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L001-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HMW-01, FB-Response-S&S-02.

The straddle bent column required for the Bakersfield North (i.e., the BNSF) Alternative

may take as many as 7 of the approximately 50 parking spaces in the lot of Owens

Intermediate School. It is not expected that this small reduction in the number of parking

spaces would significantly affect school operations.

L001-2

An analysis of the safety of the HST relative to schools is provided in Section 3.11.5 of

the EIR/EIS.

L001-3

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

Refer to Impact TR #10 – Impacts on Regional Transportation System. As stated in

Design Feature 7) Maintenance of Public Transit Access and Routes of the Final

EIR/EIS, the Authority will coordinate with the appropriate transit jurisdiction before

limiting access to public transit and limiting movement of public transit vehicles. Potential

actions that would impact access to transit include, but are not limited to, relocating or

removing bus stops, limiting access to bus stops or transfer facilities, or otherwise

restricting or constraining public transit operations. Public transit access and routing will

be maintained.

L001-4

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

See EIR/EIS Volume II Technical Appendix 3.12-B for analysis of the potential effects on

school district funding.

L001-5

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

The air quality analysis has identified emission impacts from the project during the

L001-5

construction phase. The regional significant construction emission impacts will be

completely offset to below a level of significance through the Voluntary Emissions

Reduction Agreement between the Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution

Control District, as well as by the use of project design features described in Section

3.3.8 of the Final EIR/EIS. Therefore, impacts from regional construction emissions

would be less than significant for school students.

Quantitative health-risk analysis from construction activities has been conducted for

sensitive receivers at schools within 1,400 feet of the Bakersfield station, and health-risk

impacts are presented in Section 3.3.6.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. Health-risk impacts from

construction activities at the Bakersfield station are mitigated to less than significant, as

presented in Section 3.3.9. Other localized impacts on school students from construction

would be less than significant because the period of construction would be short-term,

and therefore the potential for cancer risks to students would not be significant.

L001-6

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

According to the California High Speed Rail Authority's mitigation measure guidelines,

the noise levels generated by operations of the HSR at Owens Intermediate School and

Mt. Vernon Elementary School will be reduced to acceptable noise levels.
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L002-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-CUL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-

Response-GENERAL-18, FB-Response-HMW-01, FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-

Response-SO-03, FB-Response-SO-04.

The Authority and FRA appreciate your review of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

Comments submitted on the Draft EIR/EIS have been responded to in Volume IV of this

Final EIR/EIS. Comments submitted on the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS have

been responded to in Volume V of this Final EIR/EIS.

Regarding the need for underpasses versus overpasses and the Church Avenue grade

separation, coordination with local agencies will continue to be conducted through the

design and procurement process; the specific design elements referenced in the

comment have been revised in the EIR/EIS, in coordination with the City.

Regarding construction traffic impacts and mitigation measures, the design-build

contractor will prepare a detailed Construction Transportation Plan (CTP) for the

purpose of minimizing the impact of construction and construction traffic on adjoining

and nearby roadways, and to maintain emergency responder access. This plan will

address, in detail, the activities to be carried out in each construction phase, with the

requirement of maintaining traffic flow during peak travel periods. Such activities include,

but are not limited to, the routing and scheduling of materials deliveries, materials

staging and storage areas, construction employee arrival and departure schedules,

employee parking locations, and temporary road closures, if any. Because of both the

timing of the project and because the selected proposal for design-build will likely

influence the outcome, the CTP will not be prepared prior to the award of a design-build

contract. The CTP will be prepared by the design-build contractor to match their

proposed work program. The local jurisdiction (city or county) where the work will occur

will provide its requirements and criteria to be included as the design-build contractor

prepares the CTP. The design-build contractor’s CTP will be developed in close

cooperation with the local jurisdictions. The Authority will further consult with the City of

Fresno during the preparation of construction management plans, including emergency

responders and public safety officials.

The economic analysis presented in Section 3.12 of the EIR/EIS and the Community

L002-1

Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) addresses

economic impacts to businesses, sales tax, and property tax. Section 5.4.4.2 of the CIA

examines the reduction in property tax revenues that would result from acquisition of

land for project construction. The economic impact to the City of Fresno from the

reduction in property tax revenues is insignificant and would not be perceptible to

community residents, and no mitigation is required.

The EIR/EIS acknowledges the potential exists that some displaced businesses will

choose not to reopen. Decisions to close or relocate outside of the City of Fresno will be

made by individual property owners, and as such any estimate would be speculation.

Businesses that would be relocated by the project would be entitled to relocation

assistance and counseling similar to that provided to residents in accordance with the

Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as

amended, to ensure adequate relocation of businesses. Compensation is provided for

moving and relocation expenses. As such, businesses and property owners would not

have increased difficulties obtaining a new loan or securing commercial space or a

home because of the HST.

The short-term reductions in sales tax revenues are discussed in Section 3.12 Impact

SO #12, because the need to acquire land will necessitate the relocation of businesses

along the project alignment. With the relocation assistance discussed above, including

assistance in finding replacement properties, moving expenses, and obtaining permits,

temporary reductions in sales tax revenue from business displacement would be

minimal. A detailed discussion of potential sales tax revenue losses is presented in

Section 5.4.4.4 of the CIA. Losses for the City of Fresno would be an insignificant

amount of the annual revenue from sales tax collected by the city. Therefore, the

economic impact is measurable, but would not be perceptible to community residents,

and no mitigation is required.

Additionally, the expected annual gain in sales tax revenue from project spending is

greater than the expected loss from business relocation. Construction- and operation-

related sales tax gains are examined in Section 5.4.6 of the CIA. The City of Fresno will

have considerable additional revenues attributed to the construction and operation of the

HST.

Response to Submission L002 (Mark Scott, City of Fresno, October 22, 2012)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Local Agencies Post Comment Period

Page 50-17



L002-1

The Authority has approved a Community Benefits Policy that helps to remove potential

barriers to small businesses, disadvantaged business enterprises, disabled veteran

business enterprises, women-owned businesses, and microbusinesses that want to

participate in building the High-Speed Train System. Under the Authority’s Community

Benefits Policy, design-build construction contracts will be required to adhere to the

National Targeted Hiring Initiative, which states that a minimum of 30% of all project

work hours shall be performed by National Targeted Workers and a minimum of 10% of

National Targeted Workers hours shall be performed by disadvantaged workers.

Regarding protection of existing sewer and water pipelines and provision for future

crossings, during final engineering design, the design-build contractor will work with all

public works departments, private utility providers, and landowners to identify utilities

and design appropriate relocation plans for those utilities. The relocation and/or

protection of sanitary sewer lines will be performed per the established requirements of

the entity having jurisdiction over the sanitary sewer and the Authority's requirements for

when utilities cross the HST right-of-way. Per contract requirements, the Contractor is

required to coordinate its design and construction activities related to relocation and/or

protection of the sanitary sewer with the jurisdictional entity and obtain its review and

comment prior to any construction impacting the sanitary sewer.

Appropriate-size casing will be provided for all utilities crossing the high-speed train

(HST) right-of-way. Any requests to increase the size of an existing facility or

accommodate installation of a future facility would be negotiated between the City of

Fresno and the Authority. Future utilities would be allowed to cross the HST right-of-way

subject to obtaining permits from the Authority and meeting the requirements of HST

design criteria.

All future water lines for recycled water or potable water that are in the City of Fresno

Water Master Plan (as identified by the GIS ShapeFiles provided by the City of Fresno)

are provided with steel casings or RCP casing. The HST Construction contract’s special

provisions will require that the Design/Build Contractor coordinate with and obtain

approval from the City of Fresno for all utilities under the jurisdiction of the City of

Fresno’s Department of Public Utilities.

L002-1

Regarding the adequacy of historical resources analysis, refer to Standard Response

FB-Response-CUL-01.

L002-2

The design-build contractor will prepare a detailed Construction Transportation Plan

(CTP) for the purpose of minimizing the impact of construction and construction traffic

on adjoining and nearby roadways, and to maintain emergency responder access. This

plan will address, in detail, the activities to be carried out in each construction phase,

with the requirement of maintaining traffic flow during peak travel periods. Such activities

include, but are not limited to, the routing and scheduling of materials deliveries,

materials staging and storage areas, construction employee arrival and departure

schedules, employee parking locations, and temporary road closures, if any. Because of

both the timing of the project and because the selected proposal for design-build will

likely influence the outcome, the CTP will not be prepared prior to the award of a design-

build contract. The CTP will be prepared by the design-build contractor to match their

proposed work program. The local jurisdiction (city or county) where the work will occur

will provide its requirements and criteria to be included as the design-build contractor

prepares the CTP. The design-build contractor’s CTP will be developed in close

cooperation with the local jurisdictions.

