
Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #137 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 8/31/2012
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 8/31/2012
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Eric
Last Name : Kapan
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Encinitas
State : CA
Zip Code : 92024
Telephone :
Email : eric@kapankent.com
Email Subscription : Statewide Planning Only
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

I cannot believe the route as planned!!!!  Why did you, do you not listen
to the French!! This is the most stupid planning I have ever seen!@
Unbelievable.   really disappointing... Should have followed I-5 route
straight up into the bay area with an offshoot to Sacramento.  all other
valley cities could have made short commutes to stations on I5.. you
really think all those crap cities  are going to generate that much income
or ridership!?? your markets are san diego, Los  Angeles and San
Fran!!! frick!

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Official Comment Period : Yes

I001-1

Submission I001 (Eric Kapan, August 31, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
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I001-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-17,

FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section

relies on information from the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the

California HST System. The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on

I-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF corridor. The Record of Decision for the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS rejected those routes and selected the BNSF corridor

as the preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Further

engineering and environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor have

resulted in practicable alternatives that meet most or all project objectives,

are potentially feasible, and would result in certain environmental impact

reductions in comparison to one another. Accordingly, the Project EIR/EIS for

the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments along the

general BNSF Railway corridor. The I-5 corridor was again considered during the

environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (see Section 2.3.2) and

was eliminated from further consideration, as described in FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

SNCF, the French national railroad company, informally suggested to the Authority that

the HST System should use the I-5 corridor. This suggestion was rejected because it

was not consistent with prior decisions of the Authority or Proposition 1A. Further

undercutting this proposal: SNCF is not familiar with, nor do they have experience with,

the complex set of state and federal environmental review and permitting laws and

regulations that apply to approving a new HST line in California. Further, they are not

bound by the purpose and need statements adopted by the Authority and Proposition

1A (see Public Resources Code Section 2704.04(a)) requiring that the HST System

serve the Central Valley, as well as its northern and southern termini. Given this, SNCF

was not in a position to offer an informed opinion regarding a the practicabilty of the I-5

alternative.

Response to Submission I001 (Eric Kapan, August 31, 2012)

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

Page 44-2



Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #741 DETAIL
Status : Unread
Record Date : 10/25/2012
Response Requested : No
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 10/5/2012
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Karen
Last Name : Kendall
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Fresno
State : CA
Zip Code : 00000
Telephone :
Email : karen_kendall@hotmail.com
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

From: Baily, Thomas
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 2:35 PM
To: Giglini, Megan
Subject: FW: HSR

From: stephanie.perez@dot.gov [mailto:stephanie.perez@dot.gov]
Sent: Friday, October 05, 2012 5:02 AM
To: porter@pbworld.com; Baily, Thomas
Subject: FW: HSR

Please add this to the record as a comment on the draft REIR/SEIS.

Thanks.

From: Karen Kendall [mailto:karen_kendall@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 05, 2012 12:29 AM
To: Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA)
Subject: HSR

Ms Perez,

Please immediately release for public review in public places, the
missing 14,000 pages of Technical Reports that are referenced within
the California High-Speed Train Project's current federal Environmental
Impact Statement review process.

Immediately STOP the California High-Speed Train Project's current
federal Environmental Impact Statement review process.

Extend the federal Environmental Impact Statement review period by 6
months to allow the public adequate time to review the missing 14,000
pages of Technical Reports.

Coordinate federal rail project activities meaningfully and in the public
interest with local governments and local communities affected by the
California High Speed Train Project, in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act requirements.

Karen Kendall
Fresno, CA

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential
information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this
message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain,
distribute, disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy
the e-mail and any attachments or copies.

EIR/EIS Comment :
Official Comment Period : Yes

I002-1

I002-2

I002-3

Submission I002 (Karen Kendall, October 5, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
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I002-1

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

I002-2

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

I002-3

The Authority and FRA are committed to working with local, regional, and federal

agencies to ensure consensus as the project progresses.

Response to Submission I002 (Karen Kendall, October 5, 2012)
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Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #117 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 8/26/2012
Response Requested : No
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 8/26/2012
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Mary
Last Name : Knept
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 93710
Telephone :
Email : neptune2g@juno.com
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

"In 2008, California voters approved Proposition 1A authorizing the state
to issue bonds to help pay for a $45 billion statewide Hiigh-Speed Rail
System. But what they have now is nothing like what they were told they
would get. California owes the voters the SAME system they approved
for the SAME price they were told it would cost.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Official Comment Period : Yes

I003-1

Submission I003 (Mary Knept, August 26, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name K-M
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I003-1

The California HST System planned by the Authority is basically  the same system put

forth in Proposition 1A. Costs of this system have evolved with further engineering

design.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information

from the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. The

Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on I-5 and SR 99 as well as

on the BNSF corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS

rejected

those routes and selected the BNSF corridor as the preferred alignment for the

Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Further engineering and environmental studies

within the broad BNSF corridor have resulted in practicable alternatives that

meet most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible, and would result

in certain environmental impact reductions in comparison to one another.

Accordingly, the Project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses

on alternative alignments along the general BNSF Railway corridor.

Streets and Highways Code Section 2704.04(a), enacted by

Proposition 1A, provides that:

"(a) It is the intent of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of

the people of California by approving the bond measure pursuant to this chapter

to initiate the construction of a high-speed train system that connects the San

Francisco Transbay Terminal to Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim, and links

the state’s major population centers, including Sacramento, the San Francisco

Bay Area, the Central Valley, Los Angeles, the Inland Empire, Orange County,

and San Diego consistent with the Authority’s certified environmental impact

reports of November 2005 and July 9, 2008." (emphasis added)

Response to Submission I003 (Mary Knept, August 26, 2012)
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I004-1

I004-2

I004-3

I004-4

Submission I004 (Bob Koelewyn, October 18, 2012)
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I004-1

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

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

operations. If the wells are not currently experiencing any of these problems under

existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these problems with the

addition of HST operations.

I004-2

Besides train headlights, the only other types of project night lighting would be lighting at

stations and temporary construction lighting.

Night lighting at stations is unavoidable, but impacts from such lighting would be

minimized through standard design measures such as limiting direct lighting to within the

project boundaries and avoiding all upward lighting. Station lighting would have to

conform with local lighting ordinances.

Potential impacts from construction lighting are addressed in Mitigation Measure AVR-

MM#1b in Section 3.16. Aesthetics and Visual Resources. This mitigation measure calls

for shielding lights, directing lights downward so that the lights are not visible offsite, and

limiting direct lighting to within the project site.

I004-3

The Authority is implementing an Electromagnetic Compatibility Program Plan (EMCPP)

during project planning, construction, and operation to achieve and ensure

electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) with neighboring systems and equipment, including

radio communications. The EMCPP purpose is to ensure that the HST System,

including its trains, traction power system, and communications systems, does not

interfere with neighbors or with other HST equipment.

During the planning stage through the 30% system design, the Authority will perform

EMC/EMI safety analyses to identify existing radio systems at nearby uses, will specify

and design systems to prevent EMI with identified neighboring uses, will require

compliance with international standards limiting emissions to protect neighboring uses,

I004-3

and will require incorporation of these design requirements into bid specifications used

to procure radio and all other HST systems, including trains, traction power systems,

and communication systems. The implementation stage will include 100% system

design and will include final engineering design, monitoring, test, and evaluation of

system performance.

Most radio systems procured for HST use are expected to be commercial off-the-shelf

systems (COTS) conforming to FCC regulations at Title 47 Code of Federal

Regulations, Part 15, which contain emissions requirements designed to ensure EMC

among users and systems. The Authority will require all non-COTS systems procured

for HST use to be certified in conformity with FCC regulations for Part 15, Sub-part B,

Class A devices. HST radio systems will also meet emissions and immunity

requirements designed to provide electromagnetic compatibility with other radio users

that are contained in the European Committee for Electrotechnical Standardization

(CENELEC) EN 50121-4 Standard for railway signaling and telecommunications

operations (CENELEC 2006). 

All HST radio systems will fully comply with applicable FCC regulations, whose purpose

is to ensure that authorized radio systems can operate without disturbance from all other

authorized systems.

I004-4

Your home is located approximately 1,970 feet from the centerline of all four HST

alternative alignments traveling through West Hanford. At this distance the vibration

levels from any of the proposed alternatives will not be high enough to damage the well

casings on your property or even be perceived. The ambient noise level at your

residence is 64 dBA Ldn with a project level for all four alternatives of 63 dBA Ldn,

making the FRA impact moderate, which is recognized by CEQA as being less than

significant.

Response to Submission I004 (Bob Koelewyn, October 18, 2012)
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I005-1

I005-2

I005-3

I005-4

I005-5

I005-6

Submission I005 (Jennifer Koelewyn, October 18, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
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I005-1

Your home is located approximately 1,970 feet from the centerline of all four HST

alternative alignments traveling through West Hanford. At this distance the vibration

levels from any of the proposed alternatives will not be high enough to damage the well

casings on your property or even be perceived. The ambient noise level at your

residence is 64 dBA Ldn with a project level for all four alternatives of 63 dBA Ldn,

making the FRA impact moderate, which is recognized by CEQA as being less than

significant.

I005-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-12.

For information on the HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects see

EIR/EIS Volume 1, Section 3.12 Impact SO#3, Impact SO#4, and Impact SO #12.

I005-3

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

For information on the potential HST project impacts on property values, see Section

5.4.4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report.

I005-4

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

I005-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-03, FB-Response-S&S-04.

I005-6

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

Response to Submission I005 (Jennifer Koelewyn, October 18, 2012)
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Submission I006 (Ann Kraman, October 18, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name K-M
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I006-1

To the contrary, the proposed project is intended to provided increased mobility for the

traveling public.

At full build out, the HST would operate separately from state-supported Amtrak service.

The HST project includes no plans to discontinue Amtrak service to the Corcoran station

or any other station/platform along the Fresno to Bakersfield Section corridor. Where the

San Joaquin stops at more stations, it is anticipated that connecting service to the HST

would be provided to maintain accessibility at or better than current service levels. With

regard to possible impacts on the Corcoran Amtrak Station location, relocation of the

facility would be completed before demolition of the existing structure begins, and no

disruption to Amtrak service would occur.

Response to Submission I006 (Ann Kraman, October 18, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
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Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #278 DETAIL
Status : Unread
Record Date : 10/15/2012
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 10/15/2012
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Robert
Last Name : Kuhn
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address : 4610 Ibis Lane
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Paso Robles
State : CA
Zip Code : 93446
Telephone : 805-239-5846
Email : monachenuts@earthlink.net
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

To Whom it may concern,

I agree with Semitropic Water Storage District on this matter.

This State is too broke to spend this kind of money on such a dog &
pony show. AMTRAK is already broke.

Sincerely,

Bob Kuhn
Wasco Almond Grower

4610 Ibis Lane
Paso Robles, CA 93446
805 239 5846

EIR/EIS Comment :
Official Comment Period : Yes

I007-1

Submission I007 (Robert Kuhn, October 15, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name K-M
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I007-1

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

Your opposition to the construction of the High-Speed Train project is noted.

Response to Submission I007 (Robert Kuhn, October 15, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
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I008-1

Submission I008 (Michael E. LaSalle, August 17, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
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Submission I008 (Michael E. LaSalle, August 17, 2012) - Continued

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name K-M
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I008-1

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

The EIR/EIS is not 30,000 pages long. The EIR/EIS and its appendices are less than

5,000 pages long. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is over 100 miles long,

includes a range of alternatives, and has a full spectrum of environmental

impacts. It is neither realistic nor reasonable that it can both comply with

the disclosure and mitigation requirements of CEQA and NEPA and be a short

document.

Response to Submission I008 (Michael E. LaSalle, August 17, 2012)

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

Page 44-17



I009-1

I009-2

I009-2

I009-3

Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name K-M
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I009-3

I009-4

I009-4

I009-5

Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012) - Continued

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name K-M
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I009-5

I009-6

I009-7

I009-8

I009-9

I009-10

Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012) - Continued

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
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I009-10

I009-11

I009-12

I009-12

I009-13

I009-14

I009-15

Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012) - Continued

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name K-M
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I009-15

I009-16

I009-17

I009-17

I009-18

I009-19

I009-20

I009-21

Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012) - Continued

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name K-M
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I009-21

I009-22

I009-23

I009-24

I009-25

I009-26

Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012) - Continued

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name K-M
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I009-26

I009-27

I009-28

I009-29

I009-29

Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012) - Continued
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Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012) - Continued
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I009-1

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

I009-2

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

I009-3

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

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section

15125(a), the environmental setting is based on conditions at the time the Notice of

Preparation (NOP) was released. The NOP for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section was

released in September 2009. Updates of demographic and economic data are typically

benchmarked with each census. Therefore, data from 2010 were used because of the

updates from 2009 estimates made with the 2010 Census.

