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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013253 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending

Record Date: 12/05/2025

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Miguel Vargas

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

0134 || Dear High Speed Rail team, | am requesting an electronic copy of the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project

Section Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the California

High-Speed Rail (HSR) system. Please send me all related documents. Thank you, -- Miguel Vargas
Executive Director 24-hour hotline
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23 Responses to Comments from Businesses and Organizations High-Speed Rail Authority

23.1 Response to Submission 013253 (Miguel Vargas, LA Arts District, Dec 5,
2025)

23141 0134

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on December 6, 2025, and
provided the requested materials. This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

October 2026 California High-Speed Rail Authority
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013288 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending

Record Date: 12/08/2025

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Georgia Kokkinias

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

0158 || Hi, this is Georgia Kokkinias. | am director of real estate for Packaging Corporation of America. And | received
a notification about the high-speed rail possibly impacting our plant. When someone gets this message,

please give me a call on my mobile. My number is . Again, Georgia Kokkinias with Packaging
Corporation of America, .. Thank you.
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23.2 Response to Submission 013288 (Georgia Kokkinias, Packaging
Corporation of America, Dec 8, 2025)

23.21 0158

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on December 8, 2025, and
provided information regarding their property in relation to the project. This comment does not
address the sufficiency of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement,
nor does it suggest edits to the document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in
response to this comment.
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013290 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending
Record Date: 12/08/2025
Interest As:

Full Name: James Thomas

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

Hello, Can you please provide a copy of this source? It was cited in Chapter 2. Authority, 2020c.
Memorandum: Removal of the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway (BNSF) Staging Tracks Mitigation
within the Cities of Hesperia and Victorville, San Bernardino County from the Los Angeles to Anaheim
Environmental Document James Thomas Kimley-Horn | 1100 W Town and Country Road, Suite 700, Orange,
CA 92868 Direct: 619.798.5658 | Mobile: Connect with us: Twitter| LinkedIn | Facebook |
YouTube Celebrating 18 years as one of FORTUNE'’s 100 Best Companies to Work For
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23.3 Response to Submission 013290 (James Thomas, Kimley-Horn, Dec 8,
2025)

23.31 0136

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on January 16, 2026, and
provided the requested materials. This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

October 2026 California High-Speed Rail Authority
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013301 DETAIL

Status: Delimited

Record Date: 12/09/2025

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: James Unknown

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

Dear LaDonna DiCamillo, I'm James from Remake Irvine Streets for Everyone (RISE). We are a local advocacy
group for safer streets in Irvine, CA. | saw the release of the DEIR for the CA HSR segment to Anaheim. We
think there is an opportunity to discuss the potential of Irvine as the terminal station, as circumstances have
changed since the original 2009 decision, especially regarding grade separated ROW. Would you be open to
having a one on one meeting with us to discuss this? Sincerely, James
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23.4 Response to Submission 013301 (James [Surname Unknown], Remake
Irvine Streets for Everyone, Dec 9, 2025)

23.41 0242

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on January 26, 2026, and
provided an opportunity for office hours per the commenter’s request. This comment does not
address the sufficiency of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement,
nor does it suggest edits to the document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in
response to this comment.
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23.5 Response to Submission 013318 (Eric Johnson, Amphibian Refuge, Dec
10, 2025)

23.51 0138

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

Section 3.7, Biological and Aquatic Resources, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) provides a detailed analysis of impacts on biological and
aquatic resources, including wildlife, fish, plants, and their habitats. As discussed in Section 3.7.4.3,
Methods for Impact Analysis, vegetation mapping was conducted to (1) identify suitable habitat for
special-status wildlife species and (2) quantify direct effects on special-status wildlife species based
on habitat mapping. Of the 60 special-status wildlife species that were evaluated, only 20 were
determined to have potential to occur in the Wildlife resource study area (RSA). The lack of open
space and the fragmentation and disturbance of the remaining open space in the Wildlife RSA have
precluded the presence of almost all of the special-status herpetofauna. No special-status
amphibians are expected in the Wildlife RSA. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in
response to this comment.

October 2026 California High-Speed Rail Authority
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013333 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending

Record Date: 12/12/2025

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Jesus Garcia

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

0882 || Question, regarding how this project will affect the intersection of Norwalk Blvd and Los Nietos Rd in Santa Fe
Springs. Parents own lot on this corner and over 20 years ago were informed of a train project that would
require removing the Angelo’s burgers building and also some modifications to his Auto upholstery shop.

Both of these buildings on parents’ lot. Would like to know if this project would still require a similar impact.
Who can we speak to?
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23.6 Response to Submission 013333 (Jesus Garcia, Ramon’s Custom Auto
Upholstery, Dec 12, 2025)

23.6.1 0882

The California High-Speed Rail Authority met with the commenter during office hours on January 15,
2026, and provided requested materials, as well as information regarding their property in relation to
the project. This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to the document; accordingly, no
change has been made to the document in response to the comment.
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23 Responses to Comments from Businesses and Organizations High-Speed Rail Authority

23.7 Response to Submission 013336 (Katie Alania, G3 Enterprises, Dec 12,
2025)

23.71 0241

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on December 15, 2025, and
provided the requested materials. This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

October 2026 California High-Speed Rail Authority
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013354 DETAIL

Status: Unread

Record Date: 12/15/2025

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Deborah Diep

Stakeholder Comments/Iissues:

Hello. | am requesting the following Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section Technical Reports: Transportation Technical

Report Air Quality and Global Climate Change Technical Report Noise and Vibration Technical Report Community Impact

Assessment Draft Relocation Impact Report Aesthetics and Visual Quality Technical Report Thank you. Deborah S. Diep

Director Center for Demographic Research 1121 N. State College Blvd., Suite 238 Fullerton, CA 92831-
www.fullerton.edu/cdr

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and any attachments, including documents, files, or previous e-mail messages,
may contain confidential information that is legally privileged intended for the sole use of the designated recipient(s). If you
are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you
have received this transmission in error please destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading or
saving in any manner and immediately notify the sender by return e-mail. Thank you.
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23.8 Response to Submission 013354 (Deborah Diep, Center for
Demographic Research, Dec 15, 2025)

23.8.1 0154

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on December 16, 2025, and
provided the requested materials. This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013546 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending
Record Date: 01/07/2026
Interest As: Other

Full Name: Nicholas R. Ghirelli

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

Hello, my name is Nicholas Ghirelli. I'm calling to request immediately copies of the technical reports for the

Draft EIR/EIS. Those reports can be emailed to .. The email address is spelled N as in
Nick, .. That's . Please include another copy to Travis
Kaya at l. That's . If you have any questions, please contact
me at . Again, my number is . Thank you. I'm asking for a prompt access to the

technical reports accompanying the Draft EIR/EIS for the LA to Anaheim section and I'm calling this number
because the website directs me to call this number in order to get access. Thank you, bye bye.



. . ALIFORNIA
23 Responses to Comments from Businesses and Organizations Sgh~s£Qa| Authority

23.9 Response to Submission 013546 (Nicholas R. Ghirelli, Richards Watson
Gershon Law, Jan 7, 2026)

23.91 0370

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on January 8, 2026, and provided
the requested materials. This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to the document;
accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

October 2026 California High-Speed Rail Authority
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013551 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending

Record Date: 01/07/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Jack Miranda

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

Bravo. Hurry
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23.10 Response to Submission 013551 (Jack Miranda, Jesse Miranda Center,
Jan 7, 2026)

23.101 0377

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013589 DETAIL

Status: Ready for Delimiting

Record Date: 01/08/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Lisa Henschol

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

Dear Personnel, | want to give my wholehearted endorsement of the high speed rail line to Anaheim. | think
it's a wonderful idea and will give all Californians an ability to seek employment in many different communities
as well as give employers a broader base from which to hire. High speed rail is a great idea and | fully
support it. Lisa Henschol 90027 -- Hyperion Academics www.hyperionacademics.com
accounting@hyperionacademics.com (949) 44 LEARN
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23.11 Response to Submission 013589 (Lisa Henschol, Hyperion Academics,
Jan 8, 2026)

23.111 0240

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

October 2026 California High-Speed Rail Authority
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013666 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending
Record Date: 01/14/2026
Interest As:

Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Monica Sigismondo

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

0867 |good morning,id like to know if any tunnel is previewed in the Los Angeles—Anaheim Section project. tel
thanks in advanceMonica Sigismondo Tunnelbuilder

Ltd www.tunnelbuilder.itwww tunnelbuilder.com Content Writer and Editor Business Development
Manager cell:



From: Hules, Katta@HSR

To: Kesting, Rachel@HSR; Patrick, JIn@HSR

Cc: Contreras Diaz, Daniela@HSR

Subject: FW: information about Los Angeles—Anaheim Section project
Date: Monday, January 12, 2026 8:10:45 AM

Importance: High

Good morning,
Forwarding a So Cal question that we got in the info box. Can we leave this with you?

Thanks!

Katta Hules (she/her)

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 620
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 827-8562

www.hsr.ca.gov

From: Monica Sigismondo <monica@tunnelbuilder.com>

Sent: Sunday, January 11, 2026 2:21 PM

To: HSR info@HSR <info@hsr.ca.gov>

Cc: monica.sigismondo@libero.it

Subject: information about Los Angeles—Anaheim Section project
Importance: High

Non ricevi spesso messaggi di posta elettronica da monica@tunnelbuilder.com. Scopri perché é importante

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

good morning,
i d like to know if any tunnel is previewed in the Los Angeles—Anaheim Section
project. tel +39 347 7525052

thanks in advance

Monica Sigismondo
Tunnelbuilder Ltd
www.tunnelbuilder.it



www.tunnelbuilder.com
Content Writer and Editor
Business Development Manager
cell: +39 347 7525052
monica@tunnelbuilder.com
monica.sigismondo@libero.it
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23.12 Response to Submission 013666 (Monica Sigismondo, Tunnelbuilder,
Jan 14, 2026)

23.121 0867

The Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) does not include any tunnels. As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the
Draft EIR/EIS, there is a trench segment in Fullerton, which is required to avoid conflict with the
Fullerton Municipal Airport.

California High-Speed Rail Authority October 2026
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013667 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending

Record Date: 01/14/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Dick Ackerman

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

0403 || Hi this is Dick Ackerman. | was wondering if you guys put speakers out for rotary clubs. I'm with the Fullerton
Rotary Club. I'm at . Thanks much bye
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23.13 Response to Submission 013667 (Dick Ackerman, Fullerton Rotary Club,
Jan 14, 2026)

23.131 0403

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on February 2, 2026, and
scheduled a speaker’s bureau for summer of 2026. This comment does not address the sufficiency of
the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to
the document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

October 2026 California High-Speed Rail Authority
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0392 terminus in the future. Anaheim should be permitted and designed such that a future extension south to an
eventual Irvine terminus or access to points further south is as easy and cost-effective as possible. Signed,
Remake Irvine Streets for Everyone
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23.14 Response to Submission 013671 (Unknown, Remake Irvine Streets for
Everyone, Jan 14, 2026)

23.141 0390

The commenter requests that the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC)
station terminus is designed to facilitate a future extension to Irvine. During this phase of the project,
the terminus is at 15 percent design. The terminus concepts (including potentially accommodating a
future extension south of Anaheim) would be refined in later phases of design, in coordination with
the cities and stakeholders. Note that the 2009 Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report evaluated
and consequently eliminated a route between Anaheim and Irvine because of potential high costs and
complexities with construction and right-of-way. A trench segment would have been required in the
cities of Orange and Santa Ana, and there was considerable stakeholder opposition to the alignment.
As stated in the 2023 Supplemental Alternatives Analysis, high-speed rail (HSR) service beyond
Anaheim to Irvine may be considered separately in the future. Additional studies would be prepared
for future phases when funding is available. No revisions have been made to the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in response to this comment.

23.14.2 0391

The commenter states that the Anaheim terminus design is constrained and would cause conflicts
between HSR and Metrolink operations, and suggests an alternate configuration. Although there
would be conflicting crossing movements between the southbound Metrolink trains and northbound
HSR trains coming out of ARTIC, they are within reasonable operational parameters. The conflicting
movements would be scheduled such that there would not be any delays. Moreover, the commenter’s
proposed configuration would not alleviate those conflicts.

23143 0392

The commenter suggests adding an additional platform for HSR and layover tracks south of ARTIC,
within the existing right-of-way. Currently, the project is at 15 percent level of design. The station
plans in the Draft EIR/EIS are conceptual; at this phase of design, they are meant to depict the overall
station programming and access. The station concepts would be refined in later phases of design, in
coordination with the cities and stakeholders. Refer to response to comment #0390 above.

No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.
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the project.

All right. ©So we are ready to start.
I have three requests to speak.

First, I would like to ask James Placek
to come forward for your comment. And again, please
state your name clearly, any affiliation, and feel
free to make your public comment. James?

He had a comment. Maybe he -- I will
ask again. Maybe he just stepped out.

Next, we have Brian Yanity from Santa
Fe Springs. Can you please come forward, Brian?

MR. YANITY: Hello.

MS. ARELLANO: Can we adjust --

MR. YANITY: Good evening, everyone.

MS. ARELLANO: -- his -- there you go.
Yeah, just go ahead and move it so that it can reach
him.

MR. YANITY: Okay. I stand like this.

MS. ARELLANO: Okay. Please state your
name.

MR. YANITY: Oh. I'm Brian Yanity with
the Rail Passenger Association of California and
Nevada, or RailPAC. I'm vice president south of that
organization. We're an all-volunteer, nonprofit

501 (c) (3) that's been around since 1978. And we have

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@veritext.com 866-299-5127



2317

2318

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

supported high-speed rail in California since 1978.

And I've been a big supporter of this
project the whole time, obviously. You know, and at
times, we criticized certain aspects of it and
execution. But as was mentioned earlier, a lot of
those lessons have been learned.

And I'm here to speak today about --
really about the benefits more than the impacts. I
feel that the EIR, from what I understand, is a pretty
fair analysis of the impacts.

But I think the High-Speed Rail
Authority should really emphasize the benefits to
Metrolink, to Amtrak, as well as the BNSF Railway as
early action -- or early action items, so to speak,
when you put in that infrastructure before the actual

high-speed rail trains show up from the Central

Valley. I think we can have a lot of benefits to
Metrolink and Amtrak. Most notably, on-time
performance.

Reliability is a big problem between
L.A. and Anaheim on really Fullerton to Redondo with a
lot of BNSF freight train interference. They messed
up their -- you know, a lot of their dispatching.
They closed down the dispatch center here in southern

California and moved it all to the Fort Worth

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@veritext.com 866-299-5127
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headquarters at BNSF, where people didn't know the
SoCal system as well. That's getting ironed out a
bit.

But the four tracks will be great. You
know, be great for Metrolink to increase frequency and
improve the reliability.

We also would like to emphasize the
electrification infrastructure can be built long
before the high-speed rail trains show up with a
Caltrain model. You know, that would be -- have to
find funding for it, but that would be very beneficial
to Metrolink and Amtrak 'cause that increases the
ability to accelerate like the Caltrain model of
putting in the electric trains, the electric
infrastructure between San Francisco and San Jose long
before high-speed rail shows up. That's what we have
to do here in southern California. Thank you.

MS. ARELLANO: Thank you. And we --
just for you to know, I am keeping time here at the
podium, and we'll see if our timer on screen will
start working, but we are still keeping track of no
more than three minutes per speaker to make sure we
have sufficient time for everyone.

Next, if I can call forward Daniel

Moreno.

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@veritext.com 866-299-5127
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23.15 Response to Submission 013685 (Brian Yanity, Rail Passenger
Association of California and Nevada, Jan 16, 2026)

23.151 2317

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

23.15.2 2318

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18.