The Authority will further consult with the City of Fresno during the preparation of

construction management plans, including emergency responders and public safety

officials.

L002-3

As mentioned in the comment, the Authority incorporated specific design features into

the Revised DEIR/SDEIS as requested by the City of Fresno.  In regards to the design-

build delivery method concerns, the design-builder will prepare a detailed Construction

Transportation Plan (CTP) for the purpose of minimizing the impact of construction and

construction traffic on adjoining and nearby roadways and maintain emergency

responder access. This plan will address, in detail, the activities to be carried out in each

construction phase, with the requirement of maintaining traffic flow during peak travel

periods. Such activities include, but are not limited to, the routing and scheduling of
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L002-3

materials deliveries, materials staging and storage areas, construction employee arrival

and departure schedules, employee parking locations, and temporary road closures, if

any. Because of both the timing of the project and because the selected proposal for

design-build will likely influence the outcome, the CTP will not be prepared prior to the

award of a design-build contract. The CTP will be prepared by the design-build

contractor to match their proposed work program. The local jurisdiction (city or county)

where the work will occur will provide its requirements and criteria to be included as the

design-build contractor prepares the CTP. The design-build contractor’s CTP will be

developed in close cooperation with the local jurisdictions. The Authority will further

consult with the City of Fresno during the preparation of construction management plans

on a project basis.

L002-4

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

The Authority will continue coordination with the Greater Bakersfield Separation of

Grade District and other local agencies on the required level of roadway improvements

associated with the HST project.

L002-5

Intersection #6 (SR 99 NB Ramps/Ventura Street) is identified as impacted, and the

mitigation listed in the EIR/EIS is to install a traffic signal, consistent with this comment.

The project's impacts are only one share of the traffic that causes this intersection to

meet signal warrants, and the share of responsibility would be determined with the City.

The Future (2035) Plus Project scenario represents analysis of the project impacts to a

"planning horizon" year, wherein  the project impacts and mitigation are forecast to this

future operating year and allow for planned local growth to take place, as well as growth

in future ridership. Thus, both project- and non-project-related traffic contribute to the

identified impact at the future planning year.  The mitigation measures identified for the

project address the impacts at that future year, and the Authority will work with the local

agencies in determining how these measures will be funded, shared, and implemented.

L002-6

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

During final engineering design, the design-build contractor will work with all public

works departments, private utility providers, and landowners to identify utilities and

design appropriate relocation plans for those utilities.

L002-7

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

The relocation and/or protection of sanitary sewer lines will be performed per the

established requirements of the entity having jurisdiction over the sanitary sewer and the

Authority's requirements for when utilities cross the HST right-of-way. Per contract

requirements, the Contractor is required to coordinate its design and construction

activities related to relocation and/or protection of the sanitary sewer with the

jurisdictional entity and obtain its review and comment prior to any construction

impacting the sanitary sewer.

L002-8

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-HWR-01.

Appropriate-size casing will be provided for all utilities crossing the high-speed train

(HST) right-of-way. Any requests to increase the size of an existing facility or

accommodate installation of a future facility would be negotiated between the City of

Fresno and the Authority. Future utilities would be allowed to cross the HST right-of-way

subject to obtaining permits from the Authority and meeting the requirements of HST

design criteria.

L002-9

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-HWR-01.

All future water lines for recycled water or potable water that are in the City of Fresno

Water Master Plan (as identified by the GIS ShapeFiles provided by the City of Fresno)

are provided with steel casings or RCP casing. The HST Construction contract’s special
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L002-9

provisions will require that the Design/Build Contractor coordinate with and obtain

approval from the City of Fresno for all utilities under the jurisdiction of the City of

Fresno’s Department of Public Utilities.

The Authority does not plan to greatly impact the City’s water system operation.

a)  Steel casings will be one of the mitigation measures adopted for these types of

utilities.  The CHSRA design criteria require that utilities be located in such a manner

that they can be serviced, maintained, and operated without being accessed from the

railroad right of way and will not adversely affect safety or cause damage to the

Authority facility. Underground facilities located within the right of way except for

electrical and communication lines must be located in a steel casing pipe (3/8” minimum

thickness) with welded joints).

b)  It is the intention of the design that water system appurtenances such as this be

located outside of the HST ROW.

c)  The majority of facilities being relocated will occur within the existing City ROW.

d)  Specifics related to relocating facilities will be addressed in written agreements

among the City, the Authority, and/or the Authority's contractors.

e)  The Authority will coordinate with all utility entities to refine the existing utility

information during the current and future design phases.

L002-10

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-HWR-01.

The HST construction contract’s provisions will require that the Design/Build Contractor

coordinate with and obtain approval from the City of Fresno for all utilities under the

jurisdiction of the City of Fresno’s Department of Public Utilities.

L002-11

The Authority agrees with the City of Fresno’s comment that Well Site No. 162 is

productive and would need to be replaced due to implementation of the proposed HST

alignment.  The replacement or relocation of utility infrastructure, such as water wells,

prior to HST construction is anticipated as part of the proposed project design.  Further

coordination with the Water Division, and other utility owners and operators, prior to full

project design and implementation would occur with the goal of eliminating or

substantially minimizing any disruption of services.  As concluded in the Revised Draft

EIR/Revised Supplemental EIS, no potentially significant impact would occur and no

mitigation measure would be required.

L002-12

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-HWR-01.

Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, states that where existing underground utilities,

such as gas, petroleum, and water pipelines, cross the HST alignment, these affected

utilities would be placed in a protective casing. The project construction contractor would

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

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

cannot be relocated or modified within the construction footprint defined in Chapter 2,

Alternatives, supplemental environmental analysis would be conducted, if necessary. All

future water lines for recycled water or potable water that are in the City of Fresno Water

Master Plan (as identified by the GIS ShapeFiles provided by the City of Fresno) are

provided with steel casings or RCP casing. The HST construction contract’s special

provisions will require that the Design/Build Contractor coordinate with and obtain

approval from the City of Fresno for all utilities under the jurisdiction of the City of

Fresno’s Department of Public Utilities.

L002-13

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-HWR-01.

The HST construction contract’s special provisions will require that the Design/Build

Contractor coordinate with and obtain approval from the City of Fresno for all utilities

under the jurisdiction of the City of Fresno’s Department of Public Utilities.
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L002-14

The comment is concerned that the water usage analysis was not based on industrial

uses factors. Industrial use factors were used in the development of water factors; the

amount of water used is simply expressed in terms of gallons of water per employee.

The amount of water expected to be used, 30 gallons per employee per day, includes all

of the ways water would be used at a heavy maintenance facility (HMF). This water

usage factor was estimated by comparing the number of train sets and employees for

both the Bay Area Rapid Transit (actual numbers) and high-speed train facilities

(planned numbers), and other climatic conditions (average temperature, humidity). In

addition, landscaping was considered, as well as the expected use of anticipated water

recycling and reuse technologies at the HMF. Refer to Appendix 3.6-B for further details.

L002-15

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

The heavy maintenance facility (HMF) would require approximately 52 acre-feet per

year of water on average for domestic use. This projected water demand was not

determined to have significant drawdown effects on the groundwater resources. Refer to

Section 3.6.5 and Section 3.38.5 for further details. However, as discussed in Section

3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, drawdown effects would be negligible. No

entitlements are necessary to pump groundwater. If the Fresno Works–Fresno HMF Site

is selected for the HMF and water service is requested from the City of Fresno by the

Authority, municipal design guidelines and specifications will be employed in any

relocation. Master agreements would be negotiated with each agency to ensure that the

requirements and standards of each agency are followed by the design-build contractor.

The Authority will require additional protective measures (i.e., casing and clearances) as

defined in their technical memorandums to ensure protection of the HST facilities.

L002-16

A purpose of circulating the draft environmental document is to ensure that accurate

information is provided to the public and decisionmakers. The Authority appreciates the

city's efforts in clarifying the information presented in the EIR/EIS.

L002-17

The Federal Railroad Administration and Department of Transportation issued a Notice

of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the California High-

Speed Train Project for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section on October 1, 2009. This date

established the year for the affected environment. The Draft EIR/EIS was released in

August 2011. At the time that document was being prepared, the 2010 Census block-

level data had not been published; the data were released in late August 2011.

