analysis in its Draft Alternatives Analysis Report.

An EIR must ider a ble range of “p ially feasible al ives” that
would attain most of the prnjecl objectives and would substantially lessen the project’s
significant envir I (CEQA Gui § 15126.6(a).) As defined in the
CEQA Guideli feasible means “capable of being accomplished in a successful

manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, social, and technological factors.” (/d. § 15634.) An EIR need not consider
alternatives that are not economically justified or that would substantially delay a project.
(Marin Municipal Water District v. KG Land Cal. Corp., 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652,
1665-66 (1991).)

Similarly, under NEPA, an EIS need only consider “reasonable” alternatives.
(40 C.F.R. § 1502.14.) Reasonable alternatives are “those that are practical or feasible
from the technical and economic standpoint.” (46 Fed, Reg. 18026 (March 23, 1981) at
2a; see also Sierra Club v. Froehlke, 534 F.2d 1289, 1295-96 (8th Cir. 1976) (holding
floodplain acquisition not a f ive to building a dam because of excessive
cost and local opposition).)

CHSRA’s 2008 Alternative Analysis Methods for Project-Level EIR/EIS also
notes that regional teams need only identify “feasible and practicable alternatives to carry
forward for environmental review and evaluation . . ..” (California High-Speed Train
Project, Technical Memorandum: Alternative Analysis Methods for Project-Level
EIR/EIS (Nov.-Dec. 2008) at 1.) The CHSRA's Common Questions and Answers
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Related to the Alternatives Analysis report likewise states that an alternative will not be
advanced for further study if it is not feasible or practical to construct.

Substantial evidence already exists in the record establishing that the Beale Street
and the Fourth & King Proposals are neither legally, fi ially, nor technically feasibl
The CHSRA would accomplish nothing except to waste public funds by carrying these
proposals forward for additional study.

A.  Several State and Local Laws Require the HSR San Francisco
Terminus to be located at the Transit Center. The Beale Street and Fourth & King
Proposals Are Thus Legally Infeasible.

Under the Fourth & King Proposal, HSR service would terminate at Fourth and
King Streets, roughly a mile from the Transit Center. Under the Beale Street Proposal,
the HSR terminal would not be located at the Transbay Terminal site, but would be
located on separate parcels stretching two and a half blocks away from the Transit
Center, Because of their locations, the Beale Street and Fourth & King proposals would
violate the following state and local laws:

. In 1999, San Francisco voters overwhelmingly approved Proposition H,
mandating that “a new or rebuilt terminal shall be constructed on the
present site of the Transbay Transit Terminal serving . . . high-speed rail.”
(Emphasis added.) (Attachment G.)

. In 2001, the San Franc]sco Board of Supervisors unanimously passed
lution 104-01 supp g the extension of Caltrain to a new Transit
Center on the site of the current Transbay Terminal to serve, among other
things, high-speed rail. (Atiachment H.)

. Similarly, California Public Resources Code Section 5027.1 provides that

the Legislature hereby approves demolition of the
Transbay Terminal building at First and Mission Streets
in the City and County of San Francisco, including its
associated vehicle ramps, for construction of a new
terminal at the same location, designed to serve Caltrain
in addition to local, regional, and intercity bus lines, and
designed to wdate high-speed p ger rail
service .. ..

(Emphasis added.) This law also establishes that “The Transbay Joint
Powers Authority shall have primary jurisdiction with respect to all matters
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concerning the financing, design, development, construction, and operation
of the new terminal.”

. On March 2, 2004, the voters approved Regional Measure 2, authorizing an
increase in area bridge tolls to fund a “new Transbay Terminal in San
Franci ing [regional transit with] future high-speed rail . . .,"

and specifying that the new terminal must be located on the site of the

existing Transbay Terminal at “First and Mission Streets in San Francisco.”

{Sts. and High. Code § 30914(c)(22) (emphasis added).)

. Most recently, in Proposition 1A, the voters of California mandated that the
northern terminus for high-speed rail would be the Transbay Terminal: “It
is the intent of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of the people of
California by approving [Proposition 1A] to initiate the construction of a
high-speed train system that connects the San Francisco Transbay Terminal
to Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim,” (Sts. and High. Code
§ 2704.04(a) (emphasis added).)