The commenter’s advocacy for emphasis on high-speed rail benefits to Metrolink and Amtrak is
noted. Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) describes how the design of project, including modifications to freight and passenger
rail infrastructure, would reduce operational conflicts and improve efficiencies for all operators within
the corridor. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

October 2026 California High-Speed Rail Authority
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013712 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending

Record Date: 01/21/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Steve Lay

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

To whom it may concern: G3 Enterprises, Inc. (G3) is the manager of the owners of property immediately
adjacent to the proposed High-Speed Rail project extending from Los Angeles to Anaheim. Please see G3's
comments to the LOS ANGELES TO ANAHEIM DRAFT EIR/EIS attached. Regards, Steve Lay Property
Development Manager C. g3enterprises.com



Packaging - Logistics
Minerals + Real Estate

January 21, 2026

ATTN: LOS ANGELES TO ANAHEIM DRAFT EIR/EIS COMMENT
California High-Speed Rail Authority

355 S Grand Ave, Suite 2050

Los Angeles, CA 90071

To whom it may concern:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft EIR/EIS for the Los Angeles
to Anaheim segment of the High-Speed Rail project (“Project”). G3 Enterprises, Inc. ("G3")
is the manager of the owners of property immediately adjacent to and north of the
proposed High-Speed Rail (HSR) project limits. The Owners are “G3 Enterprises, Inc.”
(Parcel Number 6334-005-014), "G3 Commerce Rail LLC"” (Parcel Number 6334-005-801)
and “G3 Realty Two, LLC"” (Parcel Number 6334-005-010). Based on review of the Draft EIR
and preliminary design exhibits, G3 submits the following comments and requests for
clarification.

1. Mitigation to Avoid Impacts to G3’s Existing and Planned Rail Infrastructure
G3 plans to reconstruct a new rail spur and switch connection to the existing BNSF Yard
Lead. The Project proposes construction of a new Yard Lead track directly north of the
existing alignment, extending into G3's property. As proposed, the Project would conflict
with both existing and planned rail improvements on G3’s property and may necessitate
removal, replacement, or realignment of those facilities. The Project proposes
permanent right-of-way acquisition affecting approximately 4,199 square feet of Parcel
No. 6334-005-014, 3,116 square feet of Parcel No. 6334-005-801 and 2,215 square feet
of Parcel No. 6334-005-010, all managed by G3. To mitigate impacts to G3's existing
and planned rail infrastructure, we respectfully ask that the alignment be adjusted to the
south approximately ten feet to avoid such infrastructure.

If an adjustment to the location is not feasible, we also ask for clarification on how such
impacts will be addressed, including responsibility for design, construction, and
associated costs, as well as anticipated construction sequencing, access limitations, and
operational disruptions affecting G3 and its tenants. Please also explain what
alternatives were considered to the current alignment.

2. Noise and Vibration Impacts
Both construction activities and long-term HSR operations will generate noise and
vibration levels that adversely affect the use and enjoyment of the Property by current
and future occupants. The Draft EIR does not clearly identify site-specific noise and
vibration analyses for the Property.

G3 Enterprises, Inc. | 502 E. Whitmore Ave. Modesto, CA 95358
www.G3Enterprises.com | P 800.321.8747




Packaging - Logistics
Minerals + Real Estate

2853 Please identify all studies performed to evaluate construction and operational noise and
vibration impacts on the Property, including methodologies, assumptions, and proposed
mitigation measures to such impacts.

2854 3. Gas Pipeline Relocation

Project plans indicate that a 26-inch high-pressure gas pipeline located at the southwest
corner of Parcel No. 6334-005-014 will require relocation. The Draft EIR does not
identify the proposed relocation alignment, easement requirements, or construction
impacts associated with this utility work.

Please clarify the proposed relocation alignment and plan, including temporary and
permanent impacts to the Property, construction duration, access limitations, and
coordination with the utility owner.

4. Eastern Avenue Undercrossing Widening

The Project proposes widening the Eastern Avenue undercrossing adjacent to and west
of the Property. Please clarify whether this work will require roadway closures, detours,
or traffic control measures that would affect access to the Property, including impacts to
construction traffic, tenant operations, and emergency access and mitigation measures
to minimize any disruption to the users of the Property from such widening.

G3 requests that these issues be fully addressed in the Final EIR and that mitigation
measures (including those outlined above) be incorporated into the Project to avoid or
minimize impacts to occupants, existing and future rail operations on the Property and
impacts to the Property.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Lay, PE
Property Development Manager

G3 Enterprises — Real Estate
Steven.Lay@G3Enterprises.com

G3 Enterprises, Inc. | 502 E. Whitmore Ave. Modesto, CA 95358
www.G3Enterprises.com | P 800.321.8747
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23.16 Response to Submission 013712 (Steve Lay, G3 Enterprises, Inc., Jan
21, 2026)

23.16.1 2852

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-01: Alternatives Selection and Evaluation
Process and Identification of the Preferred Alternative, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-01: Relocations, Right-of-Way
Process, Eminent Domain, in Chapter 18.

The commenter expresses concern about the partial acquisition of three parcels that they manage
(Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 6334-005-801, 6334-005-010, and 6334-005-014) and impacts on G3’s
planned new rail spur and switch connection to the existing BNSF Railway (BNSF) yard lead. The
proposed acquisitions are depicted in Volume 3.1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Note that based on the California High-Speed Rail
Authority’s (Authority) records, parcel 6334-005-801 is owned by BNSF, not G3 Commerce Rail, LLC,
as noted in the comment.

The right-of-way needs on these parcels are required to build the new BNSF yard lead track into
Hobart Yard, as well as for the associated realignment of the spur within parcel 6334-005-801. This
yard lead configuration was developed in coordination with BNSF. Shifting the proposed yard track
approximately 10 feet to the south would not be feasible because such a shift would directly conflict
with the existing BNSF mainline tracks. The current design is the most feasible alternative to meet
BNSF’s operational needs in this area. The Authority will continue to coordinate with BNSF and G3
Enterprises as both the high-speed rail (HSR) project and G3'’s planned project advance to ensure
they are compatible. The design and timing of G3’s planned rail spur will require coordination with
BNSF, particularly with regard to its interface with the proposed yard lead.

No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.
23.16.2 2853

The Draft EIR/EIS includes an evaluation of construction and operational noise and vibration impacts
in Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, supported by the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section Noise
and Vibration Technical Report, which is incorporated by reference.

The property (parcel numbers 6334-005-801, 6334-005-010, 6334-005-014) is used for commercial
and industrial purposes that are not considered noise or vibration sensitive in terms of effects on
building occupants according to federal guidance. Therefore, the property is not a sensitive receptor
and site-specific noise and vibration annoyance impacts were not required for the property.

However, construction noise impacts were evaluated using federal guidance, considering
construction activities, equipment types, duration, and proximity to noise-sensitive land uses. To
reduce temporary construction noise impacts, the Draft EIR/EIS commits to N&V-MM#1 (Construction
Noise Mitigation Measures), which includes limiting construction to permitted hours, use of properly
maintained equipment with noise-reduction devices, shutting off idling equipment, maximizing
distance between stationary noise sources and sensitive receptors, installing temporary noise barriers
or enclosures where feasible, and implementing construction noise monitoring with corrective actions
if exceedances occur.

In addition, potential vibration damage impacts on all buildings from construction activities were
assessed in Section 3.4.6.3, Project Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS. Based on the vibration damage
impact screening distances in Table 3.4-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS, vibration impacts are not anticipated
at the property. In any case, N&V-MM#2 (Construction Vibration Mitigation Measures) requires
preparation of vibration technical memoranda prior to impact pile driving within 80 feet of buildings,
use of alternative construction methods where feasible, preconstruction condition surveys, vibration
monitoring where sensitive receptors are present, and repair or compensation for any
vibration-related building damage attributable to construction. After implementation of N&V-MM#2,
impacts related to temporary exposure of sensitive receptors to vibration during construction would be
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less than significant with mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and not
adverse under the National Environmental Policy Act.

Operational noise was analyzed using the Federal Railroad Administration’s HSR noise assessment
methodology based on train characteristics, operating speeds, service frequency, and hours of
operation. Severe operational noise impacts were not identified at the property.

Operational vibration impacts were evaluated using federal criteria considering site conditions, train
operations, and distance to sensitive receptors. Vibration impacts were not identified at the property.

Accordingly, the Draft EIR/EIS adequately identifies the studies performed, methodologies used,
assumptions applied, and mitigation measures proposed to address construction and operational
noise and vibration impacts, consistent with CEQA requirements.

23.16.3 2854

The commenter is correct that the 26-inch high-pressure gas pipeline would require relocation. This is
described on page 2-105 in Chapter 2, Alternatives, and depicted on sheet UT-D1528 of the
Preliminary Engineering for Project Definition (PEPD) (Volume 3.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The PEPD
depicts all existing utilities based on available as-built information received at the time of design
development. The PEPD plans are intended to define the environmental footprint for impact analysis
at a 15 percent design level. The Authority will continue coordination with the City of Commerce and
utility agencies as the designs progress to ensure that all affected utilities are identified and
addressed.

Anticipated utility conflicts for the Shared Passenger Track Alternatives are analyzed under Impact
PU&E-6 in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy. As stated in Section 3.6.6.3, Project Impacts, the
impact under CEQA on existing utilities during construction of the project would be less than
significant. PUE-IAMF#1, Design Measures; PUE-IAMF#3, Public Notifications; and PUE-IAMF#4,
Utilities and Energy, are included as part of the project to minimize impacts of temporary interruptions
on utility services by requiring coordination with service providers in advance, notifying the public and
affected service providers of planned outages, and verifying that new facilities are operational prior to
disconnecting the original facility. These project features will ensure that utility interruptions are
minimized or avoided and that the public is notified of any expected utility interruptions.

No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.
23.16.4 2855

As described in Table 3.2-20 in Section 3.2.6.3, Project Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS, construction of
a new viaduct (Commerce Flyover) and widening of the existing bridge overpass at Eastern Avenue
would require temporary short-term lane closures or roadway closures during construction of support
segments and decking.

The project incorporates impact avoidance and minimization features to avoid and minimize impacts,
including protecting roadways during construction to preserve detours and alternate routes
(TR-IAMF#1, Protection of Public Roadways During Construction) and preparing preconstruction
transportation plans in coordination with local and regional agencies to ensure safe and efficient
emergency access (TR-IAMF#2, Construction Transportation Plan). Off-street parking will be
identified to minimize impacts on on-street parking (TR-IAMF#3, Off-Street Parking for Construction-
Related Vehicles). Limiting construction deliveries and workforce travel during peak periods will
reduce congestion (TR-IAMF#6, Restriction on Construction Hours), and use of designated truck
routes will minimize temporary noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors (TR-IAMF#7,
Construction Truck Routes). Maintaining roadway capacity during special events (TR-IAMF#8,
Construction During Special Events) will further reduce congestion and intersection delay associated
with temporary lane or roadway closures.

The Eastern Avenue rail bridge would be widened to accommodate the new Hobart Yard lead track
and new column to support the viaduct that would be built in the median. The street itself is not
proposed to be reprofiled. Therefore, impacts on traffic are anticipated to be limited to temporary lane
closures to accommodate construction. A full closure of the roadway may be required for a limited
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time to build the viaduct and bridge, but these closures would likely occur during nighttime hours to
minimize traffic disruptions. Detailed construction plans would be developed in future design phases
in coordination with BNSF, the City of Commerce, and other interested parties.

With respect to potential disruptions to tenant operations, HSR construction activities, including
widening of the Eastern Avenue railroad bridge and installation of the new column, would be
scheduled to be completed during windows in which potential disruptions to existing freight and
passenger rail service would be minimized. Specific work windows would be defined through
coordination with freight and passenger rail agencies during subsequent phases of or following
project design, pursuant to industry standard practices. The closure windows could be as short as a
few hours for minor work or would be scheduled to occur intermittently across 1 to 2 days for more
extensive track work. During track closures, freight and passenger rail services could be temporarily
rerouted onto one of the other open tracks within the corridor, if needed. The Authority will reduce
adverse effects on freight and passenger rail services during project construction by coordinating with
freight and passenger rail agencies and operators to identify specific work windows for track
construction activities that minimize disruption to freight and passenger rail services within the project
corridor to the maximum extent feasible (TRAN-MM#6, Prepare Track Construction Work Window
Plan).

With respect to potential disruptions to emergency access, the Authority-designated contractor would
be required to prepare a construction safety transportation management plan that incorporates
emergency vehicle access procedures intended to avoid impacts on emergency response times
during HSR construction activities (SS-IAMF#1, Construction Safety Transportation Management
Plan), including the widening of the Eastern Avenue railroad bridge and installation of the new
column. Detours necessary as part of HSR construction activities would be configured to maintain
emergency vehicle access and reduce emergency response time delays.
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23.17 Response to Submission 013714 (Brian Yanity, Rail Passenger
Association of California and Nevada, Jan 21, 2026)

23171 0469

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.
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Status: Unread

Record Date: 01/23/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: James Placek

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

[Please refer to the attached transcript for the demarcation of oral comments delivered by this
submitter during the public hearing.]
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23.18 Response to Submission 013727 (James Placek, J. A. Placek
Construction, Jan 23, 2026)

23.18.1 2320

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-03: Funding and Project Costs, in Chapter
18, Standard Responses.

The commenter asserts that the project would be built on a landfill in the vicinity of the Norwalk/Santa
Fe Springs Metrolink Station. The California High-Speed Rail Authority followed up with the
commenter by telephone on July 28, 2026, and confirmed the commenter is referring to a property
formerly owned by Neville Chemical Corporation, a site on the Cortese List in the vicinity of the
Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs Metrolink Station area, which the commenter indicates had been used as a
landfill. The Neville Chemical Corporation site is discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
along with other potential environmental concern sites. The project includes multiple impact
avoidance and minimization features to minimize potential impacts related to release of hazardous
materials from both known and unknown sites of concern, including HMW-IAMF#1, Property
Acquisition Phase | and Phase Il Environmental Site Assessments, Additional Preconstruction
Investigations, and Associated Actions to Control Site Contamination; HMW-IAMF#3, Work and
Vapor Barriers; HMW-IAMF#4, Known, Suspected, and Unanticipated Environmental Contamination;
HMW-IAMF#6, Spill Prevention; HMW-IAMF#9, Environmental Management System; and GEO-
IAMF#3, Gas Monitoring. HMW-IAMF#1 requires environmental site assessments to characterize
each parcel, and HMW-IAMF#4 provides controls for known, suspected, and unanticipated
environmental contamination. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this
comment.

Costs of the project are summarized in Chapter 6, Project Costs and Operations, of the Draft
EIR/EIS, including the estimated capital, operations, and maintenance costs for each build alternative
and design option, including funding and financial risk.
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23.19 Response to Submission 013729 (Brian Yanity, Rail Passenger
Association of California and Nevada, Jan 23, 2026)

23.191 2322

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

The commenter encourages an early electrification of the corridor. The California High-Speed Rail
Authority (Authority) is coordinating with Metrolink and all other operators within the corridor, but there
is no current plan to electrify the corridor as an early action plan. Metrolink is separately studying
strategies to achieve a zero-emission fleet in support of the goals outlined in its Southern California
Optimized Rail Expansion program, but it is not dependent on an overhead catenary system. The
Authority will continue to coordinate with the other freight and passenger rail operators to identify
ways to deliver project benefits as soon as funding is available. The potential for electrification of
short-haul freight service is outside the purview of the Authority’s responsibilities and the high-speed
rail program. No revisions have been made to the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement in response to this comment.
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Status: Unread

Record Date: 01/26/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Corie Lahr

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

0422 || To Whom It May Concern: May you please provide me with the following technical reports contained in the
CHSRA Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section Draft EIR/EIS that are currently not available for download
on the website? Transportation Technical Report Draft Relocation Impact Report Sincere thanks, Corie Corie
Lahr, CPSM Business Development Manager mobile MARK THOMAS markthomas.com



CALIFORNIA \ .
High-Speed Rail Authority 23 Responses to Comments from Businesses and Organizations

23.20 Response to Submission 013735 (Corie Lahr, Mark Thomas, Jan 26,
2026)

23.20.1 0422

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on January 27, 2026, and
provided the requested materials. This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.
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515 S. Flower Street, 7th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

Main: 213.620.0460
Fax: 213.624.4840

January 28, 2026 Direct: 213.621.0815
Email: kbrogan@hillfarrer.com

hillfarrer.com

VIA E-MAIL (Los.Angeles Anaheim@hsr.ca.gov)
AND U.S. MAIL

California High-Speed Rail Authority

Attn: Los Angeles to Anaheim Draft EIR/EIS
Comment

355 S Grand Avenue, Suite 2050

Los Angeles, CA 90071

Re:  Los Angeles to Anaheim Draft EIR/EIS Comment

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This firm represents Golden Springs Development Company, LLC, and SFS Truck
Storage, Inc. The entities own several parcels of real property in the City of Santa Fe Springs.
The companies’ parcels are designated for full or partial acquisition under the draft EIR/EIS
being circulated for the Los Angeles to Anaheim segment of the High-Speed Rail Project
(“HSR”).

