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I001-1

The Bakersfield Amtrak Station is not large enough to accommodate projected

passenger volumes for the HST. Use of the Amtrak Station would require substantial

modification to that facility to accommodate the project passenger volume of over 4,500

daily trips and peak hour passenger volume of about 700.

Response to Submission I001 (Robert Gaddie, August 31, 2011)
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Submission I002 (Rose Gallegos, October 7, 2011)
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I002-1

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

Response to Submission I002 (Rose Gallegos, October 7, 2011)
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Submission I003 (Glen George, August 29, 2011)
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I003-1

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

Response to Submission I003 (Glen George, August 29, 2011)
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I004-1

The alignment plans show that the location of the southernmost route, the BNSF

Bakersfield North Alternative, would be approximately 140 feet from the medical office

building.  At this distance, the projected vibration level at the building face would be

approximately 68 vibration decibels (VdB).  The project alignment would be elevated

along this portion, which would reduce the level of vibration by approximately 10 VdB,

and the resulting level would be approximately 58 VdB. The building appears to be a

stucco-finished, wood-framed, single-story, free-standing building. The framing and

finish would reduce the vibration level by about 5 dB, resulting in a level of

approximately 53 VdB.  Vibration levels of this magnitude correspond to Vibration

Criteria Curve C, as listed in Table 8-3, "Interpretation of Vibration Criteria for Detailed

Analysis" of the Federal Transit Administration's "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact

Assessment." This table lists a vibration level of 53 VdB as "Appropriate for most

lithography and inspection equipment to 1 micron detail size." Should medical activities

and procedures occurring at this office require accuracy of less than 1 micron, 

additional mitigation measures may be necessary.”

If the southernmost route, the BNSF Bakersield North Alternative, is chosen as the

project alternative, a more detailed vibration study will be done to determine the

vibration levels at the office buildings. If the more detailed studies show vibration

levels above the impact level, feasible and reasonable mitigation measures will be

studied to reduce the vibration levels below the impact levels.

Response to Submission I004 (Gregg German, O.D., August 25, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #527 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/11/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 10/11/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Carrie
Last Name : Gilkey
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 93212
Telephone :
Email : cgilkey@kings.k12.ca.us
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

I beg you to roconsider this absolute devastation to my family's life.  We
are 3rd generation family farmers living on our farm raising the next
generation.  To go forth with this rail plan will destroy not only our rural
way of life but of several of the farming families in this large area.
Please don't make American family farmers and dairy people living in
central CA  a nostalgic historical footnote.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Affiliation Type : Individual
Official Comment Period : Yes

I005-1

Submission I005 (Carrie Gilkey, October 11, 2011)
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I005-1

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

Response to Submission I005 (Carrie Gilkey, October 11, 2011)
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Submission I006 (V Gilkey, September 26, 2011)
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I006-1

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

Response to Submission I006 (V Gilkey, September 26, 2011)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. IV Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name G-J

Page 24-12



I007-1

I007-2

I007-3

Submission I007 (G.S. Gillam, October 6, 2011)
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I007-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-09, FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

I007-2

Alternatives through Bakersfield travel in an east-west direction.

Please refer to Section 2.4, Alignment, Station, and Heavy Maintenance Facility

Alternatives Evaluated in this Project EIR/EIS, for descriptions and figures of the Fresno

to Bakersfield project alternatives. Figure 2-30, Kern County HST alternatives, depicts

the three alternatives that travel through Bakersfield. The location and boundaries of the

Fresno to Bakersfield project are provided in Appendix 3.1-A, Parcels Within the HST

Footprint, which depicts all parcels within the HST footprint.

I007-3

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

Chapter 1 of the EIR/EIS describes the purpose and need for the proposed project.

Response to Submission I007 (G.S. Gillam, October 6, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #260 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 9/22/2011
Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 9/22/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Misty
Last Name : Gomez
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93307
Telephone :
Email : eileen.hernandez_14@yahoo.com
Cell Phone :
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I strongly believe this whole High-Speed Rail situation is very unecessary.

There are plenty of different areas to place the High-Speed rail. I am a
graduate of year 2011 at Bakersfield High School and you may think it doesnt
effect me but it does. I was an Archiving student, as well as many others, and
we have learned many historic events that have taken place in the IT building.
Us class of 2011 are now part of that history, so to cruely destroy a building
that has been a part of the BHS legacy is very heartless. So please do not
remove what is rightfully ours!

I008-1

I008-2

Submission I008 (Misty Gomez, September 22, 2011)
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. IV Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name G-J

Page 24-15



I008-1

Three alternatives are being considered for the HST alignment through Bakersfield, two

of which do not encroach on the Industrial Arts Building (Bakersfield South and

Bakersfield Hybrid). The Authority has not yet selected a preferred alternative, and will

take into consideration comments received on the DEIR/EIS and Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS in making a decision on the preferred alternative.

As discussed in Section 3.17 of the EIR/EIS, the Industrial Arts Building is not eligible for

the National Register of Historic Places. The State Historic Preservation Officer has

concurred with this finding.

I008-2

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

FB-Response-GENERAL-25, FB-Response-SO-08.

Response to Submission I008 (Misty Gomez, September 22, 2011)
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Submission I009 (Alisa Gomez, October 12, 2011)
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I009-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03 and FB-Response-AQ-04.

I009-2

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

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #8,

acknowledges that in areas where the project alignment departs from the existing BNSF

corridor and introduces a new linear feature, there would be impacts on agricultural

communities. However, on average, roadway overpasses would be provided

approximately every 2 miles along the track. It is estimated that the proposed project

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

HST tracks. The width of the roadway overpasses would accommodate both farm

equipment and school buses traveling in opposite lanes. Because of the frequency of

roadway overpasses, additional distances traveled by vehicles to cross the HST tracks

are expected to be negligible.

Response to Submission I009 (Alisa Gomez, October 12, 2011)
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Submission I010 (Alisa Gomez, October 12, 2011)
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I010-1

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

Please refer to the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Appendix 3.12-A, Residential,

Business, and Mobile Home Relocation Assistance Brochures, which describes the

process for property acquisition and relocation compensation. The Authority will

negotiate on a case-by-case basis with property owners whose land will be affected by

the HST system. Land will be acquired by the Authority at fair market value, and the

property appraisal will take into account the amenities of the property, as determined by

the process described in the brochures.

Response to Submission I010 (Alisa Gomez, October 12, 2011)
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I011-1

Submission I011 (Alisa Gomez, October 12, 2011)
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I011-1

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

Alignment plans and maps of parcels directly affected by the project, where the whole

parcel or a portion thereof would be acquired, are provided in Volume III of the EIR/EIS.

Response to Submission I011 (Alisa Gomez, October 12, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #514 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/10/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : Business
Submission Date : 10/10/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Jennifer
Last Name : Gonsalves
Professional Title : Accountant
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Corcoran
State : CA
Zip Code : 93212
Telephone :
Email : jegonsalves@novastormsystems.com
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield, Merced - Fresno
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

No matter how you phrase it, or what the route, the rail is a loosing
business proposition. It will never be able to support itself and will
always have to be subsidized by the taxpayers.  The logic that it will
save money by allowing the state to neglect existing roads, railways and
airports  is absurd.  The only fiscally sound decision is for the state to
abandon the high speed rail and cut their losses while they can.  To
accept Federal money to fund a loosing proposition is ludacris.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Affiliation Type : Businesses and Organizations
Official Comment Period : Yes

I012-1

Submission I012 (Jennifer Gonsalves, October 10, 2011)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. IV Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name G-J
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I012-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

Response to Submission I012 (Jennifer Gonsalves, October 10, 2011)
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Submission I013 (Edward Gonzales, September 22, 2011)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. IV Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name G-J
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I013-1

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

See the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #7, for

effects on religious facilities. Please refer to Mitigation Measure SO-4: Implement

measures to reduce impacts associated with the relocation of important facilities. These

measures will apply to schools, churches, city and county property, as well as to other

important facilities. The Authority will consult with these respective parties before land

acquisition to assess potential opportunities to reconfigure land use and buildings and/or

to relocate affected facilities, as necessary, to minimize the disruption of facility activities

and services, and also to ensure that the relocation allows the community currently

served to continue to access these services. This mitigation measure will be effective in

minimizing the impacts of the project by completing new facilities before necessary

relocations, and by involving affected facilities in the process of identifying new locations

for their operations.

Response to Submission I013 (Edward Gonzales, September 22, 2011)
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I014-2

Submission I014 (Jim Gregory, September 29, 2011)
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I014-1

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

Impacts on pollination by honey bees are discussed under Section 3.14, Agricultural

Lands. An 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 representatives from

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

businesses.

A series of white papers were produced by this group and presented to the Authority

board. The white papers found that while wind gusts may blow pollinators off blossoms if

the crops are planted very near the tracks, the pollinators would most likely right

themselves and return to the blossom. Wind estimates at 30 feet from the HST (which is

within the HST right-of-way) are estimated to be 2.4 miles per hour. This speed is

comparable to and lower than the daily average wind speed shown in the meteorological

data from the reporting stations at both the Merced and Fresno airports. The final white

papers are currently provided on the Authority's website.

I014-2

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

See Volume I, Section 3.14, Impact AG#10 for information on the wind-induced effects

on honey bees.

Response to Submission I014 (Jim Gregory, September 29, 2011)
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Attachment to Submission I014 (Jim Gregory, September 29, 2011) -
574_Gregory_Letter_092911_Attachment.pdf
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Attachment to Submission I014 (Jim Gregory, September 29, 2011) -
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Attachment to Submission I014 (Jim Gregory, September 29, 2011) -
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I015-2

Submission I015 (Jim Gregory, October 11, 2011)
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I015-1

The upgrade of SR 198 to four lanes (construction beginning in November 2009) was

included in the traffic analysis. This was documented in the Fresno to Bakersfield

Section: Transportation Analysis Technical Report, July 2012, page 4-28 (Authority and

FRA 2012j).

I015-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12.

Response to Submission I015 (Jim Gregory, October 11, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #744 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/13/2011
Response Requested : No
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 10/13/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Rochelle
Last Name : Guinn
Professional Title : Reverend
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93307
Telephone : 6617035463
Email : luvnkurtwarner@aol.com
Cell Phone :
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : The HSR did not include our church, Full Gospel Lighthouse, in the EIR. The

report stops 2 blocks west of our church. We are located at 800 Butte St. In
Bakersfield.

Also, we only received 1 notice from HSR. That notice was only about the
workshops.

Nothing stating the plan to take our church, where we serve the homeless
community.

I am also concerned with the Valley Fever spores that will be stirred up.

I016-1

I016-2

I016-3

I016-4

Submission I016 (Rochelle Guinn, October 13, 2011)
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I016-1

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

For information about the impacts on the Full Gospel Lighthouse in Bakersfield, see

Sections 5.1.1 and 5.2.5 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report

(Authority and FRA 2012g), and refer to the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume

I, Section 3.12.7, Mitigation Measure SO-4, for information related to the relocation of

important community facilities.

I016-2

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

I016-3

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

I016-4

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

Although valley fever fungi are commonly found in the soil in the Central Valley and

can be stirred into the air by anything that disrupts the soil, the potential for the

operational HST to generate dust through induced air flow is low. Therefore, the impacts

from valley fever during operations will be less than significant. In addition, the dust

minimization measures listed in Section 3.3.8 of the Final EIR/EIS will further reduce

fugitive dust emissions to a less-than-significant impact. Valley fever spores would be

released when the soil is disturbed; however, due to the minimization measures, fugitive

dust disturbance during construction will be minimal. Therefore, impacts from valley

fever spores would be less than significant.

Response to Submission I016 (Rochelle Guinn, October 13, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #435 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/5/2011
Response Requested :
Stakeholder Type : Environmental
Submission Date : 10/5/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Monika
Last Name : Gupta
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfiield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93311
Telephone : 619-871-0642
Email : monaggar@hotmail.com
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

September 27, 2011

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

	Re:	Objection to the High Speed Railway

Dear Sir/Madam:

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

1.	Introduction

I am a physician practicing in Bakersfield since moving to the area 3
years ago. I am a member of Chinmaya Mission and have been taking
my daughter to Chinmaya weekly for Sunday School, known as Bal
Vihar, for the past 3 years, since the age of 2 1/2. In the next year, I
intend on bringing my second daughter to the weekly classes once she
turns the same age.

2.	Background on Church

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

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

3.	Environment Impact

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

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant
impact if it would:

•	Physically divide an established community.

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

•	Relocate substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction

I017-1

Submission I017 (Monika Gupta, October 5, 2011)
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of replacement housing elsewhere.

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

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

Further: “The Bakersfield South Alternative Alignment, like the BNSF
Alternative, would pass through Bakersfield’s Northwest, Central, and
Northeast districts, affecting similar but somewhat different community
facilities. Impacts in the Northwest District of Bakersfield would be
similar to those identified for the BNSF Alternative, displacing many
homes and several churches. Like the BNSF Alternative, the Bakersfield
South Alternative would divide the existing community and result in a
considerable number of residential property acquisitions in this
neighborhood, as well as the displacement of churches (the Korean
Presbyterian Church would be fully displaced and parts of Chinmaya
Mission property would be displaced).”  See EIR at 3.12-52.
The Public Notice explains these effects will be felt in the following
areas: “transportation, air quality, noise and vibration, electromagnetic
fields, biological resources and  wetlands, hazardous materials and
wastes, safety and security, communities, agricultural lands, parks,
recreation, and open space, aesthetics and visual resources, and
cultural and paleontological resources.”  Clearly, under either alignment,
the impact of the project will be particularly devastating to our Mission
and our local community.  So far, there has been no mention of
compensation or noise abatement procedures available to those
damaged by the project.

4.	Additional Concerns

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

Second, we believe the location of this project is misplaced.  Currently,
the proposed project will run through “old” Bakersfield, which will result
in extreme traffic and parking congestion.  Thus, we are concerned that
local citizens will lose their easy access to downtown Bakersfield.  Other
cities, such as Denver, Colorado, have wisely chosen to relocate new
transportation centers away from the downtown area, to avoid negative

I017-2

I017-3

I017-4

impacts, such as unwanted noise, vibrations, pollution, and traffic
congestion.  Notably, the proposed railway in Fresno, California does not
pass through the center of the City and will affect FAR FEWER citizens.