Because these laws require the new Transit Center and the San Francisco terminus
of high-speed rail to be located at the existing Transbay Terminal site, and the TIPA has
primary jurisdiction over the design of the new Transbay Terminal and has approved and
begun construction of the project, the CHSRA has no authority to site the San Francisco
HSR station at Main and Beale Street or Fourth & King Streets. These proposals are not
legally feasible.

It was clearly the intent of the Legislature and the voters, as expressed in the
ordinances and statutes excerpted above, that the San Francisco high-speed rail station be
at the same location as the existing Transbay Terminal to connect to the other modes of
transportation in the same building for the convenience and safety of passengers.
Otherwise, the advantages of a multi-model transportation center are lost. Under the
Beale Street Proposal, passengers would have to walk the distance of four football fields
to reach other modes of transportation from the high-speed rail station. Under the Fourth
& King Proposal, HSR would only connect to one other transportation provider, San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and passengers would need to transfer trains
to travel an extra one mile to reach additional providers.

V.  The Beale Street Proposal Should Not Be Studied Further Because It Is
Technically and Financially Infeasible and Unr ble in a Number of Respects.

Beyond conflicting with numerous state and local laws, sufficient evidence
demonstrates that the Beale Street Proposal is technically and financially infeasible and
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unreasonable in a number of respects. There is no reason to carry this proposal
alternative forward for further analysis.

A.  The Beale Street Proposal Is Technically Infeasible.

The Beale Street Proposal is not lechnicg]}y feasible. It is nearly impossible to
envision a design concept that could: (1) provide 12 tracks and platforms in the space
provided, (2) avoid changing the layout of the Transit Center above grade for bus
operations, and (3) avoid severely promising the develog t potential above the rail
station where the Temporary Terminal is almost pleted and four towers are currently
proposed. Even assuming the CHSRA can develop designs showing that all this is
possible, the CHSRA need not consider the Beale Street Proposal, because it is otherwise
technically infeasible and would have a greater impact on the environment than the
existing Transit Center design.

Program managers for the Transit Center and DTX, who are experts in
underground tunncling and HSR stations, have conducted a technical review of the Beale
Street Proposal and concluded that it is technically infeasible and ill advised in several
respects. (See PMPC Evaluation of the Gensler Proposal (August 19, 2009) (“Beale
Street Technical Evaluation™) (Attact 1).) The proposed station approach provides
insufficient distance for the transition of 12 tracks to enter a single tunnel, requiring a
wider tunnel that would interfere with the Bay Bridge anchorage. Because of the depth
of the proposed station (four levels below grade), the technical difficulties associated
with construction of the station and extension, and the need to preserve development
opportunities currently entitled on the proposed station site, the Beale Street proposal
would double the cost of the Transit Center and DTX. The full technical evaluation is
attached as Attachment 1.

The Transbay FEIS/EIR and prior environmental reviews also rejected several
components of the Beale Street Proposal as technically infeasible. Nothing has ck 1
since then that would make these infeasible elements of the Beale Street Proposal
feasible.

As far back as 1997, the Federal Transit Administration and Caltrain rejected a
proposal to extend Caltrain to an underground terminal at Market and Beale Streets.
(Caltrain San Francisco Downtown Extension Project, Draft Environmental Impact
S t/Draft Envi 1 Impact Report and Draft 4(f) Evaluation (March 3, 1997)
(“Caltrain Extension Draft EIS/EIR”) (Attachment J) at 2-31-33.) Several different
extension alignment options were considered as well as cut-and-cover and sofi-ground
tunneling options. (/d.) Caltrain rejected the Beale Street Alternative “because of poor
constructability, higher costs, and potentially severe cc ity and envi 1
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impacts along the proposed alignments from Townsend Street to Beale Street.” (/d., at
2-33)

The current Beale Street Proposal includes alignments of the rail extension along
Townsend Street, the Embarcadero, and Beale Street. Caltrain rejected these extension
alignments in its Caltrain Extension Draft EISAEIR, however, because of impacts to
“areas of extensive residential development that had recently undergone prolonged
disruption from construction of the Embarcadero roadway and Muni Metro Extension
projects.” (/d.) Caltrain further luded that these alig were technically
infeasible because of the “potential for adverse impacts on the Bay Bridge anchorage.”
(1d) Caltrain rejected tunneling options that could reduce residential disruption after soil
surveys revealed “highly fractured rock that offered an extremely poor medium for
tunneling.” (/d) A panel of geotechnical and tunneling experts reviewed the soil
conditions and “recc led against this ling alig given the high potential
for rock slippage and catastrophic events such as cave-ins and broken utility lines.” (fd.)
Caltrain further concluded that the Beale Street location would be more costly than the
existing Transbay Terminal site. (/d.)