The "Affected Environment" section of Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and

Environmental Justice, presents county- and community-level demographics, housing,

economic conditions, community characteristics, and environmental justice populations

in the four-county region. The 2000 Census was only one of many data sources

referenced. Other data sources included the California Department of Finance (2007

and 2010 data), American Community Survey (2006-2008 data), and the California

Employment Development Division (2010 data). The methodologies for identifying and

analyzing affected populations and all data sources used in the analysis are detailed in

Appendix A, Methodologies, of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report

(Authority and FRA 2012h).

L002-18

The Federal Railroad Administration and Department of Transportation issued a notice

of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement for the California High Speed

Train Project for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section on October 1, 2009. This date

established the year of the affected environment. At that time, the 2010 Census had not

been published and therefore, the 2000 Census data were used for the socioeconomics

analysis in addition to more recent data from the American Community Survey, the

California Department of Finance, the California Employment Development Division, the

California State Board of Equalization, as well as local data sources. The methodologies

for identifying and analyzing affected populations, as well as all data sources used, are

detailed in Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report

(Authority and FRA 2012h).

L002-19

The Federal Railroad Administration and Department of Transportation issued a notice

of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement for the California High Speed

Response to Submission L002 (Mark Scott, City of Fresno, October 22, 2012) - Continued

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. V Response to Comments from Local Agencies Post Comment Period

Page 50-21



L002-19

Train Project for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section on October 1, 2009. This date

established the year of the affected environment. At that time, the 2010 Census had not

been published and therefore, the 2000 Census data were used for the socioeconomics

analysis in addition to more recent data from the American Community Survey, the

California Department of Finance, the California Employment Development Division, the

California State Board of Equalization, and local data sources. The methodologies for

identifying and analyzing affected populations as well as all data sources used are

detailed in Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report

(Authority and FRA 2012h).

L002-20

The Federal Railroad Administration and Department of Transportation issued a notice

of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement for the California High Speed

Train Project for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section on October 1, 2009. This date

established the year of the affected environment. At that time, the 2010 Census had not

been published; therefore, the 2000 Census data were used for the socioeconomics

analysis in addition to more recent data from the American Community Survey, the

California Department of Finance, the California Employment Development Division, the

California State Board of Equalization, and local data sources. The methodologies for

identifying and analyzing affected populations as well as all data sources used are

detailed in Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report

(Authority and FRA 2012h).

L002-21

Refer to Master Response < Select a standard reply >.

This comment describes the Poverello House and the community services it provides.

The Authority is aware of the Poverello House and analyzes the potential impacts of the

HST on it.

L002-22

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-18, FB-Response-SO-03, FB-

Response-SO-04.

L002-22

The economic analysis presented in Section 3.12 of the EIR/EIS and the Community

Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) is

comprehensive and complete.

Section 5.4.4.2 of the CIA examines the reduction in property tax revenues that would

result from acquisition of land for project construction. The economic impact to the City

of Fresno from the reduction in property tax revenues is insignificant and would not be

perceptible to community residents, and no mitigation is required. Therefore, long-term

increases in property tax revenue are not an off-set, nor are property tax revenue

increases associated with increased property values surrounding stations considered an

off-set.The EIR/EIS acknowledges the potential exists that some displaced businesses

will choose not to reopen. Decisions to close or relocate outside of the City of Fresno will

be made by individual property owners, and as such any estimate would be speculation.

Businesses that would be relocated by the project would be entitled to relocation

assistance and counseling similar to that provided to residents in accordance with the

Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as

amended, to ensure adequate relocation of businesses. Compensation is provided for

moving and relocation expenses. As such, businesses and property owners would not

have increased difficulties obtaining a new loan or securing commercial space or a

home because of the HST.

The short-term reductions in sales tax revenues are discussed in Section 3.12 Impact

SO #12, because the need to acquire land will necessitate the relocation of businesses

along the project alignment. With the relocation assistance discussed above, including

assistance in finding replacement properties, moving expenses, and obtaining permits,

temporary reductions in sales tax revenue from business displacement would be

minimal. A detailed discussion of potential sales tax revenue losses is presented in

Section 5.4.4.4 of the CIA. Losses for the City of Fresno would be an insignificant

amount of the annual revenue from sales tax collected by the city. Therefore, the

economic impact is measurable, but would not be perceptible to community residents,

and no mitigation is required.

Additionally, the expected annual gain in sales tax revenue from project spending is
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L002-22

greater than the expected loss from business relocation. Construction- and operation-

related sales tax gains are examined in Section 5.4.6 of the CIA. The City of Fresno will

have considerable additional revenues attributed to the construction and operation of the

HST.

The Authority has approved a Community Benefits Policy that helps to remove potential

barriers to small businesses, disadvantaged business enterprises, disabled veteran

business enterprises, women-owned businesses, and microbusinesses that want to

participate in building the High-Speed Train System. Under the Authority’s Community

Benefits Policy, design-build construction contracts will be required to adhere to the

National Targeted Hiring Initiative, which states that a minimum of 30% of all project

work hours shall be performed by National Targeted Workers and a minimum of 10% of

National Targeted Workers hours shall be performed by disadvantaged workers.

L002-23

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-27.

The analysis in EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 was conducted in accordance with the

CEQA Guidelines referenced in the comment, which state that a project's economic or

social impacts are considered significant only if they can be tied to direct physical

changes in the environment. As a result, social and economic factors were used to

determine significance if they would physically divide an established community,

displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating the construction of

replacement housing elsewhere, relocate substantial numbers of people necessitating

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, or result in substantial adverse

physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered community

and governmental facilities or with the need for new or physically altered community and

governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental

impacts.

Social and economic analysis was used to determine significance for:

Impact SO#1- Disruption to Community Cohesion or Division of Existing Communities

from Project Construction, which examines the potential for construction to divide

•

L002-23

existing communities, or to affect important facilities providing services to the

communities, or to bring about changes in community character that could alter social

interactions or affect community cohesion.

Impact SO #5- Temporary Construction Employment, which examines the impact of

employment created through project construction on the regional labor force and the

potential to attract workers to the region.

•

Impact SO #6-Disruption to Community Cohesion or Division of Existing Communities

from Project operation, which examines the potential for the project to divide existing

communities, or to affect important facilities providing services to the communities, or

to bring about changes in community character that could alter social interactions or

affect community cohesion.

•

As an example: the displacement of the Fresno Rescue Mission would result in the

division of a community and the loss of access to an important community resource,

the intensity would be substantial under NEPA, and the impact would be significant

under CEQA.

•

Impact SO#7- Effects to the Regional Agricultural Community, which examines

residential displacements in unincorporated areas of the region and how these

displacements would cause considerable disruption to the agricultural community.

•

Impact SO#9-Residential Displacements, which examines whether residential

displacements would necessitate the construction of substantial numbers of

replacement housing units.

•

Impact SO #13-Employment Growth, which examines whether the jobs expected to be

created as a result of the project would result in physical impacts from the provision of

new or altered worker housing or provision of governmental and public services.

•

Table 3.12-18 provides a summary of significant impacts under CEQA, associated
mitigation measures, and level of significance after mitigation.

L002-24

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

L002-25

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-20, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-

Response-SO-04, FB-Response-SO-05.
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L002-25

The economic analysis presented in Section 3.12 of the EIR/EIS and in the Community

Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) is

comprehensive and complete.

A comprehensive literature review in Section 5.4.4.3 of the CIA presents research

studies conducted on the effect of constructing new commuter rail lines on residential

and commercial real estate values. Although considerable research has been conducted

on the property value impacts of rail transit, no studies were found that examine the

specific question of high-speed rail impacts on real estate property values. Therefore, it

is not clear how these findings would apply to high-speed rail projects and it is unclear

whether the property value impacts would be similar. As a result, a calculation of loss of

value of property adjacent to the project would be speculative.

Section 5.4.4.2 of the CIA examines the reduction in property tax revenues that would

result from acquisition of land for project construction. The economic impact to the City

of Fresno from the reduction in property tax revenues is insignificant and no mitigation is

required. Therefore, long-term increases in property tax revenue are not an off-set, nor

are property tax revenue increases associated with increased values of property

surrounding stations considered an off-set.

The EIR/EIS acknowledges the potential exists that some displaced businesses will

choose not to reopen. Decisions to close or relocate outside of the City of Fresno will be

made by individual property owners, and as such any estimate would be speculative.

Businesses that would be relocated by the project would be entitled to relocation

assistance and counseling similar to that provided to residents in accordance with the

Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as

amended, to ensure adequate relocation of businesses. Compensation is provided for

moving and relocation expenses. As such, businesses and property owners would not

have increased difficulties obtaining a new loan or securing commercial space or a

home because of the HST.