I009-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10,

FB-Response-GENERAL-01.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section builds on and refines the

environmental analysis conducted for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California

HST System (Authority and FRA 2005). The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered

alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF)

corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF

corridor as the preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section.

Since that time, additional project design has proceeded to refine the Fresno to

Bakersfield alignment beyond the preliminary studies conducted at the time of the 2005

Program EIR/EIS. Therefore, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section

focuses on refined alternative alignments along the general BNSF corridor that reflect

more detailed engineering and environmental analyses. The I-5 and SR 99 corridors

were again considered during the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield

Section and were eliminated from further consideration, as described in Standard

I009-4

Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Because the Authority analyzed alternative alignments that follow SR 99/the Union

Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the I-5 corridor and determined that these alternatives

were not practicable or did not meet the project objectives, they were not carried forward

in the EIR/EIS. Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze

alternatives that are not practicable to implement.

In the case of Hanford, study determined that it was not feasible to follow the BNSF

corridor through the city. The BNSF corridor in the Hanford area has several curves that

are too severe for HST operations and constructing the HST project through Hanford

would have resulted in a substantial impact to residential and commercial properties in

the city. For those reasons, the Preferred Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield

Section, as described in the 2005 Record of Decision for the Statewide Program

EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Rail System, bypasses Hanford.

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the

environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. As discussed in Section

2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the

Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of

reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of

Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)

Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

I009-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) were followed during the environmental

review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System.

The 2005 Record of Decision for the Authority and the FRA’s prior Program EIR/EIS

(Authority and FRA 2005) selected the BNSF Railway (BNSF) route as the preferred

Response to Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012)
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I009-5

alternative for the HST System between Fresno and Bakersfield (see Section 1.5,

Tiering of Program EIR/EIS Documents). Since that time, the alignment has been

refined through further engineering and environmental studies to identify practicable

alternative routes within the BNSF corridor. Therefore, the project EIR/EIS for the

Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments along this general

corridor.

As discussed in Section 2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of

the Final EIR/EIS, the Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify

the full range of reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal

Regulations (CFR) Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the

project EIR/EIS.

The CEQA section on the use of a subsequent or supplemental EIR (Public Resources

Code Section 21166) does not apply in this situation. There is no requirement under

CEQA that a new Program EIR be prepared before preparing the project EIR/EIS.

I009-6

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

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is based in part on the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005).

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5), State

Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision for the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the Preferred Alignment for

the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Since that time, additional engineering and

environmental studies have been performed to refine the alignment within that general

corridor into practicable alternatives. Therefore, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to

Bakersfield Section focuses on refined alternative alignments along the general BNSF

corridor. The I-5 and SR 99 corridors were again considered during the environmental

review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but were eliminated from further

consideration as described in Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

I009-6

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR

99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the I-5 corridor and determined that these

alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not

practicable to implement.

With all due respect, SNCF, the developer of the French HST system, is not responsible

for planning and implementing the California HST System. That responsibility is

assigned solely to the California High-Speed Rail Authority under California statute.

SNCF is not familiar with, nor does it have experience with, the complex set of state and

federal environmental review and permitting laws and regulations that apply to

approving a new HST line in California. Further, SNCF is not bound by the purpose and

need statements adopted by the Authority and Proposition 1A (see Public Resources

Code Section 2704.04[a]); these statements require that the HST System serve the

Central Valley and its northern and southern termini. Given these requirements, SNCF

was not in a position to offer an informed opinion regarding a practicable I-5 alternative.

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the

environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. As

discussed in Section 2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the

Final EIR/EIS, the Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the

full range of reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California

Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations

(CFR) Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

I009-7

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

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide

Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005). The

Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route

(SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision for the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the preferred alignment for

Response to Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012) - Continued
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the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Therefore, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to

Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments along the general BNSF corridor.

The I-5 and SR 99 corridors were again considered during the environmental review of

the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but were eliminated from further consideration, as

described in Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR

99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the I-5 corridor and determined that these

alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) requires the environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not

practicable to implement.

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the

environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. As discussed in Section

2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the

Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of

reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of

Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)

Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

I009-8

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

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005).

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5), State

Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision for the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the preferred alignment for

the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Since that time, the Authority has undertaken

engineering and environmental studies to refine practicable alternative routes within the

BNSF corridor. Therefore, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section

focuses on alternative alignments along this general corridor. The I-5 and SR 99

corridors were again considered during the environmental review of the Fresno to

I009-8

Bakersfield Section, but were eliminated from further consideration, as described in

Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR

99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the I-5 corridor and determined that these

alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) requires the environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not

practicable to implement.

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the

environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. As discussed in Section

2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the

Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of

reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of

Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)

Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

I009-9

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

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005).

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered an alternative along State Route (SR) 99

and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide

Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the Preferred Alternative for the Fresno

to Bakersfield Section. Since that time, the Authority has undertaken engineering and

environmental studies to refine practicable alternative routes within the BNSF corridor.

Therefore, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on

alternative alignments along this general corridor. The SR 99 corridor was again

considered during the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield

Section, but was eliminated from further consideration, as described in Standard

Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.
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Because the SR 99 alternative has been rejected, there is no basis to consider an

alternative station at the junction of SR 99 and Highway 198. A discussion of a potential

station at this location, and the reasons for its rejection is found in Section 2.3.2.2, Rural

Subsection, of the Final EIR/EIS.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR

99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the Interstate 5 (I-5) corridor and determined

that these alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the

EIR/EIS. Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze

alternatives that are not practicable to implement.

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the

environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. As discussed in Section

2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the

Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of

reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of

Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)

Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

I009-10

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

Cost is not the sole consideration when determining the feasibility of an alternative.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow the State

Route (SR) 99/Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) corridor and determined that these

alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS (see

Section 2.3.2.2, Rural Subsection, of the Final EIR/EIS). Neither the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not practicable to

implement.

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the

environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. As discussed in Section

I009-10

2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the

Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of

reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of

Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)

Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

I009-11

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

FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01.

The other alignments identified by the commenter have been previously rejected for the

reasons stated in Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. There is no

requirement that the Authority compare the proposed alternatives to alternatives that

have been rejected as infeasible or failing to meet most project objectives.

The Authority has notified the Department of Conservation's director of its intent to

acquire farmland that is within an agricultural preserve or under Williamson Act contract,

as required by Government Code Section 51291.This included the infeasibility findings

required by Section 51292. The Director of Conservation has commented on the

EIR/EIS, and the Authority has responded to those comments in the Final EIR/EIS.

I009-12

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

The Record of Decision based on the Authority and the FRA’s prior program EIR/EIS

documents (see Section 1.5, Tiering of Program EIR/EIS Documents, of the Final

EIR/EIS) selected the BNSF Railway (BNSF) route as the Preferred Alternative for the

HST System between Fresno and Bakersfield. Since that time, the Authority has

undertaken engineering and environmental studies to refine practicable alternative

routes within the general BNSF corridor. Therefore, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to

Bakersfield Section focuses on the refined alternative alignments along the general

BNSF corridor. The reference to the Interstate 5 (I-5) corridor alternative's incompatibility

with land use planning relates to the fact that it is not planned for development and

therefore cannot meet the project objectives of offering HST service to urban centers in
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the Central Valley and providing intermodal stations. The BNSF corridor, however,

would allow the HST System to serve the Central Valley's population centers from

stations in Merced, Fresno, Bakersfield, and, potentially, the Hanford area with

provisions for intermodal connections.

Incompatibility with Kings County's General Plan does not affect the ability of the HST

System to serve Valley population centers or provide for intermodal connections at

Valley stations. As discussed in the EIR/EIS, as a state project, the HST System is not

subject to local planning requirements or policies.

The commenter is incorrect regarding the Hanford West Bypass Alternative. The

Statewide Program EIR/EIS examined two alignments through Hanford: a Hanford West

Alternative and a Through Hanford Alternative that included the "Hanford Loop." The

Statewide Program EIR/EIS did not propose to locate a station in the city. The BNSF

Railway in the Hanford area, particularly the Hanford Loop, has several curves too

severe for an HST System, and these curves would compromise the ability of an

alternative to maintain the design speed, and constructing the HST System through

Hanford would result in a substantial impact on residential and commercial properties in

the city. For these reasons, a Through Hanford Alternative was not carried forward in the

Record of Decision.

As explained in the Final EIR/EIS, an alternative that is to be examined in an EIR/EIS

must meet most or all of the project objectives and must be potentially feasible. The

alternatives identified by the commenter fail to meet one or both of these criteria.

The reasons for rejecting the I-5 corridor are described in Standard Response FB-

Response-GENERAL-02. These reasons are not pertinent to the separate decision to

reject the SR 99 alignment. The commenter has provided no substantial evidence that

the BNSF alignments would have a substantially lower ridership potential than would an

SR 99/Highway 198 station. See Section 2.3.2.2, Rural Subsection, of the Final

EIR/EIS for the reasons for rejecting the SR 99/Highway 198 station location.

I009-13

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

I009-13

FB-Response-AG-01.

The 2005 Program EIR examined the State Route (SR) 99 corridor and rejected it as an

alternative (Authority and FRA 2005). The analysis of new potential alternatives in

the Final EIR/EIS is based on refined alternative routes and compares the qualities of

those routes. The alternatives analysis in the 2005 Program EIR is not directly

comparable to the analysis in the Final EIR/EIS.

I009-14

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

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005).

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5), State

Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision for the

Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the preferred alignment for

the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Therefore, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to

Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments along the general BNSF corridor.

The I-5 and SR 99 corridors were again considered during the environmental review of

the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but were eliminated from further consideration, as

described in Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR

99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the I-5 corridor and determined that these

alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the project EIR/EIS.

Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental

Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are

not practicable to implement.

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the

environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. As discussed in Section

2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the

Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of

reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of
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Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)

Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

I009-15

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

An HST route between Bakersfield and the Los Angeles Basin is not a part of the

Fresno to Bakersfield Section environmental analysis and therefore is not included in the

Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS. The Central Valley section has committed funding from

the federal government's ARRA. That funding is not available for the HST Project south

of Bakersfield. Environmental analyses of subsequent sections of the HST System that

are planned to connect Bakersfield to Los Angeles is currently underway. A comparison

analysis of the cost of constructing the Bakersfield to Los Angeles sections when it

would have a separate funding source is not pertinent to this EIR/EIS.

I009-16

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

Response-AG-03.

I009-17

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

Response-AG-03.

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

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

Mapping and Monitoring Program includes existing turnaround areas in its identification

of farmlands); however, it is recognized that productivity will be lost as a result of the

additional turnaround areas required. During the property acquisition process, losses in

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

provided for the loss in productivity.

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

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

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

I009-17

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

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

unique farmland) at the following ratios:

Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of

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

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

•

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

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

•

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

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

•

The area necessary for road overcrossings has been included in the project footprint
and is part of the total area identified as being removed from agricultural production.

I009-18

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

Response-AQ-03.

I009-19

As indicated in Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS, road overcrossings in rural portions of the

Fresno to Bakersfield Section would be designed in accordance with county standards

that take into account the movement of large farm equipment. Overcrossings would

have two 12-foot-wide lanes. Depending on average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, the

shoulders would be 4 to 8 feet wide. Therefore, the paved surface for vehicles would be

32 to 40 feet wide. Most farm equipment would be able to travel within one lane,

possibly overlapping onto the adjacent shoulder. Particularly large equipment may be so

wide that it would cross over the centerline even when using the shoulder of the

roadway. In accordance with standard safety practices, it is assumed that warning

vehicles would be placed at either end of the overcrossing when this large a piece of

equipment was being moved. Because of the width of the overcrossings and the use of

standard safety practices, the effects on motor vehicle safety from the movement of farm

equipment on overcrossings would not be significant.
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As indicated above, county standards for roads take into account the movement of large

farm equipment and this is common in the San Joaquin Valley. Movement of additional

equipment is not expected to substantially impact traffic safety.