Just as the Caltrain Extension Draft EIS/EIR had done, the Transbay FEIS/ETR

jected rail ion ali along Townsend Street, the Embarcadero and Beale
Street. The FEIS/EIR rejected a rail extension along Beale Street because “alignments
along Beale Street leading from The Embarcadero would pass near the Bay Bridge
anchorage, raising issues regarding the effects of cut-and-cover construction on this
major structure.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. I at 2-57; see also id., at 2-54 (CalTrain Downtown
Extension Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn) Figure 2.3-1.) The FEIS/EIR
rejected alignment of the rail extension down Townsend Street due to environmental
impacts during construction on neighborhoods that have already experienced several
prolonged periods of construction impacts. (/4. at 2-57.)

The FEIS/EIR also considered and rejected proposed alternatives that located the
above ground Transit Center on the existing site but located the below-ground train
station in adjacent locations, as the Beale Street Proposal does, because “the train
platforms would not be directly under the multimodal transit facility, so internal
passenger circulation and the ease of transfer from one mode to another would be
substantially compromised.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. I, at 2-56.)

‘The Beale Street Proposal is also technically infeasible b it is proposed on a
parcel already improved with the Transbay Temporary Terminal at a cost of more than
%18 million. Construction of the Temporary Terminal started in December 2008 and will
be completed in November 2009. The Temporary Terminal is required for bus operations
during construction of the new Transit Center. If the Temporary Terminal were not
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available, demolition of the Transbay Terminal and construction of the Transit Center
would be impossible because AC Transit, Muni, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and
other bus services would have nowhere to operate in during construction.

B.  The Beale Street Proposal Is Financially Infeasible.

If the rejected Beale Street Proposal were now revived, the Transbay Program
would lose significant funding sources, and the CHSRA would face insurmountable costs
to acquire and construct the Beale Street Proposal. The Beale Street design would cost in
excess of $7.5 billion in 2009 dollars, which is nearly $4 billion more than the
comparable costs for the approved Transbay Transit Center. (Beale Street Technical
Evaluation, p. 14.)

The Beale Street Proposal would also significantly reduce current funding sources
for the Transbay Program. Regional M 2 and Proposition 1A funding for a San
Francisco rail terminal can only be applied to the Transbay Project site; they do not
permit funding at another site. The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (“SFRA™)
submitted comments on the Beale Street Proposal that reveal additional costs. (SFRA
Comments (Attachment K).) Under the Transbay Redevelopment Project Plan, the
Transit Center would receive an estimated $116 million from the sale of property north of
Folsom Street as early as 2015, and an estimated $6.5 million in net tax increment
funding each year after that. (/d.) Construction of the Caltrain extension and an
underground rail station for the Beale Street proposal would delay development of this
area by several years, (Beale Street Technical Evaluation, p. 3.) This delay would cost
the Transit Center $116 million in funding from the sale of the land and delay net tax
increment in excess of $6.5 million per year. In addition, the funding for the Transbay
Program relies on the sale of the property on the block bounded by Main, Howard, Beale,
and Folsom Streets that would be ilable during co ion of the Beale Street
Proposal. The Gensler schematics include “Possible Development Ideas™ as part of the
Beale Street Proposal. As the SFRA notes, however, “redevelopment would be
significantly hindered by the presence of the 12-track rail station directly below, which
would make the development above more expensive and prevent the inclusion of
underground parking.” (SFRA Comments.) The area south of Folsom Street that
Gensler proposes for redevelopment is not even within the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area, and thus would not generate tax increment funding. (/d.)

The Beale Street Proposal is nothing more than a repackaging of several proposals
that were rejected as infeasible in the Transbay FEIS/EIR. A technical review of the
proposal confirms those findings, and reveals additional reasons that it is technically
infeasible. The proposal would cause a significant loss of revenue to the Transbay
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Program, and create acquisition and construction costs that would render the Program
financially infeasible.

