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Chapter 25 Response to Comments from Businesses and/or Organizations 

Response to Submission 728 (DeLu Ventures, April 18, 2020) 

728-221 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS), although the design/build contractor would set the actual 
schedule, the approximate schedule for construction would be approximately 8 years. A 
breakdown of estimated durations of activity is provided in Table 2-23 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

728-222 

Impacts of the Preferred Alternative related to transportation and traffic patterns are 
analyzed in detail in Section 3.2.6.3 in Section 3.2, Transportation, in this Final EIR/EIS. 
Impacts on businesses from implementation of the B-P Build Alternatives are addressed 
in detail in Section 3.12.6.3 in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics and Communities, in this 
Final EIR/EIS. The commenter did not provide sufficient information on the specific 
traffic and business impacts changes for which they would like additional information; 
therefore, it is not possible to provide a more detailed response. 

728-223 

The commenter asks about the duration of the project and potential impacts on traffic 
and businesses. The commenter also asks how the declaration of a recession in 
California would affect the funding and completion of the project. Section 2.8.3, General 
Approach, of this Final EIR/EIS discusses implementation of the construction plan for 
the project. It states that although the design-build contractor would set the actual 
schedule, the approximate schedule for construction would be approximately 8 years. 
Section 3.2, Transportation, discusses potential traffic impacts, and Section 3.12, 
Socioeconomics and Communities, discusses potential impacts on businesses. 

As documented in the 2020 Business Plan (Authority 2020a), to advance the high-speed 
rail (HSR) program, the Authority’s budget through 2030 is between $20.6 billion and 
$23.4 billion, depending on the available funding from the cap-and-trade auction market. 
At the lower end, the Authority assumes cap-and-trade will provide $500 million per year 
for the HSR program, and at the higher end, the Authority assumes cap-and-trade will 
provide $750 million per year. Since the enactment of Assembly Bill 398 (Statutes of 
2017), the legislation that extended the cap-and-trade program to 2030, the Authority is 
receiving about $740 million annually for project development. 

While this amount of funding is considerable, it is not enough to build the entirety of the 
Phase 1 HSR system connecting San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim. However, the 
Authority’s budget is sufficient to advance the mission of the voters when they passed 
Proposition 1A and to continue to make important investments in all regions of the state. 
With the estimated funding the Authority has committed to this project between now and 
2030, the Authority will: 

1. Complete the 119-mile Central Valley construction segment and lay track pursuant to 
its federal funding grant agreements with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). 

2. Expand the 119-mile Central Valley segment to 171 miles of operable electrified HSR 
connecting Merced, Fresno, and Bakersfield, three of the fastest-growing areas in 
California. 

3. Commence testing of electrified high-speed trains by 2025 and putting those trains in 
service by 2028-2029. 

4. Environmentally clear all segments of the Phase 1 system between San Francisco 
and Los Angeles/Anaheim in the next 18 to 24 months. 

May 2021 California High-Speed Rail Authority 
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Chapter 25 Response to Comments from Businesses and/or Organizations 

Response to Submission 728 (DeLu Ventures, April 18, 2020) - Continued 

5. Complete the “book-end” projects the Authority has committed funding to in Los 
Angeles and the Bay Area—projects valued at more than $3 billion. 

6. Pursue additional funding opportunities to prospectively “close the gaps” between the 
“book-end” projects and expand electrified HSR service to the Bay Area and Los 
Angeles/Anaheim. 

The Authority will invest the identified funds in some of the infrastructure necessary for 
HSR operations, including the construction of grade-separated track bed and track and 
required roadway modifications, as well as implementation of the associated 
environmental commitments and right-of-way and relocation costs. Ridership and 
revenue forecasts show that the initial line from San Francisco to Bakersfield through 
the Silicon Valley will produce revenue that can help fund construction from the Central 
Valley southward to the Los Angeles Basin (Authority 2018d). As shown in the February 
2020 Capital Outlay and Expenditure Report (Authority 2020b), funds have been 
appropriated for project development and for preliminary right-of-way for the Bakersfield 
to Palmdale Project Section. To date, the Authority has not appropriated funds for 
construction of the Bakersfield to Palmdale Project Section but remains committed to 
completing the project development process (including environmental review and 
permitting), so when funds are appropriated for construction, the construction process 
can be initiated efficiently regardless of macroeconomic conditions. 