Any HST facilities will be public property and any damage incurred to them, either

intentional or unintentional, will be the responsibility of the damaging party. Depending

on the severity, an impact on a HST track security fence could trigger a shutdown of

oncoming trains. The Authority will not be purchasing any additional lands beyond

the project right-of-way to account for agricultural equipment turnaround or equivalent

buffer areas.

I009-20

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

I009-21

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

The updated 2035 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) estimates used for analysis in the Final

EIR/EIS were determined based on the project's 2012 Business Plan: Revenue and

Ridership report. The roadway closures will add additional vehicle miles traveled for

farm vehicles, but alternative access will still be available within a reasonable distance,

generally 1 mile or less, and the VMT mentioned in this comment would not be

significant enough to change the estimate reported in the document.In regards to

comment on the use of Department of Finance (DOF) data, in accordance with

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15125(a), the

environmental setting is based on conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP)

was released. The NOP for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section was released in

September 2009. Updates of demographic and economic data are typically

benchmarked with each 10-year census. Therefore, the data from 2010 represent the

most updated base year for conditions when the NOP was released. The 2035 forecast

was then projected on the 2010 conditions, which are therefore forecast from the most

accurate data available (the latest census).

I009-21

The list of road closures for the entire project is included in the tables in Appendix 2-A,

Road Crossings, of the Final EIR/EIS. The reference to closures of "Ninth Avenue,

North, and Douglas" was incorrect. The text on page 3.2-73 of the Final REIR/EIS has

been corrected to refer to closures at Ninth Avenue, Jersey Avenue, and Lansing

Avenue," consistent with the text on 3.2-74. Elder Avenue, Flint Avenue, and Fargo

Avenue would have crossings over or under the alignment. Jersey Avenue would be

closed. 

I009-22

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03, FB-Response-AG-04.

I009-23

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

Response-AG-04.

The land acquisition process occurs before construction. It is during this phase that the

Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual landowners to mitigate impacts

from both construction and operation of the HST. It is during this phase that wells and

other agricultural infrastructure will be modified so as to minimize impacts from the

construction and operation of the HST. Prior to destruction of affected wells, the farm

owner would have time to restore infrastructure before construction begins so as to

minimize impacts on farm infrastructure.

I009-24

Any HST facilities will be public property, and any damage incurred to them, either

intentional or unintentional, will be the responsibility of the damaging party. Depending

on the severity of the damage, an impact to an HST track security fence could trigger a

shutdown of oncoming trains. The Authority will not be purchasing any additional lands

beyond the project right-of-way to account for agricultural equipment turn-around or

equivalent buffer areas.

I009-25

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05.
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The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS examined the potential for wind effects from

passing HSTs to spill onto adjoining properties and found that there will be little to no

spillage (see Section 3.14.5.3, Impact AG-#10, Wind-Induced Effects). This conclusion

was supported by the July 2012 Agricultural Working Group White Paper entitled

"Induced Wind Impacts."

The Authority would maintain all HST facilities, including the right-of-way and fence, and

provide appropriate weed and pest control. Maintenance activities are described in

Chapter 2, Section 2.6, Operations and Service Plan of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental

DEIS. Section 2.2.8, Maintenance Facilities, describes the different maintenance

facilities and activities that would be in place to ensure continued maintenance of the

tracks, right-of-way, and train sets. The Authority would not be responsible for

maintaining lands outside of the project footprint. That would remain the responsibility of

adjoining landowners.

I009-27

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

The potential for wind induced by the passage of HSTs to spill onto adjoining properties

was analyzed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and found to be negligible (see

Section 3.14.5.3, Impact AG-#10, Wind-Induced Effects).

The Agricultural Working Group (AWG) was established in July, 2011 to assist the

Authority with an independent advisory group that could address the issues being raised

by the agricultural community. The representatives of this group are specialists and

experts in their specific fields of agriculture. The AWG includes individuals from

universities and governmental agencies, county agricultural commissioners, and agri-

business representatives. A series of White Papers was produced by this group, and the

papers were presented to the High-Speed Rail Authority Board. The July 2012 "Induced

Wind Effects" white paper concurs with the conclusions in the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. For more information on the White Papers, see Section 3.14.

I009-28

Fill material will be excavated from local borrow sites and will be transported to the

construction site (see Section 2.8.1 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS). Soils

from nearby farms are not proposed to be used to construct the HST, nor will soils

currently used for agricultural production.  Fill material is estimated to come from both

within and outside the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.  Details about the amount of

estimated fill required can be found in Appendices A and G of the Fresno to Bakersfield

Section: Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012a).

I009-29

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-02, FB-Response-S&S-05.

HST security measures are described in Section 3.11 Safety and Security.

As discussed in Section 3.11.5, Impact S&S #16, terrorists could target the stations,

tracks, or trains for the potential to inflict mass casualties and disrupt transportation

infrastructure. The HST design would include access control and security-monitoring

systems that could deter such acts and facilitate early detection. The system features

include sensors on perimeter fencing, closed-circuit television, and security lighting

where appropriate.

Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3.11.6, Project Design Features, engineering

design and construction phases include preliminary hazard analysis (PHA), collision

hazard analysis (CHA), and threat and vulnerability assessment (TVA) methods. TVAs

establish provisions for the deterrence and detection of, as well as the response to,

criminal and terrorist acts for rail facilities and system operations. Provisions include

right-of-way fencing, intrusion detection, security lighting, security procedures and

training, and closed-circuit televisions. Intrusion-detection technology could also alert to

the presence of inert objects, such as toppled tall structures or derailed freight trains,

and stop HST operations to avoid collisions.

Derailment of a train could be a substantial safety hazard if the train left the HST right-

of-way and collided with other structures or people on adjacent properties. This hazard

is discussed in Section 3.11.5, Impact S&S #13 and is associated with the physical

mass and speed of the train. Because the HST would carry passengers and would be
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electric-powered, there would be no safety hazard associated with HST cargo or fuel. A

basic design feature of an HST system is to contain train sets within the operational

corridor. Thus, if a derailment were to occur in a residential or other area, the train would

remain within the HST right-of-way would not contain cargo or fuel that would result in a

fire or explosion.

The Authority and FRA cannot speculate about whether the environmental documents

were reviewed by the Department of Homeland Security and/or the Transportation

Security Administration; however, neither agency submitted a formal comment letter on

either the Draft EIR/EIS or the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.

Response to Submission I009 (Michael LaSalle, October 16, 2012) - Continued

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

Page 44-34



http://cahsr.pbcommentsense.com/pbcs/files/21/InboxEmail/1962/19791/scan0002.jpg[10/19/2012 2:00:29 PM]

I010-1

I010-2

I010-3
I010-4

I010-5

I010-6

I010-7

Submission I010 (Michael E. LaSalle, October 19, 2012)

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

Page 44-35



I010-1

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

For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see

Volume II of the EIR/EIS, Technical Appendix 3.12-A.

I010-2

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

Because the subject property does not retain historic integrity, it did not meet the

eligibility criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or the California

Register of Historical Resources. The property was documented as being heavily

altered, in conformance with the Programmatic Agreement (Authority and FRA

2011f). On February 6, 2012, the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

concurred with this finding (SHPO 2012), which was as presented in the Historic

Architectural Survey Report (HASR) (Authority and FRA 2011b). Although the trees on

the property are not identified as a historical resource, Kings County does maintain

protective measures to reduce impacts on native protected trees. Also, as discussed in

Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of the EIR/EIS, Mitigation

Measure Bio-MM#64, Compensate for Impacts to Protected Trees, would reduce this

impact to less than significant.

I010-3

The overcrossing footprint at 13771 Excelsior Avenue has been revised since the

release of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The revised plan would avoid the

property entirely, and the trees referred to would not be disturbed. An overpass would

still be needed at this intersection and would be visible from the adjacent

home. Although the end of the overpass touchdown could remain visible from the home,

the substantial tree canopies would provide some screening, and additional landscape

screening could be provided, if needed, as described under Mitigation Measure AVR-

MM#2f in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. This mitigation measure calls for landscape treatments on

overcrossings to provide screening and enhancement of views from nearby residences. 

I010-4

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

The subject property was documented as being heavily altered and does not retain

historic integrity. Therefore, it did not meet the eligibility criteria for listing in the National

Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of Historical Resources.

Only properties eligible for or listed in the NRHP are provided protection under Section

4(f), as discussed in the EIR/EIS.

The subject property was documented as being heavily altered, in conformance with the

Programmatic Agreement (Authority and FRA 2011f). On February 6, 2012, the

California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with this finding (SHPO

2012), which was as presented in the Historic Architectural Survey Report (HASR)

(Authority and FRA 2011b). Although these trees are not identified as historical

resources, Kings County does maintain protective measures to reduce impacts on

protected native trees. Also, as discussed in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and

Wetlands, of the EIR/EIS, Mitigation Measure Bio-MM#64, Compensate for Impacts to

Protected Trees, would reduce this impact to less than significant.

The overcrossing footprint at 13771 Excelsior Avenue has been revised since the

release of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The revised plan would avoid the

property entirely, and the trees referred to would not be disturbed. An overpass would

still be needed at this intersection and would be visible from the adjacent

home. Although the end of the overpass touchdown could remain visible from the home,

the substantial tree canopies would provide some screening, and additional landscape

screening could be provided, if needed, as described under Mitigation Measure AVR-

MM#2f in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Final EIR/EIS. This

mitigation measure calls for landscape treatments on overcrossings to provide screening

and enhancement of views from nearby residences. With the proposed design

modifications to the overcrossing, the structure would be more distant from the

commenter’s residence, and commenter’s property would be unaffected. With Mitigation

Measure AVR-MM#2f, impacts to visual quality and the character of the views from the

residence would be minor to negligible. This impact would be less than significant.
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I010-5

The overcrossing footprint at 13771 Excelsior Avenue has been revised since the

release of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The revised plan would avoid the

property entirely, and the trees referred to would not be disturbed.  An overpass at this

intersection would still be needed and would be visible from the adjacent

home. Although the end of the overpass touchdown could remain visible from the home,

the substantial tree canopies would provide some screening, and additional landscape

screening could be provided if needed, as described under Mitigation Measure AVR-

MM#2f in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. This mitigation measure calls for landscape treatments on

overcrossings to provide screening and enhancement of views from nearby residences. 

I010-6

The overcrossing footprint at 13771 Excelsior Avenue has been revised since the

release of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The revised plan would avoid the

property entirely, and the trees referred to would not be disturbed.  An overpass at this

intersection would still be needed and would be visible from the adjacent

home. Although the end of the overpass touchdown could remain visible from the home,

the substantial tree canopies would provide some screening, and additional landscape

screening could be provided, if needed, as described under Mitigation Measure AVR-

MM#2f in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. This mitigation measure calls for landscape treatments on

overcrossings to provide screening and enhancement of views from nearby residences. 

I010-7

There is sufficient room to connect all driveways along the south side of the Excelsior

Ave. overcrossing with access roads, which can be provided during the design

procurement phase. Any driveway or access that is altered as a result of the

construction of an overpass will be reconstructed as part of the overpass construction.
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I011-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-S&S-02, FB-

Response-S&S-04.

Your opposition to the project is noted.
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I012-1

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

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

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

Corcoran), and the Corcoran Elevated Alternative (east side of BNSF tracks). Each

alternative would have its own set of different effects.

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

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

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

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

in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. For

more detail please refer to Chapter 7, Preferred Alternative, in this Final EIR/EIS.
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I013-2

I013-3

Submission I013 (Ron and Jan Lundy, September 4, 2012)
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I013-1

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

I013-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17, FB-Response-GENERAL-19.

I013-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the

2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA

2005). The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (I-5),

State Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The 2005 Record of

Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS rejected those routes and selected the

BNSF corridor as the Preferred Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Further

engineering and environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor have resulted in

practicable alternatives that meet most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible,

and would result in certain environmental impact reductions relative to each other.

Accordingly, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on

alternative alignments along the general BNSF corridor.

The Authority has attempted to minimize the impacts of the HST project on adjoining

properties. However, the characteristics and necessary components of the HST System

cannot be installed without resulting in impacts. The purpose of the EIR/EIS is to

disclose these impacts to decision-makers and the public so that the Authority and FRA

can make reasoned, informed choices in approving the Preferred Alternative.
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I014-1

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

I014-2

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

The Authority would positively locate public utilities within the potential impact area (by

probing, potholing, electronic detection, as-built designs, or through other means) prior

to construction, in compliance with state law (i.e., California Government Code 4216).