C.  Consideration of the Beale Street Proposal Would Cause Unnecessary
Delay and Threaten Funding.

S
The Beale Street Proposal is also infeasible b it would sut ially delay
construction of the Transbay Terminal and the DTX and threaten committed funding for
these projects. Schematic Design for the Transit Center Building is currently in progress

and preliminary engineering designs are scheduled for completion in Dy ber 2009.
Initial construction bid packages based on that design are scheduled to be issued in
January 2010. The TIPA is also actively engaged in Preliminary Engineering Design for

the DTX. Of the $1,589 million required to construct the l‘ransn Center, 51, 189 million
is already committed. (Nancy Whelan, Mancy Whelan Consulting, financial advisor to
the TIPA.) Halting this progress to consider a new design of the Transit Center from
scratch would add olled design and envirc I review costs, delay
construction of this project by several years at best, and cause the Transbay Program to
incur significant added escalation and carrying costs.

VI.  The Beale Street Proposal Would Increase Environmental Impacts.

The CHSRA may only consider alternatives that are environmentally superior to
the Transit Center in some respect. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) The CHSRA's
Common Questions and Answers Related to the Alternatives Analysis report likewise
states that an alternative will not be advanced for further study if it is does not reduce or
avoid adverse environmental impacts.

A.  Construction Impacts Would be Greatly Increased.

It is readily apparent that the Beale Street Proposal would have significantly
greater environmental impacts than the Transbay Transit Center. It would expand the
construction zone for the Transit Center over an additional two and a half blocks and
waould extend the period during which local neighborhoods and cc traffic would
experience construction-related disruptions. If constructed in two phases as indicated in
the Gensler Proposal, the disruption and environmental impacts of construction would be
extended over an indeterminate period and property would remain undeveloped or
underdeveloped in the interim.

The number of tracks, limited rights-of-way, and prevailing ground conditions are
merely some of the challenges to constructing an extension to serve a Beale Street
location. A Beale Street extension would require right-of-way acquisition along much of
its alignment far in excess of that required for the ali to the Transbay site. The
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cut-and-cover construction necessary for the proposal would have significantly greater
adverse effects on the ity and envirc . Furthermore, proximity to the Bay
Bridge piers and anchorage of a rail tunnel necessary to reach a Beale Street station could
be a significant threat to the viability of those structures and the long-term performance
of the Bay Bridge. A rail tunnel leading to the Beale Street station could also impinge on
the 1l and stor collection str located beneath The Embarcadero.
(Beale Street Technical Evaluation, pp. 7-9.) Finally, construction of the Beale Street
Proposal would disrupt existing Muni light rail service. (Id., p.9.)

B. The Besle Street Pmposal Would Create Significant Land Use
lition of Housing, and Would Directly
Conflict With the Redmlupment Plan and Other Local Plans.

The Beale Street Proposal would signifi canlly reduce the residential housing
supply in the neighborhood and cause sub of people and housing.
The Proposal requires acquisition and demolition of 201 Harrison Street, a residential
condominium development with 287 units. (See Beale Street Technical Evaluation, and
SFRA Comments.) It also requires acquisition of 201 Folsom Street, which has been
approved for a residential development with 725 units. (SFRA Comments.) It would
delay by several years construction of the area north of Folsom Street, which can
accommodate more than 650 residential units. Elimination of housing units in San
Francisco for public infrastnicture would be unprecedented, inconsistent with local and
regional planning policies, and politically infeasible. (/d.)

The proposed Beale Street station falls within both the SFRA’s Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area and San Francisco’s Transit Center District Plan Area. This
area constitutes the last large zone in downtown San Francisco for high density office and
residential development. With the Transbay Center as the centerpicce for both efforts, the
San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency have
been planning and implementing their vision for this arca of San Francisco. The Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area is subdivided into two zones (Beale Street Technical
Evaluation, Figures 1 and 2.). Zone 1, under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency, is approved for high-density mixed-use residential and retail
with a goal of 2,700 housing units, |ncludmg 1,000 affordable units. Zone 2 is un.der the
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Planning Dep and is fi d on ¢
development. The objective of the Transn District Plan Area (Id., Figure 3) is greater
density development with increased bulldmg heights in select areas as well as a special
financial program for funding and mai ing public improvi including the
Transit Center. The Beale Street Proposal would take the core out of Zone 1, and thus
conflicts with these local land use plans. (Id, p.3.) It would similarly conflict with the
South Beach, Rincon Hill, and Transit Center District Plans.
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In addition, acquisition of U.S. Postal Service property owned by the federal
government would be required by the Beale Street Proposal; this may not be possible, let
alone desirable.