In particular, Golden Springs Development Company, LLI.C owns propertics with
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 8044-001-029, -033 and -034 and 8044-001-035, 8059-005-
045 and -046. SFS Truck Storage, Inc. owns APNs 8045-001-034, -026, -006 and -033. These
properties have substantial land and building improvements and are leased to third parties which
have significant business operations. Among those tenants and business operations are
Maersk (Logistics user), Mega Lion, C2C Logistics, and Collision Auto Parts (Logistics user,
Logistics user, Auto Parts distributors), Prime Source (Building Products distributions firm),
County of Los Angeles, Kenco (Logistics user) and Southern Wine and Spirits (Food and
Beverage supplier). Each of these businesses is occupying the various almost new improvements
on the site on long term commitments and relying upon the continued ability to remain operating
on the site, in the City of Santa Fe Springs, over the long term.

We also want to draw your attention to parcels 8045-001-006 and -033 which, while not
identified on the HSR list, operate together with parcels 8045-001-006 and -26 and taking some
of the parcels will render all of the parcels unusable for their current purpose. As for the other
parcels, identified with partial takings, the impact associated with those could potentially cause
all of the associated buildings to fail California’s fire codes, because the taking would eliminate
required fire lanes, and thus render the entirety of the improvements on those parcels unusable.
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23.21 Response to Submission 013765 (Kevin Brogan, Golden Springs
Development Company, LLC and SFS Truck Storage, Inc., Jan 28, 2026)

23.211 0461

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-01: Relocations, Right-of-Way
Process, Eminent Domain, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-02: Impacts on Businesses, in
Chapter 18.

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) acknowledges the commenter’s concerns
regarding potential property acquisition and effects on continued operations associated with parcels
owned by SFS Truck Storage, Inc. and Golden Springs Development Company, LLC. The project
would require a partial acquisition of a portion of the stakeholder’s parcels (Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers [APN] 8044-001-029, 8044-001-033, 8044-001-034, 8044-001-035, 8059-005-045, and
8059-005-046), and full acquisition of some parcels (APNs 8045-001-026 and 8045-001-034). No
acquisition is required for APNs 8045-001-006 and 8045-001-033. The High-Speed Rail (HSR)
Interactive Map (https://meethsrsocal.org/la-a-overview/la-a-interactive-map/) can be used to
determine if a parcel would be a full acquisition, a partially affected parcel, or a temporary
construction easement. The affected area consists primarily of a surface parking lot and enough of
the surface lot would remain available for continued use by the businesses on the site. However, a
portion of a building would be affected. Various access and configuration issues would need to be
addressed and resolved in the future following completion of the environmental review process.
These issues include fire access and further coordination among the Authority, the property owner,
and the local fire department. Additional information on right-of-way acquisitions can be found in
Section 3.12, Socioeconomics and Communities; Volume 2, Appendix 3.1-B, Los Angeles to
Anaheim: Footprint Mapbook; the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section Draft Relocation Impact
Report; and Appendix 3.12-E, Business Displacement Maps. As described in Section 3.12 of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the Authority would
incorporate SOCIO-IAMF#3, Relocation Implementation Plan, to provide relocated business owners
with individualized relocation assistance with the objective of minimizing the permanent closure of
businesses and the economic disruptions to displaced businesses, and will provide regulatory
compliance assistance to businesses that require complex permitting to relocate.

23.21.2 0462
Please refer to the response to comment #0461 above.
23.21.3 0463

The commenter asserts that there are issues related to adjoining property and usability and health
and safety concerns associated with construction on a landfill in the vicinity of the Norwalk/Santa Fe
Springs Metrolink Station. The commenter appears to be referring to the former Neville Chemical
Corporation property in the vicinity of the Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs Metrolink Station area, a portion
of which has historically been used as a landfill. This site is discussed in Section 3.10, Hazardous
Materials and Wastes, of the Draft EIR/EIS as a site on the Cortese List, along with other potential
environmental concern sites. The project includes multiple impact avoidance and minimization
features to minimize health and safety hazards and potential impacts related to release of hazardous
materials from both known and unknown sites of concern, including HMW-IAMF#1, Property
Acquisition Phase | and Phase Il Environmental Site Assessments, Additional Preconstruction
Investigations, and Associated Actions to Control Site Contamination; HMW-IAMF#3, Work and
Vapor Barriers; HMW-IAMF#4, Known, Suspected, and Unanticipated Environmental Contamination;
HMW-IAMF#6, Spill Prevention; HMW-IAMF#9, Environmental Management System; and GEO-
IAMF#3, Gas Monitoring. HMW-IAMF#1 requires environmental site assessments to characterize
each parcel, and HMW-IAMF#4 provides controls for known, suspected, and unanticipated
environmental contamination. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this
comment.
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23.21.4 0464

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-03: Funding and Project Costs, in Chapter
18.

The Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section (project section) is currently not funded; therefore, the
Authority cannot move the project section forward to implementation until funding is secured.
Completion of environmental study is an important milestone for major infrastructure projects,
however, and is a common prerequisite for funding. Regarding the comment about linkage to
completed HSR lines, refer to Section 2.2, Independent Utility, of the Draft EIR/EIS explaining that the
project section has independent utility. Project approval and certification of the environmental
document do not immediately lead to property acquisitions. As described in Table 2-19 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, right-of-way acquisition would occur only upon the Legislature appropriating funding in the
annual budget for this purpose. The project would go through more advanced design development,
and the Authority would also need to secure permits and construction funding. Section 2.10.3,
General Approach, of the Draft EIR/EIS outlines the next steps after completion of the EIR/EIS. The
Authority will follow the National Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental Quality Act in
determining whether the environmental document needs to be revised because of the passage of
time.
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013770 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending

Record Date: 01/28/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Bill Maddux

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:
0460

Hi, I was looking to get a copy of the Air Quality and Global Climate Change Technical Report and the Noise
and Vibration Technical Report sent to B Maddux, that's I, or you can call me

back at , as it says to call this number to get an electronic version of the report. Thank you very
much.



CALIFORNIA

23 Responses to Comments from Businesses and Organizations High-Speed Rail Authority

23.22 Response to Submission 013770 (Bill Maddux, Urban Crossroads, Inc.,
Jan 28, 2026)

23.221 0460

The California High-Speed Rail Authority contacted the commenter on January 28, 2026, and
provided the requested information. This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.
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23.23 Response to Submission 013780 (Derreck Barker, Nuveen Real Estate,
Jan 30, 2026)

23.231 0579

Based on the information provided, the studio use at 2160 E Seventh Street meets the definition of a
special building that may be particularly sensitive to ground-borne noise and vibration. In response to
this comment, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) reviewed the location and use of
the subject property relative to the proposed high-speed rail (HSR) alignment. This review evaluated
potential operation-related airborne noise, ground-borne vibration, and ground-borne noise effects in
accordance with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria and the methodologies described in
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Section 3.4, Noise
and Vibration. Based on this review, the Final EIR/EIS was revised to include the site as a sensitive
receptor in the noise and vibration analysis. Specifically, assessments for this site were included in
Table 3.4-17, Table 3.4-19, and Table 3.4-21 of the Final EIR/EIS. The results in these tables indicate
that no noise or vibration impacts that exceed applicable thresholds from project operations are
anticipated at this site. Refer to Section 16.5.4, Section 3.4: Noise and Vibration, in Chapter 16,
Corrections and Additions to the Draft Report, for these revisions.

With respect to potential construction noise or vibration impacts, the Authority notes that site-specific
assessments were not conducted for the Draft EIR/EIS, but that such impacts will be analyzed for this
site during project design. If the analysis identifies the potential for construction noise or vibration
impacts that exceed applicable thresholds, appropriate mitigation measures will be applied consistent
with the Authority’s standard practices to avoid or reduce such impacts.

23.23.2 0580

The Authority further reviewed the proximity of the site to the proposed HSR alignment under the
Shared Passenger Track Alternatives and revised the Final EIR/EIS to include the site as a sensitive
receptor in the institutional noise and vibration impact analysis. This evaluation applied the FTA
criteria for special buildings, including those applicable to television and recording studios, consistent
with Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.4 and Table 3.4-10. Refer to Section 16.5.4 in Chapter 16 for these
revisions.

With respect to the commenter’s request to include the site in the project’s noise-monitoring program,
the Authority notes that in accordance with mitigation measure N&V-MM#1 (Construction Noise
Mitigation Measures), the contractor will prepare a noise-monitoring program prior to construction that
considers all sensitive receptors. The construction noise-monitoring program shall describe how the
contractor will monitor construction noise to verify compliance with the applicable noise limits where a
noise-sensitive receiver is present. In addition, the noise-monitoring program will describe the noise
control mitigation measures required of the contractor to meet the noise limits. The site will be
included and considered a sensitive receptor in the noise monitoring program and when evaluating
project design per N&V-MM#3 (Implement California High-Speed Rail Project Noise Mitigation
Guidelines) and N&V-MM#4 (Implement Operational Vibration Mitigation Measures).
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BOSLET CONSULTING
7 Rippling Stream
Irvine, Ca. 92603
jboslet@irvinecompany.com

Date: February 3, 2026

California High Speed Rail Authority
355 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2050
Los Angeles, CA 90071

Attn: Los Angeles to Anaheim Draft EIR/EIS Comment

Subject: Los Angeles to Anaheim Draft EIR/EIS Comment

Reference is made to the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the California High-Speed
Rail (HSR). The Irvine Company (IC) is the owner of the Gateway Apartment
Community located in the Cities of Orange and Anaheim near the southeast corner of
the State College Boulevard/East Orangewood Ave intersection. The State College
Boulevard/East Orangewood Avenue intersection is located within the transportation
impact study area as Intersection A-14 as shown in Figure 3.2.1 in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Table 3.2-27 in the Draft EIR/EIS identifies that the intersection of State
College/Orangewood is impacted in the PM peak period with increased Anaheim
Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) traffic. A projected LOS E is
worsened with delays increased from 61.2 to 69.0 seconds. TRAN-MM#2 proposes a
mitigation measure to improve LOS and intersection operations during construction and
operation of the HSR. The proposed improvement is to convert the eastbound shared
through and right turn lane to an exclusive through lane. Appendix 3.2 D provides data
as to the mitigation delay decrease that is projected with the proposed improvement.
However, no supporting HCM calculation sheets have been provided to show how the
reduction in intersection delay has been obtained. For example, why is the delay
decrease significantly larger associated with the Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs Station
Option in comparison to Alternatives A and B?

Table 3.2-37 provides additional detail on the impacts of all intersection mitigations,
including if additional right of way is required. This Table does not describe adding a
separate right turn lane to address the removal of the existing permitted right turns or
showing any needed street widening at State College Boulevard/East Orangewood
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23.24 Response to Submission 013829 (John Boslet, Irvine Company, Feb 3,
2026)

23.241 1855

Appendix 3.2-D, Horizon Year 2040 Post-Mitigation Level of Service, of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) summarizes the technical analysis;
supporting information such as Highway Capacity Manual calculation sheets are included in the
California High-Speed Rail Authority’s (Authority) administrative record files and are available on the
Authority’s website: https://hsr.ca.gov/program-areas/environmental-planning/environmental-
documents/project-section-environmental-documents-tier-2/los-angeles-to-anaheim-project-section-
environmental-documents/. There are three scenarios considered in the traffic analysis: Shared
Passenger Track Alternatives, Shared Passenger Track Alternatives with inclusion of Norwalk/Santa
Fe Springs High-Speed Rail (HSR) Station Option, and Shared Passenger Track Alternatives with
inclusion of Fullerton HSR Station Option. For the latter two scenarios, inclusion of an HSR station
option changes the ridership and mode of access assumptions, because people would shift their trips
depending on if an HSR station option is provided. This results in different delays associated with
each scenario. Although the State College Boulevard/Orangewood Avenue intersection is in
Anaheim, inclusion of the HSR station option in Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs would result in enough of a
change in the overall traffic patterns so that there would be a difference in delay compared to the
scenario without the HSR station option.

23.24.2 1856

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.2 TRAN-02: Design of Traffic Mitigation
Measures, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

The improvements identified by the Authority as necessary for mitigating adverse traffic delay are
described in Section 3.2.7, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft EIR/EIS. In some cases, multiple
improvements are proposed for a single intersection; in these cases, the affected intersection is listed
under the mitigation measure that pertains to the site’s specific type of improvement.

With respect to the State College Boulevard/Orangewood Avenue intersection, the Draft EIR/EIS
evaluates potential adverse effects on delay at signalized intersections under Impact TR-10. As
detailed therein, the Draft EIR/EIS identifies the State College Boulevard/Orangewood Avenue
intersection as adversely affected under Horizon Year 2040 Plus Project conditions. To address the
adverse delay at this intersection, TRAN-MM#2, Restripe Intersections, correctly provides that the
eastbound shared through and right-turn lane would be converted to an exclusive through lane.
However, an additional improvement at this intersection was inadvertently left out of TRAN-MM#4,
Add Exclusive Turn Lanes to Intersections.

TRAN-MM#4 has been revised to include the missing improvement at the State College Boulevard/
Orangewood Avenue intersection. An exclusive right-turn lane would also be added to the eastbound
approach under TRAN-MM#4. Table 3.2-37 has been revised to include the secondary impacts from
implementation of this provision of TRAN-MM#4. Refer to Section 16.5.2, Section 3.2: Transportation,
in Chapter 16, Corrections and Additions to the Draft Report, of the Final EIR/EIS for these revisions.

23.24.3 1857

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.2 TRAN-02: Design of Traffic Mitigation
Measures, in Chapter 18.

Refer to response to comment #1856 above.
23.24.4 1858

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.2 TRAN-02: Design of Traffic Mitigation
Measures, in Chapter 18.

Refer to response to comment #1856 above.
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On pages S9-17, the EIR/EIS further states:

Outreach continued as part of the 2018 HSR Project Alternative for agencies and cities
along the project alignment, as well as agency and city interested parties affected by the
BNSF facilities in Colton and Lenwood.... Interested party feedback on the two BNSF
Components, received following the Authority’s revised scoping in 2020, raised
substantial opposition to and concern for introducing a new intermodal facility far outside
the project corridor. In addition, BNSF'’s support of the 2018 HSR Project Alternative
waned, and it no longer agreed to operate the BNSF Colton Component [Emphasis
added].