California High-Speed Rail Authority May 2021 
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Chapter 25 Response to Comments from Businesses and/or Organizations 

Submission 747 (Rudy Niederer, March 13, 2020) 

Bakersfield - Palmdale - RECORD #747 DETAIL 
Status : Action Pending 
Record Date : 4/22/2020 
Response Requested : No 
Affiliation Type : Business and/or Organization 
Submission Date : 3/13/2020 
Interest As : Business and/or Organization 
Submission Method : Email 
First Name : Rudy 
Last Name : Niederer 
Professional Title : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Gresham 
State : OR 
Zip Code : 0000 
Telephone : 971-274-0082 
Email : cascadiahighspeedrail@gmail.com 
Cell Phone : 
Email Subscription : 
Add to Mailing List : Yes 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

747-58 The Question is about the Tehachapi Pass CHSR corridor.
 2.8% of grades are very steep for HSR trains; they will require additional traction motor axles to negotiate the 

sustained incline, so why not use a better corridor route with a grade of less than 1%?
 Can your company view the alternative, please see the proposal 

https://nam04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cascadiahighspeedrail.com%2Fba 
kersfieldlancaster.html&amp;data=02%7C01%7Cmark.ashley%40tylin.com%7C5e61d9ce98fa4cac2bfe08d7c9 
bb7926%7Cffa1e51c7cbc49398cb093c3775db5f1%7C1%7C0%7C637199679335608913&amp;sdata=u9WXJ 
%2FBaa9pcixKkVw9lBTuju%2Ffp2hZOHlM%2BMfqj0Eo%3D&amp;reserved=0

 Not posted are the seismic fault lines, and a solution traversing fault zones in tunnels which I have.
 Is there a way to convince the political apparatus to learn functional CHSR corridor designs and then urge 

them to make the needed changes?
 This website also recommends additional alternative corridors and solutions. You will also find the complete 

CHSR corridor sections from Vancouver BC to northern California.
 I like to see T-Y-LIN being very successful in their endeavor to build functional, economic benefiting, and 

power conserving HSR corridors here in the USA. 
Rudy Niederer
 Gresham OR
 971-274-0082 

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes 

May 2021 California High-Speed Rail Authority 
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Chapter 25 Response to Comments from Businesses and/or Organizations 

Response to Submission 747 (Rudy Niederer, March 13, 2020) 

747-58 

The commenter expresses concerns about the grades through the Tehachapi Pass. The 
commenter proposes a corridor route that he claims has a grade of less than 1 percent. 
The commenter requests that a linked document 
(https://www.cascadiahighspeedrail.com/uploads/4/8/9/8/48982907/bakersfield_lancaste 
r_div_00.pdf) be reviewed. The linked document was reviewed. It provides a high-level 
view of two different HSR routes through California: one that travels along a similar route 
to the B-P Build Alternatives, through Tehachapi; and one that travels south from 
Bakersfield along the State Route (SR) 99 corridor before cutting through the mountains 
north of Lebec. The commenter seems to suggest SR 99 south would be preferable for 
this project section. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS, the HSR Statewide Programmatic 
EIR/EIS considered and eliminated similar alignments due to the lengthy run adjacent 
and parallel to the San Andreas fault zone; additionally, these options would require 
long, deep tunneling through the Garlock fault zone with associated high costs that 
would make these options impracticable. See Figure 2-33 in this Final EIR/EIS. 