\«jll‘ The Fourth & King Proposal Is Infeasible and Inferior to the Transit
Center in a Number of Respects. ~

In addition to being legally infeasible, the Fourth & King Proposal is
technically and fi ially infeasible and unr ble for a ber of
Chief among these, it would require demolition of Interstate 280 off ramps and 70 to
90 units of residential housing. The Fourth & King Proposal also would cost roughly
$2.9 billion more than locating HSR in the Transit Center.

A.  The Fourth & King Proposal is Technically Infeasible.

Program managers for the Transit Center and DTX, experts in underground
tunneling and HSR stations, have conducted a technical review of the Fourth & King
Proposal and luded that it is technically infeasible and ill advised in several respects.
(See PMPC Evaluation of Fourth & King Street High-Speed Rail Terminus, (“Fourth &
King Technical Evaluation™) (Attachment L).) To begin with, the Interstate 280 Sixth
Street off-ramps that cross the site would need to be appropriately supported during
construction. However, it is impossible to do so and simultaneously squeeze the
permanent rail alignment and structure between the existing 1-280 bridge foundations and
their temporary support. Accordingly, demolition of the I-280 ramps would likely be
required to accommodate the Fourth & King Proposal.

The Fourth & King Proposal would create a horizontal radius on the throat to the
southernmost platforms that is less than the minimum radius mandated by the HSR.
program. In order to construct a larger, acceptable radius, the CHSRA would need to
acquire and demolish 70 to 90 residential units in Mission Bay apartments. As with the
Beale Street Proposal, this elimination of housing units in San Francisco for public
infrastructure would be unprecedented and politically infeasible.

The technical review further found that the proposed terminal would be primarily
founded in bay mud and adjacent to an open water channel, which increase construction
costs and structural risks during a seismic event. Moreover, construction of the Fourth &
King terminal and throat approach must be conducted in a manner that allows Caltrain to
continue operating on a normal basis. This would necessitate a multi-staged construction
approach, resulting in significantly increased construction costs and duration.
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construction. However, it is impossible to do so and simultaneously squeeze the
permanent rail alignment and structure between the existing 1-280 bridge foundations and
their temporary support. Accordingly, demolition of the I-280 ramps would likely be
required to accommodate the Fourth & King Proposal.

The Fourth & King Proposal would create a horizontal radius on the throat to the
southernmost platforms that is less than the minimum radius mandated by the HSR
program. In order to construct a larger, acceptable radius, the CHSRA would need to
acquire and demolish 70 to 90 residential units in Mission Bay apariments. As with the
Beale Street Proposal, this elimination of housing units in San Francisco for public
infrastructure would be unprecedented and politically infeasible.

The technical review further found that the proposed terminal would be primarily
founded in bay mud and adjacent to an open water channel, which increase construction
costs and structural risks during a seismic event. Moreover, construction of the Fourth &
King terminal and throat approach must be conducted in a manner that allows Caltrain to
continue operating on a normal basis. This would necessitate a multi-staged construction
approach, resulting in significantly increased construction costs and duration.
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B.  The Fourth & King Proposal Is Financially Infeasible.

Locating HSR in the Transit Center minimizes operating and capital costs for
the HSR terminal. Phase 1 of the Transit Center, which is fully funded except for the
underground train box, will be a multimodal station shared by several transit
providers, thus reducing capital and operating-costs to any individual operator. The
Fourth & King Proposal would have none of these cost advantages. Instead, it
requires construction and operation of an entirely separate terminal for HSR. A
simple comparison of construction costs demonstrates the financial infeasibility of
such an approach. The cost to construct the HSR train box for the Transit Center is
approximately $400 million. In contrast, the Fourth & King Technical Evaluation
estimates construction of a HSR terminal at Fourth & King would cost just over $3.3
billion. This $2.9 billion difference is not “financially justified” and is reason alone
to cease further consideration of the Fourth & King Proposal. (Marin Municipal Water
District v. KG Land Cal. Corp., 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652, 1665-66 (1991).)

C.  The Fourth & King Proposal Fails to Meet CHSRA’s Station
Location Objectives and Other Project Objectives.

The Fourth & King Proposal fails to meet key HSR station location objectives
set forth in CHSRA’s environmental documents. (Bay Area FEIR/EIS at Table 8.1-1
(identifying criteria).) Indeed, the CHSRA has already determined that the Fourth &
King Proposal fails to meet these objectives in comparison to the Transit Center. (/d.
at 8-18 (identifying the Transbay Transit Center as the preferred San Francisco station
location over the Fourth & King Proposal).)