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

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

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

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

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Yours very truly,

Monika Gupta, M.D.
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
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I017-1

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

For information about the potential impacts on the Chinmaya Mission, see the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12.5.2, Impact SO #7, and Section 5.1.1

in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authoritiy and FRA 2012). See

Volume I, Section 3.12.7, Mitigation Measure SO-4, related to relocation of important

community facilities.

I017-2

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

For information about the potential impacts on the Chinmaya Mission, see the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12.5.2, and Section 5.1.1, Impact SO #7,

in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012g).

 See also Volume I, Section 3.12.7, Mitigation Measure SO-4, related to relocation of

important community facilities.

The potential sound barrier mitigation for this area for operation noise from the project is

listed in Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, Tables 3.4-29, 3.4-31, and 3.4-32, and shown

on Figure 3.4-19, Bakersfield area: Potential sound barrier sites. The specific type of

mitigation will be selected during final design and before operations begin.

I017-3

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

I017-4

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-25.

Consistent with Proposition 1A (2008), the proposed HST alignment in Fresno follows

an existing transportation corridor to the extent feasible. As discussed in Section 2.3.2.1,

Fresno Subsection, the five initial alternative alignments through Fresno were based

largely on the Statewide Program EIR/EIS preferred alignment and included input from

the Fresno Technical Working Group (TWG) and other local stakeholders. Several

I017-4

horizontal and vertical alignments were considered. The Union Pacific Railroad West

Alternative was carried forward in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS as the BNSF

Alternative. This alternative would affect the Historic Southern Pacific Railroad Depot,

but would not result in its demolition or relocation. This alternative is consistent with the

City of Fresno’s redevelopment vision, would result in fewer community and

environmental impacts than other alternatives, and offers connectivity to Fresno’s

central business district. All the alternative alignments considered for the Fresno

subsection feature a downtown station in the area generally bounded by Stanislaus

Street on the north, Ventura Street on the south, H Street on the east, and SR 99 on the

west. The environmental evaluation of the Fresno station alternatives carried forward in

the EIR/EIS demonstrated that environmental impacts were similar for the Mariposa and

Kern station alternatives. However, due to the City of Fresno’s planning and the

orientation of the Downtown Fresno City Center, the Fresno Station–Mariposa

Alternative offers substantially more opportunities for transit-oriented development.

Environmental impacts associated with the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST

project are discussed by resource in Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIR/EIS.

I017-5

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

A detailed Noise and Vibration Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012i) is included

in the Technical Appendix of the EIR. Noise measurements began to be conducted in

2009, and additional measurements have been completed since then as alternative

alignments were added to the analysis. Noise modeling, analysis, and reports have

been completed since the completion of the measurements. The noise measurement

site locations are included in the Noise and Vibration Technical Report.  The number of

trips per day are estimated to be 188 per day and 37 per night.  The number of trains

during peak hours will be 24. The street names and addresses are correct to the best of

our knowledge. Noise levels generated by HST operations were modeled at receivers

within a distance of 2,500 feet from the centerline of the HST and were analyzed in

order to see if the train would generate noise impacts at their locations.

The Hageman Grade Separation Project will grade-separate Hageman Road from the
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I017-5

BNSF Railroad. The proposed HST will also be grade-separated, and the HST project

will not affect the Hageman Grade Separation Project.

I017-6

The commenter did not provide a specific context for evaluation of an East Side

alignment, a site at 7th Standard and SR 99, or for incorrect street names; therefore the

responders were not able to address this comment.

I017-7

The potential noise impact has been assessed at sensitive receivers, and these areas

are identified in Section 3.4.5, Environmental Consequences, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and shown in Figures 3.4-9 through 3.4-13. The locations of

potential barriers are illustrated on Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19. Refer to Section 3.4.7

for a complete listing of noise impact mitigation measures that would reduce noise

impacts below a “severe” level. The Proposed California High-Speed Train Project Noise

and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines developed by the Authority (see Appendix 3.4-A of

the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS) were used to determine whether mitigation

would be proposed for these areas of potential impact. The Guidelines require

consideration of feasible and effective mitigation for severe noise impacts (impacts

where a significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by the HST project’s

noise).

The Authority will refine mitigation for homes with residual severe noise impacts (i.e.,

severe impacts that remain notwithstanding noise barriers) and address them on a case-

by-case basis during final design of the Preferred Alternative. In addition to the potential

use of noise barriers, other forms of noise mitigation may include improvements to the

home itself that will reduce the levels by at least 5 A-weighted decibels (dBA), such as

adding acoustically treated windows, extra insulation, and mechanical ventilation as

detailed in Section 3.4.7, Project. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS proposes noise barriers in areas of severe noise

impacts resulting from the project, where the barriers meet the cost-effectiveness

criteria. To meet the cost-effectiveness criteria, barriers must mitigate noise for more

than 10 sensitive receivers, be not less than 800 feet in length, be less than 14 feet in

I017-7

height, and cost below $45,000 per benefited receiver. A receiver that receives at least a

5-dBA noise reduction due to the barrier is considered a benefited receiver.

Mitigation Measure N&V-MM#3 provides that sound barriers may be installed to reduce

noise to acceptable levels at adjoining properties. These may include walls, berms, or a

combination of walls and berms. The specific type of barrier will be selected during final

design, and before operations begin. In addition, Mitigation Measure N&V-MM#3

provides that prior to operation, the Authority will work with communities regarding the

height and design of sound barriers, using jointly developed performance criteria, when

the vertical and horizontal location have been finalized as part of the final design of the

project. Mitigation Measure VQ-MM#6 requires the provision of a range of options to

reduce the visual impact of the sound barriers. 

I017-8

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

I017-9

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

I017-10

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

All three volumes of the EIR/EIS, including Volume III (which contains the design

drawings), total approximately 4,800 pages. The document has been written so that it is

understandable to lay readers.

I017-11

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16.
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October 12, 2011 
 
California High-Speed Rail Authority  
Merced to Fresno Draft EIR/EIS Comments 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
[Sent  By Email: Merced_Fresno@hsr.ca.gov and to dleavitt@hsr.ca.gov ] 
 
To The California High-Speed Rail Authority: 
 
This letter is to submit comments on the Draft EIR/EIS prepared by the California High-Speed 
Rail Authority for the Merced to Fresno and Fresno to Bakersfield section of the proposed 
California High-Speed Train Project (“Draft EIR/EIS”).  
 
Preface 
My overall impression is surprise, considering the volume of this report; there are so many 
missing, inadequate, conflicting numbers and information in this study; much like buffet dining, 
quantity over quality. This entire document was over 30,000 pages and despite the requests of 
more than 5000 people and several organizations the Authority has refused to give a more 
realistic review period of six months to review this massive document. 

Frankly it is becoming very clear that this project does not have the funds to do this project right 
or wrong and it is a desperate attempt to get something down on paper to make the deadlines 
on the federal funds. Those funds which will be surely less than 7% of the overall project costs 
are pushing this project inappropriately ahead of the health of the state.  One small stumbling 
block is time and the now it is a near certain fact that the project will not be in compliance of AB 
3034.  It has to prove where the capital is coming from, real money not social benefits, show 
adequate ridership and revenue, prove no requirement of operational subsidy is required and of 
course obtain an approved funding plan through the legislature. 

Independent Utility 

Speaking of federal funds, a strong requirement is independent utility.  This means if the project 
does not go forward, the improvements made must create a standalone improvement in order 
not to waste the taxpayers‟ money.   Since funding forecast is not promising for the immediate 
future, there is not enough information in this Environmental Impact report that shows a strong 
independent utility usage.  

Amtrak‟s using the track built in the Central Valley is the independent utility.  I understand that 
miles of track will have to be built to connect the current route to the new route, adding more 
cost to the program in the physical building of the tracks as well as land takes.  This plan B must 
prove that can be used and be profitable independently. I also understand that whatever 
qualified as independent utility cannot receive federal fund subsidy.  How is this possible with 
Amtrak usage which is known to receive millions of federal funds each year? How will it run 
without subsidy or will Amtrak just ask for more money to cover the tab?  What about outlining 
impacts to the city of Hanford if the rail line that currently goes into downtown Hanford is 
stopped, certainly it will impact the city negatively. The report as far as I can find does not 
adequately cover the subject of the independent utility if in case Amtrak using the tracks instead 
of High Speed Rail. 

 

I018-1
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Bakersfield:  

The project shows great damage to city properties, over 300 residential properties, damaging 
schools, hospital, and core parking facilities to the convention center with little to no impacts 
indicated in the EIR.  When viewing the impact slides at the Bakersfield workshop, it reminded 
me of looking at the results of a natural disaster.  It seemed unconscionable and for the pursuit 
of some temporary construction jobs and pumped up permanent job numbers to cause such 
destruction to the city of Bakersfield.  Moving the location of the station to the outskirts of town 
with adequate regional transportation to and from the heart of the city may have been another 
option that should have been more carefully studied. 

Is the High Speed Rail Authority following CEQA or just NEPA?  This question has been raised 
by the city and is being raised by me.  Where is the vigorous state process required of other 
state agencies with their projects?  This report does not adequately address impacts nor 
mitigations. 

It seems odd that the East side of Bakersfield stops short of minority and poor areas of which I 
have personally driven through the streets. I believe in EIR lingo that‟s called piecemealing and 
is strictly forbidden by the state.  In these poorer areas, many people had no knowledge of the 
project. I traveled with a small group some were bi-lingual and there was little knowledge of the 
project in this needy part of town.  It also seems uncanny that in Bakersfield the Authority‟s 
plans knocks down 8 houses of worship of all denominations.  How could a plan like this be 
devised and someone think its ok? 

I stopped at a day care while I was in Bakersfield which was directly under one of the proposed 
routes.  It was one that was quite unique, called  Rock N Ranch Rascals Day Care, owner Cindy 
Renick, located at 10119 Palm Avenue, Bakersfield, Ca. 93312.  What was unusual about it was 
that the Day Care was on a 1 acre lot, which takes infants to age 5.  They learn how to ride and 
care for horses. This zoning is very hard to come by. It‟s in a residential area with these large 
lots which allows horses in the city near many parents path to work.  It will destroy her business 
since no one will want to expose their children to the noise or perhaps the danger of an elevated 
track right over the daycare.  She takes the children outside for rides in a cart pulled by a 
miniature horse and takes the children on local walks in order to give them more exercise. This 
activity would carefully have to be planned, if in fact the business survived. Exposing children to 
the train noise as it came through at 220 mph would not be desirable.   Unfortunately she had 
relocated to this spot about 2 years ago after relocating because of shopping mall project which 
also threatened eminent domain. I am specifically wondering if she will be offered eminent 
domain because of the project‟s devastating effects that are sure to come if the route above her 
house is chosen.  

Hanford and Kings County: 

During my travels I was amazed at the beauty of the farms and dairies and orchards which 
would be destroyed completely or would be sliced through diagonally.  It appears to be the work 
of engineers ignorant of the terrain and knowledge of farming and dairies. They apparently do 
not know of the effect cutting lands diagonally will have on businesses.   In many cases the 
farmers would be required to go miles out of the way to get to the other side of the land.   

If you ever have driven the roads along the route, you would know that farm equipment using 
those roads will slow traffic considerably due to the width of the equipment.  The weight of the 
equipment will most likely require more road work and certainly more fuel will be used in 
performing work around to get to other side of farms over overpasses, miles out of the way.  An 
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important part of the Central Valley is their quest for water and the importance of irrigation 
systems that will surely be compromised and will surely cost the state a great deal of money  to 
remedy this situation.   

The food and dairy products of this region feeds the state, the US and yes parts of the world.  I 
was reminded of the global reach of these lands, when a neighbor told me that friends from 
Europe traveled yearly to the central valley to buy almonds for their candy making factories. 
This land cannot be replaced which means it will be all of our loss if their lands are taken.   

During my drive to the Central Valley I couldn‟t help but notice the incredibly wide ROW down 
the Center of I-5, probably wider than a four lane Highway.  In some areas it did curve a bit but 
overall it was flat, straight and wide.  I do not feel this route was properly considered in this EIR 
or the last EIR.  It seems a travesty to go through fertile, rich farm lands when such an option 
was never studied to the extent than non-ROW options were.  Again evidence that the Authority 
did not want to take the time needed to get the proper clearance in order to proceed the best 
way with a project that will have a lifetime of effects on the dairy and farming industries of Kings 
County and frankly all of us. 

It seems that the Authority was running out of time and thought they should use this land without 
a lot of resistance.  No underground utilities to deal with and the engineers thought it would 
require just stripes of land and did not consider technical issues about farming on divided land.   

I mentioned previously the issues with farming or working dairies on divided lands but the 
Authority has to consider land lost because of the pesticide spraying that will not be permitted 
on the land within a ¼ to ½ mile because of the drift of the pesticide from one area to the next, 
leaving a much larger piece of land unusable and therefore adding much more cost to the 
project since purchase of these dormant lands will be necessary to keep farmers whole.   And 
remember you can‟t farm up to the edge of each parcel since you have to be able to turn farm 
equipment which results in another reason that the authority will have to purchase a wider strip 
of land near the tracks. 

As far as mitigation, all land is not created equal.  Orchards and nut growing operations require 
a certain type of soil and that soil is not easy to find. Newly planted orchards can take years to 
become productive.  So even if you can find the land, is the Rail Authority prepared to 
compensate the farmers for lost production time? 

The Dairy Industry is huge in Kings County and the Dairy industry creates more jobs than the 
wine industry and the film industry in California.  Dairies are complicated to replicate and need 
special licensing to operate that usually takes years to acquire. Dairy is the number one industry 
of Kings County, did you consider the loss of jobs in this industry as much as you talk about 
creating jobs? 

According to Manuel Cunha, President of Nisei Farmers League, the train will cause a loss of 
30,000 jobs in the valley. When the Authority looks into the future in regard to job creation, they 
did not consider the net effect of the loss of jobs in the area as well as the effect on the airline 
and auto industries.  

Frankly the ridership is the major question in the Central Valley since there is virtually no air 
traffic to pull from.  If the requirements of AB 3034 says that the entire segment must show by 
report revenue and profit, how will that ever be possible?  The law also requires that the 
segment be high-speed train ready including electrification. This is clearly in black and white in 
the law.  And since it appears the Authority does not have the money to do the project in a 
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lawful way, why should the Central Valley experience the loss of lands, disruption or loss of farm 
and dairy lands and their loss of jobs for nothing?   