BNSF appreciates that the EIR/EIS excludes the formerly proposed Colton and Lenwood
Components from any of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS. However, the reasoning
given for BNSF withdrawing its willingness to support those Components is not correct. Rather,
BNSF was concerned that the underlying assumptions regarding future passenger service levels
had changed, and there was no longer a common understanding between BNSF and the
Authority regarding the fundamental assumptions regarding this service. In a letter dated
October 12, 2022, which is attached and incorporated by reference into this comment, BNSF
stated:

As you also know, BNSF and the Authority entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding dated March 15, 2019 (“2019 MOU”), which provides the fundamental
assumptions upon which BNSF understood the environmental review for the Project
would be based on. Those assumptions include that the Project includes and
accommodates the “2030/2040 Consolidated Passenger Service Plan,” which has been
developed by the California State Transportation Agency (“CalSTA”) and the California
Department of Transportation, in conjunction with the Authority and the various existing
passenger rail service providers in the LA/Fullerton Segment, to increase the volume and
frequency of existing passenger rail service and introduce electrified Authority service in
the LA/Fullerton Segment, including anticipated growth in passenger rail service beyond
what is permitted in existing contracts between BNSF and those passenger rail service
providers, and also includes improvements within and outside the LOSSAN Corridor
necessary to accommodate the Plan.... However, it has now become apparent that the
underlying assumptions regarding future passenger service levels that were the basis of
the 2019 MOU have changed, and there is no longer a common understanding regarding
the fundamental assumptions regarding this service.

....we understood that the Authority is working with other passenger operators on a
revised service plan for passenger service but we have not seen such revised plan or had
the opportunity to evaluate the capital improvements that might be needed to
accommodate it. Accordingly, as of today, it is unknown what the actual level of
passenger service, and the operating parameters for that service, will be, and therefore, it
is unknown what physical improvements will be needed to accommodate that service. As
a result, it is too speculative to perform an environmental analysis based on assumptions
regarding future passenger levels and operating parameters of service that are no longer
valid. In the absence of valid assumptions, it would be purely speculative to identify what
physical improvements are necessary and ultimately what the Project is....
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After several years, circumstances have evolved such that the fundamental assumptions
of the Project itself have been called into question. Until BNSF and the Authority resolve
these issues and come to a mutual understanding about the fundamental assumptions of
the Project, BNSF cannot proceed with the environmental review based on the current
Project description....

BNSF’s position has remained unchanged. Although the Colton and Lenwood Components have
been eliminated as components of the LA-A Project, any part of the Project that in any way
impacts BNSF rail operations are unsupported by substantial evidence unless they are supported
by an agreed-upon passenger service plan.

2. The preservation of freight rail infrastructure is not stated as a project objective
which is a priority of the Federal Railroad Administration; the Authority must not
shift costs.

The preservation of freight operations, maintenance, and dispatch priority is not stated as a
project objective. There is no discussion in the purpose, need and objective sections that
explains how BNSF will share corridor operations (LOSSAN, Redondo Jct., Fullerton Jct.) with
passenger rail without a consolidated and agreed-upon operating plan involving all operators.
BNSF highly recommends including explicit language preserving the ability for BNSF to safely
and efficiently serve existing and future freight rail customers. The Authority also must commit
to not shifting project costs, costs of mitigation, compliance obligations, permitting obligations,
etc, to BNSF. Again, without a consolidated and agreed-upon operating plan, the need and
objectives for the project is speculative.

3. The need for the other modifications to BNSF’s rail facilities that are cited are
speculative, or are otherwise incorrect or not consistent with BNSF’s understanding.
These include:

o Page 2-64: The EIS/EIR states “the BNSF Eighth Street Yard storage
tracks between First Street and I-10 would be removed and relocated to
the new consolidated storage area adjacent to Hobart Yard.” BNSF
understood this was part of what is called the Malabar Yard Mitigation for
Metro Link US project. Please explain the discrepancy.

o Footnote 6, Page 2-7: The EIS/EIR states overhead contact system [OCS]
standard wire height would be approximately 17.5 feet but can reach up to
24.5 feet. BNSF understands this height to be measured from the top of
rail, which would foul freight train movements from operating on tracks
with OCS and conflict with the Shared Passenger Track Alternative.
Please explain the discrepancy.

o Chapter 2.8.1 states there will be two HSR trains per hour per direction
between Los Angeles and Anaheim. Does this frequency include
deadhead/positioning movements as may be required (i.e. will trains
overnight at Anaheim or deadhead back and forth to Los Angeles during
ramp up/ramp down)? Additional deadhead/positioning movements may
trigger additional infrastructure requirements and environmental impact,
please explain.
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As you also know, BNSF and the Authority entered into a Memorandum of Understanding dated
March 15, 2019 (“2019 MOU”), which provides the fundamental assumptions upon which BNSF
understood the environmental review for the Project would be based on. Those assumptions
include that the Project includes and accommodates the “2030/2040 Consolidated Passenger
Service Plan,” which has been developed by the California State Transportation Agency
(“CalSTA”) and the California Department of Transportation, in conjunction with the Authority
and the various existing passenger rail service providers in the LA/Fullerton Segment, to increase
the volume and frequency of existing passenger rail service and introduce electrified Authority
service in the LA/Fullerton Segment, including anticipated growth in passenger rail service
beyond what is permitted in existing contracts between BNSF and those passenger rail service
providers, and also includes improvements within and outside the LOSSAN Corridor necessary
to accommodate the Plan. The 2030/2040 Consolidated Passenger Service Plan, to a horizon
year of 2040, is derived from the 2018 California State Rail Plan and contemplates certain
volumes of daily passenger (both conventional and Authority electrified) and freight train
through-put, operating so as to maintain existing levels of on-time performance of both
passenger and freight service.

Since the 2019 MOU, BNSF has worked diligently with the Authority on the environmental
review for the Colton IMF and improvements in the Corridor. For example, please see David
Rankin’s email to you dated October 8, 2021, regarding the status and timeliness of Authority
review of the deliverables BNSF has submitted to the Authority for the LA-A EIR/EIS, including
an attached full list of BNSF deliverables, with submittal dates.

However, it has now become apparent that the underlying assumptions regarding future
passenger service levels that were the basis of the 2019 MOU have changed, and there is no
longer a common understanding regarding the fundamental assumptions regarding this service.

It is our understanding that existing passenger agency stakeholders operating in the corridor have
concerns with the LA-A Project as currently described. Based on our discussion on June 10,
2022, we understood that the Authority is working with other passenger operators on a revised
service plan for passenger service but we have not seen such revised plan or had the opportunity
to evaluate the capital improvements that might be needed to accommodate it. Accordingly, as
of today, it is unknown what the actual level of passenger service, and the operating parameters
for that service, will be, and therefore, it is unknown what physical improvements will be needed
to accommodate that service. As a result, it is too speculative to perform an environmental
analysis based on assumptions regarding future passenger levels and operating parameters of
service that are no longer valid. In the absence of valid assumptions, it would be purely
speculative to identify what physical improvements are necessary and ultimately what the Project
is. For example, a reduction in desired HSR or other passenger trains in the corridor may change
the improvements necessary to accommodate such trains as a necessary project component.
Similarly, without knowing how the various passenger services will operate, additional
improvements could be necessary.

Additionally, the lack of funding for the Project is a significant concern. Without a secure source
of funding, the long-term viability of the Project is in doubt.
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23.25 Response to Submission 013846 (Teresa Stephens, BNSF Railway, Feb
3, 2026)

23.251 3169

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-07: Corridor Capacity, in Chapter 18.

Section 2.5.2, Range of Potential Alternatives Considered and Findings, of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) documents the reasons why the
California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) eliminated the BNSF Railway (BNSF) Lenwood and
Colton Components from the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section (project section). After scoping
the 2018 High-Speed Rail (HSR) Project Alternative, the Authority received substantial opposition to
and concern about the BNSF components and, therefore, decided to consider additional alternatives
that could eliminate the need to redirect trains and trucks to a new intermodal facility in San
Bernardino County. The Authority’s 2023 Supplemental Alternatives Analysis includes more detail on
the evaluation and justification for selecting the Shared Passenger Track Alternative.

The Authority respectfully disagrees that the project is too speculative for environmental analysis
based on uncertainty about future levels of passenger service. The Shared Passenger Track
Alternatives have been defined with a reasonable degree of forecasting about future operations to
enable analysis that allows decision-makers and the public to understand the environmental
consequences. Refer to Impact TR-15 in Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft EIR/EIS for an
analysis of the effects on freight and passenger rail volumes, which includes a summary of the
Authority’s operational analysis of the corridor.

23.25.2 3171

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-07: Corridor Capacity, in Chapter 18.

Section 1.1.1, The High-Speed Rail System, of the Draft EIR/EIS explains that the Authority has
responsibility for planning, designing, building, and operating a high-speed passenger rail system.
Recognizing the importance of freight rail in the project section, the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) project objectives include an objective to “minimize conflicts between freight and
passenger rail services.” Similarly, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) purpose and need
statement explains that the project is intended to “provide the public with electric-powered HSR
service that provides predictable and consistent travel times.” Section 1.2.2, Purpose of the Los
Angeles to Anaheim Project Section, and Section 1.2.3, CEQA Project Objectives of the High-Speed
Rail System in California and Within the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section, however, are
appropriately focused on providing the public with electric-powered high-speed passenger rail.

The Authority has revised TR-IAMF#13, Stakeholder Coordination with Transportation Agencies, in
the Final EIR/EIS to clarify the outcomes of the future agreements to be determined among the freight
and passenger rail operators within the corridor. Refer to Section 16.19, Appendix 2-A: Impact
Avoidance and Minimization Features, in Chapter 16, Corrections and Additions to the Draft Report,
of the Final EIR/EIS for these revisions.

23.25.3 3172

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

23.254 3173

The commenter is correct that the overhead contact system (OCS) wire heights are measured from
top of rail. As the Preliminary Engineering for Project Definition (PEPD) indicates, a 24.5-foot wire
height will be used where plate “H” (i.e., Double-Stack) clearances are required. Where BNSF does
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not operate double-stack trains, such as between Fullerton and Anaheim, a 17.5-foot wire height
would be used. The exact heights of the wires would be determined at a later phase of design. No
revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

23.25.5 3174

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18.

The two HSR trains per hour per direction are for passenger service only and do not include
deadhead movements. However, the Authority’s operational analysis included nonrevenue
movements, and one of the functions of the proposed layover tracks in Anaheim is to minimize
deadhead/positioning movements. Because deadhead movements are accounted for in the design,
additional infrastructure would not be required. The exact slots for deadhead movements on the two
passenger tracks will be developed and coordinated with BNSF and other operators as the design
progresses to later stages.

23.25.6 3175

The commenter refers to Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR/EIS regarding the number of HSR
trainsets that could be staged at the 26th Street light maintenance facility (LMF). The Authority has
refined the LMF designs in the Final EIR/EIS as part of a value engineering effort, so that both the
26th Street LMF and the 15th Street LMF would be able to stage 20 trainsets in the yard and

10 trainsets in the shop, for a total of 30 trainsets. These revisions are included in Volume 3 of the
Final EIR/EIS.

HSR movements in and out of the 26th Street LMF would occur between the LMF and Los Angeles
Union Station along the San Bernardino Subdivision. HSR would enter the San Bernardino
Subdivision at the Redondo Junction bridge, but would use the two southern approach tracks to travel
to the 26th Street LMF (refer to Section 2.6.3.1, Alignment, of the Draft EIR/EIS). Within this segment,
BNSF operates on the two northern tracks to access Hobart Yard, as well as to travel east to the
Harbor Subdivision. Because HSR trains would operate independently of BNSF in this area on
separate tracks, there would not be conflicts between HSR movements into the LMF and BNSF.

23.25.7 3176

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-07: Corridor Capacity, in Chapter 18.
23.25.8 3177

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.2 TRAN-01: Freight and Passenger Rail
Operations During Construction, in Chapter 18.

As discussed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, a detailed construction transportation plan would be
developed as part of TR-IAMF#2, Construction Transportation Plan, which would detail the activities
to be carried out in each construction phase, with the requirement of maintaining traffic flow. The
Authority will also incorporate TR-IAMF#13, which commits the Authority to ongoing coordination with
all stakeholders operating within the corridor to ensure that the design, construction, and operation of
the project section do not adversely affect existing and planned rail services. Given the project’s
current level of design, the exact elements of project construction currently cannot be identified. To
provide future engineers and contractors with an envelope of implementation flexibility while ensuring
that all project impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS are avoided or reduced, the project includes
impact avoidance and minimization features (IAMF) to address impacts during construction.

Regarding Attachment A, refer to responses to comments #3179 to 3322 below.
23.25.9 3178

The potential impacts related to the Hobart Yard modifications are evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS,
with mitigation measures proposed where required.
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Regarding the operational health risk assessment associated with mitigation measure AQ-MM#4,
Requirement of a Future Operational Health Risk Assessment, refer to the responses to comments
#0541 and #0543 in Chapter 22, Responses to Comments from Local Agencies, Section 22.13,
Response to Submission 013785 (Jivar Afshar, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Jan 30,
2026).

The commenter states that vibration mitigation measures must not affect freight operations. As
described in Impact N&V-5 in Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, most of the vibration impacts during
operation would occur in Anaheim between Fullerton Junction and Anaheim Regional Transportation
Intermodal Center, where BNSF does not operate. There would only be two areas within the Los
Angeles — San Diego — San Luis Obispo Rail Corridor where operational vibration mitigation
measures would be implemented, in Pico Rivera and Buena Park. N&V-MM#4, Implement
Operational Vibration Mitigation Measures, will include measures such as vehicle suspension
enhancements for HSR trains, ballast mats under the passenger rail tracks, or modifications to
affected buildings. These would not be applied to any BNSF tracks or facilities and, therefore, would
not interfere with freight operations.

The commenter states that the Authority must take responsibility for contamination encountered
during utility relocation. Impact HMW-1 in Section 3.10, Hazardous Materials and Wastes, discusses
how construction would generate hazardous materials through excavation of contaminated soils; this
would include track modifications in the existing right-of-way, as well as subsurface work such as
utility relocation. Among the IAMFs that will be incorporated to avoid or reduce potential impacts,
HMW-IAMF#7, Storage and Transport of Materials, requires the Authority-designated contractor to
comply with all applicable regulations regarding the identification, generation, transport, storage, and
disposal of materials deemed hazardous by the State of California.

Encountering or disturbing previously undocumented or unknown hazardous materials or
contamination during construction, trenching, and other ground-disturbing activities is also identified
in Impact HMW-3. To address such contamination, the Authority will develop a soil management plan
with requirements for the contractor to develop a Construction Management Plan prior to construction
that includes provisions for responding to the disturbance of known, suspected, and unanticipated
contamination (HMW-IAMF#4, Known, Suspected, and Unanticipated Environmental Contamination).
Additional features include compliance with regulations that control the transport, use, storage, and
disposal of hazardous materials (HMW-IAMF#7) as discussed above. To the extent that this comment
suggests that the Authority take legal or financial responsibility for legacy contamination under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) or equivalent
state laws, the Authority explicitly declines to accept this type of liability as part of the CEQA/NEPA
process. Any CERCLA claims or legal responsibility for legacy contamination will be addressed, if
necessary, through separate channels and according to applicable laws.

23.25.10 3179

Dispatching responsibilities would be similar to current responsibilities. Operating agreements with all
parties will be finalized as the design progresses. The proposed design and operations generally
assume that two mainline tracks would be dedicated for freight operations and the other two would be
electrified and primarily used for passenger/HSR operation. As described in Section 3.2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, Impact TR-15, there would be sufficient capacity to allow for one freight train per hour per
direction on the electrified tracks, but only during certain windows in peak hours in the morning and
evening. Freight trains would be able to operate with fewer restrictions outside peak hours. BNSF
would also have access to the electrified tracks in emergency situations. No revisions have been
made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

23.2511 3180

The HSR trainsets will operate on an OCS, not battery. Refer to Volume 3.1, sheet TT-B3001, for
typical cross sections with OCS included. Refer to response to comment #3173 for a description of
the minimum heights of the OCS over freight tracks, which are based on the Authority’s 2025 Design
Criteria Manual Revision 7.0, Chapter 23. These vertical clearances allow BNSF trains, including
double-stacked cars, to operate under the wire while the OCS is activated, similar to the Northeast
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Corridor with Acela and the San Francisco to San Jose corridor with Caltrain. No revisions have been
made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

23.25.12 3181

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18.