Where it is not possible to avoid utilities, they would be improved (e.g., steel pipe

encasement) so that there is no damage or impairment to the operation of these utilities

from the HST project.  The Authority would comply with the Uniform Relocation

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 on compensation for

impacts on property owners and tenants who must relocate if they are displaced by a

federally sponsored project. This act applies to all real property, including the acquisition

of land for relocation of utilities (including agricultural wells). Refer to Section 3.6.5 for

further details.

 The Authority will fairly compensate land owners during the right-of-way acquisition

process for destruction and replacement of agricultural wells. All local rules and

regulations will be followed in relocating wells. Hydraulic studies would be done to

determine the location of new wells, so impacts on new wells would be minimized.

The land acquisition process begins before construction. It is during this phase that the

Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual landowners to mitigate impacts

from both construction and operation of the HST. It is during this phase that wells and

other agricultural infrastructure will be modified so as to minimize impacts from the

construction and operation of the HST. Prior to the destruction of affected wells, the farm

owner would have time to restore infrastructure before construction begins so as to

minimize impacts on farm infrastructure.

I014-3

The Authority's policy is to provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles,

resulting in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST

tracks. In most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses

I014-3

would be provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the

existing roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to

approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area. The Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.11.6, explains that the project design would include

coordination with emergency responders to incorporate roadway modifications that

maintain existing traffic patterns and fulfill response route needs, resulting in negligible

effects on response times by service providers. Section 3.11.5, Safety and Security

Environmental Consequences, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides

additional detail regarding emergency response time during HST operations.
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I015-2
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I015-1

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

I015-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17, FB-Response-GENERAL-11.

Water storage is an important issue in California; however, it is not part of the purpose

and need for the proposed project. Funding for the HST System, which is dependent

upon dedicated funding from Proposition 1A and federal ARRA funding, is separate from

the state funds that may be used for water storage projects.
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I016-1

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

Your opposition to the project is noted.

Consulte la Respuesta Estándar FB-Respuesta-GENERAL-14.

Su oposición al proyecto ha sido notada.
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Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #118 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 8/27/2012
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 8/27/2012
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Ann
Last Name : McGowan
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 93720
Telephone : 559-323-5327
Email : 4mcgowan@sbcglobal.net
Email Subscription : Merced - Fresno, Sacramento - Merced
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

As an often Amtrak traveler, I am so excited about high speed rail
coming to California.  Thank goodness someone is planning ahead for
the future of California.  Public transportation is easier, safer and better
for the environment.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Official Comment Period : Yes
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I017-1

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

Your support of the project is noted.
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I018-1

Some of the changes to local access will result in new travel routes. These have been

minimized to the extent practicable, and access will remain but with some added

distance in some circumstances. This comment is in regards to increased traffic impacts

on the intersection of Marks Avenue and Clinton Avenue due to SR 99 Freeway on-

ramp closures at Shields Avenue and Parkway Avenue. Although located in the city of

Fresno, these specific locations are not within the Fresno to Bakersfield Section study

area, but rather are located within the Merced to Fresno Section study area. The Fresno

to Bakersfield Section study area project termini is the northern end of the cowntown

Fresno Station tracks near Amador Street.
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I019-1

The existing noise level at the First Baptist Church in Hanford is 56 dBA Ldn. The total

level noise level (sum of the ambient and project noise level) is 62 dBA Ldn for all four

Hanford West alternatives. The church will be moderately affected by all four alternative

alignments.
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I020-1

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the commenting

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

consideration of the project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1,

Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives

analysis, and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred

Alternative balances the least overall impact on the environment and local communities,

cost, and the constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. The

Preferred Alternative is identified and discussed in the Final EIR/EIS.
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Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #410 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/20/2012
Response Requested : No
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 10/19/2012
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Austin
Last Name : Michael
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 93230
Telephone :
Email : mwaustin_2000@yahoo.com
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: austin michael <mwaustin_2000@yahoo.com>
To: "Fresno_Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov"
<Fresno_Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov>
Cc: Mike Austin <mwaustin_2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 14, 2012 4:04 PM
Subject: Fw: Fresno to Bakersfield (DEIR/EIS) Oct 2012

 
Dear Chairman Richard and California High Speed Rail Authority Board:

My name is Mike Austin and my wife Cindy and I are landowners in
Kings County. We own several properties in Hanford California and will
be severely impacted to the point where we can no longer quietly enjoy
our properties that we have maintained and been able to afford for the
past 30 years. Our properties are uniquely situated in the county
affording us a rural lifestyle with access to urban amenities within the city
of Hanford.
The following comments were developed based upon a review of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIR/EIS) for the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the California High
Speed Rail (HSR) Project. I would also like to caution the California High
Speed Rail Authority (Authority) that under my review I along with many
others who attempted to read, comprehend and respond to this
DEIR/EIS were unable to complete a full review. The responses
provided in this letter are not a full review; therefore I was not allocated
the appropriate due process to provide the Authority with a meaningful
and complete review. The Authority should be prepared to accept,
address and respond to future comments that I may submit as my
review will continue beyond the deadline of October 19, 2012 set by the
Authority.

The (Authority)s' Mitigation measures are Ambiguous and Insufficient

The (Authority)s' (DEIR/EIS) does not address the economic impact or
the environmental problems the construction effects & the affects of
operating the (HSR) trains over & next to the Kings River in Laton, CA. 
There is currently one Fresno County maintained Park & one Kings
County maintained Park being utilized by alot of economically
disadvantaged families living in both Counties & cities in the area.  Many
families have bar-b-ques, birthday parties, weddings, re-unions and to
just take their family members & friends out to the river to swim & play in
the water to cool off in the summer heat.  The wildlife, the endangered
fish, reptiles, kit fox, red fox, racoons, coyotes & a host of other warm
blooded animals live in this habitat. Once this displacement of these
species occurs you cannot revive same.  The population base within 50+
miles of  Laton, CA & the wildlife & it's river habitat along the river will be
impacted negatively if the
 proposed (HSR) is constructed along the Routes as proposed.
 If the proposed (HSR) route is adopted the Authority will be responsible
for killing the existing wildlife in the area, the related
environmentally friendly river eco-system, the trees, bushes & other
plant life that provides the nearby residents & families a quite &
enjoyable county life.  These same families pay property, income &
sales taxes to the govermental agencies who return these monies back
to our comunities providing & maintaining these wonderful parks for our
quite enjoyment during the past 150 years & hopefully 150 years into the
future for our great, great grand kids to marvel.    

I021-1

I021-2

I021-3

I021-4

Submission I021 (Austin Michael, October 19, 2012)
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How is the (Authority) going to mitigate &/or pay for the economic &
environmental damages your organization will inflict & no doubt destroy
our country way of life regarding these communities, cities & rural
residents around Laton, California for the next 150 years.  Owners of all
properties & all residents of the area will be adversly affected. 
How will the (Authority) replace our existing living eco-system around the
river, re-locate all the animals, replace our trees, & plants & re-locate &
re-build our parks in both Fresno & Kings Counties along the river, with a
convient location & including county road infastructure to drive to the
parks.  The entire popultion base within 50 miles of Laton, California will
be severly impacted financially, emotionally devestated & economically
challenged.  
 
The (Authority)s' rail system should complement & connect to our
existing transporation systems, Amtrak Trains, BART Trains, CalTrains,
municipal airports & other ground transporation systems. The proposed
(DEIR/EIS) is mis-leading, inadequate, does not provide an analysis
mitgating economic, environmetal, emotional and/or financial
consequences of the loss of the current environmental benefits afforded
our city, does not fully address the financial, econmomic or
environmental impacts this projects has on this community and or the
State of California. The proposed draft would not hold up against a court
challenge without addressing the financial consequences or any other
currenty enjoyed enviromental benefits afforded our community with any
mitigating alternatives.  This (DEIR/EIS) as drafted is in violation of
Porposition of 1A. 
 
Mike Austin
Hanford, CA 
559-250-1327 cell---559-584-9002 home

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Official Comment Period : Yes
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I021-1

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

I021-2

As shown on Figure 3.15-1, "Fresno area: Parks, recreation, and open-space resources

and school district play areas and recreation facilities in the project study areas," in

Section 3.15, Parks, Recreation, and Open Space, of the Final EIR/EIS, Laton-Kingston

Park (2,000 feet from alignment) and Kingston Park (2,500 feet from alignment) are

outside of the 1,000-foot study area for the Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives

and are therefore outside of the project's study area and do not have the potential to be

impacted by the project. Please refer to Section 3.15.3, Methods for Evaluating Impacts,

for additional details.

I021-3

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

Mitigation measures for project impacts on natural habitat, including riparian and riverine

habitat, are presented in Section 3.7.7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. These

measures include the development and implementation of a Biological Resources

Management Plan, Restoration and Revegetation Plan, and a Comprehensive Mitigation

and Monitoring Plan which would address impacts on, and the restoration and

compensation of, natural habitats.

Additionally, preconstruction surveys would be conducted for special-status wildlife

species. Avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented for these species,

and habitat loss for these species will be compensated. The aforementioned measures

would be developed and implemented in cooperation with natural resource regulatory

agencies, including U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and

Wildlife, State Water Resources Control Board, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

I021-4

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

I021-4

For information on the HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects see

EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO#3, Impact SO#4, and Impact SO #12.

I021-5

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

For information on the impacts to the community of Laton see EIR/EIS Volume I Section

3.12 Impact SO#6 and Impact SO#9 and Mitigation Measure SO-1. For information on

the impacts to communities and on the potential for physical deterioration see Volume I

Section 3.12 Impact SO #16. See Volume I Section 3.7 for the mitigation measures that

will be implemented during project construction and operation to avoid and/or minimize

impacts and effects on biological resources.

I021-6

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

The HST project will connect or provide access to other transportation systems. For

example, it is expected that Amtrak will provide feeder service to stations. The HST

stations will also accommodate local and regional transit stops.

I021-7

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

As indicated in the responses to the comments provided in this submission, the EIR/EIS

provides an adequate analysis of project-related impacts and presents measures to

mitigate those impacts to the extent practicable. Where mitigation measures cannot

reduce impacts to a level less-than-significant, that is also identified in the EIR/EIS.

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section has been designed to tie into existing transportation

systems in the area. The stations in Fresno and Bakersfield are located downtown near

the centers of existing local transit systems, including Amtrak in Bakersfield. As

discussed in Sections 3.2 and 3.13 of the EIR/EIS, the goals of the FRA and Authority

for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station include creating a station that serves as a regional

Response to Submission I021 (Austin Michael, October 19, 2012)
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I021-7

transportation hub to provide quick transit connections from the station to the downtown

areas of Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare. The Authority and FRA have approved $600,000

in planning funds to assist local jurisdictions around the Kings/Tulare Regional Station to

plan to make these goals a reality. As part of this effort, the Authority may provide a

portion of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station parking in downtown Hanford, Visalia,

and/or Tulare. Reducing the number of spaces provided at the station would allow for

more open space areas around the station, discourage growth at the station, encourage

revitalization of the downtowns, and reduce the development footprint of the station.

Location of station parking in downtown areas would be done in consultation with local

communities to avoid traffic congestion.

The HST project complies with Proposition 1A; the commenter provides no evidence to

the contrary, and the EIR/EIS adequately analyzes the impacts of the Project, consistent

with CEQA.

The project described in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR/EIS conforms to the

project put forth in Proposition 1A. None of the comments in this submission provides

substantial evidence that the project is in violation of Proposition 1A.

Response to Submission I021 (Austin Michael, October 19, 2012) - Continued
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Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #403 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/20/2012
Response Requested : No
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 10/19/2012
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Larry
Last Name : Miller
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Fresno
State : CA
Zip Code : 93701
Telephone :
Email : litekeys@comcast.net
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

The EIR should have considered an I-5 alignment, using existing
connections between Bakersfield, Hanford/Visalia-Goshen, and Fresno
that are already on the ground and in declining use.

The alignment was prematurely dismissed and the dismissal did not
consider the potential to use Amtrak's San Joaquins and existing freight
connections to link existing service to the I-5 Corridor alignment.

These connections would allow the San Joaquin Valley to be connected
to HSR on the I-5 Corridor.

The I-5 corridor alignment would be easier, faster, and less expensive to
build.

The existing rail lines are owned by the short line private freight carrier,
the San Joaquin Valley Rail Road, which is a wholly owned subsidiary of
Rail America. Freight RR's are obligated by the Rail Road Act of 1973 to
make capacity available to Amtrak, if Amtrak petitions for it.