California High-Speed Rail Authority May 2021 
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Chapter 25 Response to Comments from Businesses and/or Organizations 

Response to Submission 703 (Paul Tecson, 3-D Capital Realty Investments, LLC, March 18, 2020) 
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703-257 

The commenter asks what the City of Palmdale’s plans are for properties in proximity to 
the proposed Palmdale Station. The commenter’s property is outside the B-P Build 
Alternatives footprint, including the Preferred Alternative; however, the parcel is within 
the Palmdale Transit Station Area Plan (PTSAP; City of Palmdale 2020). Though this is 
not a final determination of relocation, per the permanent and temporary footprint shown 
on the Bakersfield to Palmdale Project Section Footprint Mapbook, Appendix 3.1-C of 
this Final EIR/EIS, the address described by the commenter would not be acquired 
during implementation of the B-P Build Alternatives. Additionally, per Impact LU #5 in 
this Final EIR/EIS, “operation of the Palmdale Station site would not result in any 
permanent conflicts with adjacent land uses because it would be designed to 
complement surrounding land uses. Over time, vacant land surrounding the Palmdale 
Station site is anticipated to develop with dense TOD [transit-oriented development] 
style development projects that would maximize the accessibility benefits related to their 
close proximity to the new station.” 

Studies indicate that residential and commercial property values near transportation 
system stations typically increase and are valued higher than similar properties not in 
the vicinity of such stations due to improved accessibility (both of residents to regional 
jobs and of employers to a larger labor pool). This effect is likely to occur in the vicinity 
of the Palmdale Station. Section 6.8.3.1, Long-term Impact on Property Values, in the 
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority 2018c) summarizes the 
potential property value impacts of the project. Because studies regarding the impacts of 
HSR lines are limited, the analysis included a literature review of studies related to both 
rail and HSR stations. 

According to the literature review, the impact of proximity to a rail station on commercial 
and residential property values vary. Factors can include, but are not limited to, quality 
of the rail station facility, level of service of the station, whether a station has parking 
facilities, distance to other stations, and socioeconomic factors of the surrounding 
community. Studies (Garrett 2004; Cervero et al. 2002) agree that commercial and 
residential properties within 0.25 mile of a rail station generally experience property 
appreciation. While these effects are experienced by commercial properties closest to 
the station, residential properties may experience property value appreciation farther 
than 0.25 mile from the station. Property value increases can also result from the 

703-257 

associated intensification of development that can occur around station locations. 

The literature review included studies analyzing light, commuter, and heavy rail impacts 
on property values rather than HSR. However, successful HSR station area 
development (and related real estate price effects) in countries with HSR systems were 
shown to be linked to a number of factors, including robust local economic conditions, 
strong travel demand, and links to other forms of transit. It is difficult to extrapolate from 
studies conducted in the high-density urbanized areas of Japan, Korea, and Europe to 
predict property value effects in U.S. communities that are more dispersed. Still, the 
studies show that the potential exists for the values of residential and commercial 
properties near HSR stations to increase as a result of new access to the transportation 
system and the associated development that can occur around stations. 

For more information on property value impacts of the HSR project, please see the 
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority 2018c). 

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 on filing a claim may be obtained online at the following link: 
https://www.dgs.ca.gov/ORIM/Services/Page-Content/Office-of-Risk-and-Insurance-
Management-Services-List-Folder/File-a-Government-Claim#@ViewBag.JumpTo. 

The 2020 PTSAP details the benefits applicable to communities in the station area. The 
City of Palmdale, in partnership with the Authority, is undertaking station area planning 
around a future High-Speed Rail Multimodal Transit Station near downtown Palmdale. 
As a part of the project, the City's PTSAP will complement the planning and design of 
the HSR systems and transportation planning efforts by the City and regional agencies. 
The undertaking is a collaboration between the Authority, regional partners, 
stakeholders, community members, and developers. 