The short-term reductions in sales tax revenues are discussed in Section 3.12 Impact

SO #12, because the need to acquire land will necessitate the relocation of businesses

L002-25

along the project alignment. With the relocation assistance discussed above, including

assistance in finding replacement properties, moving expenses, and obtaining permits,

temporary reductions in sales tax revenue from business displacement would be

minimal. A detailed discussion of potential sales tax revenue losses is presented in

Section 5.4.4.4 of the CIA. Losses for the City of Fresno would be an insignificant

amount of the annual revenue from sales tax collected by the city. Therefore, the

economic impact is measurable, but would not require mitigation.

Additionally, the expected annual gain in sales tax revenue from project spending is

greater than the expected loss from business relocation. Construction- and operation-

related sales tax gains are examined in Section 5.4.6 of the CIA. The City of Fresno will

have considerable additional revenues attributed to the construction and operation of the

HST.

L002-26

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-20.

EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO#16 discusses the results of the analysis to

determine if the social and economic consequences of the project would result in

physical deterioration of communities. A detailed analysis is presented in Section 5.4.5

of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h).

Right-of-way acquisition associated with the project would result in many residential and

business displacements. For the Fresno displacements, the area has sufficient numbers

of suitable vacant residential and business structures to house these relocations, and

therefore considerable residential migration or changes in the local business

environment are expected. Given the overall size of the economy of Fresno, these

business relocations do not represent a significant portion of the city’s sales tax base or

overall sales revenue, and any temporary period where these businesses would be

closed to relocate would not be significant. It is anticipated that the majority of these

businesses will relocate in the area and no physical deterioration will result.
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L002-27

Collecting the individual conditional use permits and attributes of businesses is beyond

the scope of an EIR/EIS.  Details on the business analysis, including type of businesses

affected, vacancies, and number of employees potentially affected are included in

Section 5.2.3 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and

FRA 2012h), as well as in the Draft Relocation Impact Report (Authority and FRA

2012i). Direct communication with each affected business would occur during the

acquisition stage.

L002-28

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

The property acquisition and compensation plan includes provisions to ensure relocated

businesses remain fully operational at their new locations, including the potential for

renovating existing structures to fit the needs of the business. Such compensation

removes the need to identify vacancies beyond the two-digit level of NAICS codes in the

vacancy analysis.

L002-29

The Federal Railroad Administration and Department of Transportation issued a notice

of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement for the California High Speed

Train Project for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section on October 1, 2009. This date

established the year of the affected environment. At that time, the 2010 Census had not

been published and therefore, the 2000 Census data were used for the socioeconomics

analysis, in addition to more recent data from the American Community Survey, the

California Department of Finance, the California Employment Development Division, the

California State Board of Equalization, and local data sources. The methodologies for

identifying and analyzing affected populations as well as all data sources used are

detailed in Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report

(Authority and FRA 2012h).

L002-30

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

L002-30

The displacement of residential, business, and community facilities will be mitigated for

because the Authority will comply with applicable federal and state laws and regulations,

including the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act

of 1970, as amended. The act and its amendments provide guidance on how federal

agencies, or agencies receiving federal financial assistance for a project, and will

compensate for impacts on property owners or tenants who need to relocate if they are

displaced by a project. The Authority will compensate all property owners or tenants in

accordance with this act, which applies to all real property. All benefits and services will

be provided equitably without regard to race, color, religion, age, national origins, and

disability, as specified under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The Relocation

Assistance Program was developed to help displaced individuals move with as little

inconvenience as possible and has commonly been used for large infrastructure projects

that displace a large number of residences and businesses, such as the HST project,

and is considered successful standard practice for mitigating the impacts to individual

property owners.

L002-31

This comment is word-for-word identical to the City's comment 703-16 on the Merced to

Fresno Draft EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA, Volume IV, 2012e). The Merced to Fresno

EIR/EIS was revised to include the City’s comments in SO-MM#2 (Authority and FRA,

Volume 1, 2012e, pages 3.12-67 – 3.12-68). The Fresno to Bakersfield Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS incorporated what was the mitigation measure for the Merced

to Fresno project into 3.12.6, “Project Design Features,” see pages 3.12-116 and 3.12-

117. While the City’s language was not adopted in the City’s requested form, i.e., the

mitigation measure SO-MM#2 (and subsequently the Fresno to Bakersfield project

design features), the concerns of the City’s that generated its recommendations are

satisfied by the project design feature. It ensures that the relocation plan is written in

consultation with cities and counties, including the City of Fresno to meet the objectives

set forth in the project design feature. The plan will be prepared before any acquisitions

occur. As the City is aware, the Authority and the City have been in discussions to come

to terms with a right-of-way acquisition agreement that implements the suggestions in

this comment and provides the means for the City and Fresno County to assist with the

relocation of businesses.
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L002-32

This comment is word for word identical to the City's comment 703-16 on the Merced to

Fresno Draft EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA, Volume IV, 2012e). The Merced to Fresno

EIR/EIS was revised to include the City’s comments in SO-MM#2 (Authority and FRA,

Volume 1, 2012e, pages 3.12-67–3.12-68). The Fresno to Bakersfield Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS incorporated what was the mitigation measure for the Merced

to Fresno project into Section 3.12.6, “Project Design Features,” see pages 3.12-116

and 3.12-117. While the City’s language was not adopted in the City’s requested form,

i.e., the mitigation measure SO-MM#2 (and subsequently the Fresno to Bakersfield

project design features), the concerns of the City’s that generated its recommendations

are satisfied by the project design feature. It ensures that the relocation plan is written in

consultation with cities and counties, including the City of Fresno, to meet the objectives

set forth in the project design feature. The plan will be prepared before any acquisitions

occur. As the City is aware, the Authority and the City have been in discussions to come

to terms with a right-of-way acquisition agreement that implements the suggestions in

this comment and provides the means for the City and Fresno County to assist with the

relocation of businesses.

L002-33

This comment is word for word identical to the City's comment 703-16 on the Merced to

Fresno Draft EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA, Volume IV, 2012e). The Merced to Fresno

EIR/EIS was revised to include the City’s comments in SO-MM#2 (Authority and FRA,

Volume I, 2012e, pages 3.12-67 – 3.12-68). The Fresno to Bakersfield Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS incorporated what was the mitigation measure for the Merced

to Fresno project into Section 3.12.6, “Project Design Features,” see pages 3.12-116

and 3.12-117. While the City’s language was not adopted in the City’s requested form,

i.e., the mitigation measure SO-MM#2 (and subsequently the Fresno to Bakersfield

project design features), the concerns of the City’s that generated its recommendations

are satisfied by the project design feature. It ensures that the relocation plan is written in

consultation with cities and counties, including the City of Fresno, to meet the objectives

set forth in the project design feature. The plan will be prepared before any acquisitions

occur. As the City is aware, the Authority and the City have been in discussions to come

to terms with a right-of-way acquisition agreement that implements the suggestions in

this comment and provides the means for the City and Fresno County to assist with the

L002-33

relocation of businesses.

L002-34

This comment is word for word identical to the City's comment 703-16 on the Merced to

Fresno Draft EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA, Volume IV, 2012e). The Merced to Fresno

EIR/EIS was revised to include the City’s comments in SO-MM#2 (Authority and FRA

Volume I, 2012e, pages 3.12-67 – 3.12-68). The Fresno to Bakersfield Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS incorporated what was the mitigation measure for the Merced

to Fresno project into 3.12.6, “Project Design Features,” see pages 3.12-116 and 3.12-

117. While the City’s language was not adopted in the City’s requested form, i.e., the

mitigation measure SO-MM#2 (and subsequently the Fresno to Bakersfield project

design features), the concerns of the City’s that generated its recommendations are

satisfied by the project design feature. It ensures that the relocation plan is written in

consultation with cities and counties, including the City of Fresno, to meet the objectives

set forth in the project design feature. The plan will be prepared before any acquisitions

occur. As the City is aware, the Authority and the City have been in discussions to come

to terms with a right-of-way acquisition agreement that implements the suggestions in

this comment and provides the means for the City and Fresno County to assist with the

relocation of businesses.

L002-35

This comment is word for word identical to the City's comment 703-16 on the Merced to

Fresno Draft EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA, Volume IV, 2012e). The Merced to Fresno

EIR/EIS was revised to include the City’s comments in SO-MM#2 (Authority and FRA,

Volume I, 2012e, pages 3.12-67 – 3.12-68). The Fresno to Bakersfield Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS incorporated what was the mitigation measure for the Merced

to Fresno project into Section 3.12.6, “Project Design Features,” see pages 3.12-116

and 3.12-117.