These points were known to HSRA before they published the EIR,
because I presented them to HSRA at its January 2011 meeting in
written form.

A copy of that presentation is attached.

Larry Miller

Fresno CA

litekeys@comcast.net
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Official Comment Period : No
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I022-1

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

The concept of linking the Interstate 5 (I-5) corridor to Fresno and Bakersfield with spur

lines was considered at the program level, but dismissed because it would add

considerably to the I-5 corridor capital costs and would still have the same lower

ridership figures. Use of the I-5 corridor would also encourage sprawl development,

which is the opposite of what the HST System is intended to achieve and which was

opposed by numerous agencies, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA). Please refer to Section 2.3, Potential Alternatives Considered during Alternatives

Screening Process, and Section 2.4, Alignment, Station, and Heavy Maintenance

Facility Alternatives Evaluated in this Project EIR/EIS, of the Final EIR/EIS for more

detail.

I022-2

The project will not preclude any arrangements between the San Joaquin Valley Rail

Road and Amtrak.

I022-3

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

Pursuant to NEPA and CEQA guidelines, all public comments collected during a public

comment period are formally responded to in the Final EIR/EIS. Copies of comments

received during the Draft EIR/EIS comment period can be obtained upon request.
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Reconsidering I-5 Alignment for HSR in San Joaquin Valley 

 
I am encouraging HSRA to reconsider its early rejection of an alignment in the 

San Joaquin Valley following the Highway I-5 corridor along the West Side of the 
Valley. Although this alignment was rejected by HSRA very early on, a significant new 
and heretofore unforeseen opportunity has arisen to connect an I-5 alignment to both 
existing Amtrak service and larger East Side cities. 
 
Opportunity Justifying the Reconsideration: 

A short line freight railroad, known as the San Joaquin Valley Railroad, runs 
northward from Bakersfield along the easternmost side of the San Joaquin Valley, before 
crossing to the west through Fresno and then running northward, parallel to Highway I-5. 
The corridor is more than 100 years old and is actually owned by the Union Pacific 
Railroad. The corridor has lines running east to west from Bakersfield, Hanford-Visalia, 
and Fresno, lines be connected to the I-5 corridor. This short-line railroad has become 
less attractive to its parent company, RailAmerica, and its trackage and rights of way 
could conceivably be acquired to connect an I-5 alignment for HSR with existing 
Amtrak’s San Joaquin Service on the East Side of the SJ Valley. (See attached map) 
 
The SJVRR’s existing tracks, which are still in use,  could be upgraded and extended to 
the I-5 corridor for use by a passenger rail service in comparatively short order--and at a 
very affordable cost with far fewer environmental issues associated with the upgrade. The 
existing line from Bakersfield actually reaches I-5 already. The existing line from Visalia 
and Hanford, runs to Huron, which is already within approximately five miles of I-5. The 
line from Fresno runs to Mendota, which is only about fifteen miles from I-5. 
 
What makes this opportunity both timely and so potentially attractive is that recently 
the SJVRR has been filing to abandon sections of its tracks and has been offering 
some of its associated assets for sale.   

Changes in the markets for agricultural and commercial commodities the SJVRR 
hauls have presented the railroad with setbacks in revenues that are likely to be long-
term, if not permanent. Federal water subsidies and water allotments to west side 
growers, combined with the loss of subsidies for cotton and other commodities have 
decreased the demand for commodity driven freight on short line railroads in the San 
Joaquin Valley to the point that the company has put up for sale a large rail-sale 
warehouse in Kerman, between Fresno and Mendota. At the same time, the SJVRR has 
filed to abandon major sections of its mainline between Bakersfield and Visalia, in order 
be allows to sell off tracks and timber to raise cash.  
 
It would not be unrealistic to believe that at this juncture Rail America would be open to 
discussions about various ways HSRA could buy, lease or otherwise acquire Rail 
America’s Rights of Way and other assets. Not the least of these approaches could be 
allowing RA to become an equity investor by contributing a percentage of its assets to the 
project. 
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Background for the Concept: 

In February of 2010 Mr. Anthony E. Waller, who has an extensive background in 
actual rail road operations, published a substantial opinion piece in the newsletter of the 
Train Riders Association of California (TRAC) regarding HSR’s proposed route though 
the San Joaquin Valley.  
 
Waller opined that an alignment running up the West Side of the San Joaquin Valley, 
adjacent to the US Highway I-5 corridor, would be far easier and cheaper to build and 
far less costly to operate than HSR’s proposed route. The currently anticipated route 
runs from Bakersfield to Fresno and beyond, following the somewhat serpentine BNSF 
corridor on the East Side of the SJV. Wrose still, he noted, that route further has to deal 
with the chaos of stopping at downtown stations in the major cities of the Valley, while 
dealing with countless grade separations require to transit the cities. What Waller argued, 
as rail road people have for nearly two centuries, is that that the shortest, straightest and 
flattest route between two points is the better route. The I-5 route is substantially shorter, 
straighter and flatter than the currently projected route. The article’s obvious logic drew a 
lot of attention from knowledgeable proponents of HSR. 
 
Waller’s plan had one fatal flaw, however. Waller’s plan would have made HSR a 
peripheral around the San Joaquin Valley, by-passing its population to the utter insult of 
Valley residents--just as I-5 itself does. Waller argued that riders boarding and alighting 
in the San Joaquin Valley could use Amtrak as a feeder route by connecting to HSR 
either just south of Stockton or just south of Bakersfield. In essence Waller’s argument 
disingenuously implied that a resident of Bakersfield should endure to ride of roughly 4 
hours on Amtrak to Stockton in order to transfer to HSR in Tracy for a short 15 minute 
ride into San Francisco. Clearly, this is a condition that none of the millions of residents 
in the SJV would tolerate. Nor did the plan conform to more recent legislation requiring 
HSR to serve the SJV. 
 
Yet Waller’s plan can be made to work and at the same time, actually include more 
potential riders from the San Joaquin Valley by acquiring rights to the San Joaquin 
Valley Railroad’s existing feeder routes between the east and west sides of the San 
Joaquin Valley. 
 
The Missing Resource: a dedicated rail link between Amtrak and HSR along I-5 

Early on, CAHSR rejected the option of using an East Side alignment through the 
San Joaquin Valley, predominately because it disenfranchised the Valley.  However, if 
one can contemplate the use of the SJVRR’s existing rail lines from Bakersfield, 
Hanford/Visalia, and Bakersfield to the I-5 corridor, the Valley would NOT be 
disenfranchised, and indeed there would significant advantages for both the entire HSR 
system as a whole and the San Joaquin Valley. 
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The Advantages of an I-5 
Alignment: 
 
Although this “map” from the 
February 2010 TRAC 
Newsletter takes liberties with 
scale and orientation, it 
demonstrates the issue well.  
 
The I-5 route is straighter, flatter 
and more direct with fewer grade 
separations and deviations.  
 
Waller estimated this route saves 
nearly 90 miles of running, 
although from top to bottom. 
 
While Waller’s version of 
Amtrak’s San Joaquin service 
misleading shows the San 
Joaquins running from Modesto 
to Tracy, rather than to Stockton 
which is the actual route, his 
deeper flaw is also apparent: No 
one gets to transfer from the San 
Joaquins to the HSR on I-5 
anywhere between Bakersfield 
and the Grapevine Highway. 
 
But notice the utility of 
Amtrak’s San Joaquins if one 
can connect, east-west to HSR, 
using the SJVRR lines between 
Bakersfield, Hanford and 
Fresno. Moreover, for a future 
connection, the distance from 
Turlock’s Amtrak Riverbank 
station to I-5 is the shortest in 
the Valley at only about 12 
miles.  
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Potential Benefits of an I-5 Alignment Connected to Amtrak and Larger East Side 
Cities: 

Among the important benefits to an I-5 alignment linked east-west with feeder and 
distributions connections to Amtrak’s San Joaquins (as well as to the cities of 
Bakersfield, Hanford-Visalia, Fresno and later on to Riverbank/Turlock) using the 
existing rail lines of the San Joaquin Valley Railroad, are: 

 
 Building the HSR San Joaquin Valley section in perhaps half the time. 
 
 Building the SJ Valley section for perhaps half the cost. 

 
 Avoiding many legitimate environmental and safety concerns about the 

currently proposed alignment through the SJV and its cities. 
 
 Reducing the daily operating costs for the SJV transit by perhaps 15 percent. 
 
 Reducing the travel time for the transiting the SJV by perhaps 15 percent. 

 
 Avoiding litigation from the Union Pacific RR. 

 
 Making for easier and shorter connections to the Bay Area via either 

Altamont or Pacheco Pass—or both. 
 
 Increasing ridership from SJV, by accessing more potential SJV riders. 

 
 Preserving, strengthening and supporting San Joaquin Valley inter-city and 

regional passenger rail on Amtrak, rather than obviating and essentially 
killing Amtrak’s San Joaquin Service by duplicating and out-competing 
Amtrak service to the self-same cities and stations. 

 
 Decreasing negative impacts on cities and towns in the SJV resulting from 

both construction and operation of HSR. 
 

 Transfer stations along the I-5 corridor would be easier to build and operate 
than urban stations. 

 
 A heavy maintenance facility should be just as easy to build and operate on 

an I-5 junction in the Valley and would still be able to employ workers from 
the respective counties. 

 
 Additional travel time for riders coming from the east side cities and Amtrak 

transfers stations would be measure in minutes only, compared to the over-
all longer travel time for a route exclusively along the East Side of the SJV.  

 

Attachment to Submission I022 (Larry Miller, October 19, 2012) -
Miller_Email_10192012_Attachment.pdf - Continued

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

Page 44-65



Reconsidering I-5 Alignment for HSR  Using SJVRR rail links  
  from Amtrak and East Side to I-5 

HSRA meeting Feb 3 2011  Larry Miller, Fresno 
Page 5  litekeys@comcast.net 

 
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY RAILROAD (SJVR) 

The SJVR operates 417 miles of track in Southern California. SJVR interchanges with 
the Union Pacific Railroad at Fresno, Goshen Junction and Bakersfield, CA and the 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe at Fresno and Bakersfield, CA.  

The SJVR service features primary commodities of petroleum products, cattle feed, 
building products, tomato paste, consumer products, dry and liquid fertilizer products. 
Operations provide service to customers seven days per week and meet customer’s 
needs for spotting and pulling railcars. 

As with all RailAmerica properties, safety is a primary concern of the SJVR with a strong 
focus on employee and customer safety while handling this business.  

 

 
 
 RailAmerica, Inc., owns leading short line and regional railroads providing rail service 
to customers across North America.  In 2008 RailAmerica relocated its Corporate Office 
to Jacksonville, Florida.  The Company’s 40 affiliated railroads operate in 27 states and 
3 Canadian provinces with approximately 7,500 miles of track. 

RailAmerica’s objective is to provide local rail freight customers with services that 
facilitate the prompt pick-up and delivery of goods.  RailAmerica’s properties haul major 
carload commodities such as coal, aggregate, grains, lumber and paper throughout the 
United States and Canada using Class 1 relationships to extend their customers’ reach 
to meet market demands.  National customers enjoy the advantages of using 
RailAmerica’s local relationships to expand their businesses beyond the major 
distribution centers and into the local customers’ doors. 

RailAmerica’s business portfolio represents an important component of North America’s 
transportation infrastructure, carrying large quantities of heavy freight for a highly diverse 
customer base. During 2008, our railroads transported over one (1) million carloads of 
freight for approximately 1,800 customers, hauling a wide variety of products such as 
farm and food products, lumber and forest products, paper and paper goods, metals, 
chemicals, plastics and coal. 

RailAmerica’s goal is to provide good, efficient, economical and safe service by developing 
strong professional relationships with customers and interchange partners 
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Attachment to Submission I022 (Larry Miller, October 19, 2012) -
Miller_Email_10192012_Attachment.pdf - Continued

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

Page 44-66



Reconsidering I-5 Alignment for HSR  Using SJVRR rail links  
  from Amtrak and East Side to I-5 

HSRA meeting Feb 3 2011  Larry Miller, Fresno 
Page 7  litekeys@comcast.net 

 
Larry Miller’s vitae Regarding Freight, Passenger and High Speed Rail 
 
Represented Fresno County on the San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee for nearly a 
decade, 

Advising Caltrans Div of Rail, BTH, Amtrak, the legislature and the governor, 
regarding operations of Amtrak’s San Joaquin Service from Los Angeles to 
Sacramento and Oakland on behalf of the 13 counties served. 