23.25.13 3182

One-way low-speed diamond crossings will be installed at all track crossings along the alignment
used by HSR, as described throughout Section 2.6.3, Shared Passenger Track Alternative A, of the
Draft EIR/EIS and also presented throughout the PEPD. No revisions have been made to the Draft
EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

23.25.14 3183

The Commerce Flyover has been designed for Cooper E-80 loading. The proposed grades on the
western and eastern ends of the flyover are 2.0 percent and 2.5 percent, respectively, which can be
used by freight trains. However, the purpose of the flyover is to separate conflicting freight
movements into Commerce Yard from passenger rail trains, and the operational assumption in this
area is that freight trains would remain on the at-grade tracks. The transmission wires in this area are
proposed to be raised, which is included within the design and the analysis of utility conflicts in
Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, of the Draft EIR/EIS. No revisions have been made to the
Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

23.25.15 3184

The Authority’s design criteria allow for double-stacked freight cars to operate under the OCS wires.
Refer to the Authority’s 2025 Design Criteria Manual Revision 7.0, Chapter 23 for vertical clearance
requirements for HSR and commuter rail corridors. Refer to Volume 3.1, sheet TT-B3001 for cross
sections of the proposed wire heights over the freight tracks; note 4 on the sheet provides additional
explanation.

23.25.16 3185

New or relocated tracks have been designed to have 15-foot minimum track centers, but there are
limited areas where 14-foot track centers are used because of right-of-way constraints. Existing
tracks that are being maintained within the corridor would remain with their current 14-foot track
clearances. The Authority will coordinate with BNSF on design variances as needed as the designs
progress. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

23.2517 3186

The Authority collaborated with BNSF on the design for the Commerce Flyover, and shared the

15 percent PEPD designs for the flyover with BNSF. Subsequently, BNSF developed more advanced
design plans for the flyover, including a 90 percent design package, which the Authority reviewed in
2022. The BNSF 90 percent plans were essentially the same as the Authority’s PEPD plans and
included the same design for the main and lead tracks. Both BNSF’s and the Authority’s plans include
a four-track railroad on the eastern and western ends of the Commerce Flyover.

The commenter asserts that BNSF cannot operate using one main track and one lead track on the
east of Hobart/Commerce Yard, but this is an incorrect statement about the project. The Authority’s
design provides BNSF with two mainline tracks between Atlantic Avenue and Greenwood Avenue, as
well as new lead tracks on either side of Hobart Yard, per a previous BNSF request. As described
above, this is also consistent with BNSF’s own 90 percent plans. No revisions have been made to the
Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

23.25.18 3187

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.
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23.25.19 3188

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18.

The commenter raises questions about the trackwork between U.S. Highway 101 and First Street. As
discussed in Section 2.6.2.1, Relationship to Surrounding High-Speed Rail Projects, of the Draft
EIR/EIS, all trackwork within this segment is part of Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority’s (Metro) Link Union Station Project. The Authority is only responsible for building the OCS
over the tracks, which would be completed prior to HSR implementation. BNSF operations on this
segment of track would be coordinated with Metro.

23.25.20 3189

BNSF will still have access to the West Bank under the OCS wires to service the City of Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power spur. Note that all BNSF storage tracks along the West Bank that
are affected by the project will be relocated to the proposed consolidated storage area next to the
existing Hobart Intermodal Yard; refer to Section 2.6.3.5, Freight or Passenger Railroad
Modifications, of the Draft EIR/EIS for a detailed description of the relocated storage and staging
tracks, which is also depicted on Figure 2-62.

23.25.21 3190

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.22 3191

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.23 3192

BNSF will be able to access industries under the OCS wires. Dispatching responsibilities are
envisioned to remain the same as today.

23.25.24 3193

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.25 3194

The existing Union Pacific Railroad transfer lead does not connect to the inbound lead, and the
Authority’s design in this area maintains the existing condition. No revisions have been made to the
Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

23.25.26 3195

At this 15 percent level of design, the Authority has used Southern California Regional Rail Authority
track standards as well as BNSF mainline standards, which follow the most recent American Railway
Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association curve vertical standards. As the designs progress
and top-of-rail elevation surveys are obtained, the vertical curves will be designed to the required and
applicable standards. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this
comment.

23.25.27 3196

Proposed modifications of existing grade-separation designs generally match the existing vertical
clearances. As the design advances, the requirement for a sacrificial beam will be determined and
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incorporated into the design if required. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in
response to this comment.

23.25.28 3197

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.29 3198

The commenter refers to only a single lead track being provided at Hobart Yard, which is incorrect.
Refer to response to comment #3186 above. The Authority will continue to coordinate with BNSF as
the design advances.

23.25.30 3199

The comment correctly states the operations at the Union Pacific Railroad San Pedro Sub Connector.
It is assumed that BNSF will have dispatching authority of all of its mainline tracks.

23.25.31 3200
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.32 3201
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.33 3202
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.34 3203

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.35 3204
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.36 3205
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.37 3206

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.38 3207

Horizontal clearances to columns at the two yard connectors that cross under the flyover are 12 feet.
Refer to Volume 3.1, sheet TT-D3006 for the horizontal clearances to columns.

23.25.39 3208

The PEPD plans are intended to define the environmental footprint for impact analysis at a 15 percent
design level. The Authority acknowledges the commenter’s suggestion regarding the turnout, and will
work with BNSF in later phases of design to refine this track alignment in greater detail.

23.25.40 3209
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.41 3210

Grades of 2.0 percent or more were used on the Commerce Flyover to minimize right-of-way and
environmental impacts. The Commerce Flyover has been designed for Cooper E-80 loading.
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However, the purpose of the flyover is to separate conflicting freight movements into the Commerce
Yard from passenger rail trains, and the operational assumption in this area is that freight trains would
remain on the at-grade tracks. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this
comment.

23.25.42 3211
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.43 3212
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.44 3213

The horizontal clearances between track centerlines and proposed aerial structure columns are a
minimum of 12 feet; refer to Volume 3.2 of the PEPD for more details.

23.25.45 3214
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.46 3215
Refer to response to comment #3207 above.
23.25.47 3216

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.48 3217
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.49 3218
Refer to response to comment #3210 above.
23.25.50 3219
Refer to response to comment #3186 above.
23.25.51 3220

BNSF has proposed improvements in this area in its Commerce Yard Planning and Analysis Plans
(2017). The Authority has collaborated with BNSF on the designs and incorporated them into the
PEPD. Siding/staging track 7600-5100 would be replaced by the two new proposed BNSF yard tracks
4501/4502 adjacent to Commerce Yard.

23.25.52 3221
Refer to response to comment #3220 above.
23.25.53 3222
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.54 3223
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.55 3224
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.56 3225

Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
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23.25.57 3226
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.58 3227
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.59 3228

At the time of design, the industrial lead tracks 7600-5133 and 7600-5150 appeared to no longer be
in service. The Authority will work with BNSF in later phases of design to further assess the removal
of these tracks.

23.25.60 3229
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.61 3230

The project is currently at 15 percent level of design, and the proposed trackwork is appropriate for
this level of design. The final location of all proposed mainline turnouts, crossovers, and interlockings
will be developed in future phases of design in close coordination with BNSF.

23.25.62 3231
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.63 3232

Approximately 90,940 track feet of BNSF storage and staging tracks would be removed along the
corridor to accommodate the HSR project, including the tracks at the location referred to in this
comment. This affected BNSF infrastructure would be replaced in a new consolidated storage area
adjacent to Hobart Yard. As described in Section 2.6.3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, this new consolidated
storage area would include enough tracks to replace all affected BNSF storage tracks.

23.25.64 3233
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.65 3234

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.66 3235
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.67 3236
Refer to response to comment #3232 above.
23.25.68 3237
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.69 3238

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.70 3239

Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
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23.25.71 3240
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.72 3241
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.73 3242
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.74 3243
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.75 3244
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.76 3245
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.77 3246
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.78 3247
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.79 3248
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.80 3249
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.81 3250
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.82 3251

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.83 3252
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.84 3253
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.85 3254
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.86 3255
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.87 3256

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.
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23.25.88 3257

The project is currently at 15 percent level of design, and the proposed trackwork is appropriate for
this level of design. The requested profile information will be included in future design plans.

23.25.89 3258
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.90 3259
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.91 3260
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.92 3261
Refer to response to comment #3210 above.
23.25.93 3262
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.94 3263
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.95 3264
Refer to response to comment #3210 above.
23.25.96 3265
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.97 3266
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.98 3267
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.99 3268
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.100 3269
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.101 3270
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.102 3271
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.103 3272
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.104 3273

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.
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23.25.105 3274
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.106 3275
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.107 3276
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.108 3277
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.109 3278
Refer to response to comment #3185 above.
23.25.110 3279

The design change was previously requested by BNSF, and the Authority has already included it in
the Draft EIR/EIS. Refer to Volume 3.1, sheet TT-D1578, of the PEPD for the turnout.

23.25.111 3280

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.112 3281
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.113 3282
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.114 3283

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.115 3284

Proposed modifications of existing grade-separation designs generally match the existing vertical
clearances. As the design advances, the Authority will coordinate with BNSF on design variances as
needed. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

23.25.116 3285

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.117 3286
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.118 3287

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.119 3288

Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
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23.25.120 3289

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.121 3290
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.122 3291

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.123 3292
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.124 3293

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.125 3294
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.126 3295
Refer to response to comment #3232 above.
23.25.127 3296
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.128 3297

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.129 3298
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.130 3299
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.131 3300
Refer to response to comment #3196 above.
23.25.132 3301
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.133 3302
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.134 3303
Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
23.25.135 3304

Refer to response to comment #3195 above.
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23.25.136 3305

There would not be an impact on freight operations traveling on to the Orange Subdivision, because
the HSR project would maintain all track connections to the Orange Subdivision for existing freight
operations.

23.25.137 3306

The project is at 15 percent level of design, and the track design was closely coordinated with BNSF.
The proposed alignment maintains access to all tracks, including the aerial structures. The final
location of all proposed mainline turnouts, crossovers, and interlockings will be developed in future
phases of design in close coordination with BNSF.

23.25.138 3307

Maintenance and cost responsibilities have not yet been determined. The Authority will continue to
coordinate with all operators along the corridor on a new shared use agreement.

23.25.139 3308

Unless otherwise indicated in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, access to industry spurs has been
maintained throughout the corridor. Some industry leads are located off the passenger tracks in the
existing condition, and the project maintains these leads. These would continue to operate as they do
today.

23.25.140 3309
Refer to response to comment #3230 above.
23.25.141 3310

The proposed design and operations generally assume that two mainline tracks will be dedicated for
freight operations and the other two would be electrified and primarily used for passenger/HSR
operations. However, BNSF will have access to the passenger tracks in emergency situations.
Section 3.2.6, Environmental Consequences, Impact TR-15 describes how operational analysis was
conducted to demonstrate that freight and passenger volumes could be maintained within the
corridor. Freight trains could operate one train per hour per direction on the electrified tracks, with no
effect on overall operations within the corridor. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in
response to this comment.

23.25.142 3311

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18.

23.25.143 3312

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18.

23.25.144 3313

The commenter points out a typographical error on the sheet. The note on sheet GE-B0101, as well
as the other Basis of Design Summary sheets throughout Volume 3, have been corrected to state
“where operating speeds, as shown on the plans, allow.” Refer to Volume 3 of the Final EIR/EIS for
the revised sheets.

23.25.145 3314
The Authority will coordinate with BNSF on the diamond crossings in future phases of design.
23.25.146 3315

Regarding the Commerce Flyover design, refer to response to comment #3186 above. Regarding
crossovers, refer to comment #3230 above.
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23.25.147 3316

This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS, nor does it suggest edits to the
document; accordingly, no change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.25.148 3317

The previously proposed maintenance-of-way spur east of Commonwealth Avenue was removed,
because the parcel has recently been developed with a new residential development. The spur has
been relocated to east of Lemon Street, depicted in Volume 3.1, sheet TT-D1600.

23.25.149 3318

The commenter is correct that the maintenance-of-way spur replaces the existing maintenance-of-
way spur on the west side of the right-of-way just east of Highland Avenue. Refer to response to
comment #3317 above.

23.25.150 3319

The proposed right-of-way in the PEPD is sufficient for the current level of design and includes space
for all necessary access points.

23.25.151 3320

The commenter requests information on maintenance access spacing between MT2 and MT4.
Because these two tracks are not adjacent to each other, the Authority assumes the commenter is
referring to spacing between MT3 and MT4 (the proposed new fourth mainline track). Appropriate
track spacing would be provided between all new and relocated tracks, consistent with BNSF
standards. Therefore, the proposed PEPD design would not preclude or affect how BNSF currently
gains access to its right-of-way or maintains its tracks.

23.25.152 3321
Refer to response to comment #3319 above.
23.25.153 3322

The Draft EIR/EIS has identified all right-of-way needs to build and operate the project at a 15 percent
design level. If, in later phases of design, additional or modified improvements are deemed necessary
that require improvements outside of the scope or footprint evaluated in the EIR/EIS, the Authority will
work with BNSF to determine if additional environmental review is needed in accordance with CEQA
and NEPA requirements.

23.25.154 3323

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-03: Funding and Project Costs, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18.

The commenter included this letter dated October 2, 2022, as a reference to comment #3169. This
attached letter does not represent additional individual comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS.
Refer to response to comment #3169 above.

23.25.155 3324

As described in Section S.6, Impact Avoidance and Minimization Features, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the
Authority has committed to integrating programmatic IAMFs consistent with the (1) 2005 Final
Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed California
High-Speed Train System, (2) 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS), and (3) 2012 Bay Area to
Central Valley High-Speed Train Partially Revised Final Program Environmental Impact Report into
the HSR project. IAMFs are project features (such as standard engineering practices, adherence to
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legal requirements, and specific training for construction workers) that have been incorporated into
the design of an alternative to avoid or minimize impacts. Some of these programmatic measures
have been modified for incorporation into the Shared Passenger Track Alternatives along with project
section—specific design considerations. As explained throughout Chapter 3, Affected Environment,
Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft EIR/EIS, IAMFs are applied to
avoid or reduce adverse impacts resulting from construction or operation of the project for each
environmental resource that was analyzed. The Authority has reviewed BNSF’s individual comments
on the IAMFs and acknowledges that future coordination will be conducted around the contract
mechanisms; the Authority would either reimburse BNSF for completion of the IAMFs included in the
project for BNSF-led construction components or would complete the IAMFs on behalf of BNSF.
Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS includes TR-IAMF#13, which commits the Authority to future
coordination with rail operators to ensure construction and operation of the HSR project does not
affect rail operations. TR-IAMF#13 has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS to further clarify the
outcomes of this coordination, which includes plans for cost sharing. Refer to Section 16.19 in
Chapter 16 of the Final EIR/EIS for these revisions.

As noted in Section 3.3.4.3, Impact Avoidance and Minimization Features, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the
Authority did not apply the following air quality IAMFs to the BNSF-led construction components of
the project: AQ-IAMF#3, Renewable Diesel; AQ-IAMF#4, Reduce Criteria Exhaust Emissions from
Construction Equipment; and AQ-IAMF#5, Reduce Criteria Exhaust Emissions from On-Road
Construction Equipment. Appendix 2-A, Impact Avoidance and Minimization Features, of the Draft
EIR/EIS contains the full descriptions of AQ-IAMF#3, AQ-IAMF#4, and AQ-IAMF#5, which also
acknowledge they would not be applied to BNSF construction.
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23.26 Response to Submission 013852 (Don Paul, Beta Allec Two LLC, Feb 3,
2026)

23.26.1 0845

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-01: Relocations, Right-of-Way
Process, Eminent Domain, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

For Assessor’s Parcel Number 082-140-31 (1332 S Allec Street), the project would require the
permanent acquisition of approximately 2,242 square feet of a 23,035-square-foot parcel, located
along the eastern edge of the property; refer to Volume 3.1, Part 2, sheet RW-M1617 of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for details on the
proposed partial acquisition.