Fourth & King is an unreasonable alternative to the Transit Center, and fails to
meet the following HSR station location objectives set forth in the CHSRA's Bay
Area FEIR/EIS:® ‘

Maximize connectivi accessibility: The Transit Center offers direct
connectivity with Muni, AC Transit, SamTrans, Golden Gate Transit, Greyhound,
WestCAT, Caltrain, and BART. MTC Resolution 3434 gives the Transbay Transit
Center MTC's highest rating for system connectivity in terms of number of
connecting operators, modal access options, and frequency of connections. Fourth
and Townsend has limited Muni conneections and has no direct connection to any other
mode of public transportation.

* The Beale Street Proposal also fails to meet the CHSRA’s Objectives as
discussed in PMPC evaluation of the Gensler Proposal.
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Maximize compatibility with existing and planned development: The Transbay
Transit Center Program (“Program”) conforms to the principles of transit-oriented
development — locating public transit close to employment, shopping, education,
hotels, convention centers, museums, and parks to get people out of their cars.
According to SPUR, Downtown San Francisco has the largest concentration of office
and retail jobs east of Manhattan. The Transbay area already has a high concentration
of jobs. Under the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, the area will have nearly 2,600
new homes (35% of which will be affordable), 1.2 million square feet of new office,
hotel, and commercial space, and 60,000 square feet of new retail. The City’s Transit
Center District Plan, slated for adoption in the fall of 2009, will result in an additional
2.5 million gross square feet of office space, 425 hotel rooms, and 235 residential
units. See Transit Center District Plan, §.F. Planning Dept. Presentation, Sept. 17,
2008 (http:/'www.sfgov.org/site/planning). The Transit Center will allow HSR
passengers easy access to this planned development. Fourth & King is far from the
Downtown San Francisco center of employment, shopping, hotels, r ion, and
other urban amenities.

As required by MTC Regional M 2and as plated by the California
High-Speed Rail Project, the San Francisco HSR terminus will accommodate a future
East Bay connection that would eventually extend high-speed rail to Sacramento. As
described in the Fourth & King Technical Evaluation, an East Bay crossing from Fourth

& King is not feasible.

Maximize ridership/revenue potential: Because the vast majority of passengers
using California High-Speed Rail wish to depart from or arrive at Downtown San
Francisco, the Transit Center would maximize ridership and revenue from high-speed
rail. CHSRA’s envir tal do indi that the First and Mission Transit
Center location will generate an additional 1 million passengers per year and $19
million per year in revenue compared with Fourth and Townsend. (Bay Area EIR/EIS
at 7-141.)

Further, as discussed above, the Fourth & King Proposal fails to minimize
operating and capital costs by not taking advantage of the Transit Center above-
ground station. Fourth & King also fails to minimize impacts on social and economic
resources | it would require demolition of residential units and is exorbitantly
expensive. As the Fourth & King Technical Evaluation makes clear, it fails to avoid
areas with geologic and soils constraints or potential hazardous materials.

These objectives also correspond to the criteria that the CHSRA will use to
narrow the range of alternatives as stated in its “Common Questions and Answers
Related to the Alternatives Analysis” handout. The CHSRA’s EIS/EIR need only
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examine alternatives that meet most of the basic objectives. (CEQA Guidelines §
15126.6.) Because the Fourth & King proposal fails to meet these station location
goals, it need not be advanced as an alternative for further study.

VIII. The Fourth & King Proposal Would Increase Environmental Impacts.

The Fourth & King Proposal would have & ignificantly greater envirc
impacts than the Transbay Transit Center. It would increase construction impacts by
creating what is essentially a second Transit Center in a completely new neighborhood.
The Fourth & King Proposal would significantly reduce the residential housing supply in
the neighborhood by demolishing a large portion of Mission Bay apartments. Excavation
for the Fourth & King station would unearth large quantities of this hazardous material,
creating potential additional environmental risks and disposal expense. Accordingly, the
Fourth & King Proposal would i envi 1i and for this reason alone
does not need to be considered further.