While the City’s language was not adopted in the City’s requested form, i.e., the

mitigation measure SO-MM#2 (and subsequently the Fresno to Bakersfield project

design features), the concerns of the City’s that generated its recommendations are

satisfied by the project design feature. It ensures that the relocation plan is written in

consultation with cities and counties, including the City of Fresno, to meet the objectives
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L002-35

set forth in the project design feature. The plan will be prepared before any acquisitions

occur. As the City is aware, the Authority and the City have been in discussions to come

to terms with a right-of-way acquisition agreement that implements the suggestions in

this comment and provides the means for the City and Fresno County to assist with the

relocation of businesses.

L002-36

The analysis did conclude that impacts of the overcrossing option would result in low

visual quality. However, under the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

methodology as applied in this study, because the existing visual quality of the H Street

corridor was considered moderately low, that degree of change represents a decline of

one "step" (moderately low to low), which is defined as a moderate impact, rather than

two steps (e.g., moderate to low), which is defined as a substantial/significant impact. In

other words, to maintain consistent application of the methodology, a "moderate" degree

of impact was found, only because a "low" range of visual quality was the lowest level.

However, as the discussion in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS also recognizes,

high-sensitivity viewpoints of concern are in the vicinity, including the stadium entrance,

Fulton Mall, and the SP Depot (see Figure 3.16-32a of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental

DEIS). Therefore, as the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS recognizes, the difference

in post-project visual quality under the overcrossing and undercrossing options would be

considerable. As the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS states, the overcrossing option

"would greatly reduce the potential beneficial effects of station development in this

portion of downtown and Chinatown, and strongly compromise potential improvements

to visual intactness and unity as experienced by large numbers of high-sensitivity

viewers," as compared with the undercrossing option (ibid). In this sense, the City’s

comment that the undercrossing option would be "clearly environmentally superior" to

the overcrossing option is correct and corroborated in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental

DEIS.

L002-37

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS concluded that the effects of an overcrossing at

Ventura Street would be considerably less than the effects of an overcrossing at Tulare

Street because of the comparative absence of high-sensitivity receptors such as the

stadium entrance, SP Depot, or Fulton Mall, which terminates two blocks north of

L002-37

Ventura Avenue. Thus, from a strictly aesthetic perspective, the impacts of a Ventura

Avenue overcrossing would not be comparable to a Tulare Street overcrossing due to a

relative absence of high-sensitivity receptors.

L002-38

Thank you for your comment. Please note that the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS

identifies indirect adverse effects from the BNSF Alternative's Tulare Street overcrossing

option to the Southern Pacific Railroad Depot and no adverse effects on the Bank of

Italy building.

L002-39

Thank you. The decision to construct the Mariposa Station will be determined based on

all of the factors involved regarding the least environmentally damaging alternative as

required by 40 CFR. 230.7(b)(1).

L002-40

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

L002-41

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

The analysis of potential effects to the South Van Ness Entrance Gate from the BNSF

Alternative Alignment is described in Chapter 3.17, Cultural and Paleontological

Resources of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The effect to this NRHP-

listed property was revised and an indirect adverse effect was identified (Section 106 of

the NHPA, 36 CFR 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), which is a substantial

adverse change for the purposes of CEQA [CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 (b)].The impact is

that the historic structure is an entrance gate spanning a street that once carried

Highway 99 into the City of Fresno.  The project will permanently close Van Ness

Avenue, which will become a cul-de-sac, leaving the “entrance gate” over a the dead

end road at the cul-de-sac.  This is an adverse effect because it diminishes the integrity

of design and eliminates its historic function.  Mitigation is that it is not being physically

altered or demolished, and it will be subject to Historic American and Engineering
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L002-41

Record (HAER) recordation before HST construction. While this treatment complies with

resolution of effects under Section 106, it will not reduce the impact to less than

significant under CEQA.

These conclusions are presented in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and

discussed in greater detail in the Findings of Effect (FOE) report, as part of the

compliance with the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement , which constitutes an

agreement between the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Authority, the

FRA, and Native American tribes, on how the compliance with Section 106 will be

implemented. The FOE describes the assessment of potential adverse effect (and

substantial adverse change) to this historic property that would result from the closure of

the street and identifies measures to mitigate the effect/adverse change. Mitigation

measures developed to address these effects will be incorporated into project design

and construction documents.

L002-42

Thank you for your comment. The City of Fresno will be invited to be a consulting party

on the project.

L002-43

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

Further, as discussed in Section 3.17.2, Laws, Regulations, and Orders, of the Final

EIR/EIS, the existence of the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement provides an

enforceable series of performance standards and stipulations to resolve any adverse

effects caused by the project. In addition, mitigation measure CUL-MM#10 is provided

reduce to a less-than-significant level any operational noise impacts to historical

resources or historic properties.

L002-44

Comment noted. Status of City of Fresno staff review of the eligibility of the U.S. Steel

facility at 2421 East California Avenue for the local city register is not known. The U.S.

Steel facility was evaluated using the significance criteria of the National Register of

L002-44

Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and

reported in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The evaluation concluded that the

facility does not meet the criteria for either NRHP or CRHR listing, as presented in the

Historic Architectural Survey Report (HASR) (Authority and FRA 2011b). The California

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with this finding in February 2012

(SHPO 2012). The facility is also not considered a historical resource for the purposes of

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

L002-45

Hourly construction wage rate was assumed to be $75 per hour for the purpose of

economic analysis; this rate was based on published prevailing wages in California for

heavy civil construction trades (Davis-Bacon Act). This rate also includes fringe benefits

and employer's payroll taxes, resulting in an annual burden construction salary

(excluding contractor mark-ups) of $156,000 ($75/hr x 2,080 hr/yr).

L002-46

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

Coordination with local agencies will continue to be conducted through the design and

procurement process; the specific design elements referenced in the comment have

been revised in the EIR/EIS, in coordination with the City.

L002-47

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

Coordination with local agencies will continue to be conducted through the design and

procurement process; the specific design elements referenced in the comment have

been revised in the EIR/EIS, in coordination with the City.

L002-48

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

Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03.
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L002-49

The Fresno Station's structures and site configuration will be refined in a subsequent

design phase of development, providing an opportunity to better integrate with the City

of Fresno's downtown development vision and station area plan. The station and its

support structures presented in the EIR/EIS respond to Authority site and station facility

planning guidelines and are presented as preliminary designs sufficient to inform

environmental review. The station planning process will support the City's vision for

returning the street grid to the streets abutting the station campus.

L002-50

The parking garage locations presented were coordinated with City of Fresno staff.

Further refinement of these locations may be possible and will be done in consultation

with City staff. In conjunction with the Authority/FRA-funded Station Area Planning

Program, representatives of the Authority will collaborate with City staff to identify a

parking strategy that accounts for the phasing of parking supply over time.

L002-51

The parking supply depicted in the station drawings is intended to address HST-related

demand and to comply with Authority parking policy. The parking facility locations were

determined in collaboration with City staff. In recognition of existing supply of

underutilized spaces in Downtown Fresno, the total number of spaces shown in the

station drawings is less than the total demand estimated at 2035. In conjunction with the

Authority/FRA-funded Station Area Planning Program, representatives of the Authority

will collaborate with City staff to identify a parking strategy that accounts for the phasing

of parking supply over time. The project assumes that the warehouse in question will be

removed to accommodate a new parking structure. It is possible that through the

discussions that will occur in conjunction with the City’s Station Area Planning Program,

the assumptions for station parking will evolve. If so, the warehouse could be retained or

incorporated into a parking solution on the site.

L002-52

The location for taxi and shuttle pick-up, whether on the station's east side or west side,

requires further study. Specifically, the station's intermodal connectivity is a function of

available roadway capacity and available properties to accommodate taxi, shuttle, and

L002-52

bus circulation and access. The decision on where to locate these functions, along with

a possible location for the relocated Greyhound station, will be made after further study

and consultation with City staff.

L002-53

As configured, the station's western entrance is a secondary entrance. The primary

entrance, the eastern entrance, faces downtown per input provided by City of Fresno

staff.

L002-54

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

L002-55

The parking supply depicted in the station drawings is intended to address HST-related

demand and to comply with Authority parking policy. The parking facility locations were

determined in collaboration with City staff. In recognition of the existing supply of

underutilized spaces in Downtown Fresno, the total number of spaces shown in the

station drawings is less than the total demand estimated for 2035. In conjunction with

the Authority/FRA-funded Station Area Planning Program, representatives of the

Authority will collaborate with City staff to identify a parking strategy that accounts for the

phasing of parking supply over time.
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L003-1

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

The Authority recognizes that the loss of farmland cannot be fully mitigated, and as such

has been classified as a significant and unavoidable impact. See Impact AG #4 for

information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land and see Mitigation

Measure AG #1 in Section 3.14.7 for measures to reduce the impact on prime farmland

by providing for the acquisition of permanent conservation easements from willing

sellers.