The Legislature made a critical error and that is, not ordering a new independent ridership 
model after UC Berkeley found that the model by Cambridge Systematics was flawed in some 
of the practices it engaged in, during the preparation of the model and could not predict the 
profitability of the project. Ridership determines the size, scope, revenue and station 
configuration.  How can we begin a project with bad underlying numbers? Cambridge 
Systematics was awarded, or should I say rewarded, with a no-bid contract that will cost the 
state $4 million dollars.  This is not right and obviously is a “thank you” for taking the heat on the 
accusations.  But remember their first reaction was to defend their company as they did in the 
George Mazur letter that said, we offered you a revision and you didn‟t take it. So now we have 
the organization that did the first study, doing the second one without a bid process.  How 
independent do you think it will be, with an organization that does not want to disprove their 
original work, reviewed by a Ridership Panel hand-picked by the High Speed Rail Authority, one 
that is watched by Parson Brinckerhoff and managed only by the CEO, those interested in 
continuing the project and discouraging any information that would endanger the project.  I 
understand that at least one member of the Ridership Peer Review panel has received 
consulting work from Cambridge Systematics.  This is yet another issue compromising the 
internal ridership panel.  The Legislature made a tragic mistake in not demanding an 
independent ridership model which could have been just about completed now if they had 
acted.  

Outreach: 

I have followed this project throughout many cities and the complaints are the same, very little 
actual communication, which means both ways that that results in changes to the project.  The 
Authority touts private meetings with their friends as communication meetings instead of honest 
public meetings. This was done in the Central Valley as well as the Peninsula.   

Now we hear that the Authority is re-introducing another route through the Hanford area but you 
are not going to study it in this the Draft Project EIR, it will be done later.  I am not an EIR expert 
but it‟s hard to believe that you can do an EIR‟s in a piecemeal fashion.  You can‟t finish one 
Project EIR and then add an alternative later.  That seems bizarre and bad if not illegal process.  
Will you prevent comment on the first alternative up to October 13th and restrict later comment 
to the next alternative? In the spring after all alternatives are joined, can you confirm the 
Authority will allow yet another comment period, hopefully inviting comments on either or both 
alternatives.  I am requesting to find out exactly how this EIR process will work. 

Chowchilla Area- West Chowchilla Bypass Option issues: 

Most of these comments were taken from Kole Upton‟s extensive comments.  There are gross 
inaccuracies about roads and easements in the EIR, taken from Kole Upton‟s comments in the 
Chowchilla area, he asks and so do I, how is it possible for others to read the document and 
comment with such errors. Examples below: 

Section 2.4.2.2., Page 2-43, concerning the Hybrid Alternative and specifically the West 
Chowchilla bypass Option.  Quoting, “The West Chowchilla Bypass Option would travel due 
south from Sandy Mush north of Chowchilla, following the west side of Road 11 3/4 ….”   
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 The document does not accurately represent the situation.  There is no Road 11 ¾ going north 
from Sandy Mush.  In fact, there is no such road in Merced County.  Numbered road do not 
appear until Madera County several miles to the south along the proposed route.  

The Draft EIR does not adequately address flood impacts of the West Chowchilla Bypass 
Option of Hybrid Alternative particularly in Merced County. 

 Deadman Creek does NOT have any flood control structures.  Thus, Deadman Creek 
frequently spills over on to adjacent land during heavy rain events.  On page 2-42 of the Hybrid 
Alternative part (2.4.4) of the Alternative Section (2.0), it simply states, “…existing facilities 
would be modified, improved, or replaced as needed …” 

There are no facilities in that area.  The construction of the train will present a new impediment 
to the flood situation adversely affecting surrounding landowners.  Further, how will train 
operation be affected if the track is surrounded by, or under water? 

This Draft EIR inadequately addresses the flood situation of the West Chowchilla Bypass Option 
of the Hybrid, and the possible dire public safety impacts.  

Kole Upton, a farmer near the Y in the Chowchilla area said this during a hearing in Merced: 

“A copy of a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request dated December 3, 2010 to the Federal 
Railroad Administration.  Despite the fact nine months have elapsed and both Congressmen 
Cardoza and Denham have requested the information [on the East Chowchilla Bypass Option] 
be provided, we still have received nothing.” 

Question, is the FRA above the law?  Why have they not sent the requested information? 

Upton says and so do I, this information is required for the District to be able to participate in 
these discussions.  When the West Chowchilla Bypass Option was presented as an option 
despite the unanimous opposition of every public agency with jurisdiction in the area, we were 
told that FRA had directed CHSRA to consider that route.  

Page 2-21 of the 2.0 Alternatives section of the Draft EIR.  The fourth paragraph (highlighted) 
down starts out, “The Hybrid Alternative also follows transportation corridors …..”. 

This is not true. The West Chowchilla Bypass Option is part of the Hybrid Alternative and in 
Merced County it does NOT follow any transportation corridor, county easement, rabbit trail, or 
anything else.  It goes thorough cultivated fields and destroys water district and farmer water 
facilities essential to continued production of several thousand acres. “ 

The Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report, Merced to Fresno Section EIR/EIS 
Section, August 2011 fails to identify an important habitat area.  Further, it incorrectly identifies 
the area as rural residential. (Hybrid Alternative Section 2.2.3, Page 4-8, Figure 4-5.)  

There is a 14 acre parcel 1/8 of a mile to the south of Cross Road in Merced County is unique to 
the area.  According to a recent (9/9/2011) environmental assessment of the site by Wiemeyer 
Ecological Science of Santa Rosa, California, “The Site provides and „island‟ of refuge for local 
wildlife as the Site is surrounded by agricultural development.” 

I018-12

This site was set aside over 50 years ago and was planted with various varieties of trees such 
as eucalyptus that provide habitat for many species especially flying predators such as hawks.  
In fact, the San Joaquin Valley Raptor Center frequently releases predators that have nursed 
back to health after injuries. The planned route of the West Chowchilla Bypass Option of the 
Hybrid will bisect and destroy this irreplaceable habitat.  

The Hydraulics and Flood Plain Tech Reports A & B have flawed data. Throughout, it has the 
appropriate responsible jurisdictions confused and/or wrong, specifically, in regard to Dutchman 
and Deadman Creeks in Merced County.   

For example, page B-21 in Appendix B of the Fact Sheets for Selected Water Body Crossings 
has LeGrand-Athlone as the responsible water district.  In fact, Le-Grand-Athlone only serves 
up to a certain point at just about the proposed route.  After that, Chowchilla Water District uses 
the Creek as a means to deliver water to its constituents who own land on both sides of 
Deadman Creek. 

 Further, the Draft EIR fails to address the effect of the destruction of the transfer facilities 
between the two districts.  LeGrand-Athlone receives water from Merced irrigation District and 
transfers some of it to Chowchilla Water District.  The proposed route destroys this capability 
thus adversely impacting landowners of Chowchilla Water district. 

In the Draft EIR/EIS, 1.0 Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, part 1.2.3 CEQA Project 
Objectives for the HST System in California and in the Central Part of the San Joaquin Valley, 
page 1-4, one of the Objectives listed is, “Maximize the use of existing transportation corridors 
and rights of way, to the extent feasible.” 

The West Chowchilla Bypass Option (WCBO) is clearly at odds with that objective.  From the 
surprise announcement of the WCBO in July of 2010, it has been opposed by every affected 
public agency with jurisdiction, and by virtually all of the affected landowners and citizens.  

The route especially in Merced County follows no transportation corridor of any kind, and 
ignores and incorrectly identifies rights of way. 

To the credit of some of the CHSRA staff (Jeff Abercrombie) and consultants from AECOM 
(Dick Wenzel) and Parsons (Dave Mansen), we have been able put a route under consideration 
that does maximize existing transportation corridors, specifically Highway 99 & 152.  That route 
will be studied in the Draft EIR/EIS for the Merced to San Jose section. 

In many cases, the various documents as part of the Draft EIR/EIS are not consistent with one 
another.  This makes it difficult to comment on the project. 

Example in the 1.0 Project, Purpose, Need, and Objectives, Part 1.4 Relationships to Other 
Transportation Projects and Plans in the Study Area, page 1-23, it states, “Many of the projects 
in the Route 99 Corridor Business Plan address potential improvements along SR 99 in Merced, 
Madera, and Fresno counties.  These projects provide coordination opportunities for the Fresno 
to Merced HST Project.”   
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 Volume III, Section A – Alignment Plans UPRR/SR99 Alternative with Ave 24 Wye, Drawing 
T0105A, sheet 5 of 6, it shows the proposed route for the West Chowchilla Bypass Option 
hooking up to Highway 99 at Sandy Mush Road.   

There is no mention that the landowner there has already been approached and committed to 
selling the same land for an interchange built by CalTrans at Sandy Mush and 99.  Although 
there may have been opportunities for coordination, they have either not occurred or not been 
effective.   

The Preface states regarding the Identification of Preferred Alternative, “The board will not make 
a final decision on the project alternative to be implemented until after the Final Project EIR/EIS 
is issued.” 

However, under the Merced to Fresno HST Milestone Schedule, it states Property acquisition 
begins December 2012.  

Do they know ahead of time what the board will determine to be the Preferred 

Alternative? 

Is this the correct process at this time for any of these situations.  Usually negotiations 

occur after a route is selected.  These kind of behind the scenes conversations also went 

on in Hanford with the rendering plant but private owners were told the Authority staff 

could not speak about possible mitigations.  

Regarding section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, page 3.8-21, “Dutchman Creek 
borders the north side of Harris-DeJager HMF site…”  

That is NOT true.  Dutchman Creek is several miles to the north.  Has that error been consistent 
throughout  the EIR?  If so, it calls in to question the analysis done concerning the West 
Chowchilla Bypass Option. 

Regarding section 7.0, Public and Agency Involvement, page 7-4,  the 5th paragraph down, “The 
alternatives analysis process continued after the April 8, 2010 Authority Board of Directors 
meeting, with additional public and agency input, including TWG meetings, public information 
meetings, and individual meetings with local agencies and individuals.”  

Supposedly, this led to the West Chowchilla Bypass Option (WCBO) being considered.   
However, I personally attended the TWG meeting in Merced on June 17, 2010.  At that meeting, 
I specifically asked if any agency was in favor of a route west of Chowchilla.  The answer was 
unanimous, “NO!”   

Nevertheless, in July, CHSRA announced the WCBO. 

There has been no agency with any jurisdiction in the affected area in favor of the WCBO.  Also, 
virtually every landowner and affected citizen is opposed. 

Remarkably, this Draft EIR seeks to justify this abomination by implying its selection was a 
result of significant outreach and input. 

 If CHSRA is serious about receiving public input and conducting this Draft EIR/EIS comment 
period with the integrity that is imperative in our democracy, the West Chowchilla Bypass Option 
should be eliminated!      

Regarding the 2.0 Alternatives section, 2.4.6 Proposed Heavy Maintenance Facility Locations, 
page 2-82, it states that for the Harris-DeJager HMF proposal, “Joint Powers Authority to 
provide financing for site and offsite improvements.” 

What Joint Powers Authority?  In California, such an entity would involve public agencies.  Yet, 
no public agency with jurisdiction involving this property has been involved. Kole Upton was 
contacted by Mr. DeJager the day before the offer was submitted to the CHSRA.  

As a good neighbor, he was concerned that the proposal included part of my property.  The 
agency submitting the proposal was apparently the City of Chowchilla, who not only does not 
have jurisdiction in this area, but is not even in the same county.   

The question is about the integrity of this process.  Mr. DeJager has withdrawn his land from the 
proposal, perhaps now, it is time to stop spending public money studying it.  Further, how many 
of the other HMF proposals are being considered by CHSRA without any thought or concern for 
the neighboring landowners or residents?   Obviously the communication is not getting to the 
engineers or they are chosing to ignore it in an attempt to bill as many hours as possible. 

Fresno Impacts: 

Though some city officials and business people sing the praises of the project, there are huge 
impacts that will beset the city and their residents. Here are some of the issues, comments and 
desires by staff and I too wonder about these things which point to lack of coordination and 
planning: 

1.   Underpasses are preferred to overpasses. In part because of visual impacts and 
insufficient aesthetic mitigations, in part because of their experience with HW 
overpasses dividing communities while underpasses do less. Ashlan Ave overpass 
given as an example. Another street in EIR was called out because 8% grade has 
touchdown and pedestrian accessibility issues.  

2.   Tulare St overpass, at 20 feet over H Street, is unacceptable. 

3.   Lack of pedestrian connectivity. 

4.   Water mains are a major problem; sewer lines, too. 

5.   Traffic mitigations at several locations. They (Fresno) included proposed language for 
acceptable mitigation measures. 

6.   Significant impacts to emergency response impacts were minimized and misunderstood. 

7.   A request that city staff time for EIR work be paid for by the HSRA. 

I018-13
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8.   Significant traffic congestion and short-term air quality impacts. 

9.   Concern that the design-build-bid method will keep the traffic handling plan (which 
usually comes after CEQA/NEPA clearance) from being costed and will lead to project 
cost creeps. The EIR comments then listed all expected construction-related traffic 
mitigations. 

10.  Terminating neighborhood streets was inadequately studied or mitigated.  

11.  Additional ROW will be required to either add local frontage roads or convert to cul-de-
sacs. Remnants and unusable slivers were not addressed. “The City is greatly 
concerned over the loss of land for economic development, loss of property tax 
revenues and sales tax revenues, as well as the potential for blight created by the HST 
project.” 

12. Requests that mitigations be more specifically developed prior to EIR certification. For 
example, noise impacts of a wall “from 10 to 14 feet” greatly changes with those heights. 

13. Regional Population Characteristics used 2000 Census data; 2010 data is now 
available. Projected population growth may be lower and would further substantiate 
project impacts. This argument was used repeatedly. 

14. Poverello House women‟s shelter provides numerous services. 

15.  Roeding Park is historic; first park of Fresno. Project disrupts Roeding Park master plan; 
city requests compensation for the need to redesign it. Vibrations were not studied 
sufficiently. 

16.  The EIR states that sound walls along Roeding Park would have the following effects: 
“It is assumed that a sound barrier would be 10 to 14 feet tall and have aesthetic 
treatment. A 10-foot-high sound barrier would reduce noise to 64dBA at 250 feet inside 
the park and residual noise effects would occur. A 14foot- high sound barrier would 
reduce noise effect effects to within 1dB of no impact.” 

17.   A hint that construction-related employment effects were inflated. “It is not clear how 
the $156,000 annual wage for construction workers was derived. It seems high.” 

             18.  “The total employment figures for Fresno County are different on each of the tables, by 
almost 100,000 jobs. The figures on 3.18-4 may represent total labor force, not total 
employment. These tables should be reconciled to ensure accuracy.” 