 
Appointed to (and chaired) the San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee’s Marketing 
and Operations Committee 

Reviewing for the committee matters of 
Ridership and revenue,  
On-time performance and motor coach links  
Rider demographics and marketing strategies 

 
Member, Fresno County COG, Rail Committee: 

Reviewing and recommending on matters of freight rail, freight rail consolidation, 
rail safety, rail realignment, Amtrak, HSR and rail-related traffic congestion 

 
Member, Fresno County Blueprint Committee 

Representing rail issues facing the “Blueprint” for growth in Fresno County. 
 
Member, Fresno County HSR TAG (Technical Advisory Group) 

Representing passenger (Amtrak) and freight rail concerns in working with HSR 
to develop alignment through Fresno City and County with a special eye to 
mutual benefits to joint use corridors for HSR and freight railroads UP and BNSF 

 
Advocacy for HSR and CAHRA: 

Personal 
Interceded, successfully, at personal request of Authority member Fran Florez on 
behalf of then Chairman Kopp to persuade SJVRC Chairman, Bakersfield Mayor 
Harvey Hall, to revise--and reverse--his written negative endorsement of HSR to 
governor, both blocking use of Amtrak’s allotted $15 million for Amtrak capital 
projects on the San Joaquin line to fund cash strapped HSRA and potentially 
blocking governor’s OK to put HSR Bond Act on 2008 ballot. Intervention was 
successful. Funds were re-allocated to HSRA. Bond Act was endorsed for ballot. 
 
Publications: 
Too numerous to list. But one merits mention: In late summer, 2008, Valley 
Republican Senators Ashburn, Denham, and Cogdill successfully blocked 
placement of the HSR Bond Act on the 2008 ballot. My letter, published in their 
constituencies, criticizing their partisan opposition in terms of what Abraham 
Lincoln did to promote transcontinental rail in the public interest helped. Shortly 
after the publication, on returning to session all reversed their votes and allowed 
the Act to go on the ballot. 
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Appendices 
 
 
Amtrak San Joaquin Ridership 

Showing approximately 1mm riders per year for entire service. 
 
 
Amtrak San Joaquin Ridership by City Pairs. 

Showing Fresno-Bakersfield ridership (almost all of which would be lost to HSR 
under current plan) thus de-justifying Amtrak service in San Joaquin Valley 

 
 
Spreadsheet breaking down Amtrak ridership between Fresno-Bakersfield 

Demonstrating lost ridership from Amtrak to HSR in under present plan; and 
conversely, additional ridership to HSR is services work in feeder and distribution 
system.  
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Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 10/19/2012
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Larry
Last Name : Miller
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Fresno
State : CA
Zip Code : 93701
Telephone :
Email : litekeys@comcast.net
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

This comment addresses the Fresno to Bakersfield segment of HSRA's
EIR and regards the ridership and thus revenue figures in the EIR.

Simply stated, I believe the ridership numbers are grossly
overestimated.

Attached are Amtrak's ridership numbers for a recent year, showing the
city pairs of Fresno-Bakersfield and Bakersfield-Merced.

Recalling that the entire ridership of the San Joaquins has only recently
risen to 1 million riders per year, one can hardly justify the ridership
projections of the current plan.

Larry Miller

Fresno

litekeys@comcast.net

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Official Comment Period : Yes
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-06, FB-Response-GENERAL-24.
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This comment addresses the Fresno to Bakersfield segment of HSRA's EIR and regards what I perceive as 

HSRA's deliberate circumvention of the spirit and letter of the environmental review process for its EIR. 

HSRA did this in the summer of 2009, as I experienced it and have documented it below, in order to position 

itself to quality for ARRA funding announced in the 2008. 

Reviewers will recall that in order to qualify for the funding, HSRA had to have "shovel ready" projects that 

could qualify in the near term. 

 

At this time, HSRA was engaged with Fresno County in a jointly funded $500,000 feasibility study to determine 

if, through the installation of HSR in Fresno, it would feasible to meet both HSRA's objectives and Fresno 

County's long standing objective of freight rail consolidation. At the time, nearly 60 freight rail and Amtrak 

trains per day were blocking traffic intersections at un-grade separated intersections, causing cumulative 

massive delays and causing huge amounts of air pollution in the process. Also, Fresno had the unique 

distinction of having the highest per capita incidents of deaths from rail collisions with vehicles and 

pedestrians. 

 

Both parties-HSRA and Fresno County through its Council of Governments--had entered into an agreement in 

2007 to study the mutual possibilities and proceeded in good faith to do so, signing a contract retroactively a 

year. HSRA's subcontractor, URS, was to perform the work as described in the study and contract. A working 

group of local officials and citizens savvy about rail issues were asked to assist with the direction of that work. 

This was called the HSR Technical Advisory Group. As Fresno County's long time public member to the San 

Joaquin Valley Rail Committee, which was chartered by the state legislature to advise Amtrak and Caltrans on 

the needs of the 13 counties served by Amtrak's San Joaquin Service, I was a member of that group.  

 

The study was necessary because the original position of both the city and county of Fresno was that HSR's 

route should be placed inside the right of way of the Union Pacific Rail Road, although neither had consulted 

with the UPRR, nor had they researched the feasibility of this. Only one person opposed this in open meetings 

before they adopted the policy-this was me. I objected because UPRR's 100 foot wide ROW was not nearly 

wide enough to accommodate both the UPRR's needs for capacity and that of HSR. Egged on eager politicians, 

ignorant local planners and equally eager and ignorant HSR staff and consultants, the city and county approved 

the position and this became part of the Program Level EIR. 

 

After adopting this position, it soon became apparent that there footprint necessary to provide for the 

capacity needed for both services was at least three times larger than the UPRR's ROW; and moreover, the 

UPRR had strenuously objected to any incursion into its ROW and threatened to sue HSRA if attempted any 

such action. 

 

Hence the Fresno COG and HSRA entered into the jointly funded feasibility study to determine to what extent 

HSR's needs for capacity might jointly service the nearly 100 year old local interest of consolidating either or 

both of the two freight rail corridors transiting Fresno, blocking traffic, killing and disturbing local residents. 

 

Nonetheless, eager to be able to apply for--and appear to qualify for ARRA funds--HSRA not only abandoned 

the study but, more significantly, deliberately sabotaged this serious feasibility study precisely because it 

raised doubts about the viability of the Program Level EIR as a blueprint for a shovel-ready project. 

In April of 2009, acting on the recommendation of her staff on the HSRA TAG, newly elected Mayor of Fresno 

Ashley Swearengin wrote to HSRA praising the findings of the TAG in its discovery of possible synergy in 
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installing a grade-separated bypass rail corridor around the city of Fresno that might allow both those non-stop 

HSR trains and the non-stop freight trains (which comprise approx 90 percent of the freight trains) to be 

located in a single rail corridor that would not disrupt the city. This letter is on record with HSRA. This letter is a 

matter of public record. 

 

A month later Mayor Swearengin and members of her senior staff met privately with HSRA Executive Director 

Mehdi Morshed in Sacramento about HSRA's route in Fresno. As this meeting was represented by her senior 

staff in a later meeting with me and other influential an informed member of the HSR TAG group, she was told 

by Morshed that she could never have both a downtown rail station and a bypass around Fresno for HSR trains 

not stopping in Fresno and she should withdraw her earlier letter. She agreed. Moreover, at this time, HSRA 

had its consultants inform the TAG group and the COG that it had changed the nature of the study now to a 

Freight Rail Consolidation Study that would not be addressing HSR. 

 

At this time HSRA appointed a new Regional Director, Carrie Bowen, who informed both the County and the 

City that HSRA was no longer interested in having anything to do with rail consolidation and that it aimed to 

submit is plan, now based on the Program Level EIR (which still called for putting HSR) in the UP ROW-and that 

it was applying for ARRA funds based on the shovel ready nature of the original route. 

 

Bowen also reformed the TAG committee into a TWIG committee, which now included only elected officials 

and/or their staff and proxies. 

 

In July, the City and County sent a letter to HSRA instructing HSRA that they now favored the original alignment 

and the downtown station it would serve-exactly what Morshed had instructed Mayor Swearengin to do. 

 

Apparently driven by the fear that members of the TAG group would cry foul at the inappropriate decision to 

instruct HSRA not to consider the findings of the original study, in August the Mayor had her deputy city 

manager and several members of her staff (including Ed Graveling, himself a former HSRA board member and 

past Vice Chair of HSRA) meet with leading members of the TAG and city councilman Blong Xong. 

 

I kept minutes of that meeting, which circulated to all present to memorialize the items confirmed by the city 

in this matter. That letter is attached. 

 

To conclude: I assert 

 

1.. That HSRA's EIR ignored (deliberately so) the findings of its own work in the joint study. 

 

2.. That HSRA inappropriately and unethically manipulated an elected official (Mayor Swearengin) to have her 

instruct HSRA to avoid considering the findings of the joint study. 

 

3.. That without considering the options identified in the original study the subsequent work is deliberately 

flawed an inadequate and should be redone. 

Larry Miller 

Fresno CA 

litekeys@comcast.net 
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Meeting to Review the City of Fresno’s New Position on HSR alignment 
 
These notes recall an informal meeting held on August 12, 2009 and called by Fresno Assistant 
City Manager Bruce Rudd, along with members of the City of Fresno’s staff, to review High 
Speed Rail issues with three active members of the COG’s Technical Assessment Group for the 
High Speed Rail Alternative Alignment Study. The meeting was sought with an eye to vetting the 
City’s newly revised position on High Speed Rail alignment in Fresno. 
 
This meeting, and the issues and circumstances surrounding it, have significance because they 
deal with a sudden about face on the alignment of High Speed Rail in Fresno, a new position 
which is driven by the probability of near term federal funding that would lead to billions of 
dollars of local construction, starting within only a few years. One of the concerns in this meeting 
is that the decision behind this about face was made for political and financial reasons, rather than 
for reasons of good design and engineering. Another concern is that not only does this new 
position effectively contradict the City’s own most recent position on alignment, but opposes that 
of the COG as well, as expressed in the COG’s April 9, 2009 letter to CHSRA. 
 
In particular, these notes memorialize the discussion as recalled by this participant, Larry Miller, 
and the concerns I expressed, along with the recommendations I made at the meeting. 
 
Who: city team and HSR TAG advocates of rail relocation 
At that meeting were Fresno City Staff members Bruce Rudd, Keith Bergthold and Kelly Riddle, 
and Ed Graveline (identified as a newly contracted consultant to the City of Fresno for high speed 
rail matters) along with Tom Bailey and Dennis Manning from Fresno Area Residents for Rail 
Consolidation (FARRC) and myself, Larry Miller, member of the Technical Assessment Group 
for the joint Fresno COG HSR study for rail realignments and HSR routing. Also present was 
City Councilman Blong Xiong. We met from 7 am to 8 am in a conference room in City Hall. 
 
Motive of the meeting: Seeking endorsement, before receiving imminent findings from joint 
CHSRA/Fresno COG Alignment Study. 
The meeting was called, as we were informed at the meeting, to seek the support and 
endorsement of myself, Bailey and Manning for a newly proposed city position on High Speed 
Rail alignment in and through Fresno. Bailey, Manning and I are active members of the TAG. 
charged with advising URS consultants in the public interest on behalf of the COG in reviewing a 
$500,000 study begun over a year ago and jointly funded by the COG and CHSRA to analyze 
alignment alternatives that might jointly serve the needs of HSR and Fresno City and County’s 
long desired objective of consolidating and/or relocating the two freight railroad corridors whose 
many at-grade crossings have increasingly been a significant disruption to life in Fresno.  
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Important Background on Joint HSR/COG study HSR and Alignments 
With regard to this joint study, it is essential to appreciate that over the course of the joint study, 
the scope of work prescribed for the study has somehow morphed into a “freight rail realignment 
study,” supposedly changed by the consultants themselves for the sake of expedience, such that 
now the study focused on the freight rail relocation issue along and for the sake of Fresno’s local 
interests alone. This morphing of the study’s objectives, again initiated largely by the consultants 
themselves (whose largest income and therefore, presumably, largest allegiance, comes from long 
term service to CHSR), now had the effect of absolving CHSRA of responsibility to cooperate 
with, much less participate in,  any other on-going local rail work such as rail relocation. The 
joint study now found itself being carried out in parallel to, rather in relation to, another on-going 
alignment study, this one conducted purely for the needs of CHSRA, and performed by the same 
consultant group entirely at the expense of CHSRA. But clearly (as evidenced by the financial 
participation of CHSRA in the first place) the objective of original joint study was to analyze the 
feasibilities (and costs) in alignments that might provide mutual solutions to the otherwise 
separate needs of HSR alignment and freight rail consolidation and/or relocation.  
 