L003-2

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

The Authority disagrees with this assertion. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is a

good faith effort toward the disclosure of the reasonably foreseeable environmental

effects of the HST project. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS complies with the

requirements of both CEQA and NEPA.

L003-3

All comments submitted on the Draft EIR/EIS or Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS by

the County of Kings, Madera  County Farm Bureau, Merced County Farm Bureau, and

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability have been addressed in Volumes

IV and V of this document.

L003-4

The Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS providedocumentary

evidence that the Authority and FRA are fulfilling their duty tocomply with CEQA

and NEPA. Project alternatives were identified, theimpacts of which were evaluated at

an equal level of detail and fully disclosed,and input was sought and received from the

public, including those identifiedas minority, low income or disadvantaged.

As indicated in the responses to specific comments, this submission provides no

substantive evidence that the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS fails to comply with

CEQA and NEPA.

L003-5

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

FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16.

The Authority has encouraged the participation of the Kings County Farm Bureau in the

past and looks forward to ongoing discussions concerning the environmental review for

the project section. Representatives from the Farm Bureau attended hearings during the

public comment periods associated with the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, as well as the Public Information Meeting prior to the release

of the revised documents. The Authority has received comments on the draft and

revised documents from the Farm Bureau and will answer them in accordance with

CEQA in the Final EIR/EIS.

L003-6

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

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

The Authority conducted an analysis of alternative alignments that follow State Route

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

determined that these alternatives were not practicable. Therefore, they were not carried

forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings County has not provided any new information that would

change these conclusions. Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to

analyze impacts that are not practicable to implement.

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor

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

severe for an HST alignment, and constructing the HST project through Hanford would

have resulted in a substantial impact on residential and commercial properties in the

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

was selected to bypass Hanford in the Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California

High-Speed Rail System (Authority and FRA 2005).

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and
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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 has the least

overall impact on the environment and local communities, the lowest cost, and the

fewest constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated.

L003-7

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

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

The Authority conducted an analysis of alternative alignments that follow State Route

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

determined that these alternatives were not practicable. Therefore, they were not carried

forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings County has not provided any new information that would

change these conclusions. Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to

analyze impacts that are not practicable to implement.

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor

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

severe for an HST alignment, and constructing the HST project through Hanford would

have resulted in a substantial impact on residential and commercial properties in the

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

was selected to bypass Hanford in the Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California

High-Speed Rail System (Authority and FRA 2005).

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

public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included consideration of the

project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose,

Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis; and the

comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative has the least

overall impact on the environment and local communities, the lowest cost, and the

fewest constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated.

L003-8

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

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

The Authority conducted an analysis of alternative alignments that follow State Route

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

determined that these alternatives were not practicable. Therefore, they were not carried

forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings County has not provided any new information that would

change these conclusions. Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to

analyze impacts that are not practicable to implement.

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor

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

severe for an HST alignment, and constructing the HST project through Hanford would

have resulted in a substantial impact on residential and commercial properties in the

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

was selected to bypass Hanford in the Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California

High-Speed Rail System (Authority and FRA 2005).

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

public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included consideration of the

project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose,

Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis; and the

comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative has the least

overall impact on the environment and local communities, the lowest cost, and the

fewest constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated.

L003-9

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

The alternative routes through Kings County bypass downtown Hanford. Please see FB-

Response-GENERAL-02 for reasons why a route through the city of Hanford was

eliminated from further consideration. The two alternative routes around Hanford have
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different effects on agriculture. The Hanford West Bypass 2 Alternative reduces impacts

on Important Farmland by 14%, reduces impacts on Williamson Act lands by 50%, and

reduces impacts on Farmland Security Zone lands by almost 40%, in comparison to the

Hanford East Bypass (i.e., the BNSF Alternative).

L003-10

The Authority has and will continue to work with impacted agricultural stakeholders to

inform them of impacts, address mitigation measures, and listen to their feedback. The

formation and assembly of the Agricultural Working

Group was an optional effort that the Authority undertook to comprehensively address

agricultural concerns and engage agricultural stakeholders as part of its ongoing public

outreach strategy. The group was convened around the time of the release of the Draft

EIR/EIS to facilitate the understanding of the document, including the impacts identified

and the potential mitigation measures outlined. The group met on the following dates:

July 29, 2011; August 12, 2011; August 25, 2011; September 7, 2011; September 30,

2011; October 28, 2011; November 18, 2011; January 13, 2012; January 27, 2012;

February 10, 2012; March 14, 2012; and June 28, 2012. Meeting materials, including

white papers, agendas, and correspondence are available on the Authority’s website.

The work done by the Agricultural Working Group was used to prepare the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and the responses to comments.

L003-11

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

For information on impacts on agricultural properties, including parcel splits and

displaced facilities, see Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #11. For a detailed analysis

of the effects of the HST project on agricultural production, see Appendix C of the

Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. For information on potential HST

project impacts on property values, see Section 5.4.4.3 in the Community Impact

Assessment Technical Report.

L003-12

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-07, FB-Response-SO-05, FB-

L003-12

Response-SO-01.

Each impacted parcel under a Williamson Act or FSZ contract was analyzed to

determine if the remaining acreage of the parcel fell below the minimum acreage

requirements of these programs. In some circumstances the minimum acreage

requirements may be waived at each county’s discretion. The analysis assumed a

worst-case scenario, where any impacted parcel that no longer met the minimum

acreage requirements was assumed to fall out of contract. If property tax losses result

from removal of properties from Williamson Act contract, tax revenues would go up.

These impacts would be slightly positive for the county's property tax assessment. Since

it is not known if the property will remain in contract or not, the worst-case scenario in

regards to county-collected property tax revenues was analyzed, which is all lands

remaining in Williamson Act contract. The Authority does recognize that losses of

Williamson Act lands will affect individual landowners as a result of the HST alignment.

Any impacts on an individual’s property taxes as a result of the HST would be subject to

possible compensation from the Authority as a result of the loss of the Williamson Act

contract benefits.

L003-13

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

Federal and state laws require that the Authority pay fair market value for the land that is

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

that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual land owners to mitigate

impacts from both construction and operation of the HST. If farmland is not farmable, the

Authority will compensate the landowner at fair market value.

L003-14

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

Response-AG-03, FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-SO-01.

For information on the project effects on agricultural business and economic effects on

agriculture see EIR/EIS Volume I, Section 3.12, Impacts SO#11 and SO #15.
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L003-15

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-01.

L003-16

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-

Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-AQ-04.

L003-17

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

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

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

business representatives. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use impacts

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

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

other transportation corridor.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive receptors

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

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

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

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

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

no spraying within 0.25 mile is not reasonable. Several options are available to farmers

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

Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the pesticides they are proposing

L003-17

to use that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a different variety of crops

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

restrictions.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

to the construction in the manner proposed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

owners and managers, and experts in the field.

The typical HST trainset is sealed, with windows that cannot be opened, and no gaps

between cars. If pesticide applicators apply pesticides next to the HST in accordance

with the existing regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet those

regulations, the applicator would be liable for damages.

The July 2012 Agricultural Working Group white papers entitled "Bees and Pollination"

and "Pesticide Use Impacts" examine the HST Project's potential to adversely affect

pollination and spraying. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS concluded that the HST
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project's impacts would be less than significant and these white papers support that

conclusion.

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

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

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

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

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

unique farmland) at the following ratios:

Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of

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

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

•

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

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

•

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

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

•

L003-18

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

L003-19

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

Response-SO-01.

See the EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #15, and Volume II, Appendix 3.14-

B, for impacts to confined-animal agriculture. The Authority has committed to maintain a

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

regulatory disruptions caused by the project.

L003-20

Research on noise effects on wildlife and livestock is limited, but suggests that noise

L003-20

levels about 100 decibels (dBA) Sound Exposure Level (SEL) (the total A-weighted

sound experienced by a receiver during a noise event, normalized to a 1-second

interval) may cause animals to alter behavior. Accordingly, the FRA High-Speed Ground

Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment manual (FRA 2005) considers

an SEL of 100 dBA the most appropriate threshold for disturbance effects on wildlife and

livestock of all types. The level is based on a summary of the research and studies

referenced in the FRA Guidance Manual in Appendix A. Given a reference SEL of 102

dBA at 50 feet for a 220-miles-per-hour HST on ballast and tie track, an animal would

need to be within 100 feet of an at-grade guideway to experience an SEL of 100 dBA. At

locations adjoining an elevated guideway, an SEL of 100 dBA would not occur beyond

the edge of the elevated structure. Refer to Section 3.4.3.3, Impact Assessment

Guidance, and Section 3.4.5.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS under the heading Noise Effects on Wildlife and Domestic

Animals for further information regarding noise effects on wildlife and livestock.