19.  Forestiere Underground Gardens (you must visit this link!) is in direct path of roadway 
improvements related to all three alternatives.  

20.  Historic resources: McCardle Home and Zacky Farms MAY be eligible. Commissioners 
raised the option of including 40s & 50s motels along 99. 

21.  Downtown rail station is in the Fresno-Bakersfield map. Request that it also be included 
in Fresno-Merced for continuity. 

I018-15

I018-16

I018-17

I018-18

I018-19

I018-20

22.  Downtown diagrams are using obsolete maps. 

23.  Relocation Assistance Program brochures should be included in the Fres-Merced EIR, 
just like in Fres-Bak EIR. 

24.  Reiterates that HSRA should be 100% responsible for any/all mitigation. 

25.  The Van Ness Gateway may become a cul-de-sac and the context for the Gateway will 
be impacted. “Other than perhaps from the train(s) itself it will be difficult or impossible to 
view the resource.” 

26.  Several thousand public/private parking spaces exist; new parking should not be 
developed on a speculative basis. 

            27.  Quoted from the comments:  “In regards to Table 3.2-30, "Mitigation Measures Fresno 

Station Area - Future (2035) Plus Project", the  DEIR/EIS does not prescribe a method for 
implementing these mitigation measures.  

This project is being funded with one-time money for this segment, and assuming other 
project segments are funded in a similar manner, those Federal dollars may not be 
eligible to implement future year mitigations for a previously constructed project 
segment, thus creating a CEQA/NEPA issue for these traffic impacts.  

Furthermore the HST project's reconfigurations, realignments and road closures represent 
alterations to traffic patterns that will be permanent upon project completion, thus creating the 
impact at the time of project construction. Therefore the project must either a) construct the 
mitigation measures identified in the DEIR/EIS concurrently with the initial project construction 
rather than deferring them to an unidentified time in the future; or b) identify how the mitigation 
measures will be funded and, prior to construction of the project, draft and enter into a legally 
binding and enforceable agreement between the State of California and City of Fresno for the 
construction of these improvements. 

Conclusion: 

We specifically urge the Authority analyze the agricultural land impacts and the growth 
inducement impacts of the proposed project.  There appears to be little to no regard to the 
extreme financial burden due to the loss of tax revenues to the counties and cities, their 
expenses for the man hours to analysis this EIR or the project as a whole.  There have been 
little to no coordination efforts with local agencies and in those cities that did have meetings, 
they say those conversations and suggestions were not taken seriously and do not reflect in this 
massive document.  Solutions such as in the case of Bakersfield would have helped avoid 
terrible impacts to their city. But most of all there was been little consideration to the people who 
will be forever effected by this project. No respect for the extreme worry and the lack of 
information that has caused people to put their lives on hold.  These are the very same families 
and businesses, who the Authority addressed as “Dear Occupant” during the notification 
process and without particulars about them or their properties.   

Both CEQA and NEPA require an adequate analysis of alternatives for the project.  The so-
called “Program Level” EIR/EIS cannot be relied upon to have handled the “alternatives” 

I018-21
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analysis properly. It did not do so, and fundamental changes in the routing identified in that 
Program Level EIR/EIS are under consideration by the Authority. This means, particularly, that a 
new look at the I-5 corridor is required. The current document is totally inadequate with respect 
to its examination of alternatives. Real alternatives must be identified and must be studied in a 
thorough way. 

I look forward to your response. 

Kathy Hamilton  
405 El Camino #416  
Menlo Park, Ca. 94025 
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I018-1

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

I018-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-20, FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

Profitability is not a factor in determining independent utility. Independent utility means

that project facilities can provide a viable transportation function if additional facilities are

not built. As discussed in the Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a), the initial

section of tracks is being developed to deliver early benefits by leveraging other

systems—enabling them to operate on the new high-speed tracks, which can be done

without impacts on design or the integrity of the new infrastructure. Improved passenger

rail service would begin upon completion of the first HST segment by connecting the

San Joaquins, ACE, Sacramento Regional Transit, and the Capitol Corridor (and

potentially Caltrain). Through a new, strategic approach, there is also the opportunity for

new or improved travel between Bakersfield and Sacramento, Oakland, San Jose, and

San Francisco. This use of the high-speed tracks would continue to benefit passenger

rail service in the state even if the HST System is not advanced.

I018-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-25.

I018-4

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

This is a joint CEQA and NEPA document. As stated in Section 1.1.3 of the EIR/EIS, the

FRA is the lead federal agency for compliance with NEPA and other federal laws. The

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is participating as a cooperating agency under NEPA.

The Authority is serving as a joint lead agency under NEPA and is the lead agency for

compliance with CEQA.

I018-5

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-04, FB-Response-N&V-05, FB-

Response-S&S-02, FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-04, FB-Response-SO-06,

I018-5

FB-Response-SO-07.

For information on the Environmental Justice communities in the Northeast District of

Bakersfield see section Volume I Chapter 3.12 section 4.5 and 5.3.3 in the Community

Impact Assessment Technical Report. See section 4.3.2 in the Community Impact

Assessment Technical Report for information on specific environmental justice outreach

and interest groups.

Please refer to Mitigation Measure SO-4: Implement measures to reduce impacts

associated with the relocation of important facilities. These measures will apply to all

churches and other important facilities displaced in Bakersfield. The Authority will

consult with these respective parties before land acquisition to assess potential

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

necessary, to minimize the disruption of facility activities and services, and also to

ensure relocation that allows the community currently served to continue to access

these services. This mitigation measure will be effective in minimizing the impacts of the

project by completing new facilities before necessary relocations, and by involving

affected facilities in the process of identifying new locations for their operations. The

Authority, as required under the Uniform Act, bears the cost of compensation for

displaced public infrastructure.

The location of the house with the day care cited in the comment (10119 Palm Avenue,

Bakersfield) would not be displaced by the HST project, and therefore, the owner would

not be subject to eminent domain laws. However, some road work may be required

along Palm Avenue and the owner would be compensated for any damage to the front

yard. Noise barriers are proposed at this location; see Figure 3.4-19 Bakersfield area:

Potential sound barrier sites. These sound barriers would mitigate 99% of the severe

noise impacts in the Bakersfield area. Those noise receivers with impacts not mitigated

by a sound barrier would receive other forms of mitigation, such as building insulation or

payment of property noise easements; see N&V-MM#3: Implement Proposed California

High-Speed Train Project Noise Mitigation Guidelines. The HST project design features

have been developed that would prevent train accidents, including derailments and

collisions with trains and other vehicles; Section 3.11.5, Safety and Security

Environmental Consequences provides more information.
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I018-5

Owners who believe they have suffered a loss of property value as a result of the project

may file a claim with the State of California’s Government Claims Program. More

information may be obtained online at www.vcgcb.ca.gov/claims/.

I018-6

The visual effects of the project on farms and other viewpoints in the rural San Joaquin

Valley are discussed at length in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, which identifies the potential impacts of the project

on residents at foreground distance from the alignments as a potentially significant

impact. As discussed in Section 3.16.5.3 and depicted on Figure 3.16-36, the visual

impact of the project decreases rapidly with distance from the project. For those rural

residents who are near the alignments, Mitigation Measures AVR-MM#2c, #2d, #2e, and

#2f have been recommended and would substantially mitigate the types of impacts that

farms, dairies, and other rural residents would experience.

I018-7

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

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

Also see Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO#16 for information on the effects on

agricultural businesses.

I018-8

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

I018-9

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06, FB-Response-AG-05, FB-

Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-14.

For information about the economic effects on agriculture, see the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #16. For a detailed

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

the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012g). The

I018-9

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.

The analysis of potential job loss as a result of residential and business displacement

and relocation was performed by alternative, and the results are presented in Volume I,

Section 3.12 (Impact SO #10, SO #11, and SO #12).

A gap analysis of available properties was performed for the relocated businesses, and

the results showed that there are suitable replacement locations in the surrounding

areas, which means that employees would continue to be employed at these

businesses. See the Draft Relocation Impact Report for a complete analysis (Authority

and FRA 2012h). Employees would not lose their jobs because the property acquisition

and compensation plan includes provisions to ensure that relocated businesses remain

fully operational at their new location.

See Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #5 (Temporary Construction Employment), for

information on the number of construction jobs created as a result of the project; the

ability of the existing regional labor force to fill the demand for the direct construction

jobs; and the resulting indirect and induced jobs. Impact SO #14 (Employment Growth)

details the long-term jobs created to operate and maintain the project in the region, as

well as the jobs created as a result of the improved connectivity of the region to the rest

of the state. The total number of new jobs created is estimated to be a 3.2% increase in

total employment above the 2035 estimate of 1.4 million total jobs in the region under

the No Project Alternative (Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2010).

I018-10

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

Air traffic is not the major means of travel today within the Central Valley, or to and from

the valley.  That is because airlines do not serve many airports and are infrequent and

expensive.  In contrast, HST in the initial segment will serve three stations within the

valley (four if Kings/Tulare is included in the system), stop at least once an hour in each
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I018-10

direction, and cost much less than flying.   Even in the high HST fare scenario the

average Fresno - Los Angeles fare is less than 40% of the cost of flying to LAX (air fare

from 2012 Business Plan Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Technical Memorandum,

Appendix B, p. C-1 [Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2012]).

The HST instead is expected to attract its riders from auto traffic, as shown in the table

below for Fresno/Madera to the LA Basin for the Initial Operating Segment high forecast

for the year 2030.  Of the auto trips, 78% continue to drive, but the 1 hr 45 min HS trip

between San Fernando and Fresno attracts 790,000 trips a year, 57% of them work-

related.

Table 1   Fresno - Los Angeles Trips without and with HSR

(Year 2030, millions of annual trips)

Fresno/Madera

to Los Angeles Basin
Without HSR Attracted by HSR

Auto Air Total

Auto Air New

Total Trips 3.46

0.02 3.48 0.75

0.02 0.02 0.79

% attracted to HSR 22% 100%

2 - LEGAL/Authority guidance needed

I018-10

3 - Refer to Master Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24.

4 - Ridership forecasts and procedure have been found to be reasonable as noted in

Master Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24, and the Authority’s actions have

produced a Business Plan sufficient to obtain financing of the first stage of the project

from the State Legislature.

I018-11

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

I018-12

This comment pertains to the Merced to Fresno project section. Information on that

project can be found at the Authority's website.

I018-13

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

I018-14

As listed in Appendix 2-A of the EIR/EIS, Kern and Mono streets in downtown Fresno

would be closed at the HST alignment. Out-of-direction travel for emergency access as

a result of these closures would be one block. The principal road closures in Fresno

would take place as a result of closing South Railroad Avenue between East California

and South Orange. South Railroad Avenue runs parallel to the west side of the UPRR

right-of-way in this area and would be removed for the HST alignment. North-south

access in this area would be provided by Golden State Boulevard, which is parallel

to South Railroad Avenue approximately 500 feet to the west. North of Church Street,

northbound access is also provided by G Street, which parallels the east side of Golden

State Boulevard. A number of roads that terminate at South Railroad Avenue from the

west (East California, South Cherry, East Lorena, South Sarah, East Belgravia, and

South East) would now terminate at the HST alignment. South Van Ness and East

Florence currently cross the UPRR at-grade in this area. These two roads would be

terminated at the HST alignment. Emergency access to properties adjacent to South
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I018-14

Railroad Boulevard between East California and South Orange and the streets that tie

into it would be provided from Golden State Boulevard and G Street.

The Authority has worked with the City of Fresno to provide a surface street circulation

plan with the HST that would not hinder emergency services.

I018-15

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

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01,  FB-Response-SO-05, and Section

3.3, Air Quality and Climate Change, Impact AQ #4 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions

During Construction.

In response to analysis of terminating neighborhood streets, all roads that cross the

alignment were evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of

traffic or are otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings, whether

they were in a "rural" area or not. Roads proposed to be closed are those estimated to

have volumes fewer than 500 vehicles per day, with crossings available on alternative

detour routes that would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel to a trip. Impacts

from each individual road closure would be an inconvenience, but would not restrict

continued access, and therefore impacts were determined to be less than significant.

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

business displacements. For the Fresno displacements, sufficient numbers of suitable

vacant residential and business structures are located in the area 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. Because it is anticipated that the majority

of these businesses will relocate in the area, no physical deterioration will result.

I018-16

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 data

had not been published, and therefore some 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.

I018-17

There are no cemeteries within the Area of  Potential Effect (APE) surrounding Roeding

Park.  All known cemeteries are west of the park, and will not be impacted by any

project activities.

The vibration impact assessment is primarily designed to identify the potential human

annoyance from vibration from HST operations for buildings with vibration-sensitive use

as described by the FRA and FTA land use categories. However, all buildings in close

proximity to the proposed alignments assessed for potential structural damage from

HST operations and/or construction. The potential for damage from vibration from HST

operations is limited to extremely fragile building locations within 30 feet of the tracks.

The HST right of way width varies from 120 feet for at-grade tracks, to approximately 60

feet for elevated fill, to approximately 45 feet for elevated structures.  In general, the

area of impact is therefore within or close to the project right-of-way. Typical buildings,

such as residences, located outside this distance would not have the potential for

damage from vibration. 

As described in the California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS Merced to Fresno

Section, locations with potential vibration impacts in the project corridor are because of

the potential for annoyance effects from HST operations. While the vibration at these

locations might be felt by receptors, it would be well below the thresholds for damage to

structures. It is helpful to note that the vibration levels generated by passing HSTs would

generally be less than the levels generated by freight trains in the study area.
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I018-18

The numbers in the tables display data from different forecasting sources, Cambridge

Systematics, Inc., and Council of Environmental Deans and Directors, that utilize

different methodologies and therefore result in different estimates. These

inconsistencies do not mean the numbers are inaccurate.

I018-19

The Forestiere Underground Gardens are located within the Study Area of the Merced

to Fresno Section of the HST project, and the impacts are addressed in the Merced to

Fresno Section Final EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2012b), which is available on the

Authority's website.

I018-20

These resources are not addressed in the EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section.

These resources were responded to as part of the EIR/EIS for the Merced to Fresno

Section.

I018-21

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

Transportation mitigation measures that will be implemented as part of the initial

construction will be those that have an impact associated with the construction of the

HST trackway and system support elements. Those that will be needed as part of the

station improvements and the initiation of HSR service (for example, improvements in

the vicinity of the station) will be implemented in conjunction with future construction

contracts.