One of the obvious and fundamental concerns of the original joint study was that the preferred 
alignment adopted in the HSR program level EIR called for locating high speed rail tracks and 
freight rail tracks inside the 100 foot wide Union Pacific corridor that parallels highway 99 and 
passes through downtown Fresno. This needed to be revisited and re-examined. From the 
perspective of CHSRA, the feasibility of this alignment in terms of the physical footprint of the 
collective Rights of Way required to accomplish were of great concern—not to mention the fact 
that the UP had now reiterated in print what it had been declaring verbally for the last decade: its 
absolute refusal to surrender any ROW to the project. Although there has never been an 
obligation of the part of CHSRA to involve itself with local freight rail issues, from the position 
of the City, the County and the COG and their original position, there were still a number of great 
concerns about two major projects working at cross purposes. Adopted at the time and for the 
purposes of Program EIR, these local positions all called for the Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
tracks, which transits large portions residential sections of the city of Fresno, to be relocated into 
the UP corridor along with HSR tracks. The feasibility of this proposal, in view of the footprint 
required, obviously called for closer scrutiny.  
 
First Findings of Study: Engineers Say Not Nearly Enough Space for the Original Plan 
To provide reliable railroad engineering expertise for the study, URS used the services of the 
ARUP group, a highly respected firm with world-wide rail road engineering credentials. (The 
URS team members themselves primarily have backgrounds in rail planning from the 
environmental and procedural perspective.) One of the first things ARUP analyzed and 
documented in the early fall of 2008 is that the width of the footprint necessary for accomplishing 
the joint goals of HSR and local freight rail realignment (adopted as the preferred alignment in 
the Project Level EIR) would require nearly three times the amount of horizontal ROW available. 
Unless one were to implement vertical stacking of rails, either though tunneling or elevating or 
both, the original vision simply would not work. Although ARUP’s findings were penultimate--
and not yet subject to review, neither by the Federal Railroad Administration nor by the UPRR--
they carried with them a level or reliability that has not been challenged by any of the interested 
parties. Cleary the joint study was addressing critical issues of engineering and feasibility, not to 
mention cost. 
 
This above is background and prelude to the circumstances of the August 12 meeting. 
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In the Aug 12 meeting: The reason for urgency 
This new city position, which the city’s team declared would soon be adopted by both the county 
and the COG, resulted from a request made at a recent meeting in Sacramento between HSR staff, 
including Exec. Director Mehdi Morshed, Assoc. Dir. Carrie Pourvahidi and Mayor Ashley 
Swearengin, assisted by city staffers including Bruce Rudd, Keith Bergthold and perhaps others.  
 
As presented to Bailey, Manning and myself, at that Sacramento meeting the City of Fresno 
Group was asked to assist in declaring a newly revised regional preferred alignment [in this case 
for the sake of procedural expedience, I suspect, they were asked to essentially confirm a 
permutation of the previously sanctioned program level alignment for HSR]. This alignment 
would pass through the city but now alongside the Union Pacific corridor (rather than inside the 
corridor as was the preferred alignment adopted by the City, County, and COG five years ago and 
adopted in the Program Level EIR). They were asked provide this at the earliest possible 
opportunity, despite the fact that City had recently revised it preference for a loop alignment west 
of the city for at least non-stop HSR trains, as is reflected in the Mayor April 2009 letter to 
CHSRA. Nonetheless, the reason for this request to revert to the now essentially rejected 
alignment alongside the UP was to allow for CHSRA, acting on behalf of the state of California, 
to submit a single, unified “ask” or on before October 2, 2009, for as much as possible of an $8 
billion allocation of federal ARA Tier 2 funds that are being made available exclusively for High 
Speed Rail projects that have completed “Program Level” Environmental Impact Reviews. 
California is one of only a handful of states that has completed Program Level EIR’s for HSR 
systems; and CHSRA feels it has a very good chance of getting most or perhaps all of that 
funding. CHSRA wants to present three of its corridors in the single ask: San Jose to San 
Francisco, Anaheim to Los Angeles, and Bakersfield to Merced. 
 
CHSRA would use its Bond Act funds to support the SJV section only 
One important condition of qualifying for the funding is that each element in the application must 
be able to provide an amount of matching funds. The Anaheim and San Jose corridors have these 
funds locally. The Bakersfield to Merced section does not. Neither can the state of California 
provide these, per se, for the San Joaquin Valley segment from the its cash strapped budgets. 
 
However, because CHSRA views the Bakersfield to Merced corridor to be essential to it first 
phase of construction, proving and training, CHSRA has offered to put up the matching funds for 
the region from the $9 billion in bond money that voters approved for HSR in November of 2008 
with passage of the HSR Bond Act.  
 
The Bakersfield to Fresno segment, being essentially straight, flat, long, and unimpeded by urban 
intrusions, is fundamental to everything CHSRA can do because this will be the proving ground 
for the entire system. It is the only segment in that state where the technology of speeds in excess 
of 200 mph can be demonstrated and then evaluated by the FRA over longer distances. Although 
HSR is an established technology in European and Asian counties, it is new and alien to the 
Unites States and the FRA. All of the FRA’s experience to date (and therefore its regulation of 
higher speeds and safeguards) presumes very heavy steel locomotives and cars, whereas high 
speed rail presumes lighter, faster equipment whose speeds and efficiencies derive from the use 
of lighter, stronger space age alloys—not unlike the case of modern aircraft. The FRA will have 
to rethink all of the regulations for HSR. So developing this corridor, then, is critical to testing 
and proving the technology, not to mention training operators, so that it can subsequently be 
deployed in other corridors. 
 
For this reason too CHSRA has almost no choice but to use its bond money to support the 
development of this corridor. 
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My Concerns: 
 
I agreed with the city team that the net present value of an infusion of perhaps as much as $2 
billion in near-term construction spending in Fresno County probably contributes more to re-
vitalizing a region that is chronically “worse off than Appalachia” (to use the language of a recent 
federal study) than all of the many potentially damaging offsets to the project combined. 
 
Nonetheless, I argued the downsides must be shared with the public and not hidden from the 
public until after the application and the commitment to construction it represents is made. 
 
The Downsides to disclose, as I seem them are (as explained further in this document): 

1. The Certain loss of any mechanism to catalyze and largely fund freight rail 
relocation—at least for the next quarter century.  

2. Possible or probable need to elevate (or bury) HSR tracks in order to provide 
adequate and safe ROW for HSR 

3. Possible or probable loss of all or major parts of Roeding Park 
4. Possible or probable loss of Golden State Highway in Fresno 
5. Possible negative impacts in terms unsightliness and/or noise impacts associated 

with running high speed trains through downtown at or near 200 mph.  
 
Points 2-5 are self-explanatory. Point 1, however is critical and is addressed at some length in a 
footnote/appendix at the end of this document.   
 
Additional--but I think important--Concerns: 

1. I consider that it is negligent to deliberately ignore a prudently undertaken, 
expensive, responsibly funded, high level,  jointly conceived CHSRA/COG 
feasibility analysis of alignment alternatives--and then, along with CHSRA ignore even 
the draft findings (and order of magnitude cost estimates) in that study on the eve of its 
delivery. 

 
2. I find that the city’s self-appointed “leadership” position on this issue smacks of the 

same uncooperative and counter-productive rivalry and mistrust between the city 
and the county (and the COG too, though to a much lesser degree) that has 
characterized dealings with rail and high speed rail issue for the last two decades. I 
recall in the 1990’s the county’s “boy,” impresario Paul Bartlett (who had and who 
successfully used his personal access to the CEO of the BNSF, Matt Rose, to further 
negotiations on rail consolidation) being counter-productively replaced as lead negotiator 
with the freight railroads by the city’s “boy” Ed Graveline, who was closely and 
personally connected to then Mayor Jim Patterson. From that point on the effort was 
effectively dead. I remember, too, being in attendance some10 years ago at the very first 
CHSRA meeting held in Fresno when Supervisor Juan Arambula articulated the county’s 
recommendation of using a Panoche Pass alignment into the Bay Area, only to be 
followed a few minutes later by Mayor Patterson recommending an alignment over 
Altamont Pass on behalf of the city (“What?” asked the chair, incredulously, “You mean 
you two can not agree!”) Similarly, I remember five years ago, the city producing its own 
unique local position for HSR’s Program Level EIR. Devised by parking czar Bob 
Madewell of Mayor Autry’s office, the Madewll position was never vetted by the 
County, the COG, nor even the City’s own planners, much less offered for public 
scrutiny.  Delivered the day before the council met to approve it, the position, along with 
Madewell’s presentation of it, was filled with misstatements, factual misrepresentations 
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and authentically dumb, unprofessional “fanciful” ideas (this was the precise term used to 
describe it at the council meeting by the COG’s respected rail specialist Clark 
Thompson). Among other things, Madewell’s position called for CHSRA to just plain 
give the city of Fresno $750 million out of the project, so that Fresno could relocate the 
BNSF without regard to any impact on or relation to HSR. Councilman Brian Calhoun 
praised Madewell at that meeting for taking a “leadership” position on behalf of the City 
in dealing with HSR. Nonetheless, that position is what led to the subsequent need to 
revisit the entire decision in the joint study. Now, just four moths ago, I again see the 
City, County, and the COG filing separate and conflicting positions with CHSRA with 
respect to preferred alignments as part of the scoping process for CHSRA’s Project Level 
EIR So when I see a city team once again trying to assert a similar “leadership” position, 
I fear the same kind of consequences. Namely, unless the City, the County and the COG 
act jointly, not just severally, and act in view of the public and on behalf of the public, 
they allow other agencies to make large scale regional decisions for them—and 
potentially at the expense of the region, decisions that can saddle residents with serious 
problems for generations to come. 

 
 

3. The public has a right and a need to be informed—widely informed—about the 
consequences, as well as the value of the decision. Moreover, the public deserves to 
actively witness decisions made on its behalf during the process—not be informed of 
decisions-- as is so often the case, after decisions are made.  Actively here means doing 
more than simply sending bland, neutered press releases written in insider jargon 
(typically couched in terms and acronyms like Program Level EIR, Project Level EIR, 
NEPA, CEQA, etc.) to the media and publishing meeting agendas. It means more than 
summoning potentially interested stakeholders to a meeting at which only a few attend. It 
means acknowledging that the public is the real shareholder here. It means publishing op 
ed pieces in as many newspapers and web publications as possible, holding press 
conferences and distributing white papers to the media and the public. Despite the bona 
fide need for urgency in preparing the documents and positions to participate with HSR 
to ask for money, neither the City, the County, nor the COG (assuming the County and 
the COG support the City in this) should summarily take action on behalf of the public, 
not jointly nor severally, without being completely transparent and letting the public see 
what is taking place. 

 
My Simple Recommendations: 
 

1. Work collectively, not as rivals, as explained above. In reviewing the City’s revised 
preferred alignment, it would not be imprudent, for example, for the city council, the 
board of supervisors and the COG board to meet in a joint session to review the 
consultant finding to date and discuss issuing a joint position on the issue. 

 
2. Insist, collectively, on continued study and commitment to alignment issues as stages 

within this phase, thus keeping an eye to short term implementation and necessary 
construction as a condition in the revision of the preferred alignment. 

 
3. Work in clear view of the public. This is discussed above. 

 
4. Tell the truth—and avoid “spinning” reality with happy faces, such as the city’s 

misleading assertion that HSR will necessarily have to come back and add more tracks in 
the short run. 
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Additional comments 
 
 
Footnotes 
------------------------- 
Regarding Point 1 of the Downsides:  An important point here. 
The city’s HSR team disputes the contention that rail relocation will be dead, if not merely 
dormant, for a quarter century. Led by consultant Ed Graveline, the city’s team argued that by the 
time HSR begin operating between Los Angeles and San Francisco ridership will likely justify 
the need to build additional capacity, which, absent the availability of more urban rights of way, 
will of necessity mean putting in additional tracks west of the city. At this time, they argue, it will 
be logical to re-examine the notion of a grade separated master rail corridor—a loop--into which 
freight rail operators could possibly be moved.  
 