Table 3.4-24 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS presents the screening distances

to the HST tracks within which the level would exceed the criteria and therefore may

affect animals for both at-grade and elevated structures. The criterion for assessing

potential noise impact on wildlife and domestic animals is an SEL of 100 dBA from HST

pass-by events. This criterion is based on research into potential effects from HST noise

on animals. These potential effects include relocation, running, physiological effects

such as changes in hormones or blood composition, and startle. The criteria for potential

startle from rapid onset rates of HST noise apply to humans, as the supporting research

is based primarily on human response to rapid onset rates from military aircraft flights. 

At this time, there is no conclusive evidence of noise and vibration decreasing

production in livestock or affecting breeding habits.

L003-21

The formation and assembly of the Agricultural Working Group was an optional effort

that the Authority undertook to comprehensively address agricultural concerns and

engage agricultural stakeholders as part of its ongoing public outreach strategy. The

group was convened around the time of the release of the Draft EIR/EIS to facilitate the

understanding of the document, including the impacts identified and the potential

mitigation measures outlined. The group met on the following dates: July 29, 2011;

August 12, 2011; August 25, 2011; September 7, 2011; September 30, 2011; October
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28, 2011; November 18, 2011; January 13, 2012; January 27, 2012; February 10, 2012;

March 14, 2012; and June 28, 2012. Meeting materials, including white papers,

agendas, and correspondence, are available on the Authority’s website. The work done

by the Agricultural Working Group was used to prepare the Revised DEIR/Supplemental

DEIS and the responses to comments.

L003-22

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

Response-AG-06.

The Agricultural Working Group was established in July 2011 to assist the Authority as

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. They include university , governmental agencies,

county agricultural commissioners and agri-business representatives. A series of white

papers were produced by this group, based on review of pertinent literature, on the

topics identified in the comment and were presented to the High-Speed Rail Authority

Board at a public meeting in July 2012. The white papers support the conclusions in the

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

The information contained in the white papers was considered during preparation of the

Final EIR/EIS and is reflected in Standard Responses FB-Response-AG-04, Severance

– Farm Impacts; FB-Response-AG-05, Pesticide Spraying/Dust/Pollination; and FB-

Response-AG-06, Confined Animal Facilities. The final white papers are available on the

Authority's website.

The white papers are references that are part of the administrative record, were

available to the public for review, will be considered by decision-makers prior to acting

on the Project, and did not need to be part of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

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

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

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

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

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

L003-22

like any other transportation corridor.Statements regarding the termination of aerial

application of pesticides within 0.25 mile of the HST alignment are an oversimplification

of the aerial application process. To conduct aerial applications of pesticides, each farm

must submit an application to its respective County Agricultural Commissioner, detailing

what types of pesticide they are proposing to spray. It is after receiving this information

that the Agricultural Commissioner places restrictions on the farm’s application of

pesticides. These restrictions include, but are not limited to: buffer zones, aerial spraying

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

restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive receptors

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

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

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

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

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

no spraying within 0.25 mile is not reasonable. Several options are available to farmers

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

Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the pesticides they are proposing

to use that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a different variety of crops

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

restrictions.

The Authority recognizes that imposing possible changes to current spraying practice for

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

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

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

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

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

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

project was constructed, and including any estimated damages to remainder, such as

cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing buffers for aerial

spraying, etc.  The difference between these “before” and “after” values is called

severance damages and will reflect any loss in value for the remainder of the property

due to the construction in the manner proposed.
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Land that may be affected by new aerial application restrictions would still be used by

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

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

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

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

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

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

owners and managers, and experts in the field.

L003-23

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

FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-07.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS conforms to the requirements of the FPPA. The

Authority and FRA have gone to great lengths to maximize the use of existing

transportation corridors to minimize potential impacts on agricultural lands. However,

this intent must be balanced with considerations of minimizing potential impacts on

urbanized areas (typically, noise and residential and business displacements). Also,

HST operations impose design requirements that do not always fit within the alignment

of the existing transportation corridors and therefore cannot feasibly be built solely within

those corridors. Existing corridors are not sufficiently straight, nor are their curve radii

long enough to support high-speed operation along their full lengths, and in many cases

cannot sustain the speeds necessary to meet the Prop. 1A travel time requirements.

Additionally, safety considerations dictate the need to separate the HST from roads and

conventional rail (refer to Section 2.4.2.1, Alignment Requirements).

L003-24

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

FB-Response-AG-01.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS examines a number of alignment alternatives

(see Chapter 2 for a description of the alternative alignments). Some of the alternatives

would affect greater amounts of agricultural land than others.

L003-24

Table 3.14-5 in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS shows the potential permanent

conversion of Important Farmlands (by category) for the HST and Table 3.14-6 lists the

total acres of protected farmlands (Williamson Act and Farmland Security Zone) affected

by project alignment alternatives, including remnant parcels that would likely not be

suitable for farming after the project is completed.

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

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

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

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

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

unique farmland) at the following ratios:

Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of

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

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

•

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

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

•

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

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

•

L003-25

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

The requirements of the Williamson Act are described in Section 3.14.2 of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. As described under Impact AG #6 in Section 3.14.5, parcels

required for the project that are under Williamson Act contracts would be subject to

property acquisition in accordance with the applicable provisions of the program. The

Authority has made the necessary findings and submitted the required notice to the

Director of Conservation pursuant to Government Code Section 51291.

L003-26

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-LU-03.

Project consistency with the Kings County General Plan policies is discussed in Section
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3.13.2.4, Section 3.13.5.3, and Appendix 3.13A-1.

L003-27

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

The Authority and FRA consulted with cooperating agencies under NEPA and with

trustee and responsible agencies under CEQA regarding specific resource areas

associated with these agencies. Interested state, federal, and local agencies were also

consulted throughout the process. A full listing of meetings can be found in Chapter 7.

L003-28

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-LU-03.

Project consistency with the City of Hanford General Plan policies is discussed in

Section 3.13.2.4, Section 3.13.5.3, and Appendix 3.13A-1.

As stated in FRA Docket NO. EP-1, Notice 5, the EIS should assess the impacts of each

alternative on local land use controls and comprehensive regional  planning as well as

on development within the affected environment, including, where applicable, other

proposed Federal actions in the area. Where inconsistencies or conflicts exist, this

section should describe the extent of reconciliation and the reason for proceeding

notwithstanding the absence of full reconciliation. As required by 42 U.S.C.

4332(2)(D)(iv), the Program Office shall provide early notification to, and solicit the views

of, any State or Federal land management entity with respect to any alternative which

may have significant impacts upon such entity and, if there is any disagreement  on

such impacts, prepare a written assessment of such impacts and views for incorporation

into the final EIS.

L003-29

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

Response-AG-05, FB-Response-AG-06.

The Agricultural Working Group was established in July 2011 to assist the Authority as

L003-29

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. They include

representatives from universities, governmental agencies, county agricultural

commissions and agri-business. A series of white papers was produced by this group,

including on the topics of wind generation and pesticides, and those were presented to

the High-Speed Rail Authority Board in July 2012. The information contained in the

white papers was considered during preparation of the Final EIR/EIS and is reflected in

Standard Responses FB-Response-AG-04, Severance – Farm Impacts; FB-Response-

AG-05, Pesticide Spraying/Dust/Pollination; and FB-Response-AG-06, Confined Animal

Facilities. The final white papers are available on the Authority's website.

Federal and state Laws require that the Authority pay fair market value for the land that

is acquired. The land acquisition process occurs before construction. It is during this

phase that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual land owners to

mitigate impacts from both construction and operation of the HST. If farmland is not

farmable, the Authority will compensate the landowner at fair market value.

The Agricultural Working Group completed a white paper on pesticide use impacts in

2012 (this paper is on the Authority website. That white paper reports the following.