I018-22

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02.
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #404 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/4/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 9/25/2011
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Derek
Last Name : Hance
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : NA
Telephone :
Email : hanced01@gmail.com
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Perhaps this is a stupid question, but why not instead of building a
elevated rail thru many neighborhoods and destroying homes,
businesses, historical landmarks, for the fresno Bakersfield run, just get
trackage rights on existing track from approximately Allen/Hagman RD
down the BNSF line to Edison Hwy?

To sweeten the deal offer to BNSF to build a additional lane in that
stretch to offset any potential conflict with freight trains and upgrade the
existing track so you can run faster than 80mph.

You have homes and businesses near but that exists in europe too!
Fences and grade separated crossings will be needed and you can use
the existing Amtrak station too as the stopping point where a commuter
rail can then service outlying communities such as Arvin/Lamont,
Buttonwillow, Delano, McFarland and possibly a substation in southwest
Bakersfield and enough interest re extend the line to Taft and Porterville.

I agree without such a huge grade required for high speed and instead
of taking a corner at 220 you may need to slow down, but that would be
required already due to the scheduled stop in Bakersfield. A slowdown
from 220 to 120mph will add 2-3  minutes for a train passing thru or
roughly 4 minutes for a train stopping.

The benefits of this outweigh the costs, yes your goal is to have a
completely separate track but let's rely on infrastructure already in place
to save money on construction. Less destruction means less eminent
domain troubles and potential lawsuits, and keep the community happier
so that they are more inclined to help and use the train vs. Shun and
block its progress...

4 minutes is a small price for simplicity, tilting train technology may even
allow for a smaller decrease in time gained!

This project is already getting hammered as the boondoggle of the
century so let's make smarter decisions!

Take a lesson from europe, they more often choose to upgrade or add
lanes to their lines not build new ones thru cities!

Sincerely,

Derek Hance
Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
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I019-1

The BNSF right-of-way is nominally 100 feet wide through the Bakersfield area. As

shown in Chapter 2.0, Alternatives, the HST would require at least 60 feet of that right-

of-way. There is not sufficient width for both freight and HST tracks in the BNSF right-of-

way.

Response to Submission I019 (Derek Hance, September 25, 2011)
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Submission I020 (Darlene Hansen, September 26, 2011)
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I020-1

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

Response to Submission I020 (Darlene Hansen, September 26, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #534 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/11/2011
Response Requested : No
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 10/11/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Rob
Last Name : Harding
Professional Title : Owner
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93308
Telephone : 661-392-9010
Email : rharding@kernmail.com
Cell Phone :
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : How much farmland is this going to take up ,

How much will the tickect be and when you to a destination will you have to
rent a car to get to doger stadium just for example.

I think this a wast of money put this money towards schools .

I021-1

I021-2

I021-3

Submission I021 (Rob Harding, October 11, 2011)
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I021-1

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

See Volume I, Section 3.14, Impact AG#4, for information on the permanent conversion

of agricultural land, and see Mitigation Measure AG-1 in Volume I, Section 3.14, for

measures to preserve the total amount of prime farmland.

I021-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-06,

FB-Response-GENERAL-14 and FB-Response-TR-03.

I021-3

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

The prices of tickets have not been set. The EIR/EIS analyzed ticket prices equal

to 50% and 80% of the cost of an airfare.

The HST System will be tied into existing transit systems in the communities where

stations are located, and the Authority is working with major communities to improve

transit connections with the system when it is built. Rental cars will also be available at

HST stations.

Response to Submission I021 (Rob Harding, October 11, 2011)
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Submission I022 (Debbie Headrick, October 7, 2011)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. IV Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name G-J

Page 24-59



I022-1

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

Response to Submission I022 (Debbie Headrick, October 7, 2011)
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I023-1

I023-2

I023-3

I023-4

Submission I023 (Don and Melanie Headrick, October 12, 2011)
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I023-1

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

Response-SO-01.

I023-2

HST vibration levels will be less than those generated by the current freight rail traffic.

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

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

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

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

addition of HST operations.

I023-3

No special-status plants or wildlife species were observed on the commenter’s property

or in the immediate vicinity. However, the analysis conducted as part of the

environmental study uses a habitat-based approach to identify impacts (see Section

3.7.3).

I023-4

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

Response to Submission I023 (Don and Melanie Headrick, October 12, 2011)
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I024-1

I024-2

I024-3

I024-4

I024-5

I024-6

I024-7

Submission I024 (Don and Melanie Headrick, October 12, 2011)
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I024-1

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

The Authority understands the substation referenced by the commenter to be Southern

California Edison’s proposed Mascot Electrical Substation project, approved by the

California Public Utilities Commission in the second quarter of 2011. Section 3.6, Public

Utilities and Energy, of the Final EIR/EIS evaluates anticipated effects on existing public

utility facilities and services; however, the proposed Mascot substation was not expected

to be within the project footprint at the time of the Draft EIR/EIS analysis. Based on

review of the proposed Mascot substation plans, the facility would not be directly

affected by the HST project footprint. What could not be determined from the substation

exhibit is where Southern California Edison plans to construct the associated

transmission lines relative to the existing Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)

lines. Depending on planned placement, the route of transmission lines connected to the

proposed facility may need to be altered.

Section 3.6 of the EIR/EIS refers to Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA) Guidelines, which states that a significant impact on utilities and service

systems would occur if a project results in a conflict with a fixed facility, such as an

electrical substation. No such impact would occur. However, the Authority has and will

continue to actively coordinate with utility providers during all design phases of the

project to identify, describe, and evaluate the potential impact of the HST project on

existing electrical infrastructure. Where the project would require modification of any

electrical substation or electrical transmission, power, or distribution line, such

modifications would be conducted in compliance with California Public Utilities

Commission General Order 131-D.

I024-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02.

I024-3

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

As discussed in Section 3.11, a basic design feature of an HST system is to contain

train sets within the operational corridor. Strategies to ensure containment include

I024-3

design, operational, and maintenance plan elements that will ensure high-quality tracks

and vehicle maintenance to reduce the risk of derailment. Also, physical elements, such

as containment parapets, check rails, guardrails, and derailment walls, will be used in

specific areas with a high risk of, or high impact from, derailment. These areas include

elevated guideways and approaches to conventional rail and roadway crossings. The

equipment specifications for the HSTs call for undercarriage clamps and traction motor

casing designs that will enable the trains to “hug” the rails in the event of a derailment

and keep the trains in alignment with the track structure. These features, plus the tight-

coupled, articulated nature of the train sets will allow the trains to behave during a

derailment in a manner which promotes the safest possible outcome. The operating

system for the train will be fully automated with state-of-the-art communication, access

control, and monitoring and detection systems to help prevent derailments from

occurring. The proposed automatic train control system will prevent train-to-train

collisions in the HST system. The proposed seismic detection system will allow the HST

system to react to detected seismic events in a manner what will provide options for

significantly reducing the risk of derailment and/or injuries and damage in the event of a

major earthquake. As a standard maintenance procedure, the track at any point will be

inspected several times a week using measurement and recording equipment aboard

special measuring trains that will run between midnight and 5 a.m. and usually pass

over any given section of track once in the night. Irregularities in the rail will be fixed

immediately.

I024-4

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

I024-5

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

FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

The Authority and FRA’s prior program EIR/EIS documents (see Section 1.5, Tiering of

Program EIR/EIS Documents) selected the BNSF Railway route as the Preferred

Alternative for the Central Valley HST between Fresno and Bakersfield in the 2005

Statewide Program EIR/EIS decision document (Authority and FRA 2005). Therefore,

the Project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative

Response to Submission I024 (Don and Melanie Headrick, October 12, 2011)
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I024-5

alignments along the general BNSF Railway corridor.

Neither the Authority nor the FRA had selected a "proposed project" under CEQA or a

"preferred alternative" under NEPA at the time the Draft EIR/EIS or the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was circulated. The Authority will use the information in the

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input from the agencies and public to identify the

Preferred Alternative. The decision will include consideration of the project purpose and

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

well as the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis and the comparative

potential for environmental impacts.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, the need for an HST System exists

statewide, with regional areas contributing to this need. The Fresno to Bakersfield

Section is an essential component of the statewide HST System.

The need for improvements to intercity travel in California, including intercity travel

between the south San Joaquin Valley, the Bay Area, Sacramento, and Southern

California, relate to a variety of issues. The capacity of California’s intercity

transportation system, including that of the south San Joaquin Valley, is insufficient to

meet existing and future travel demand. The current and projected future system

congestion will continue to result in deteriorating air quality, reduced reliability, and

increased travel times. The system has not kept pace with the tremendous increase in

population, economic activity, and tourism in the state, including that in the south San

Joaquin Valley. The interstate highway system, commercial airports, and conventional

passenger rail system serving the intercity travel market are operating at or near

capacity and will require large public investments for maintenance and expansion to

meet existing demand and future growth over the next 25 years and beyond. Moreover,

the feasibility of expanding many major highways and key airports is uncertain; some

needed expansions may be impractical or may be constrained by physical, political, and

other factors.

The Authority and FRA have divided the HST System into logical sections that will

support operation of HST service between stations initially, such as between Fresno and

Bakersfield, and as the system is expanded. As Fresno and Bakersfield are the two

I024-5

largest cities in the San Joaquin Valley and both are surrounded by metropolitan areas

and are economic hubs within the region, their potential ridership and regional economic

importance make them logical termini for a section of the HST System. The first section

of the California HST System requires over 100 miles of high speed track to test the

high-speed trains. The Central Valley is the best location for this initial phase for the

reasons discussed above, and because the relatively straight alignment would allow for

the testing of track, signaling systems, and trainsets at operational speeds.

The Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a) describes the Authority's plan for the

long-term development of the HST System, using a combination of federal, state, and

private financing. The Revised 2012 Business Plan is available on the Authority's

website.

I024-6

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

See the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #7, for

information on the disruption to communities, and Impact SO #8 for effects to the

makeup of the regional agricultural community.

I024-7

Section 3.14 of the EIR/EIS identifies the acreage of remnant farmland that would be too

small to continue to farm. That land would be acquired by the state during acquisition of

property for the project. The remnant land would be sold at auction or used for habitat

restoration. The capital costs for the project include mitigation of impacts on agricultural

land. Therefore, state and federal funding for project construction will include funding for

mitigation.

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:

Response to Submission I024 (Don and Melanie Headrick, October 12, 2011) - Continued
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I024-7

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 less than 20 acres 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.

•

Response to Submission I024 (Don and Melanie Headrick, October 12, 2011) - Continued
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #498 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/10/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 10/10/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Robin
Last Name : Heilbron
Professional Title : Owner
Business/Organization : Kern Spa Service Co.
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93305
Telephone : 661-322-9969
Email : kernspa@flash.net
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

I want an extra 60 days to review high-speed rail plans.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Affiliation Type : Individual
Official Comment Period : Yes

I025-1

Submission I025 (Robin Heilbron, October 10, 2011)
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I025-1

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

Response to Submission I025 (Robin Heilbron, October 10, 2011)
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I026-2

I026-3

Submission I026 (Patricia Henning, October 13, 2011)
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I026-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17, FB-Response-GENERAL-18.

I026-2

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

See Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO#16 for impacts on agricultural businesses.

I026-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Response to Submission I026 (Patricia Henning, October 13, 2011)
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Submission I027 (David Henthorne, October 3, 2011)
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I027-1

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

Response to Submission I027 (David Henthorne, October 3, 2011)
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Submission I028 (Loretta Hickey, August 24, 2011)
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I028-1

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

Response to Submission I028 (Loretta Hickey, August 24, 2011)
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Submission I029 (Bob Hickey, August 24, 2011)
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I029-1

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

Response to Submission I029 (Bob Hickey, August 24, 2011)
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Submission I030 (Bob Hickey, October 5, 2011)
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I030-1

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

Response to Submission I030 (Bob Hickey, October 5, 2011)
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Submission I031 (Loretta Hickey, October 5, 2011)
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I031-1

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

Response to Submission I031 (Loretta Hickey, October 5, 2011)
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Submission I032 (Teresa Hildul, September 26, 2011)
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I032-1

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

Response to Submission I032 (Teresa Hildul, September 26, 2011)
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Submission I033 (Otheda Hill, September 22, 2011)
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I033-1

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

Response to Submission I033 (Otheda Hill, September 22, 2011)
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Submission I034 (Justin Hill, September 22, 2011)
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I034-1

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

Response to Submission I034 (Justin Hill, September 22, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #383 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/3/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 9/26/2011
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Becca
Last Name : Hill
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : NA
Telephone :
Email : jdzjane@hotmail.com
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues : To Whom It May Concern:

     I am writing to you in response to the High Speed Railroad that is
suppose to coming through Bakersfield, CA.  It is my understanding that
an Environmental Impact Report has been put together for the planned
railroad.  I also understand that my church, Full Gospel Lighthouse, will
be affected by this plan.  Full Gosple Lighthouse is planned for
demolition.  Unfortunately your Environmental Impact Report was not
complete.  The person(s) who put together your report left out Full
Gospel Lighthouse church among many other homes and businesses.
Full Gospel Lighthouse is located at 800 Butte Street in Bakersfield, CA.
I know you are not from this neighborhood and to you its just another
neighborhood.  But this property is ordained by God to be a house of
deliverance and has been for many people who attend the church and
many in the neighborhood.  This church has been a lighthouse - a
source of light - sharing the gospel of Jesus Christ with this
neighborhood.  I have attended this church faithfully for the last 5 years.
I found Jesus Christ my Lord and Savior at this church.  I have received
deliverance many times here at this church.  The Spirit of God can be
felt at this church.

I am opposed to the building of the high speed railroad in Bakersfield.  I
ask that another Environmental Impact Report be completed including
Full Gospel Lighthouse and the surrounding community in it.  I don't
believe that the addition of a high speed railroad is going to benefit
Bakersfield.

I thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Rebecca J. Hill

A humble servant to the Most High God
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes

I035-1

I035-2

Submission I035 (Becca Hill, September 26, 2011)
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I035-1

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

For information about the impacts on the Full Gospel Lighthouse in Bakersfield, see

Sections 5.1.1 and 5.2.5 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical

Report (Authority and FRA 2012g) and Mitigation Measure SO-4 in Volume I Section

3.12.7 of the EIR/EIS, which relates to the relocation of important community facilities.

I035-2

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS extended the environmental analysis east from

the alternative station locations to Oswell Street, where the alternatives under

consideration that would pass through Bakersfield merge together. The Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes an analysis of project impacts on the Full Gospel

Lighthouse Church and the local community.