The study area for the PTSAP is bounded by Rancho Vista Boulevard, Avenue R, SR 14 
and 15th Street East, and includes the Palmdale Airport (approximately 2 miles 
northeast of the existing Palmdale Transportation Center). The primary focus area is 
approximately 0.5 mile around the future multimodal HSR station. The commenter’s 

https://www.dgs.ca.gov/ORIM/Services/Page-Content/Office-of-Risk-and-Insurance-Management-Services-List-Folder/File-a-Government-Claim#@ViewBag.JumpTo
https://www.dgs.ca.gov/ORIM/Services/Page-Content/Office-of-Risk-and-Insurance-Management-Services-List-Folder/File-a-Government-Claim#@ViewBag.JumpTo
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Chapter 25 Response to Comments from Businesses and/or Organizations 

Response to Submission 703 (Paul Tecson, 3-D Capital Realty Investments, LLC, March 18, 2020) -
Continued 

property is within the PTSAP study area. The PTSAP and Initial Study/Negative 
Declaration were adopted by the City of Palmdale's City Council in December 2020. 
Information about the PTSAP can be found on the City of Palmdale’s website: 
https://cityofpalmdale.org/426/Palmdale-Multimodal-High-Speed-Rail-Stat. 

May 2021 California High-Speed Rail Authority 
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Chapter 25 Response to Comments from Businesses and/or Organizations 

Submission 804 (Michelle Ouellette, Best Best & Kreiger LLP, April 27, 2020) - Continued 

804-712 

 

804-714 

May 2021 California High-Speed Rail Authority 
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IMlk 
BEST BEST & KRIEGERS 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

Vice-Chairman Richards and 
Membeni of the High-Speed Rail Authority Board ofDirecton; 
April 27, 2020 
Page2 

Administration is lead agency under NEPA, issues a Record of Decision regarding the Proposed 
Action considered in the EIS. However, as detailed below, neither can occur without HSRA first 
revising and recirculating the Draft EIR/EIS, as the document is deeply flawed and fails to 
comply with either CEQA or NEPA. 

804-713 

Tlie Drafl EIR/EIS Fails As An Informational Document 

When preparing an EIR, sufficient information must be provided to allow decision-
makers and the public to understand the environmental consequences of a project. (In re Bay-
Delta Programmatic Envt'I Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 
1175.) Similarly, an EIS must "provide for broad dissemination of relevant environmental 
information" and adequately identify adverse environmental effects. (Robertson v Methow 
Valley Citizens Council (1989) 490 U.S. 332, 351.) 1n violation ofCEQA and NEPA, this Draft 
EIR/EIS fails as an informational document by withholding access to essential information 
necessary to understand the environmental consequences of the Project. 

First, the Draft EIR/EIS repeatedly relies on documents - including all of the Technical 
Reports upon which the Draft EIR/EIS is based - that are not available for review online, and 
which cannot be obtained without making a special request for them from the HSRA office in 
Sacramento. Chapter I 0, EIR/EIS Distribution. incorrectly states that "[t]he entire BIR/EIS, 
appendices, and supporting reports are available on the California High-Speed Rail Authority's 
website" and states that "(c]opies of the full document and supporting appendices also may be 
accessed through [project vicinity] library computers." (Draft EIR/EIS, Chapter 10, EIR/EIS 
Distribution, p. 10-1.) There is simply no computer, as to the date of this letter, that has online 
access to the Technical Reports upon which the Draft EIR/EIS is based. While technical reports 
may be prepared in volumes separate from the body of the EIR/EIS, they must be readily 
available for public examination and must be submitted to all clearinghouses that assist with 
public review. (CEQA Ouidelines §15147; see also N. Idaho Community Action Networkv. U.S. 
D,pt. of Transportation (9th Cir. 2008) 545 F.3d 1147, 1153 [NEPA requires "that the relevant 
information will be made available to the larger public audience'1,) 