The affected area consists primarily of a surface parking lot and enough of the surface lot would
remain available for continued use by the businesses on the site. Detailed site-specific design,
including final parking configuration and circulation, would be evaluated during subsequent project
phases. The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) has determined at this time that a full
acquisition is not needed, but would support any displaced business owners with relocation
assistance. As described in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics and Communities, of the Draft EIR/EIS,
the Authority would incorporate SOCIO-IAMF#3, Relocation Implementation Plan, to provide
relocated business owners with individualized relocation assistance with the objective of minimizing
the permanent closure of businesses and the economic disruptions to displaced businesses, and will
provide regulatory compliance assistance to businesses that require complex permitting to relocate.

23.26.2 0846

This comment is a duplicate of Submission 013853. Refer to Section 23.27, Response to Submission
013853 (Don Paul, Beta Allec Two LLC, Feb 3, 2026), in this chapter. Specifically, please refer to
response to comment #0801 in Section 23.27.

23.26.3 0847

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-02: Impacts on Businesses, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-03: Property Values, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to response to comment #0845.
23.26.4 0848
Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 1 P&N-01: Project Benefits, in Chapter 18.
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23.27 Response to Submission 013853 (Don Paul, Beta Allec Two LLC, Feb 3,
2026)

23.271 0800

This comment is a duplicate of Submission 013852. Refer to Section 23.26, Response to Submission
013852 (Don Paul, Beta Allec Two LLC, Feb 3, 2026), in this chapter. Specifically, please refer to
response to comment #0845 in Section 23.26.

23.27.2 0801

Safety and security, including protection of rail infrastructure and prevention of unauthorized access,
are addressed in Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement Section 3.11,
Safety and Security, which evaluates existing conditions, potential impacts, and operational security
considerations associated with the project. High-speed rail facilities, including tracks, yards, and
stored trainsets, would be designed and operated in accordance with established rail industry
standards and would incorporate layered security measures such as controlled access points, fencing
and physical barriers, lighting, surveillance systems, intrusion detection, and coordination with local
law enforcement and transit police agencies. Train storage and operational areas would not be left
unsecured, and security measures would be refined during final design in coordination with local
jurisdictions and emergency service providers. Although broader community conditions such as
homelessness and criminal activity are not caused by the project and are outside the California High-
Speed Rail Authority’s control, the project includes design and operational features intended to
minimize trespass, vandalism, and unauthorized access and to protect public safety and critical
infrastructure.

23.27.3 0802

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-02: Impacts on Businesses, in
Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-03: Property Values, in
Chapter 18.

This comment is a duplicate of Submission 013852. Please refer to responses to comments #0847
and #0845 in Section 23.26 in this chapter.

23.27.4 0803

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18.
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1816 address the housing crisis and confirm that the OCVIBE approvals and obligations remain active
and vested.

C. Public Benefits Exceeding $300 Million and Binding Implementation Obligations

OCVIBE provides substantial, bargained-for public benefits estimated to exceed $300,000,000,
including:

o Public park improvements estimated at approximately $30 million;
o Affordable housing value estimated at approximately $55 million;
o Public infrastructure improvements estimated at approximately $80 million;

e Ongoing private maintenance obligations of public facilities estimated at approximately
$30 million;

e A $6.75 million offsite park contribution fee;

o Construction and maintenance of an approximately 4.85-acre Meadow Park
and approximately 4.7-acre Neighborhood Park;

e Payment of approximately $100 million in development impact fees;

e Significant ongoing economic impacts due to development, construction, and operation;
and

e Production of both affordable and market-rate housing to support the City’s Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) compliance obligations.

Because these benefits and improvements are tied to approved entitlements and construction
sequencing, any HSR-related acquisition, staging, or access constraints that delay or impair
OCVIBE implementation risks not only private investment but also the City’s committed public
benefits and public improvement delivery.

D. Active Construction and Time-Sensitive Delivery

Project construction is well underway and on track to bring approved plans to fruition. As
reported in the October 29, 2024 staff report to the City Council, Phase 1 final site plans were
approved in September 2022 and construction has been underway for multiple components, with
permits issued for the street network and construction started on Katella Avenue, Stanley Cup
Way, Douglass Road, and portions of River Road.

#512603589_v5
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Z, Draft EIR/EIS Project Description and Anaheim Land Requirement Issues

The Draft EIR/EIS describes both temporary and permanent land requirements in Anaheim.

It states that approximately 1.75 acres would be used temporarily for construction staging and
related purposes, and that approximately 38.81 acres would be acquired and converted to
transportation uses. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes these conversions would not alter land use
patterns because affected and adjacent lands are generally similar in designation and because
residential neighborhoods along the LOSSAN Corridor have historically been exposed to rail
operations.

These acreage-level statements and generalized land use conclusions do not satisfy CEQA’s
informational and analytical requirements as applied to the ARTIC/OCVIBE station influence
area, where:

e OCVIBE is a City-approved, vested, actively constructed project with binding public
benefit and infrastructure delivery obligations;

o the Draft EIR/EIS itself identifies OCVIBE as a major planned development in the
ARTIC station area, with portions under construction in 2025, and acknowledges that
planned changes to the ARTIC site may affect station area investments; and

e parking, curb, and access functions at ARTIC are constrained by transit operations and by
OCVIBE’s approved public improvements and contractual obligations.

From AREP’s perspective as a property owner/operator with vested development rights and
ongoing construction, the Draft EIR/EIS is insufficient without:

1. parcel/APN-level disclosure of all acquisitions/easements and temporary construction
uses affecting the ARTIC/OCVIBE interface;

2. identification of the specific property right needed (fee acquisition vs permanent
easement vs temporary construction easement/lease);

3. quantification of access, parking, and curb impacts by construction phase; and

4. an enforceable avoidance and coordination strategy to prevent interference with OCVIBE
entitlements, construction sequencing, transit customer parking obligations, and operating
agreements.

3. Impacts to Specific AREP/OCVIBE Properties and Station-Area Operations

The Draft EIR/EIS includes a proposed ARTIC station concept and station-area
circulation/parking approach that directly intersects OCVIBE’s approved public improvements,
parking replacement program, and event operations. AREP has created an overlay of the
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Authority’s mapping relative to OCVIBE construction and public improvement elements
(Attachment A) and summarizes key impacts below.

A. ARTIC Station Facilities, Parking, Access, and Curb/Bus Operations
(ARTIC 232-072-06, 2626 E. Katella Avenue)

The Draft EIR/EIS proposes that HSR station platform and facilities at ARTIC would be located
on the existing station site at 2626 E. Katella Avenue, with HSR platform access through: (i) an
extension of ARTIC’s existing pedestrian bridge from the northeast, and/or (ii) extensions of two
existing pedestrian tunnels on the western end of the ARTIC platforms. The Draft EIR/EIS also
states:

o the existing Metrolink/Amtrak parking lot north of Angel Stadium would be reconfigured
into a pick-up/drop-off area connected to the existing access road from Katella Avenue;

e existing pick-up/drop-off areas and bus bays around the outside of the ARTIC building
would be shared with HSR passengers; and

e anew parking structure adjacent to SR-57 and Katella Avenue would be constructed
to serve station-related parking demand, and therefore parking and traffic access demands
are not anticipated to result in changes in land use patterns at ARTIC.

The Draft EIR/EIS and mapping also indicate partial acquisition and/or permanent easement
needs in the ARTIC area.

AREP’s concern is not limited to “land use patterns.” The critical issue is whether this station
access, curb, and parking concept can be implemented without:

e impairing OCVIBE-approved ARTIC interface improvements (including the modified
ARTIC bus drop-off configuration, pedestrian connectivity improvements, and bridge
interfaces);

e displacing or reducing transit customer parking supplies required
to maintain ARTIC operations;

o interfering with OCVIBE event-day ingress/egress, emergency access, deliveries, and
internal circulation; and

e delaying or preventing delivery of City-approved parks and open space components
(including Meadow Park) that are part of OCVIBE’s public benefit package.

Additionally, portions of the ARTIC parcel include General Plan land use designation Open
Space and planned public park elements required as part of OCVIBE’s residential approvals. The
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Draft EIR/EIS station concept and property needs must be reconciled with those adopted land
use designations and approved park delivery.

Accordingly, the Final EIR/EIS should reconcile the ARTIC HSR station concept with
OCVIBE’s approved and under-construction improvements and commit to a coordinated station-
area design and construction phasing plan that preserves ARTIC functionality and OCVIBE
project delivery.

B. Parking Deck A (APN 232-071-02; 232-071-03) — Parking Replacement, Park
Delivery, and Pedestrian Connectivity

The Authority’s mapping indicates the LA—A Project could fully acquire Parking Deck A (“Deck
A”) (APN 232-071-02 and -03). AREP owns Deck A, which is currently under construction as
an approximately 1,840-space parking structure. Deck A is planned and required to replace the
existing 456 surface parking spaces serving ARTIC that will be removed in connection

with OCVIBE implementation. Deck A includes 15 spaces reserved for Meadow Park visitors,
and a planned pedestrian bridge over Douglass Road will connect Deck A with ARTIC.

Full acquisition of Deck A—or construction, access, or phasing constraints that prevent Deck A
from being completed and operated as approved—would materially impair:

e transit customer parking availability for ARTIC users;
e OCVIBE event-day parking supply and circulation; and

e AREP’s ability to implement approved site plans and public improvements currently
under construction.

These effects would cascade across the OCVIBE campus by shifting demand to other facilities,
increasing circulation conflicts at Katella Avenue and internal streets, and undermining carefully
sequenced phasing that supports delivery of public benefits and time-sensitive commitments.

Development Agreement transit parking obligations. The Amended and Restated Development
Agreement requires the project to provide (at minimum) 701 transit customer spaces (“Minimum
Transit District Parking”) plus continued use of 405 off-site stadium transit spaces on Lot

C (total 1,106). The agreement also recognizes an interim condition allowing a temporary
reduction below 1,082 before the ARTIC Garage is open, but not below the 900 minimum
required under OCTA/Metrolink agreements. Any acquisition of Deck A, or interim
construction sequencing that removes or materially constrains these parking supplies, would
jeopardize compliance with contractual and agency obligations and must be avoided or mitigated
through an enforceable replacement parking and access plan coordinated with OCTA, Metrolink,
and the City.
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C. Lot B (APN 386-521-17) — Contractual Development Rights Under the
Development Agreement

The Authority’s mapping indicates the LA—A Project could fully acquire Lot B,

approximately 2.4 acres, APN 386-521-17 (“Lot B”). Lot B is City-owned, but AREP’s
development rights to implement development on Lot B are included in the Development
Agreement. Specifically, Section 7.10 (Potential Development of Lot B) requires the parties to
negotiate a transactional right for AREP to control Lot B to develop up to 170,000 square feet of
institutional use (the “Lot B Building”). Section 7.10 ties Lot B development to public-access
and parking commitments, including perpetual public use of the parking facility and provision—
at AREP’s sole cost—of additional employee, guest, and ADA-accessible spaces beyond
minimum required parking in a minimum amount of 510 spaces (assuming the Lot B Building is
greater than three stories), together with continued compliance with the Development
Agreement’s parking requirements.

Lot B would no longer be accessible from Douglass due to conflicts with the proposed track
widening (~100’ south of the existing tracks) and the existing driveway into the site. Lot B is
bound by Caltrans SR-57 and the Santa Ana River. The track widening

effectively eliminates the limited Douglass Road frontage and access for Lot B.

Accordingly, permanent acquisition of Lot B would eliminate the City-approved mechanism to
deliver this institutional program and associated public benefits and would impair AREP’s
vested, bargained-for contractual right to pursue the option/ground lease and associated
development program. The Final EIR/EIS must treat this as an interference with vested
contractual development rights—not merely a generic land conversion.

D. Lot C/ ARTIC Station-Area Operations, Transit Parking, and Access Functions
(APNs 232-011-39 and 232-011-40, 232-072-06, and 232-071-02 and 232-071-
03)

The Draft EIR/EIS station concept at ARTIC contemplates: (i) reconfiguring the
Metrolink/Amtrak parking lot north of Angel Stadium into a pick-up/drop-off facility connected
to Katella Avenue; (ii) sharing the existing pick-up/drop-off and bus bays around ARTIC with
HSR passengers; and (iii) constructing a new parking structure adjacent to SR-57 and Katella
Avenue to serve station-related parking demand. Those changes—together with any acquisitions,
permanent easements, or temporary construction easements in the Lot C/ARTIC area—have the
potential to displace or compete with transit customer parking supplies and station-area
circulation functions that are contractually protected and operationally necessary for ARTIC and
the OCVIBE campus.

OCVIBE’s Development Agreement establishes binding transit customer parking obligations

that must be maintained throughout construction and operations. The Final EIR/EIS must
therefore move beyond generalized “no land use pattern change” conclusions and instead provide

#512603589_v5



1822

1823

1824

1825

February 3, 2026
Page 9

parcel-level disclosure and enforceable commitments demonstrating that HSR station
implementation will not interfere with:

e the minimum transit parking supply and transit agency operational needs;

e access and circulation required for transit and event operations; and

e OCVIBE’s approved public improvement program and construction sequencing.

E. Douglass Road, Access, Bridges, Utilities, and Public Improvement Interfaces

The ARTIC area is part of an integrated, approved set of circulation and public improvement
elements associated with OCVIBE, including roadway improvements (Katella Avenue, Stanley
Cup Way, Douglass Road, River Road phases), pedestrian connectivity, bridge interfaces, and
public realm elements that support transit riders and event patrons. Any HSR-related staging,
lane closures, access road modifications, or utility relocations affecting Douglass Road, Katella
Avenue connections, or planned pedestrian bridge interfaces could impair OCVIBE’s ability to
deliver approved improvements on schedule and could reduce the functional utility of those
improvements once delivered.

Specifically, the profile of Douglass South at the proposed High Speed Rail bridge would need to
be lowered to create the necessary clearance from the new HSR bridge to the roadway surface to
provide access to the Angels Parking lot.

Accordingly, the Final EIR/EIS must include a coordinated design and construction approach
that preserves approved bridge footprints, access easements, clearances, and continuous
emergency response routes, and includes utility coordination and relocation agreements that do
not delay OCVIBE public improvement milestones.

F. Stadium Towers, 2300 E. Katella Avenue, and Other Adjacency-Sensitive Uses
North of the LOSSAN Corridor (APNs 253-532-04, 253-532-06, 253-532-07, and
232-532-08)

The Final EIR/EIS must analyze and commit to protections for adjacency-sensitive properties
and operations north of the LOSSAN Corridor—including Stadium Towers, 2300 E. Katella
Avenue, and nearby office and commercial uses—where construction noise, vibration and
settlement risk, altered curb/driveway operations, delivery constraints, and prolonged access
limitations could cause material operational disruption and potential structural concerns,
particularly during event operations and peak demand periods. General statements about
“temporary effects” are not sufficient in this dense, urban-adjacent context; enforceable
monitoring, corrective action thresholds, access continuity standards, and construction phasing
that avoids extended lane/driveway closures are required.

G. The Grove — Operating Agreement and Event Operations (APN232-011-47)

#512603589_v5



1825

1826

1827

1828

February 3, 2026
Page 10

AREP operates The Grove pursuant to an operating agreement and supports event-driven uses
that depend on reliable access, loading, parking availability, and predictable traffic management.
Temporary construction easements, lane closures, altered curb operations, and construction-
period noise/vibration can materially impact scheduled events and contractual obligations. The
Final EIR/EIS must analyze these operational impacts and include enforceable construction
coordination protocols, advance notice requirements, and event-day protection measures,
including limitations on disruptive construction activities during peak event windows and
guarantees for patron, delivery, and emergency access.

4. Requested Clarifications, Commitments, and Mitigation Measures

To cure the Draft EIR/EIS deficiencies and avoid or reduce impacts to OCVIBE and related
properties, AREP requests that the Final EIR/EIS include the following as enforceable
commitments and binding project requirements:

1. Parcel/APN-Level Acquisition and Encumbrance Disclosure. A parcel/APN-level table
and mapping identifying all ARTIC/Lot C and OCVIBE-area properties subject to fee
acquisition, permanent easement, and/or temporary construction easement/lease,
including the footprint, duration (for temporary uses), and intended construction activity
(staging/laydown/fabrication, access modification, utility relocation, etc.).