Response to Submission I035 (Becca Hill, September 26, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #382 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/3/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 9/27/2011
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Jason D.
Last Name : Hill
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93305
Telephone :
Email : thehunnydohandyman@gmail.com
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

To All Concerned,

                I am contacting you today in regards to the High Speed
Railroad.  I am requesting that Kern County and Bakersfield City
reconsider allowing this project from continuing due to the
underhandedness of the project.  As you already know the EIR is
incomplete and not explained in a simplicity as to allow the common
man to understand it.  This 30,000 page document can not be read in
the amount of time being allowed to the majority of individuals who have
only accidently found out about their property being on the demolition
slate or affected by the future of the HSR.  I myself am a member of the
church Full Gospel Lighthouse, and a board member, had to find out that
our church is on the demolition list by an individual from the bay area
only 2.5 weeks ago.  We began to search out and dig in on all the
information available to us by public record, as we have not received any
other documents, only to find we were not included on the EIR.  The EIR
stops short of our address of 800 Butte Street Bakersfield, CA 93305,
the report does not continue or take into account any part of the city
beyond Baker Street and California Avenue.  This is not proper or fair to
the residents of Bakersfield, we have earned our right to be informed
and to say no to the destruction of so many properties illegally and
unconstitutionally.  The law states that anyone affected by the HSR must
be informed by a representative or a letter, and the EIR must be
understood by the common man.  This is not the case the 30,000 page
document is written in such a way as to only allow a team of lawyers to
decifer it and still not come to a unanimous conclusion on it's meaning.  I
am requesting that the EIR be re-submitted and re-examined to include
all the properties affected by this poorly planned decision, or be dropped
entirely.

                I understand that there is a "promise" of jobs and "better"
business.  I, along with many others do not see this as being the case.
The HSR will only end up being a burden upon the tax payers and is a
way to allow the business' of Bakersfield the opportunity to leave.  The
only people to be employed by the HSR will be foriegn countries for
materials, the lowest bidder and maybe some of the states unemployed.
What happens when the construction phase is complete and we have
wiped out so many existing jobs for the false "promise" of future jobs?
There are plenty of empty parcels of land for the HSR to utilize.  Why go
further in debt trying to buy property already occupied?  There are many
questions that have been failed to be answered, and issues that need to
be addressed.  The economy as it stands today can not support this
multi-billion dollar burden.  I am not supporter of the amount of debt that
California has incurred along with the Federal Government.  If the
average family was to try and incur this debt to scale the creditors would
laugh at us and deny us before we can even begin to apply.

                The HSR has done their job poorly, and inentionally at that,
and should be made to hold the standards set forth for every other entity
in California.  If the state of California, County of Kern, or the city of
Bakersfield continue to allow the citizens to be literally railroaded what
sort of standard does this set forth for our children?  You as our elected
officials need to seriously re-consider the way this operation is being
done.  Please forward this email to all who may need to be included.

                Thank you for your time it has greatly been appreciated.
                                    Jason D. Hill

I can do all things through Christ which strengeneth me.  Pillipians 4:13
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes

I036-1

I036-2

I036-3

I036-4

I036-5

I036-6

I036-7

Submission I036 (Jason D. Hill, September 27, 2011)
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I036-1

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

The EIR/EIS is approximately 4,800 pages long, including engineering drawings in

Volume III.

I036-2

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-06.

I036-3

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

Section 15087 of the CEQA guidelines describes the legal requirements for public notice

of the availability of a draft EIR. As described in Chapter 7 of the EIR/EIS, these noticing

requirements were exceeded by the Authority.

All three volumes of the EIR/EIS, including Volume III (which contains the design

drawings), total approximately 4,800 pages. The document has been written so that it is

understandable to lay readers.

I036-4

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

On October 5, 2011, in response to public and agency comments, the Authority and

FRA determined that it was appropriate to supplement the Draft EIR/EIS for the Fresno

to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. The Authority and FRA prepared a Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS to address some concerns raised by resource agencies and

the public. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was available for a second 60-day

review period, from July 20, 2012, until September 20, 2012.

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

contains a description of the methodology used in the property analysis (Authority and

FRA 2012g). All final determinations on property acquisition would occur during the

acquisition process, See Appendix 3.12-A, Residential, Business, and Mobile Home

I036-4

Relocation Assistance Brochures, in Volume II, Technical Appendices, of the Final

EIR/EIS for details.

I036-5

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

See Section 5.1.2 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report, and the

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impacts #5 and #14, for

information on project job creation during construction and operation.

I036-6

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

As described in Section 2.3.1 of the EIR/EIS, the development of project-level

alternatives followed the process described in Alternatives Analysis Methods for Project-

Level EIR/EIS, Version 2 (Authority 2009a). This included following existing

transportation corridors with alternative alignments to the extent feasible, as mandated

by the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century. The

assessment of potential alternatives involved both qualitative and quantitative measures

that address applicable policy and technical considerations. These included field

inspections of corridors; project team input and review considering local issues that

could affect alignments; qualitative assessment of constructability, accessibility,

operations, maintenance, right-of-way, public infrastructure impacts, railway

infrastructure impacts, and environmental impacts; engineering assessment of project

length, travel time, and configuration of key features of the alignment, such as the

presence of existing infrastructure; and GIS analysis of impacts on farmland, water

resources, wetlands, threatened and endangered species, cultural resources, current

urban development, and infrastructure. Specific decision criteria under Section 404(b)(1)

of the Clean Water Act include Consistency with Project Purpose; Logistics and

Technology; Impacts on Aquatic Resources; Environmental Effects (including national

wildlife refuges, parklands, cultural resources, agricultural resources, and displacements

of residences and commercial and industrial facilities); Agency, Stakeholder, and Public

Positions; and Benefits of Alternative.
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I036-6

The potential alternatives were evaluated against the HST system performance criteria:

travel time, route length, intermodal connections, capital costs, operating costs, and

maintenance costs. Screening also included environmental criteria to measure the

potential effects of the proposed alternatives on the natural and human environment.

The land use criteria measured the extent to which a station alternative supports transit

use; is consistent with existing adopted local, regional, and state plans; and is supported

by existing and future growth areas. Constructability measured the feasibility of

construction and the extent to which right-of-way is constrained. Community impacts

measured the extent of disruption to neighborhoods and communities, such as the

potential to minimize (1) right-of-way acquisitions, (2) dividing an established

community, and (3) conflicts with community resources. Environmental resources and

quality measured the extent to which an alternative minimizes impacts on natural

resources. Applying the process and criteria outlined above, it was not possible to locate

alternative alignments only on vacant land.

I036-7

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

Response to Submission I036 (Jason D. Hill, September 27, 2011) - Continued

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. IV Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name G-J

Page 24-91



Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #454 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/6/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 10/6/2011
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Becca
Last Name : Hill
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : NA
Telephone :
Email : jdzjane@hotmail.com
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

To Whom It May Concern:

     I am writing to you in response to the High Speed Railroad that is
suppose to coming through Bakersfield, CA.  It is my understanding that
an Environmental Impact Report has been put together for the planned
railroad.  I also understand that my church, Full Gospel Lighthouse, will
be affected by this plan.  Full Gosple Lighthouse is planned for
demolition.  Unfortunately your Environmental Impact Report was not
complete.  The person(s) who put together your report left out Full
Gospel Lighthouse church among many other homes and businesses.
Full Gospel Lighthouse is located at 800 Butte Street in Bakersfield, CA.
I know you are not from this neighborhood and to you its just another
neighborhood.  But this property is ordained by God to be a house of
deliverance and has been for many people who attend the church and
many in the neighborhood.  This church has been a lighthouse - a
source of light - sharing the gospel of Jesus Christ with this
neighborhood.  I have attended this church faithfully for the last 5 years.
I found Jesus Christ my Lord and Savior at this church.  I have received
deliverance many times here at this church.  The Spirit of God can be
felt at this church.

I am opposed to the building of the high speed railroad in Bakersfield.  I
ask that another Environmental Impact Report be completed including
Full Gospel Lighthouse and the surrounding community in it.  I don't
believe that the addition of a high speed railroad is going to benefit
Bakersfield.

I thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Rebecca J. Hill

A humble servant to the Most High God
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes

I037-1

Submission I037 (Becca Hill, October 6, 2011)
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I037-1

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

For information about the impacts on the Full Gospel Lighthouse in Bakersfield, see

Sections 5.1.1 and 5.2.5 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report, and

refer to the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12.7, Mitigation

Measure SO-4, related to relocation of important community facilities (Authority and FRA

2012g).
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I038-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #326 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 9/27/2011
Response Requested :
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 9/27/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : John
Last Name : Hoeflich
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Oakland
State : CA
Zip Code : 94607
Telephone : 4153502164
Email : johnhoeflich@yahoo.com
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

why can't the high speed railway line from Fresno to Bakersfield be a
straight line instead of following the 19th Century Railway Right of Way?
According to your information there are no station stops between these
two cities.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes

I039-1

Submission I039 (John Hoeflich, September 27, 2011)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. IV Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name G-J

Page 24-96



I039-1

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

Response to Submission I039 (John Hoeflich, September 27, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #119 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 8/15/2011
Response Requested :
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Individual
Submission Date : 8/15/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Toni
Last Name : Hoffman
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Wasco
State : CA
Zip Code : 93280
Telephone :
Email : thoff883@gmail.com
Cell Phone :
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I live in Wasco in a 3-story retirement apt. house (1 block south of Poso

Avenue & Hwy. 43).  Our building has 82 apts. and 130 residents, all of whom
are over age 55, low income renters.  The existing railroad tracks are
approximately 100 yards east of our building and trains are easily heard each
time they pass, which is actually quite pleasant.

From what I've read thusfar, the HSR through Wasco would pass right
through downtown, and require the relocation of many businesses.  This is
insane, considering the amount of  open farmland in every direction, which
would require no relocation of any dwellings and significantly reduce the
impact on local residents.

Additionally, the noise and air pollution (already the worst in the country)
would choke our little town out of existence.  The EIR document states
air/noise pollution would not be a concern with people with air conditioning.
Well bud, we all have A/C, but I have no intention of living with my windows
sealed to block noise and pollution.

Another major concern is proposed Wasco HMF -- exactly where it would be
located and what functions would be performed there?  Is this some polluting,
noisy  monster that will degrade our town?

Wasco is a small town with a very high percentage of low-income residents,
who lack the option of moving to avoid a HSR in their front yards.  Please do
not kill our community with the decisions you make.

I will be attending the 8/24/11 meeting to learn more and voice these
concerns.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

I040-1

I040-2

I040-3

I040-4

Submission I040 (Toni Hoffman, August 15, 2011)
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I040-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-05,

FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

I040-2

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

The potential noise impact has been assessed at sensitive receivers, and these areas

are identified in Section 3.4.5, Environmental Consequences, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, and shown on Figures 3.4-9 through 3.4-13. The locations of

potential barriers are illustrated on Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19. As shown on Figure

3.4-19, noise barriers are appropriate for noise mitigation through Wasco. (Refer to

Section 3.4.7 for a complete listing of noise impact mitigation measures that would

reduce noise impacts below a “severe” level.) The Proposed California High-Speed

Train Project Noise and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines developed by the Authority (see

Appendix 3.4-A of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS) were used to determine

whether mitigation would be proposed for these areas of potential impact. The

guidelines require consideration of feasible and effective mitigation for severe noise

impacts (impacts where a significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by

noise from the HST project).

The Authority will refine mitigation for homes with residual severe noise impacts (i.e.,

severe impacts that remain notwithstanding noise barriers) and address them on a case-

by-case basis during the final design of the Preferred Alternative. In addition to the

potential use of noise barriers, other forms of noise mitigation may include

improvements to the home itself, such as adding acoustically treated windows, extra

insulation, and mechanical ventilation, which will reduce the levels by at least 5 dBA, as

detailed in Section 3.4.7, Mitigation Measures. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS proposes noise barriers in areas of severe noise

impacts resulting from the project, where the barriers meet the cost-effectiveness

criteria. To meet the cost-effectiveness criteria, barriers must mitigate noise for more

than 10 sensitive receivers, be not less than 800 feet long, be less than 14 feet high,

and cost less than $45,000 per benefitted receiver. A receiver that receives at least a 5-

dBA noise reduction due to the barrier is considered a benefitted receiver.

I040-2

Mitigation Measure N&V-3 provides that sound barriers may be installed to reduce noise

to acceptable levels at adjoining properties. These may include walls, berms, or a

combination of walls and berms. The specific type of barrier will be selected during final

design and before operations begin. In addition, Mitigation Measure N&V-3 provides that

prior to operation, the Authority will work with communities regarding the height and

design of sound barriers using jointly developed performance criteria, when the vertical

and horizontal locations have been finalized as part of the final project design. Mitigation

Measure VQ-6 requires the provision of a range of options to reduce the visual impact of

the sound barriers.

I040-3

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

As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.6, Proposed Heavy-Maintenance Facility

Locations, the Kern Council of Governments-Wasco HMF site would lie east of Wasco

between SR 46 and Filburn Street. A description of the site and a figure depicting the

location are included.

The HMF facility would require approximately 154 acres and space for all activities

associated with train fleet assembly, disassembly, and complete rehabilitation; all

onboard components of the trainsets; and overnight layover accommodations and

servicing facilities. Please refer to Section 2.2.8 for more detail on HMF activities.

I040-4

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

Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-SO-04.

For information about the impact on the community of Wasco, see the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #7, Impact SO  #10, and

Mitigation Measure SO-1.

For information on potential HST project impacts on property values, see Section 5.4.4.3

in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012g).
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I040-4

Please refer to Appendix 3.12-A, Residential, Business, and Mobile Home Relocation

Assistance Brochures. The Relocation Assistance Brochures provide further details

about how the Authority will use the method of Last Resort Housing, where necessary,

including rehabilitation of existing housing or relocation of the disrupted residential areas

to newly constructed housing elsewhere in the vicinity.

Response to Submission I040 (Toni Hoffman, August 15, 2011) - Continued
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #560 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/11/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 10/11/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Shannon
Last Name : Holloway
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93312
Telephone : 661-587-5870
Email : shannonlh@sbcglobal.net
Email Subscription : Bakersfield - Palmdale
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

I demand an extra 60 days to review the high-speed rail plans. There is
no need to rush into such an enormous venture, one that is going to be a
huge burden to all California residents. Why not err on the side of
caution and slow down and really examine all the facts. We already have
Amtrak.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Affiliation Type : Individual
Official Comment Period : Yes

I041-1

Submission I041 (Shannon Holloway, October 11, 2011)
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I041-1

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

Response to Submission I041 (Shannon Holloway, October 11, 2011)
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I042-1

Submission I042 (Fred Holt, October 12, 2011)
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I042-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-S&S-01 and FB-

Response-AG-02 and FB-Response-AQ-03.