True enough, perhaps. But what Graveline et al do not concede in this argument is that IF and 
when that time arrives, HSR will have had to complete a number of other construction projects 
(tunneling beneath the Tehachapi mountains to connect the SJV and the LA Basin for example) 
AND building other segments (extending Central Valley service to Sacramento, for example)—
all of which will have to take priority over additional work in and around Fresno, unless there is a 
commitment to do so before-hand. It seems disingenuous if not merely glib to suggest that 
additional second level work could take place in Fresno UNLESS it is specifically demanded 
locally by all parties as part of the regional position and then supported by the findings of the 
forthcoming Program Level EIR for the Bakersfield to Merced Section. 
 
That Rail Relocation/Realignment is Dead under the new plan 
Without the loop called for by the City (prior to this reversed position) and by the COG, there is 
no foreseeable strategy on any horizon to see how rail consolidation/relocation can happen. The 
sheer enormity of the costs associated with moving either freight railroad main line service out of 
the city of Fresno makes it virtually impossible to contemplate the work as a local project alone—
even with some state and federal funds. And why should either state or federal agencies commit 
precious funds to the project, which has historically been viewed as a local problem, and not a 
state or a federal problem? The current $100 million allocated for rail consolidation through the 
Measure C extension represents one small fraction of the costs required—and, even at that, these 
funds will be reallocated in a few years if they are not committed to a project. The current only 
hope for rail relocation is to use HSR’s need to acquire and grade separate a ROW for its 
purposes as a catalyst for piggy backing freight rail corridors into a master rail corridor by 
paying/sharing the marginal physical costs for adding addition land (width) to expand the 
corridor. 
 
Why this new alignment must NOT be the only near term alignment: 

BOTH Freight RR’s would be interested in relocating to a master bypass corridor. 
Both the BNSF and the UP have unofficially expressed an interest in talking about each having its 
own proprietary, grade-separated 2 track (plus a maintenance track/road) corridor with a 
maintenance yard (including crew and car switching facilities) that would bypass the city to the 
west for their long distance trains that do not stop in Fresno, so long as they could keep access to 
their local customers. More than 90 percent of their trains do not need to stop in the city. Both 
RR’s like the idea and would be willing to discuss this IF they do not have to pay for the 
construction and the ROW acquisition or at least the lion’s share of this.  
 
I know this informal position of the railroads with some certainty because it was I who personally 
floated the idea (albeit privately at first--to avoid a precedent -setting written refusal) with 
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management people at both freight railroads nearly two years ago.  In dealing with Amtrak issues 
as Fresno’s public representative to the San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee that advises Caltrans 
Division of Rail and Amtrak on the service, I often see and talk with Jerry Wilmoth, the UPRR’s 
West coast network manager, and DJ Mitchell, the BNSF’s executive representative from 
corporate headquarters in Ft Worth assign to work on passenger rail issues. When I suggested this 
approach privately at an SJVRC meeting in Sacramento two years ago, both said they saw 
attractive potential in it. In view of the ARUP findings last fall that showed the physical 
impossibility of HSR doing what it called for in the Program Level EIR, I presented this as an 
option to the CHSRA board in its Fresno meeting of November 2008. It was favorably received 
and subsequently reviewed positively by the Fresno Bee in a lengthy article written by Russell 
Clemings. The approach also received positive reviews in rail media. I also emailed URS with a 
written explanation of the concept. 
 
Most recently know this too because this same position received the only favorable response 
when earlier this month COG rail representative Clark Thompson visited Jerry Wilmoth with 
URS staffers Sandy Stadfelt and others to re-confirm the UPRR position with respect to the 
Fresno realignment studies. Namely, UP as it expressed in its April 2009 letter to CHSRA 
(attached) wants nothing to do with any alignment inside or alongside its corridor in Fresno, but it 
would talk about the possibility of relocating into a master corridor west of town under the 
conditions described above. 
 
I urge local agencies to work together, collectively, to express a united support for the short term 
two track alignment through Fresno, but only as a preliminary measure to facilitate the 
Bakersfield to Fresno test section—not as a substitute more capacity in Phase 1 of the project 
through the Project Level EIR. 
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The alternatives analysis process for the Merced to Fresno and Fresno to Bakersfield

sections of the HST System considered an alignment bypassing Fresno to the west and

an alignment through Fresno in the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) corridor. Both of

these alignments, the bypass and the through-town alignment for trains stopping in

Fresno, would increase project costs by hundreds of millions of dollars, making such an

approach infeasible. The bypass of Fresno was not carried forward in the EIR/EIS

because of impacts to farmland and the objective of providing a station in Downtown

Fresno so that the HST System would tie into the existing transportation infrastructure.

Although freight rail consolidation in Fresno is an important transportation objective to

that community, it is not part of the purpose and need for the HST project. The purpose

of the project is to implement the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the California HST

System to provide the public with electric-powered high-speed rail service that provides

predictable and consistent travel times between major urban centers; connectivity to

airports, mass transit, and the highway network in the south San Joaquin Valley; and a

connection between the northern and southern portions of the statewide system.
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Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #40 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 7/20/2012
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 7/20/2012
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Roger
Last Name : Minassian
Professional Title : Rev.
Business/Organization :
Address : 330 E. Everglade Avenue
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Fresno
State : CA
Zip Code : 93720
Telephone : (559) 434-1435
Email : author1203@gangstojobs.org
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List :
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

The Valley gets sacrificed so people in LA and SF can go back and
forth.
This is a boondoggle loser that will never pay for itself. *HSR is a
bankrupt idea from bankrupt politicians in a bankrupt state.* We are
NOT
China or Europe, although most of you wish we were.

You and the politicians will be retired on your obscene pensions when
this bankrupts California, so what do you care?

Very Sincerely,
Rev. & Mrs. Roger Minassian

--
Rev. Roger Minassian, Retired
Certified Marriage Mentor
Adjunct Faculty, Fresno Pacific University
Founder, Hope Now For Youth
Author, Gangs to Jobs and Seeing Myself through the Eyes of Christ
330 E. Everglade Ave.
Fresno, CA 93720-1605
Tel/Fax: (559) 434-1435
author1203@gangstojobs.org
Preview my book at: www.gangstojobs.org.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Official Comment Period : Yes
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

Your opposition to the proposed project is noted.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-12,

FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-18, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-

Response-SO-04, FB-Response-SO-07.

As described in EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #16, although the project

would cause the displacement of homes and businesses in Corcoran, no evidence was

found that any of these displacements or the resulting social and economic

consequences would result in physical deterioration of communities.

The BNSF Alternative in Corcoran has the potential to relocate several businesses

along Otis Avenue. Because the Authority is required to provide relocation assistance

under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, all

the displaced businesses would be relocated; most, if not all, within the surrounding

area, and their employees would remain employed. The federal Relocation Assistance

Program ensures that persons displaced as a result of a federal action or by an

undertaking involving federal funds are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably. This

helps to ensure persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects

designed for the benefit of the public as a whole. See FB-Response-SO-07 for more

information about the concerns for environmental justice populations.

The sales revenue from all potentially displaced businesses represents 0.88% of the

sales tax revenue received by the City of Corcoran. The total taxable sales of these

businesses comprise 7.5% of the total taxable sales revenue collected in the city. These

percentages suggest that (1) the potential fiscal effects to local sales tax revenues are

minor and (2) the businesses being affected by the project do represent a considerable

percentage of total city taxable sales. Therefore, while the potential for physical

deterioration from fiscal effects is small, the businesses are important to the overall city

economy and a small amount of suitable current vacant replacement properties leaves

open the possibility that businesses may find it necessary to relocate outside the city.

Therefore, the Authority will consult with the city to ensure that these businesses have

suitable relocation alternatives in Corcoran. There are some existing vacancies to house

some of these businesses so it is not expected that all of these businesses would

relocate outside the city. In addition, Corcoran has vacant land available in its local

Business Park for relocating these businesses. As a result, it is anticipated that the
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majority of these businesses will relocate in the area and no physical deterioration will

occur.

The HST project includes no plans to discontinue Amtrak service to the Corcoran station

or any other station or platform along the Fresno to Bakersfield Section corridor. If the

BNSF Alternative is selected in the Corcoran area, the relocation of the facility would be

completed prior to demolition of the existing structure and no disruption to Amtrak

service would occur (see FB-Response-GENERAL-12).

Consulte la Respuesta Estándar FB-Respuesta-GENERAL-05, FB-Respuesta-

GENERAL-12, FB-Respuesta-GENERAL-14, FB-Respuesta-GENERAL-18, FB-

Respuesta-SO-01, FB- Respuesta-SO-04, FB-Repuesta-SO-07.

Como se describe en EIS/EIR Volumen I, Sección 3.12, Impacto SO #16, aunque el

proyecto causara el desplazamiento de hogares y negocios en Corcoran, no se

encontró evidencias que cualquier de estos desplazamientos o las consecuencias

sociales y económicas que resultan causaría el empeoramiento físico de comunidades.

La Alternativa BNSF en Corcoran tiene el potencial para reubicar varios negocios a lo

largo de la Avenida Otis. Como se requiere que la Autoridad proporcione la ayuda de

reubicación según el Acto de políticas de Adquisición de bienes raíces y Ayuda de

Traslado Uniforme, todos los negocios desplazados se trasladarían; mayoría, si no

todos, dentro del área de los alrededores y sus empleados permanecieran empleados. 

El Programa de Ayuda de reubicación federal asegura que las personas desplazadas a

consecuencia de una acción federal o por una empresa que implica fondos federales se

tratan justamente, consecuentemente, y equitativamente. Esto ayuda a asegurar que

las personas no sufran heridas desproporcionadas a consecuencia de proyectos

diseñados para el beneficio del público en conjunto. Vea FB-Repuesta-SO-07 para más

información sobre las preocupaciones por poblaciones de justicia ambientales.

Los ingresos por ventas de todos los negocios potencialmente desplazados representan

el 0.88% de los ingresos del impuesto sobre las ventas recibidos por la Ciudad de

Corcoran. Las ventas gravables totales de estos negocios comprenden el 7.5% de los

ingresos por ventas gravables totales coleccionados en la ciudad. Estos porcentajes
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sugieren que (1) los efectos fiscales potenciales a ingresos del impuesto sobre las

ventas locales son menores y (2) los negocios afectados por el proyecto realmente

representan un porcentaje considerable de la ciudad total ventas gravables. Por lo

tanto, mientras el potencial para el empeoramiento físico de efectos fiscales es

pequeño, los negocios son importantes para la economía general de la ciudad y una

pequeña cantidad de propiedades de reemplazo vacantes corrientes convenientes

abren la posibilidad que los negocios puedan encontrar necesario trasladarse fuera de

la ciudad.  Por lo tanto, la Autoridad consultará con la ciudad para asegurar que estos

negocios tengan alternativas de traslado convenientes en Corcoran. Hay algunos

puestos vacantes existentes para alojar algunos de estos negocios por tanto no se

espera que todos estos negocios se trasladarían fuera de la ciudad. Además, Corcoran

tiene la tierra vacante disponible en su Parque de negocios local para trasladar estos

negocios. Como resultado, se espera que la mayoría de estos negocios se trasladará

en el área y ningún empeoramiento físico ocurrirá.

El proyecto de HST no incluye ningunos proyectos de discontinuar el servicio de Amtrak

a la estación de Corcoran o cualquier otra estación o plataforma a lo largo de la Sección

de Fresno a Bakersfield. Si la Alternativa BNSF se selecciona en el área de Corcoran,

el traslado de la instalación se completaría antes de la demolición de la estructura

existente y ninguna interrupción al servicio de Amtrak ocurriría (vea FB-Repuesta-

GENERAL-12).

Response to Submission I026 (Martin Mireles, October 18, 2012) - Continued
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Submission I027 (Charles Moore, October 16, 2012)
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I027-1

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

Your opposition to the project is noted.

Response to Submission I027 (Charles Moore, October 16, 2012)
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Submission I028 (Mary Lynn Munoz, August 31, 2012)
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I028-1

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

Response to Submission I028 (Mary Lynn Munoz, August 31, 2012)

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

Page 44-85




	Blank Page