2. Parking Impacts by Phase (Transit vs Event vs HSR). Quantification of parking stall
losses, relocations, and replacements by construction phase and in operations, clearly
distinguishing:

a) transit customer parking supply;
b) event/day-of-use demand assumptions; and
¢) HSR-designated parking supply (including in the SR-57/Katella structure).

3. Transit Parking Compliance Demonstration. A phasing plan demonstrating how
Development Agreement and OCTA/Metrolink minimum transit parking obligations will
be met at all times, including enforceable replacement parking provisions if stalls are
removed or functionally unavailable.

4. Curb, Bus Bay, and Pick-Up/Drop-Off Governance Plan. A station-area operations and
governance plan specifying who controls and manages shared curb space, bus bays, and
pick-up/drop-off functions; how transit functions are preserved; and how OCVIBE event-
day access and circulation will be maintained.

5. Access Continuity Standards and Construction Access Management.
Requirements maintaining continuous local access, protecting emergency response
routes, and preventing extended driveway or lane closures that materially impair adjacent
property operations, including OCVIBE construction access.
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6. Early Design Coordination and Utility Agreements. Early and ongoing coordination with
AREP and the City to preserve approved bridge footprints/clearances/access
easements; plus utility coordination and relocation agreements that do not delay OCVIBE
public improvement milestones.

7. Vibration and Settlement Protection. Pre-construction condition surveys; enforceable
vibration and settlement monitoring; defined corrective-action thresholds; and
repair/compensation commitments where project-caused damage or unacceptable service
disruption occurs.

8. Event-Day Protection Measures. Protocols for construction scheduling, advance notice,
and traffic management that avoid disruption during peak event windows and guarantee
patron, delivery, and emergency access for venues including The Grove.

9. No Appropriation of Required Transit Parking. A commitment that HSR station parking
demand will not be satisfied by appropriating, reassigning, or rendering unavailable any
spaces needed to meet Development Agreement and transit-agency minimum
transit customer parking requirements.

S. Requested Alternative Consistent with Shared Passenger Track Alternatives

The Draft EIR/EIS explains that within this existing passenger rail corridor the Shared Passenger
Track Alternatives A and B do not propose new HSR stations, but instead propose modifications
to existing passenger rail stations to allow for shared operations with HSR. Consistent with that
framework—and given that OCVIBE was approved in 2022, amended unanimously in 2024, and
is currently under construction—AREP requests that the Final EIR/EIS evaluate an Anaheim
station-area facility siting/access refinement option that reduces or avoids encumbrances on
OCVIBE-controlled and OCVIBE-interface parcels while maintaining shared-operations
functionality.

Specifically, AREP requests that the Authority evaluate an alternative/refinement that shifts
station-area access functions and passenger-processing/parking interfaces west of SR-57, in the
vicinity of the former Angel Stadium Station area, with secure pedestrian connectivity
supporting intermodal transfer to ARTIC, and that:

e avoids acquisition or material impairment of Parking Deck A (APN 232-071-02 and -03),
which is an under-construction, City-approved parking replacement and transit interface
facility essential to OCVIBE’s park delivery and ARTIC parking obligations;

e avoids acquisition of Lot B (APN 386-521-17), which would interfere with AREP’s
Development Agreement rights and the City-approved framework for the Lot B
institutional development program and associated public benefits; and
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OCVIBE / ARTIC Property and APN Matrix

Attachment B

This matrix identifies properties and operational assets within the OCVIBE and ARTIC station influence area that may be affected
by the Los Angeles—Anaheim High-Speed Rail Project. It documents ownership, vested rights, operational obligations, and the

specific disclosures and commitments required in the Final EIR/EIS to ensure compliance with CEQA and protection of approved
development rights, as further described in Section 3 of this letter.

Property / Existing / Key Operational /| o cp (pIREYS
PertY” APN(s) |Owner |AREP/OCVIBE g Contractual o
Asset Interest Approved Use Oblisations Impact Type |Clarifications &
g Commitments
|1832 | Parcel/APN-level
Vi s [ o bl
interface [ntermodal transit |operations; bus ei’lmanent ’ nd curb covernance
ARTIC improvements; facility (Metrolink,|bays; pick-up/drop- Fe)asernent' lan: conftruc tion
Station Site [32-072- |City of  [circulation, curb, |Amtrak, buses) off; pedestrian rempora ’ phas’in showin
(2626 E. 06 Anaheim [and pedestrian with approved access; integration conftrucl‘gon Enin to rgru ted trgnsi t
Katella Ave) connectivity ARTIC interface |with OCVIBE easement: curb lo erationg )
obligations under  jmprovements public . i . pelalion® h
DA Ve and circulation |coordination wit
reconfiguration fapproved ARTIC
improvements
|—|1 Sk Operational reliance Existing Reliance on APN identification;
foI; ARTIC access. Metrolink/Amtrak |Transit rider existine parkin stall loss accounting;
232-072- |City of . > parking; future  |parking; pedestrian SP Elourb and circulation
ARTIC North . [Public Park : ; : that will be
. 06 Anaheim . . public park and  |circulation access governance plan;
Parking Lot A Requirement/Public removed or .
General Plan Open|from Katella construction access
Benefit reconfigured
Space management
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1834 Avoid acquisition; if
Replacement 0f 456 unavoidable,
ARTIC surface Full acquisition;|enforceable
537-071- Fee owner; required Under- spaces in Lot A; 15 temporary replacement parking
Parking Deck 0:23)-  |AREP parking replacementconstruction Meadow Park construction  |plan; phasing to
A 07’1 03 and ARTIC structured parking |spaces; pedestrian asement; maintain minimum
interface facility ~1,840 spaces) |bridge connection topccess transit parking at all
ARTIC; DA transit fmpairment times; access
parking compliance continuity during
construction
|1835 | I[dentification of
. acquisition need;
Contractual GOOdea'lth i pratdance
evelanmentrsits Approved future  |negotiation rights; alternative;
Lot B 386-521- |City of nder [% A §7 1% institutional delivery of pubhc- Full acquisition recognition of
17 Anaheim optior rouﬂ d development (up [2CCCSS parking and d interference with
pUong to 170,000 sf) minimum 510 vested contractual
lease) additional spaces if rights; mitigation if
developed taken with
replacement parking
|1836 | Angel
Stadl.u m . Off-site transit 405 off-site transit . Commitment not to
Parking — LotP232-011- |City of . .. . . . Reassignment . .
C (Off- Site B9: 232- |Anaheim parking obligation Stadium parking |spaces required by bt displagenent appropriate off-site
Transit 01’1_ 40 under DA DA transit parking for
. HSR demand
Parking)
|1 837 | Construction access
Douglass lan; bridge footprint
Road Multiple / | . IPublic improvement Maintain access, ) pan, briCs ) P
Corridor & [Public i Of obligations and Roadwgy, emergency routes Lane.: closu'r§s, preservation;
Pedestrian  Richt of Anaheim / oproved bridee pedestrian, and and bridee > staging; utility femergency access
. & AREP pprove & emergency access riaee relocation guarantees; utility
Bridge Way connections functionality ¢ a3
Interface coordination
agreements
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| 1838 | Pre-construction
condition surveys;
P53-532- . vibration/ settlement
” Office tower with — L
Stadium 04, 253- . Vibration; monitoring; access
)Adjacent land use; ptructured and g s
Towers; 2300 532-06, Private  ladiacency-sensitive kurface parking: Access, deliveries, settlement; continuity standards;
E. Katella 253-532- ! Y Parsiie: . pant operations  access APN identification;
structure commercial/office . ..
Avenue 07, and Lse constraints access continuity
232-532- standards; business
08 interruption
avoidance
|1 839 | Event-day protection
. . Noise; measures;
232-011- |City of UpERIGE Entertainment Ever}t schedu}lng > wvibration; construction
The Grove . lagreement for loading; parking; e
47 Anaheim . venue access and curb |coordination
event-driven use traffic management |,. .
disruption protocols; advance
notice requirements

1840

1841

Use of This Exhibit in the Final EIR/EIS

AREP requests that the Final EIR/EIS:
1. Incorporate this matrix (or a functionally equivalent table) with confirmed APNs, acquisition types, and construction

durations.

2. Cross-reference the matrix to construction phasing diagrams, parking supply tables, and station-area access plans.
3. Include enforceable commitments tied to each affected property to ensure:
o continuous access,
o compliance with Development Agreement and transit-agency parking minimums,
o protection of vested development rights, and
o avoidance of cascading construction and operational impacts to the OCVIBE Project.
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23.28 Response to Submission 013854 (Chelsea Maclean, Anaheim Real
Estate Partners, LLC, Feb 3, 2026)

23.28.1 1815

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-01: Relocations, Right-of-Way
Process, Eminent Domain, in Chapter 18.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) accounts for
OCVIBE’s status as a planned project. Appendix 3.19-A, Cumulative Plans and Nontransportation
Projects List, of the Draft EIR/EIS provides an extensive list of the residential and commercial growth
expected in Los Angeles and Orange Counties, including the OCVIBE Project (Map ID 54). OCVIBE
and its components are further discussed in Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and
Development, of the Draft EIR/EIS, specifically in Section 3.13.5.2, Zoning and Planned Uses, and
Section 3.13.6.2, No Project Alternative. Section 3.13 was revised in the Final EIR/EIS to reflect the
most current status of the project; refer to Section 16.5.13, Section 3.13: Station Planning, Land Use,
and Development, in Chapter 16, Corrections and Additions to the Draft Report, of the Final EIR/EIS
for these revisions.

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) discloses which parcels in Los Angeles and
Orange Counties would require full or partial acquisitions or temporary construction easements (TCE)
in Appendix 3.1-B, Los Angeles to Anaheim: Footprint Mapbook. The maps depicting the OCVIBE
parcels are on pages 39 and 40 of Appendix 3.1-B. As noted on the opening page of Section 3.13 of
the Draft EIR/EIS, additional details of affected parcels including, but not limited to, Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers (APN), addresses, land uses, and parcel acquisition types are provided in the Los Angeles
to Anaheim Project Section Draft Relocation Impact Report.

The potential impacts that would occur as a result of the Shared Passenger Track Alternatives at
Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) are evaluated throughout the Draft
EIR/EIS, including those pertaining to access, parking, curb management, and utilities. Access,
parking, and curb management conflicts are addressed in Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Utility conflicts are addressed in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy. Although these
Draft EIR/EIS environmental sections do not specifically evaluate potential impacts on OCVIBE, they
evaluate potential effects on the environment that could be experienced by those within affected
areas. In the case of OCVIBE, because of its immediate proximity to ARTIC, project impacts on
ARTIC could be experienced by those associated with OCVIBE. Refer to the analyses and
conclusions contained in Sections 3.2 and 3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR/EIS
evaluates the project’s consistency with existing development patterns and local land use policies.

The Authority has committed to enforceable impact avoidance and minimization features (IAMF)
(refer to Appendix 2-A, Impact Avoidance and Minimization Features, of the Draft EIR/EIS), which are
programmatic and consist of features that the Authority will incorporate during project design and
construction of the California High-Speed Rail (HSR) System to avoid or reduce environmental and
community impacts, including impacts associated with the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section
(project section). The IAMFs include a description of when the IAMF will be incorporated, the party
responsible for completing the requirements set forth by the IAMF, and the specific performance
standards that must be achieved as part of the IAMF’s incorporation. The Authority’s IAMFs would be
incorporated as part of construction and operational activities in proximity to the OCVIBE Project.
Where adverse project impacts cannot be sufficiently avoided or reduced, the Draft EIR/EIS sets forth
mitigation measures to further address the potential impacts and discloses the level of severity that
would occur following mitigation.

The commenter provides a list of topics included in their submission, which are addressed as follows.

Refer to response to comment #1816 below for the Authority’s response to “OCVIBE Background,
Entitlements, and Public Benefit Commitments.” Refer to response to comment #1817 below for the
Authority’s response to “Draft EIR/EIS Project Description and Anaheim Land Requirement Issues.”
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Refer to responses to comments #1818 to #1825 below for the Authority’s responses to “Impacts to
Specific AREP/OCVIBE Properties and Station-Area Operations.” Refer to responses to comments
#1826 to #1828 below for the Authority’s responses to “Requested Clarifications, Commitments, and
Mitigation Measures.” Refer to response to comment #1829 below for the Authority’s response to
“Requested Alternative Consistent with Shared Passenger Track Alternatives.” Refer to response to
comment #1830 below for the Authority’s response to “Conclusion.”

The Authority has included this commenter’s submission and attachments in the project’s
administrative record.

23.28.2 1816

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

The commenter summarizes the background, components, current construction activities, and
various approved entitlements of the OCVIBE Project. The Authority acknowledges OCVIBE’s status
as a planned project that has been approved and vested by the City of Anaheim and acknowledges
that construction activities are currently being conducted by Anaheim Real Estate Partners (AREP) to
implement the OCVIBE project components.

Section 3.13.5.2, Zoning and Planned Uses, of the Draft EIR/EIS regarding the OCVIBE Project has
been revised to account for updates to OCVIBE. Refer to Section 16.5.13 in Chapter 16 of the Final
EIR/EIS for this revision.

23.28.3 1817

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

The commenter provides a numbered list of topics in their comment, which are addressed as follows.

1. With respect to how the Draft EIR/EIS provides parcel-specific disclosure of all acquisitions and
easements or temporary construction uses, refer to response to comment #1815 above.

2. With regard to how the Draft EIR/EIS identifies the specific property right that would be needed of
an affected parcel, refer to response to comment #1815 above.

3. Regarding the quantification of access, parking, and curb impacts by construction phase, this level
of detail is not available at the current design level, because it goes beyond the level of detail that is
required for defining the environmental footprint for purposes of allowing analysis of the project’s
potential environmental impacts. The project is currently at a 15 percent design level, which is
sufficient for environmental analysis. Quantification of construction impacts by phase will be
determined in later phases of design.

In the Draft EIR/EIS, although Impact LU-4 provides a general qualitative analysis, Impact LU-6 more
specifically evaluates land use impacts of parking and traffic access demands at station sites and
addresses concerns raised by the commenter. As discussed therein, the Shared Passenger Track
Alternatives would include a new parking structure adjacent to State Route (SR) 57 and Katella
Avenue. Therefore, station-related parking and traffic access demands are not anticipated to result in
changes in land use patterns at ARTIC. Additionally, pursuant to Impact TR-13 in Section 3.2 of the
Draft EIR/EIS, the Authority will incorporate TR-IAMF#12 (Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety) and TR-
IAMF#13 (Stakeholder Coordination with Transportation Agencies). TR-IAMF#12 requires the
Authority-designated contractor to provide a technical memorandum describing how, during
operation, pedestrian and bicycle accessibility and safety will be provided and supported across the
HSR corridor, to and from stations, and on station property. TR-IAMF#13 requires the Authority to
work closely with all agencies that provide bus service to existing and planned rail stations to define
roles and responsibilities, including operational and maintenance responsibilities, to prevent effects
on existing and planned bus routes servicing rail stations within the project corridor. Overall, the Draft
EIR/EIS concludes that with incorporation of these IAMFs, the Shared Passenger Track Alternatives
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would not result in land use impacts on parking and traffic access demands at station sites, including
at ARTIC.

Regarding parking in the area, the Draft EIR/EIS includes an analysis of parking impacts from HSR
construction at stations under Impact TR-8 in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, as well as an analysis
of parking demands at station sites under Impact LU-6 in Section 3.13. In addition, as discussed in
Section 2.7.3, Ridership and Station-Area Parking, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Authority’s goals are to
support HSR ridership by promoting, in partnership with local agencies, transit-oriented development
around HSR stations and expansion of multimodal access to the HSR system. Consistent with these
goals, the Authority commits to developing a multimodal access plan prior to construction at ARTIC.
This will be prepared in coordination with the City of Anaheim and will include an access and parking
strategy to inform the final location, amount, and phasing of parking at ARTIC. As the Authority
progresses to commencing construction of the HSR components at ARTIC, the Authority will further
evaluate parking to determine at that time what parking is needed to accommodate HSR. The
Authority will continue to coordinate with AREP to ensure that parking needs for both HSR and
OCVIBE are sufficiently addressed as both projects advance.