Response to Submission I042 (Fred Holt, October 12, 2011)

California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS
Fresno to Bakersfield Section Vol. IV Response to Comments from Individuals Last Name G-J

Page 24-104



I043-1

Submission I043 (Lee Kyew Hong, October 3, 2011)
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10.
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #358 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/3/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 8/15/2011
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Charlene
Last Name : Hook
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address : 316 5th Avenu
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Corcoran
State : CA
Zip Code : 93212
Telephone :
Email : char61353@netscape.net
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Team,

Comments on CV documents for processing.

Best,

md

-----Original Message-----

From: char61353@netscape.net [mailto:char61353@netscape.net]

Sent: Monday, August 15, 2011 4:39 PM

To: askdoj@usdoj.gov; Szabo, Joseph (FRA); jackson.lisa@epa.gov;
r9info@epa.gov; AgRepublicanPress@mail.house.gov;
OfficeOfPublicAffairs@cdfa.ca.gov; dlrp@consrv.ca.gov;
Assemblymember.Galgiani@assembly.ca.gov;
ALCL.Committee@assembly.ca.gov;
senator.leno@sen.ca.gov; senator.rubio@sen.ca.gov;
senator.lowenthal@sen.ca.gov; char61353@netscape.net

Subject: High Speed Rail, Kins County

August 15, 2011

To Whom It May Concern:

I am a concerned citizen whose home is in jeopardy due to the bypass
of
the High Speed Rail.  I am also a member of the Citizens for California
High Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA).  The group are residents,
farmers and landowners in the Kings County area to ensure that the
California High Speed Rail Authority is held accountable for the
decisions and actions carried forth in the promotion of the California
High Speed Rail project.

In recognition the Authority in its relentless quest to construct the
Project has taken shortcuts, misinformed the public and treated
landowners along the alignment and bypass with a great deal of
disrespect.  The Authority has been quietly planning a project that will
have significant and irreversible impacts on Kings County farm ground,
home owners and dairymen.  We are greeted with misinformation and
more
questions that no one will or can answer leaving Kings County and their
residents frusturated.

I044-1

Submission I044 (Charlene Hook, August 15, 2011)
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As it has been pointed out to the Authority the alignment and bypass
through Kings County is not located on or near a transportation
corridor, which is mandated by State Propostion 1A that will be provide
funding for the Project.  The alignment and bypass through Kins County
does not fit the selection criteria set forth by the Authority.  The
Authority is mandated to minimize the impacts to agriculture, but
instead dissects parcels into small unmanageable pieces of land.

My husband is a 100% disabled veteran and medically retired from his
employment, has had a 5 bypass heart surgery.  Myself, I have
conquered
a frontal lobal brain tumor and breast cancer.  Now I have been
diagnosed with fibermyalgia, but we do and have to keep going.  The
American dream is to own your own home and property and retire
comfortably without much of a struggle.  When my husband retired he
had
another shop built and he is loving life, I still have a couple of years
before I can retire.  All that we are trying to accomplish and get
kicked in the face.

We are not physically or financially able to relocte and start over, do
you not care what happens to people; I do not understand your purpose
since California is in such deep debt, makes no sense whatsoever.  The
Auhority will not give us enough money to purchase another home and
have
to relocate all that we have.  Like we have been told the Authority
"would find land comparible to what we have".  Please think about what
you are doing and how you would feel in our position.  As far as the
farmers and dairymen, please do not talk with your mouth full.  Do it
right, like voted for, or not at all, that is all we are asking.

We apreciate your time in reviwing this letter and understand the
critical timing associated with our requests. Kings County is a rich
culture  and heritage that is being threatened.

Sincerely,

Charlene Hook

316 5Th Avenue

Corcoran, CA 93212

(559) 992-5486

I044-2

I044-3

Melissa Elefante DuMond, AICP

Office of Railroad Policy and Development

Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

Washington, DC 20590

(202) 493-6366

melissa.dumond@dot.gov <mailto:melissa.dumond@dot.gov>

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes

Submission I044 (Charlene Hook, August 15, 2011) - Continued
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I044-1

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and

community members, and wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The

Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. In

addition, project-level information has been shared at public meetings; made available at

the Kings County project office; and provided through mailings, e-mail communication,

outreach materials, and on the internet.

I044-2

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

FB-Response-AG-01.

I044-3

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

Alignment plans and maps of parcels directly affected by the project, where the whole

parcel or a portion thereof would be acquired, are provided in Volume III of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

Response to Submission I044 (Charlene Hook, August 15, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #356 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/3/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 8/19/2011
Submission Method : Project Email
First Name : Charlene
Last Name : Hook
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address : 316 5th Avenue
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Corcoran
State : CA
Zip Code : 93212
Telephone : 559-992-5486
Email : char61353@netscape.net
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes

Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

-----Original Message-----
From: Valenstein, David (FRA)
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2011 4:00 PM
To: DuMond, Melissa (FRA)
Subject: FW: HSR

-----Original Message-----
From: Szabo, Joseph (FRA)
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2011 3:59 PM
To: Yachmetz, Mark (FRA); Valenstein, David (FRA)
Subject: FW: HSR

-----Original Message-----
From: char61353@netscape.net [mailto:char61353@netscape.net]
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2011 3:57 PM
To: assemblymember.alejo@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.atkins@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.blumfield@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.chesbro@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.davis@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.dickinson@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.fuentes@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.galgiani@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.garrick@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.hall@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.torres@assembly.ca.gov;
assemblymember.valadao@assembly.ca.gov; Szabo, Joseph (FRA);
Duncan,
Karen (FRA); senator.cannella@sen.ca.gov;
senator.desaulnier@sen.ca.gov;
senator.huff@sen.ca.gov; senator.kehoe@sen.ca.gov;
senator.leno@sen.ca.gov; senator.lowenthal@sen.ca.gov;
senator.simitian@sen.ca.gov; senator.walters@sen.ca.gov;
senator.wolk@sen.ca.gov; senator.yee@sen.ca.gov
Subject: HSR

-----Original Message-----
From: char61353 <char61353@netscape.net>
To: GovenorJerryBrowngovenor
<GovenorJerryBrowngovenor@govenor.ca.gov>
Sent: Fri, Aug 19, 2011 12:44 pm
Subject: HSR

To All Concerned:

In regards to the trip to Fresno, CA.  with Govenor J. Brown, I know he
are in favor of High
Speed Rail.  I am not against the HSR, just the bypass route they are
taking through Kings County.  This will take out my home and I feel
this is an unecessary route to disrupt families homes, dairymen and
farmers.  Calif voters voted for the route at 99, which would be the
logical place.  Why do voters vote on anything if we are not going to
be heard.  I also wonder how the Authority would feel if this bypass
route was affecting them and possibly taking their home?  We will not

I045-1

Submission I045 (Charlene Hook, August 19, 2011)
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get enough money for our land and home to have to relocate elsewhere.
it seems apparent you take what the Authority offers or your home and
land will be taken away by iniment domain, what kind of country do we
have.  This cannot be for the better since Calif is in dire need right
now, a costly HSR is not what needs to be done.  Water for our farmers
should be the main concern, not to mention all the citizens that are
homeless.  My husband and I are not physically or financially able to
relocated, are we going to be homeless also?  I ask that you have the
Authority to do this HSR right or not at all.  I also ask that the EIR
comment period be extended to ninety days to give everyone time to
respond.  I'm sure the EIR wasn't done in 45 days.

Please take all the citizens into consideration.  The Authority treats
us like we are "no bodies" so there is no dealing with them.  All the
Authority does is waste tax payers money.

Thank you,

Charlene Hook
316 5th Avenue
Corcoran, CA 93212
559/992-5486

The e-mail address I had for Governor Brown was not valid.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes

I045-1

I045-2
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I045-1

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

I045-2

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

Response to Submission I045 (Charlene Hook, August 19, 2011)
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I046-3
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10.

I046-2

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

I046-3

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

Response to Submission I046 (Charlene Hook, August 22, 2011)
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1

Katie Lichty

From: char61353@netscape.net
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2011 1:47 PM
To: askdoj@usdoj.gov; joseph.Szabo@dot.gov; jackson.lisa@epa.gov; 

AgRepublicanPress@mail.house.gov; tony.latham@house.gov; 
OfficeOfPublicAffairs@cdfa.ca.gov; dlrp@consrv.ca.gov; cfcp@consrv.ca.gov; Simmons, 
Zachary M SPK; assemblymember.blumenfield@assembly.ca.gov; 
alcl.committee@assembly.ca.gov; senator.leno@sen.ca.gov; 
assemblymember.huber@assembly.ca.gov; senator.gaines@senate.ca.gov

Subject: HSR

 
 
Subject: HSR      August 22, 2011 
 
To All Concerned: 
 
In regards to the trip to Fresno, CA.  with Govenor J. Brown, I know he is in favor of High 
Speed Rail.  I am not against the HSR, just the bypass route they are taking through Kings 
County.  This will take out my home and I feel this is an unecessary route to disrupt 
families homes, dairymen and farmers.  Calif voters voted for the route at 99, which would be 
the logical place.  Why do voters vote on anything if we are not going to be heard.  I also 
wonder how the Authority would feel if this bypass route was affecting them and possibly 
taking their home?  We will not get enough money for our land and home to have to relocate 
elsewhere. 
it seems apparent you take what the Authority offers or your home and land will be taken away 
by eminent domain, what kind of country do we have.  This cannot be for the better since 
Calif is in dire need right now, a costly HSR is not what needs to be done.  Water for our 
farmers should be the main concern, not to mention all the citizens that are homeless.  My 
husband and I are not physically or financially able to relocated, are we going to be 
homeless also?  I ask that you have the Authority to do this HSR right or not at all.  I also 
ask that the EIR comment period be extended to ninety days to give everyone time to respond.  
I'm sure the EIR wasn't done in 45 days.  The EIR report is very long and confusing. 
 
Please take all the citizens into consideration.  The Authority treats us like we are "no 
bodies" so there is no dealing with them.  All the Authority does is waste tax payers money. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Charlene Hook 
316 5th Avenue 
Corcoran, CA 93212 
559/992‐5486 
 
 
The e‐mail address I had for Governor Brown was not valid. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02.

Response to Submission I047 (Charlene Hook, August 22, 2011)
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10,

FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-SO-04.

For information about the impact on the community of Corcoran, see the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #7 and Impact SO #10

and Mitigation Measure SO-1.

I048-2

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

See Volume I, Section 3.14, Impact AG#4 for information on the permanent conversion

of agricultural land. See Mitigation Measure AG-1 in Volume I, Section 3.14 for

measures to preserve the total amount of prime farmland.

Response to Submission I048 (Richard Hook, September 28, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #160 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 8/26/2011
Response Requested :
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 8/26/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Ken
Last Name : Hooper
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93301
Telephone :
Email : hooper93301@gmail.com
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : No
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

I would like a copy of the full DPR regarding Bakersfield High School
please.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
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The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms for the Fresno to

Bakersfield Section are available in the following technical documents: the Historic

Architectural Survey Report (HASR) (Authority and FRA 2011b), the Supplemental

HASR (Authority and FRA 2012c), the Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)

(Authority and FRA 2011c), and the Supplemental HPSR (Authority and FRA 2012d).

These forms will be made available to qualified individuals on request to the Authority or

FRA.

Response to Submission I049 (Ken Hooper, August 26, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #165 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 8/29/2011
Response Requested :
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 8/29/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Ken
Last Name : Hooper
Professional Title : teacher
Business/Organization : Bakersfield High School
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93301
Telephone : 661-324-9841
Email : ken_hooper@khsd.k12.ca.us
Email Subscription :
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : No
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

Please send a copy of the DPR-523 regarding Bakersfield High School
to:
Bakersfield High School
c/o Ken Hooper
1241 G Street
Bakersfield CA
93301

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
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The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms for the Fresno to

Bakersfield Section are available in the following technical documents: the Historic

Architectural Survey Report (HASR) (Authority and FRA 2011b), the Supplemental

HASR (Authority and FRA 2012c), the Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)

(Authority and FRA 2011c), and the Supplemental HPSR (Authority and FRA 2012d).

These forms will be made available to qualified individuals on request to the Authority or

FRA.

Printed and/or electronic versions of these documents are available in Kern County at

the Kern County Library (Beale Memorial Library and the Delano, Shafter, and Wasco

branches), and electronic copies may be reviewed in Bakersfield at Dr. Martin Luther

King, Jr. Community Center, the Rasmussen Center, and the Greenacres Community

Center.

Response to Submission I050 (Ken Hooper, August 29, 2011)
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The Draft EIR/EIS addressed the environmental concerns raised in the Kings County

Board of Supervisors letter dated August 2, 2011. The Draft EIR/EIS describes project

impacts on residents and the natural environment in the San Joaquin Valley and

identifies measures to mitigate those impacts to the extent possible.

I051-2

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

Since the CAHSR Peer Review Group’s (PRG) November 2010 report, the Authority

completed a revised Business Plan (April 2012) that worked to address the PRG’s

concerns. In its turn, the PRG issued a new report on the Revised 2012 Business Plan

on May 18, stating in the conclusion:

"The Revised 2012 Business Plan represents a substantial improvement in the

implementation strategy for high speed rail in California. The Peer Review Group finds

that the Revised Business Plan, while still involving some significant risks, is

considerably more reasonable and realistic than earlier proposals. Our previously

identified concerns regarding the independent utility of the initial proposed investment

have been substantially addressed by the Authority’s early focus on the IOS, to include

completion of a connection between Bakersfield and the San Fernando Valley, as well

as the proposed initial service concept for Northern California. This emphasis on

connectivity reduces the concerns about a stranded initial investment and responds to

our questions about the system benefits of the Madera to Bakersfield segment. Any

investment in the Bookends will also not be lost, and the public will benefit from these

improvements regardless of the future of the high speed rail program. While we remain

apprehensive regarding the availability of long-term financing, the potential application of

AB 32 funding through a cap-and-trade program offers some possible relief for capital

funding if other state or federal money is not forthcoming."