IX. The Proposed Alternative O(a) Is Simply a Variant of the Transit
Center.

The Proposed Alternative 0(a) is the TJPA’s approved configuration for the
Transit Center with added at-grade capacity for HSR at Fourth & King. This overflow
service would accommodate any additional trains run by the CHSRA in the future
beyond those proposed in its certified prog ic EIR/EIS dc ts. Alternative
0(a) is acceptable to the TIPA because it is simply a variant of Transit Center operations
that the TIPA and the CHSRA have always considered.

The Transbay Transit Center contains sufficient capacity to accommodate
high-speed rail. In the 2008 Bay Area FEIR/EIS, the CHSRA stated that its

operational analysis indicate[s) that to serve all of the HST trains
proposed in the Authority’s operational plan, four tracks and two
island platforms would have to be dedicated to HST service. Further
cooperative operations planning analysis of Transbay terminal rail
capacity is needed to determine the most efficient mix and
scheduling of both HST and Caltrain commuter services.

(Bay Area FPEIS/EIR, Vol. I at 8-19.) Four tracks and two island platforms is precisely
the current plan for the Transbay Transit Center. Technical working groups with
representatives from Caltrain, CHSRA, and the TJPA have been coordinating high-speed
rail operations planning, as discussed in more detail below.
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In March 2009, the TIPA and the CHSRA signed a Memorandum of Agreement to
help resolve design issues for “establishing the Transbay Transit Center as a terminus
station of the high-speed rail system . ..." (Memorandum of Agreement Between the
Transbay Joint Powers Authority and the California High-Speed Rail Authority
Regarding Design of the Transbay Transit Center and the CalTrain Downtown Extension
(Attachment M) at 1.) Since then, a technical group of TIPA, Caltrain, and CHSRA
representatives and consultants have met and worked though the technical and
operational planning issues regarding high-speed rail capacity at the Transit Center. As
stated in the June 2009 report California High-Speed Rail: San Francisco/Silicon Valley
Corridor I Strategy, prepared by the TIPA, Caltrain, and others in association
with the CHSRA,

The technical group rec ds pr ding with the current
Transbay Transit Center design providing two high-speed rail
platforms and one Caltrain platform; the Fourth & King site
will be upgraded to support the operational and contingency
requirements of the Caltrain and high-speed rail services
across a range of operating scenarios.

(California High-Speed Rail: San Francisco/Silicon Valley Corridar Investment Strategy
(June 2009) (Attachment N) at 12.) The technical working group concluded that “[w]hen
the nearly 800-mile California high-speed train system is completed, the Transbay Transit
Center will accommodate the majority of demand for high-speed rail service to San
Francisco with additional demand accommodated, as needed, at an improved Fourth/King
facility.” (fd. at 11-12.) This is the same arrangement considered in the 2004 Transbay
FEIS/EIR. (See FEIS/EIR, Vol. I at 108 (“The Fourth and Townsend station and

platfi could also function as a ‘relief valve’ to accommodate some of the Caltrain
service if the Transbay Terminal reaches capacity.”).)

The Transit Center was designed with the facilities requirements of HSR. in mind,
including auxiliary facilities needed to support high-speed trains. In June 2009, the TIPA
received the CHSRA High-Speed Train Station Program Guidelines. The TIPA is

i

currently in the process of reviewing the auxiliary requi in those g to
determine how to add them in the detailed designs that the TIPA is currently
developing for the Transit Center.

The Transit Center can also acco date a future expansion of HSR service to

the East Bay. (FEIS/EIR, Vol. 1 at 97-98.) An East Bay extension could serve the
Transit Center from a number of approaches. An extension that headed easterly along
Townsend Street could merge with Peninsula rail traffic and serve the Transit Center
along the same Second Street alignment as the DTX. Alternatively, trains from an East
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Bay extension could approach the Transit Center from the eastern end along a Main
Street or Steuart Strect alignment.

Accordingly, although the TIPA does not believe Alternative 0(a) is necessary, it

is not opposed to it. The TJPA does, however, strongly object to the CHSRA advancing
the Beale Street or the Fourth & King Street Proposals for further study. To dosois
unnecessary under the law, and would only result in a waste of public resources.
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Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Mo b~ .
Ellen J. Garber ﬂ"'%m vv\

Heather M. Minner

Dominic Spaethling, Parsons Brinckerhofl
Tim Cobb, HNTB

Christine Sproul, California DOJ
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As indicated in this comment, the ridership forecasts were updated in conjunction with
the revised 2012 Business Plan. No comment was made on the ridership forecasts, with
the statement that TIPA would comment on ridership forecasts when the are published.
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