804-714 Further, the Draft BIR/EIS repeatedly relies on the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS, the 
2008 Bay Area to Central Valley Program ECR/EIS, and the 2012 Partially Revised Final 
Program EIR for the HRS Project, none of which are available for review online, and which 
cannot be obtained without making a special request for them from the HSRA office in 
Sacramento. (See e.g. Chapter 3.17, Cultural Resources, p. 3-.17-37.) Ironically, the HSRA's 
website has posted webpages for each of these environmental documents, with links for each 
chapter of these documents, but all of them are now inoperable, or "dead" links. As well, the 
HSRA's website states that other documents that are key to evaluating the Draft EIR/EIS cannot 
be obtained without submitting a PubHe Record■ Act rcque1t, such as the HSRA's "Project 
Level Environmental Analysis Methodology Guidelines." While an EIR may incorporate by 

reference all or portions of other documents that arc generally available to the public, the HSRA 
has not made these documents generally available, even removing the links to the program 
EIR/EIS from its website! (Pub. Resource Code §21061; CEQA Guidelines § 15150(a); N. Idaho 
Community Action Network v. U.S. Dept. of Transportation (9th Cir. 2008) 545 F.3d 1147, 
1153.) 

804-715 Finally, other documents do not seem to be available at all. For instance, mitigation 
measure AQ-MM#l provides that that HSRA will mitigate air quality impacts in part via 
implementation of a 2014 MemoI11I1dum of Undenitanding with the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District (SJV APCD) regarding a Voluntsry Emission Reduction Agreement 
(VERA). It asserts that the VERA will mitigate impacts by offsetting to net zero the project's 
actual omissions from coo!truction equipment and provide funds for the SJV APCD's Emission 
Reduction Incentive Program to fund gnuits for projeclll that achieve emission reductions, with 
preference given to highly affected communities, thus offsetting project-related impacts on air 
quality. (Draft ECR/EIS Chapter 3.3, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, p. 3.3-140.) 
However, nowhere in the Draft EIR/EIS, or (after a lengthy search) on the HSRA's website is 
there a copy of, or direction on how to obtain a copy of, the MemoI11I1dum of Understanding with 
the SJV APCD, or of the VERA. This is yet another violation of the requirement that referenced 
docwnents be generally available to the public. (Pub. Resource Code §21061; CEQA Guidelines 
§15150(a); N. Idaho Community Action Network v. U.S. Dept. of Transportation (9th Cir. 2008) 
545 F.3d 1147, 1153.) 

804-716 

IMlk 
BEST BEST & KRIEGERS 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

Vice-Chairman Richards and 
Members of the High-Speed Rail Authority Board of Directon; 
April 27, 2020 
Page3 

As detailed above, the Draft EIR/EIS violates CEQA by failing to make available basic 
technical reports that are needed to understand the environmental consequences of the Project 
and by repeatedly referencing and relying on documents that are not readily available to the 
public. Indeed, as of the date of this letter, the entire State of California is under Shelter-In-Place 
Orders due to the novel corooavirus. This makes it difficult, if not impossible, for the public to 
1) review even those portions of the Draft EIR/EIS that are available online if they do not have 
access to a computer with internet service at home, and 2) to obtain the rest of the documents 
relied l_lPon by the Draft EIR/EIS, as they are only accessible - if available at all - in Sacramento, 
a location where most of the State cannot travel. 

804-717 

The Draft EIRIEIS Improperly Treats Mitigation Measures As Part of the Pro/eel 

In violation of CEQA, tho Draft EIR/EIS repeatedly relies on so-called "impact 
avoidance and minimization features" {IAMF). The Draft BIR states that tho IAMFs "are 
incornorated into the project design and construction that would avoid or minimize the 
environmental or community impaclll. The description of each measure details the means and 
effectiveness of the measure in avoiding or minimizing impacts, as well as the environmental 
benefits of implementing the measure." (See e.g. Chapter 3.17, Cultural Resources, p. 3-.17-37 
[emphasis added].) But a review of just the titles of some of the IAMFs confirms that they are 
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