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

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

local roadways which include their respective right-of-ways and are all considered

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

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

or near transportation corridors. There are no buffer zones specifically addressing

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

create a need for a buffer zone different from those already established. Currently, crops

are planted up to the edge of these transportation corridors with farmers still being able

to effectively utilize spraying. It is therefore unlikely that a farm that is adjacent to the

HST will not be able to effectively administer pesticides by either aerial or ground

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

customary agricultural practices or is an augmentation to an already existing

transportation corridor footprint. Growers in the path of the railway where the route

leaves an established transportation corridor and creates a new corridor across their

farmland will be subject to the implementation of existing regulatory restrictions

depending on conditions and circumstances of the type of pesticide being used. All that

would be new to the grower would be the enforcement of existing regulations for

conditions that did not exist prior to the construction of the route through their property.

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

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

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

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

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

with all applicable laws, regulations, and conditions.

As to the question about buffer zones, their utilization will only be required where such

safety protocol is called for when making an application adjacent to a transportation

corridor. There are no buffer zones specifically addressing passenger trains; therefore, a

passenger train traveling at a high rate of speed does not create a need for a buffer

zone different from those already established. The HST is fully sealed, in part to provide

comfortable high speed travel for passengers, and would not require setbacks from

spraying operations

As is the case with removing land planted in crops to use it for equipment turning lanes,

the need to provide a buffer for crop spraying will be analyzed and addressed at the

appraisal stage with input from the property owners and managers, and experts in the

field.

L003-30

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

For information on the economic effects on agriculture, see Volume I, Section 3.12,

Impact SO #15. For a detailed analysis of the effects of the HST project on agricultural

L003-30

production, see Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report.

The analysis in this appendix provides these results by county and by project alternative

in terms of the number of acres of agricultural production loss, the resulting annual

revenue loss in both dollar and percentage terms for each type of agricultural product,

and the employment loss.

L003-31

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

L003-32

HSR 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 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. Section 3.11.6 of the

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS 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.

L003-33

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

Response-GENERAL-04.

The Authority disagrees with this opinion of the commenter. The Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS represents a good faith effort at analysis, disclosure, and

mitigation of impacts consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.

L003-34

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21.
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1 reconcile this lack of environmental justice?  Were

2 these factors considered in the Merced to Fresno EIS?

3             I ask you to do your due diligence and

4 withdraw -- I'd like to ask you to trash the whole thing

5 but, I'm just going to say withdraw the EIS until the

6 California High Speed Rail Administration actually

7 demonstrates that it's complying with NEPA rather than

8 just pretending to do so on paper.

9             And it's a personal matter of mine, to

10 withhold it until they give us some information about I5

11 and a study.  Thank you very much.

12             MR. MORALES:  Thank you, Mr. Browning.

13             We have a new speaker, Diana Peck.

14             MS. PECK:  Hello.  My name is Diana Peck.

15 I'm with Kings County Farm Bureau.  I'm the program

16 coordinator for the Farm Bureau.  And I wanted to share

17 with you that as we, the Farm Bureau, prepare our

18 comment letter in review of your Draft Environmental

19 Document, our objective will be to demonstrate not only

20 the deficiencies of your document, but that your

21 decision to impact Kings County and settling on these

22 alignments that disproportionately affect agricultural

23 land in Hanford east, Hanford west alignment.  Your

24 decision -- your agency made that decision arbitrarily

25 and with prejudice, not providing this community the
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1 same rights, privileges, and considerations provided to

2 other communities in the Valley and the state.

3             For more than two years, we and our local

4 government have opposed this alignment -- these

5 alignments, actually, now, that deviate from existing

6 transportation corridors and traverse through miles of

7 productive farmland.

8             In your own record of decision on the 2005

9 environmental document, the FRA stated that the high

10 speed train alternative would benefit the environment by

11 using existing transportation corridors and rail lines

12 to minimize the impacts on California's landscape.

13             You also stated that the high speed train

14 alternative would provide land use benefits by being

15 highly compatible with local and regional plans that

16 support rail systems and transit oriented development

17 and offering opportunities for increased land use

18 efficiency.  In fact, you were directed by EPA in their

19 comment letter in the 2005 document to, as you move from

20 the program level analysis to project level, to study

21 alternatives -- study and actually compare alternatives

22 with and without a community bypass loop.  And here in

23 Hanford we have two community bypass loops that we're

24 presently looking at.

25             Early on, we worked with you by providing
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1 input and comments encouraging you to adhere to these

2 principles that you stated in your record of decision

3 but you refused.

4             So here's what I want to say, because the

5 ultimate purpose of your EIS is to assist in decision

6 making, to help public officials make decisions that are

7 based on an understanding of the environmental

8 consequences, it's important to note that your document

9 is filled with language that is manipulative, confusing,

10 and contradicting.

11             Today I am going to point out specifically

12 one significant flaw, just one.  Our letter will go

13 through the rest.  But today I know I have a limited

14 amount of time.

15             This significant flaw stated in your

16 document has been the subject of more than two years of

17 debate right here in Kings county between the California

18 High Speed Rail Authority and our Kings County

19 Government.  Why in this -- and this is regarding the

20 consistency with local land use plans.

21             Now, why is this important to Farm Bureau?

22 Because we have gotten behind our local government and

23 as they work diligently to protect the agricultural

24 resources of our county through their agriculture

25 preservation and land use policies, it is very important
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1 to us.

2             In your land use, in your station land use

3 and development section of your document, section 3.13,

4 here's what I want to state, here is the confusing

5 language.

6             You state that this section describes the

7 regulatory setting and affected environment for land use

8 and identified the potential effects of the project,

9 both beneficial and negative, on land use associated

10 with alternative alignment station and station areas and

11 the HMS.

12             You further state this section also

13 addresses whether the project would be consistent with

14 regional and local goals and policies.  In talking about

15 the cities of Fresno and Bakersfield you state by

16 following existing transportation corridors as much as

17 possible, the design of the high speed train project

18 reduces land use conflicts.

19             And in your section 3.132.3 you state the

20 following regional and local plans and policies were

21 identified and considered in the preparation of this

22 analysis.  A full listing of the policies and project's

23 consistency is included in appendix 3.13 A.  Implying to

24 me, as a reviewer of the document, that consistency is

25 of important significance.
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1             Yet, you've added in your revised document,

2 in section 3.13.2.4, a new section that you added, you

3 state that the high speed train project is an

4 undertaking of the Authority and FRA in their capacity

5 as state and federal agencies.  As such, it is not

6 required to be consistent with local plans.  However,

7 the high speed train project's consistency with local

8 plans is described here by alternative et cetera, et

9 cetera.  So you're stating it doesn't have to be

10 consistent.

11             In just one section where you talk about the

12 Hanford West Bypass and East Bypass alternatives, you

13 state that this would extend through areas of

14 agriculture land -- of agricultural land uses and a new

15 right-of-way and would not be consistent with the San

16 Joaquin Valley blueprint principle seven and eight nor

17 with the Kings County general plan policy.  So you state

18 -- that's just a number of one of the inconsistencies

19 that you have stated.

20             The thing I want to say that is false is

21 that your statement, that you don't have to be

22 consistent.  Just as a member of the public and a

23 reviewer of the document, I found that the council on

24 environmental qualities regulations for implementing

25 NEPA section 1502.16 under environmental consequences
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1 states that your document, the EIS, shall include

2 discussions of, among others, the possible conflicts

3 between the proposed action and the objectives of

4 federal, regional, state, and local and then, the case

5 of reservation Indian tribe, land use, plans, policies

6 and controls for the area concerned.  See section 15.06.

7             So in 15.06, it states to better integrate

8 environmental impact statements into state or local

9 planning processes, statements shall discuss -- the EIS

10 shall discuss any inconsistencies of your proposed

11 action with any approved state or local plan where an

12 inconsistency exists, the statement should describe the

13 extent to which the agency, that's you, would reconcile

14 its proposed action with that plan.  Reconcile to mean

15 to make consistent or congruous.  To bring into

16 agreement or harmony, to make compatible or consistent.

17             So I believe this is a significant

18 contradiction to the CEQA regulation.  And I believe

19 it's a significant flaw in your document.  Thank you.

20             MR. MORALES:  Thank you, Ms. Peck.

21             Todd Fukuda.

22             MR. FUKUDA:  First off, I would like to say

23 I think it's unfair that you put me behind Diana Peck.

24 That's just totally unfair.  She's awesome.

25             To the FRA, thank you for coming and for
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-LU-03.

L004-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-LU-03.

The comment states that NEPA regulations 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 require that lead

agencies discuss possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of

federal, state, regional, and local land use plans and describe the extent to which the

lead agency would reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law.  As stated in

Section 3.13.2.3 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, cities and counties in the

study area control the location and intensity of development through implementation of

their local plans. The HST Authority is committed to working with agencies with land use

plans and policies that are affected by the HST project. This discussion with agencies is

ongoing and will be occurring in the future as the project progresses.
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