I051-3

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

Comments from the Kings County Board of Supervisors have been taken into account in

preparing the Draft EIR/EIS and Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. In addition, written

I051-3

responses to written comments from the Kings County Board of Supervisors are

provided in Volumes IV and V of the Final EIR/EIS.

Since the California High-Speed Rail Peer Review Group’s (PRG's) November 2010

report, the Authority completed a Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a) and

worked to address the PRG’s concerns. In its turn, the PRG issued a new report on the

revised business plan on May 18, 2012, stating in the conclusion:

The Revised 2012 Business Plan represents a substantial improvement in the

implementation strategy for high speed rail in California. The Peer Review Group finds

that the Revised Business Plan, while still involving some significant risks, is

considerably more reasonable and realistic than earlier proposals. Our previously

identified concerns regarding the independent utility of the initial proposed investment

have been substantially addressed by the Authority’s early focus on the IOS [Initial

Operating System], to include completion of a connection between Bakersfield and the

San Fernando Valley, as well as the proposed initial service concept for Northern

California. This emphasis on connectivity reduces the concerns about a stranded initial

investment and responds to our questions about the system benefits of the Madera to

Bakersfield segment. Any investment in the Bookends will also not be lost, and the

public will benefit from these improvements regardless of the future of the high speed

rail program. While we remain apprehensive regarding the availability of long-term

financing, the potential application of AB 32 funding through a cap-and-trade program

offers some possible relief for capital funding if other state or federal money is not

forthcoming.

The California Legislative Analyst's Office stated on April 17, 2012, that the Authority

had not provided sufficient detail and justification to the legislature regarding its plan to

build a high-speed train system. Specifically, funding for the project remains highly

speculative and important details have not been sorted out. The legislative analyst's

office recommended that the legislature not approve the governor's various budget

proposals to provide additional funding for the project. However, the legislative analyst's

office recommended that some minimal funding be provided to continue planning efforts

that are currently underway. Alternatively, the legislative analyst's office recognized that

the legislature may choose to go forward with the project at this time. If so, the

Response to Submission I051 (Bill Hough, August 16, 2011)
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office recommended the legislature take a series of steps to increase the chance of the

project being successfully completed. The legislature has chosen to proceed with the

project, and the Authority has authorized the sale of $6.8 billion in bonds to fund the

initial construction segment.

Subsequent to the state auditor’s report, the Authority has been actively addressing the

issues raised in the report. As described in its January 24, 2013, letter to the state

auditor, the Authority has fully implemented the vast majority of the auditor’s

recommendations and is continuing to work to implement the remaining

recommendations.

Funding for the HST system is an important public issue to be considered by the state

legislature; however, it is not an environmental issue to be addressed in an EIR/EIS.

The EIR/EIS provides an assessment of the environmental effects of the project.

Response to Submission I051 (Bill Hough, August 16, 2011) - Continued
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I052-1

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

Response-AG-04.

I052-2

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

Response-AG-04.

I052-3

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02.

I052-4

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

Response to Submission I052 (Cheri Hudson, October 13, 2011)
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17.

The Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a) discusses a blended approach to

phasing that would build the Statewide HST System as envisioned for California over

time. Consistent with its statutory mission, the Authority has been planning for the long-

term implementation of the entire 800+ miles of the Statewide HST System. In response

to feedback on the Draft 2012 Business Plan, the Authority will prioritize early

investments between San Francisco and Los Angeles and Anaheim. The Revised 2012

Business Plan describes in more detail how Phase 1 of the HST System will be

implemented. Phase 1 will start in the Central Valley (the Merced to Fresno Section and

the Fresno to Bakersfield Section), build incrementally toward the Los Angeles Basin

(the Bakersfield to Palmdale Section, the Palmdale to Los Angeles Section, and the Los

Angeles to Anaheim Section), and then connect to the San Francisco Bay Area (the San

Jose to Merced Section and the San Francisco to San Jose Section). This more detailed

discussion of the implementation of Phase 1 recognizes current budgetary and funding

realities, which will result in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 (Phase 2 includes Los Angeles

to San Diego and Merced to Sacramento as well as the Altamont Corridor being

pursued in collaboration with regional agencies) being constructed over a longer period

than originally anticipated. The details of the schedule for the phased implementation or

blended approach for each project section are documented in the project-level EIR/EIS

documents.
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Fresno - Bakersfield - RECORD #756 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/13/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : Business
Submission Date : 10/13/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Debbie
Last Name : Hunsaker
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Fresno
State : CA
Zip Code : 93721
Telephone : 559-447-1779
Email : dhunsaker@gmail.com
Email Subscription : Fresno - Bakersfield, Merced - Fresno
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

As a land owner whose property is located in the section that will be
completely taken, I am concerned about how the loss of rents will be
computed.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes

I054-1
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01.

Response to Submission I054 (Debbie Hunsaker, October 13, 2011)
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #477 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/8/2011
Response Requested : No
Stakeholder Type : CA Resident
Submission Date : 10/8/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Michelle
Last Name : Jackson
Professional Title :
Business/Organization :
Address :
Apt./Suite No. :
City :
State : CA
Zip Code : 93312
Telephone :
Email : mjackson11@bak.rr.com
Email Subscription : Bakersfield - Palmdale, Fresno - Bakersfield
Cell Phone :
Add to Mailing List : Yes
Stakeholder
Comments/Issues :

I demand an extra 60 days to review the high speed rail route.  We have
not been given enough time to weigh the full impact on our community.

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Affiliation Type : Individual
Official Comment Period : Yes

I055-1

Submission I055 (Michelle Jackson, October 8, 2011)
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07.
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-02.

As discussed in Section 3.11, a basic design feature of the HST system is to contain

train sets within the operational corridor. Strategies to ensure containment include

design, operational, and maintenance plan elements that would ensure high-quality

tracks and vehicle maintenance to reduce the risk of derailment. Also, physical

elements, such as containment parapets, check rails, guardrails, and derailment

walls, will be used in specific areas with a high risk of, or a high impact from,

derailment. These areas include elevated guideways and approaches to conventional

rail and roadway crossings. The equipment specifications for the HSTs call for

undercarriage clamps and traction motor casing designs that will enable the trains to

“hug” the rails in the event of a derailment and to keep the trains in alignment with the

track structure. These features, plus the tight-coupled, articulated nature of the train

sets will allow the trains to behave during a derailment in a manner that promotes the

safest possible outcome. The operating system for the train will be fully automated

with state-of-the-art communication, access control, and monitoring and detection

systems to help prevent derailments. The proposed automatic train control system will

prevent train-to-train collisions in the HST system. The proposed seismic detection

system will allow the HST system to react to detected seismic events in a manner that

will provide options for significantly reducing the risk of derailment and/or injuries and

damage in the event of a major earthquake. As a standard maintenance procedure,

the track at any point will be inspected several times a week using measurement and

recording equipment aboard special measuring trains that will run between midnight

and 5 a.m. and usually pass over any given section of track once in the night.

Irregularities in the rail will be fixed immediately.

1.
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The potential noise impact has been assessed at sensitive receivers, and these areas

are identified in Section 3.4.5, Environmental Consequences, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and shown in Figures 3.4-9 through 3.4-13. The locations of

potential barriers are illustrated on Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19. Refer to Section 3.4.7

for a complete listing of noise impact mitigation measures that would reduce noise

impacts below a “severe” level. The Proposed California High-Speed Train Project Noise

and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines developed by the Authority (see Appendix 3.4-A of

the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS) were used to determine whether mitigation

would be proposed for these areas of potential impact. The Guidelines require

consideration of feasible and effective mitigation for severe noise impacts (impacts

where a significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by the HST project’s

noise).

The Authority will refine mitigation for homes with residual severe noise impacts (i.e.,

severe impacts that remain notwithstanding noise barriers) and address them on a case-

by-case basis during final design of the Preferred Alternative. In addition to the potential

use of noise barriers, other forms of noise mitigation may include improvements to the

home itself that will reduce the levels by at least 5 A-weighted decibels (dBA), such as

adding acoustically treated windows, extra insulation, and mechanical ventilation as

detailed in Section 3.4.7, Project. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS proposes noise barriers in areas of severe noise

impacts resulting from the project, where the barriers meet the cost-effectiveness

criteria. To meet the cost-effectiveness criteria, barriers must mitigate noise for more

than 10 sensitive receivers, be not less than 800 feet in length, be less than 14 feet in

height, and cost below $45,000 per benefited receiver. A receiver that receives at least a

5-dBA noise reduction due to the barrier is considered a benefited receiver. Mitigation

Measure N&V-MM#3 provides that sound barriers may be installed to reduce noise to

acceptable levels at adjoining properties. These may include walls, berms, or a

combination of walls and berms. The specific type of barrier will be selected during final

design, and before operations begin. In addition, Mitigation Measure N&V-MM#3

provides that prior to operation, the Authority will work with communities regarding the

height and design of sound barriers, using jointly developed performance criteria, when

the vertical and horizontal location have been finalized as part of the final design of the

I057-1

project. Mitigation Measure VQ-MM#6 requires the provision of a range of options to

reduce the visual impact of the sound barriers.
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I058-1

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

For information about the potential long-term impacts on property values, see Section

5.4.4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA

2012g).
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I059-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17.
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I060-1

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14.
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I061-1

Potential noise impact has been assessed at sensitive receivers, and these areas are

identified in Section 3.4.5, Environmental Consequences, of the Revised

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and shown in Figures 3.4-9 through 3.4-13. The locations of

potential barriers are illustrated on Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19. Refer to Section 3.4.7

for a complete listing of noise impact mitigation measures that would reduce noise

impacts below a “severe” level. The Proposed California High-Speed Train Project Noise

and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines developed by the Authority (see Appendix 3.4-A of

the Revised DEIR/Suppplemental DEIS) were used to determine whether mitigation

would be proposed for these areas of potential impact. The Guidelines require

consideration of feasible and effective mitigation for severe noise impacts (impacts

where a significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by the HST project’s

noise).

The Authority will refine mitigation for homes with residual severe noise impacts (i.e.,

severe impacts that remain notwithstanding noise barriers) and address them on a case-

by-case basis during final design of the Preferred Alternative. In addition to the potential

use of noise barriers, other forms of noise mitigation may include improvements to the

home itself that will reduce the levels by at least 5 dBA, such as adding acoustically

treated windows, extra insulation, and mechanical ventilation as detailed in Section

3.4.7, Project.

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS proposes noise barriers in areas of severe noise

impacts resulting from the project, where the barriers meet the cost-effectiveness

criteria. To meet the cost-effectiveness criteria, barriers must mitigate noise for more

than 10 sensitive receptors, be not less than 800 feet in length, be less than 14 feet in

height, and cost below $45,000 per benefited receiver. A receiver that receives at least

5-dBA noise reduction due to the barrier is considered a benefited receiver.

Mitigation Measure N&V-MM#3 provides that sound barriers may be installed to reduce

noise to acceptable levels at adjoining properties. These may include walls, berms, or a

combination of walls and berms. The specific type of barrier will be selected during final

design, and before operations begin. In addition, Mitigation Measure N&V-MM#3

provides that prior to operation, the Authority will work with communities regarding the

height and design of sound barriers, using jointly developed performance criteria, when

the vertical and horizontal location have been finalized as part of the final design of the

I061-1

project.

Mitigation Measure VQ-MM#6 requires the provision of a range of options to reduce the

visual impact of the sound barriers. The vibration impact assessment is primarily

designed to identify the potential human annoyance from vibration from HST operations

for buildings with vibration-sensitive use as described by the FRA and Federal Transit

Administration land use categories. However, all buildings in close proximity to the

proposed alignments were assessed for potential structural damage from HST

operations and/or construction. The potential for damage from vibration from HST

operations is limited to extremely fragile building locations within 30 feet of the tracks.

The HST right-of-way width varies from 120 feet for at-grade tracks to approximately 60

feet for elevated fill to approximately 45 feet for elevated structures. In general, the area

of impact is therefore within or close to the project right-of-way. Typical buildings, such

as residences, located outside this distance would not have the potential for damage

from vibration.

Agricultural resources, such as crops, would not be affected by noise and vibration from

HSTs.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.4.3, locations with potential vibration impacts in the

project corridor are because of the potential for annoyance effects from HST operations.

While the vibration at these locations might be felt by receivers, it would be well below

the thresholds for damage to structures. It is helpful to note that the vibration levels

generated by passing HSTs would generally be less than the levels generated by freight

trains in the Study Area.
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I062-1

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

While funding education is an important public issue, it is not a part of the purpose and

need for the project and is therefore not addressed in this EIR/EIS.
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I063-1

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

For information on the potential long-term impacts on property values, see Section

5.4.4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report.
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Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 – July 2012) - RECORD #730 DETAIL
Status : Action Pending
Record Date : 10/13/2011
Response Requested : No
Affiliation Type : Individual
Interest As : Businesses And Organizations
Submission Date : 10/13/2011
Submission Method : Website
First Name : Sung
Last Name : Jung
Professional Title : clerk of session. MD
Business/Organization : Korean Presbyterian Church
Address : 1601 Art Street
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Bakersfield
State : CA
Zip Code : 93312
Telephone : 661 397 6231
Email : sungjung@sbcglobal.net
Cell Phone :
EIR/EIS Comment : Yes
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I am a Bakersfield resident, practicing physician more than 30 years, and a

member of Korean Presbyterian Church.According to the B 2 Alternative in
Bakersfield our church is directly involved in railway pass and will be
destroyed and relocated. The following is my comment on EIR/EIS
I AM OPPOSING TO THE CURRENT SPEED RAIL POJECT.The reasons
are following.

1) Our church is not informed with sufficient time to read ,comment on
EIR/EIS.

2)Speed Rail will runs through the center of our city causing unacceptable
negative environmental impact

3) Rail Authority has in adequate amount of fund which will end up with "RAIL
TO NO WHERE.

4)Authorityis is not considering I-5 corridor alignment which is shorter,
cheaper straigth from LA to SF and viable Alternative.

5) With your market value calculation  we are afraid that we could not able to
build church with sanctuary, education building, fellowship room with kitchen
pastor's house, wall around church ample parking spaces and ample trees
with grass which we have now , enjoy.
In conclusion this poject is fiscally, socially short sigted, irresponsible,
immoral I sincerely hope Authority hear our voices, Thank you.
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I064-1

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

I064-2

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

I064-3

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

I064-4

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

Please see Section 5.2.5 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for an

explanation of the impacts on the Korean Presbyterian Church (Authority and FRA

2012g), and refer to the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12.7,

Mitigation Measure SO-4, for information about the relocation of important community

facilities.
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