4. With respect to the Authority’s commitment to avoiding interference with planned and approved
OCVIBE improvements and coordinating with AREP, the Authority and the City of Anaheim executed
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in December 2020 specifically regarding the HSR station
design at ARTIC. Consistent with the MOU, the Authority and City of Anaheim have continued to
coordinate on the HSR design at ARTIC, with meetings held in 2021, 2022, 2023, and 2025. In
addition to the City of Anaheim, the 2020 MOU also formalizes the Authority’s commitment to
collaborate with other parties as it relates to planned development within the Platinum Triangle. As
such, the Authority will continue to coordinate with the City of Anaheim and AREP as both HSR and
OCVIBE advance.

23.28.4 1818

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

23.28.5 1819

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

The commenter correctly provides that, as presented in the Draft EIR/EIS, the Authority’s proposal to
share the existing pick-up/drop-off area north of ARTIC with the City of Anaheim would conflict with
the OCVIBE Master Site Plan. The existing pick-up/drop-off area north of ARTIC is designated by the
City of Anaheim General Plan as Mixed-Use Urban Core, which allows for intermodal transportation
uses. However, while the proposed HSR components at ARTIC would be consistent with the Mixed-
Use Urban Core designation, the OCVIBE Master Site Plan identifies the existing pick-up/drop-off
area as Transit District Sub-Area B, which is planned to be incorporated into OCVIBE’s Meadow
Park.

Pursuant to the OCVIBE Development Agreement, the existing pick-up/drop-off area north of ARTIC
would be relocated to an area west of Meadow Park and east of Douglass Road. The Authority would
coordinate with the City of Anaheim to share this relocated pick-up/drop-off area with HSR
passengers. The description of how the Authority would share the pick-up/drop-off area with the city
in Section 2.6.3.3, High-Speed Rail Station Facilities, of the Draft EIR/EIS has been corrected in the
Final EIR/EIS. Additionally, Table 3.15-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, which identifies existing and proposed
recreational resources available for public use in the project section, has been corrected in the Final
EIR/EIS to include Meadow Park. Section 3.15.6, Environmental Consequences, and Section 4.6.1,
Parks, Recreation, Open Space, and Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges, of the Draft EIR/EIS have also
been revised to include an analysis of potential impacts on Meadow Park. Refer to Section 16.4,
Chapter 2: Alternatives; Section 16.5.15, Section 3.15: Parks, Recreation, and Open Space; and
Section 16.6, Chapter 4: Draft Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluations, in Chapter 16 of the Final
EIR/EIS for these revisions.
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23.28.6 1820

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to response to comment #1817 above for more information on the Authority’s commitment to
developing a multimodal access plan prior to construction at ARTIC, which will inform the final
location, amount, and phasing of parking at ARTIC.

23.28.7 1821

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-01: Relocations, Right-of-Way
Process, Eminent Domain, in Chapter 18.

23.28.8 1822

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to disclosures of parcels that would be affected by the introduction of HSR service at
ARTIC, refer to response to comment #1815 above.

Regarding minimum transit parking supply and transit operational needs associated with OCVIBE,
Section 2.6.3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that once ridership increases such that combined
HSR and local-provider passenger volumes exceed the design capacity of the ARTIC passenger
terminal building, the Authority would build a separate HSR passenger terminal. This would include
reconfiguration of the existing Metrolink/Amtrak parking lot north of Angel Stadium. In light of the
uncertainty regarding the need for station area parking, the Authority has conservatively identified
parking facilities based on the maximum forecast for parking demand at each station and the local
conditions affecting access planning. To account for HSR-generated parking demand and
modifications to existing parking areas around ARTIC, the Authority conservatively planned for a
maximum number of parking spaces for HSR passengers and replacement of existing parking spaces
that would be lost as part of implementing the project components. As discussed under Impact TR-8
of the Draft EIR/EIS, these parking spaces would be accommodated by the Authority through
construction of a new HSR parking structure adjacent to SR 57 and Katella Avenue, which is
proposed to provide a total of 1,976 parking spaces (1,350 HSR parking spaces and 626 replacement
parking spaces). The Authority acknowledges that OCVIBE is currently building Parking Deck A in the
location proposed by the Authority for the new HSR parking structure. Pursuant to Section 2.6.3.3 of
the Draft EIR/EIS, the Authority would work with the City of Anaheim on future parking needs as the
project design advances. Refer to response to comment #1817 above for more information on the
Authority’s commitment to developing a multimodal access plan.

With regard to access and circulation required for transit and OCVIBE event operations, the Authority
will incorporate IAMFs to address, reduce, or minimize adverse project effects. Refer to Section
3.2.4.2, Impact Avoidance and Minimization Features, of the Draft EIR/EIS, which discusses the
IAMFs that will be incorporated to address, reduce, or minimize potential access and circulation traffic
impacts during construction, including, but not limited to, TR-IAMF#2, Construction Transportation
Plan; TR-IAMF#4, Maintenance of Pedestrian Access; TR-IAMF#5, Maintenance of Bicycle Access;
and TR-IAMF#8, Construction During Special Events. TR-IAMF#2 requires implementation of traffic
controls established by the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, including, among
others, provisions for alternative access during temporary road closures. TR-IAMF#4 and TR-IAMF#5
require provisions to maintain pedestrian and bicycle access, respectively, during project
construction. TR-IAMF#8 requires a mechanism to prevent roadway construction activities from
reducing roadway capacity during major athletic events or other special events.

With respect to OCVIBE’s approved public improvement program and construction sequencing, the
Authority is committed to continuing to coordinate with AREP to ensure the proposed construction
activities are planned with consideration of OCVIBE’s plans.
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23.28.9 1823

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to potential disruptions to Douglass Road or Katella Avenue from HSR construction, as
discussed in Table 2-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Douglass Road would be lowered to provide
appropriate clearance under a new railroad bridge that would be added south of the existing railroad
bridge over Douglass Road. Refer to drawing number CV-T1581 of Volume 3.3 of the Preliminary
Engineering for Project Definition, which includes a profile of the proposed depth. The Authority will
incorporate TR-IAMF#2. TR-IAMF#2 requires implementation of traffic controls established by the
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, including, among others, provisions for
alternative access during temporary road closures. Where road closures are required during
construction, the closures will be limited to the hours that are least disruptive to access for adjacent
land uses. The traffic controls will also provide for safe vehicular and pedestrian access to local
businesses and residences during construction and scheduled transit access where construction
would otherwise impede such access. Additionally, the Authority is committed to continuing to
coordinate with AREP on the proposed HSR construction activities, including staging and lane
closures associated with the Douglass Road modifications, to ensure HSR construction is planned
with consideration of OCVIBE’s approved footprints, access easements, clearances, emergency
routes, public improvement program, and construction sequencing.

Regarding potential conflicts with planned pedestrian bridge interfaces from implementation of HSR
service at ARTIC, future coordination would also occur with respect to the parcels planned for
OCVIBE’s under-construction Parking Deck A (APNs 232-071-02 and -03) to confirm that the parking
requirements for both OCVIBE and HSR are accommodated.

With respect to utility relocations affecting Douglass Road or Katella Avenue, as detailed in Section
3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Authority will incorporate PUE-IAMF#4, Utilities and Energy, to
coordinate construction activities with utility service providers to minimize utility interruptions.

23.28.10 1824

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to risks of noise and vibration impacts on adjacent businesses during HSR construction,
Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR/EIS evaluates temporary exposure of sensitive
receivers to construction noise and vibration under Impact N&V-1 and Impact N&V-2. With regard to
construction noise impacts, Table 3.4-13 presents the estimated noise impact distances for daytime
and nighttime work for each phase and sub-phase of HSR construction. Because the Authority’s
incorporation of NV-IAMF#1, Noise and Vibration, would not sufficiently address or minimize all
potential construction noise impacts, HSR construction activities would be subject to N&V-MM#1,
Construction Noise Mitigation Measures. N&V-MM#1 requires preparation of a noise-monitoring
program prior to construction and implementation of noise-control measures to ensure compliance
with appliable noise limits where noise-sensitive receivers are present. Implementation of N&V-MM#1
would sufficiently reduce potential noise impacts on properties in proximity to HSR construction
activities. As such, OCVIBE, as well as nearby properties adjacent to the project alignment or
roadways proposed for modifications, would not experience adverse noise effects during HSR
construction activities.

With respect to construction vibration impacts, Table 3.4-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides the
approximate distances within which receivers could experience construction-related vibration damage
effects. The construction activity with the greatest potential for vibration-related damage is impact pile
driving. As discussed in Impact N&V-2, vibration damage effects are only anticipated at a few
buildings near new water crossing structures. No HSR elements would be built in the ARTIC area that
would require pile driving. As such, OCVIBE, as well as nearby properties adjacent to the project
alignment or roadways proposed for modifications, would not experience vibration damage effects
during HSR construction activities. Impact N&V-2 also discusses vibration annoyance effects, with
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impact distances listed in Table 3.4-15. The Authority will incorporate NV-IAMF#1, which requires the
contractor to document how federal guidelines for minimizing noise and vibration would be employed
when construction is occurring near sensitive receivers.

Regarding the potential for settlement, the Authority will incorporate GEO-IAMF#7, Evaluate and
Design for Large Seismic Ground Shaking, which necessitates compliance with state regulations that
require construction to account for geotechnical properties and address risk factors associated with
secondary seismic hazards, including settlement.

Regarding disruptions to curb and driveway operations, deliveries, and property access of adjacent
businesses during HSR construction, the Authority will incorporate TR-IAMF#2; TR-IAMF#6,
Restriction on Construction Hours; TR-IAMF#8; and SOCIO-IAMF#1, Construction Management
Plan. TR-IAMF#2 requires implementation of traffic controls established by the California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices, including, among others, provisions that minimize disruptions to
businesses, customers, delivery vehicles, and buses, as well as ensuring safe vehicular and
pedestrian access to local businesses during construction. TR-IAMF#6 limits the hours in which
construction material deliveries and construction employee arrivals/departures may occur and allows
for altering the restricted hours to accommodate local travel patterns. TR-IAMF#8 requires a
mechanism to prevent roadway construction activities from reducing roadway capacity during major
athletic events or other special events. SOCIO-IAMF#1 would minimize impacts on businesses during
construction by providing signage and maintaining access to affected businesses through roadway
modifications or detours. Additionally, refer to response to comment #1817 above for more
information on TR-IAMF#12.

23.28.11 1825

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to how the Authority will incorporate IAMFs to address, reduce, or minimize construction
impacts on adjacent businesses, including those pertaining to TCEs, lane closures, curb operations,
and special events, refer to response to comment #1824 above.

Regarding potential construction noise and vibration impacts, refer to the discussion response to
comment #1824 above on Impact N&V-1 and Impact N&V-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

23.28.12 1826

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to response to comment #1815 above for more information on parcel-level disclosures provided
by the Draft EIR/EIS in Appendix 3.1-B.

23.28.13 1827

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to response to comment #1817 above. The project is currently at a 15 percent design level. The
current 15 percent design level sufficiently defines the environmental footprint, which allowed for
adequate analysis of the project’s potential environmental impacts in the Draft EIR/EIS. However, the
precise quantification of parking space configuration by construction phase will be determined in later
phases of design.

The commenter provides a list of topics in the comment, which are addressed as follows.
a. With respect to transit customer parking supply, refer to response to comment #1822 above.

b. Regarding special event or day-of-use demand, the Draft EIR/EIS provides that the Shared
Passenger Track Alternatives would include new HSR parking spaces and replacement parking
spaces to account for displaced existing parking at ARTIC. Aside from these new and replacement
parking spaces, the Authority is not responsible for providing surplus parking supply to address non-
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HSR demand generated by events at properties near ARTIC. It should be noted that, during project
construction, the Authority will incorporate TR-IAMF#8, which requires the Authority-designated
contractor to provide a mechanism to prevent roadway construction activities from reducing roadway
capacity during major athletic events or other special events. The Authority will coordinate with AREP
to manage implementation of both the project section and OCVIBE as both projects advance.

c. The Shared Passenger Track Alternatives would include new HSR parking spaces and
replacement parking spaces to account for displaced existing parking at ARTIC. Refer to response to
comment #1822 above for more information.

23.28.14 1828

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

The commenter provides a list of topics in the comment, which are addressed as follows:

3. With respect to transit parking, incorporation of TR-IAMF#13 and the Authority’s commitment to
developing a multimodal access plan will prevent conflicts between HSR and OCVIBE regarding
transit parking. Refer to response to comment #1817 above for more information.

4. With regard to curb, bus bay, and pick-up/drop-off functions, refer to the discussion in response to
comment #1817 above on TR-IAMF#13.

5. With respect to the maintenance of local access, including emergency response routes, during
construction, refer to response to comment #1823 above, which discusses TR-IAMF#2 and its
provisions for 24-hour access by emergency vehicles.

6. Regarding coordination with the City of Anaheim and AREP to preserve approved bridge footprints,
clearances, access easements, and utilities, refer to response to comment #1823 above for more
information on the IAMFs the Authority will incorporate to avoid, reduce, or minimize disruptions
during project construction. The Authority will coordinate with AREP as the project design advances
for both HSR and OCVIBE.

7. Regarding potential impacts related to vibration and settlement, refer to response to comment
#1824 above.

8. With respect to event-day protection measures, refer to response to comment #1822 above for
more information on the IAMFs that the Authority will incorporate to address, reduce, or minimize
adverse project effects during project construction. In addition, refer to response to comment #1827
above for more information on the Authority’s responsibilities with respect to accommodating parking
demand.

9. With regard to requirements for transit parking, the Shared Passenger Track Alternatives would
include new HSR parking spaces and replacement parking spaces to account for displaced existing
transit parking at ARTIC. Refer to response to comment #1822 above.

23.28.15 1829

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Prior to the Authority’s coordination with the City of Anaheim and AREP on the ARTIC HSR station
platform design in February 2025, the Authority had considered three other configurations that would
shift the platform and passenger access facilities away from Parcel 5A/Lot B (Authority 2026). These
options were considered as part of evaluating compatibility between the proposed ARTIC HSR
facilities and OCVIBE’s planned institutional office space on Parcel 5A/Lot B of the OCVIBE Master
Site Plan.

Among the options considered, the Authority considered a configuration where a 1,410-foot center
platform and HSR station facilities would be west of SR 57, similar to the commenter’s requested
alternative. This configuration would not have required modification of the existing Douglass Road
grade separation, would have encroached less into ARTIC, and would have resulted in the least
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number of traffic impacts from parking, because users would have likely parked at ARTIC, which
funnels more people to the west side of Angel Stadium. This configuration would have also had the
least effect on Parcel 5A/Lot B of the OCVIBE Master Site Plan.

However, this option would have had poorer integration with ARTIC compared to the currently
proposed platform configuration, because it would have required additional duplicate HSR facilities
west of SR 57 because of the additional distance and more remote location of the platform. The
platform’s location west of SR 57 would have necessitated indirect access between HSR and non-
HSR services, resulting in the longest transfer times among the platform configuration options
considered by the Authority. This could have discouraged users from using ARTIC and resulted in
less revenue for HSR services. Additional costs associated with the additional HSR facilities could
have negated any cost savings accrued as a result of the configuration not requiring modification of
the existing Douglass Road grade separation, resulting in similar costs to the currently proposed
platform configuration. The underlying fundamental purpose of the HSR system set forth by Public
Utilities Code Section 185030 is to be fully integrated with the state’s existing rail system. Based on
the above, the Authority concluded siting the platform configuration and associated HSR facilities
west of SR 57 would not have been as consistent as the currently proposed platform configuration
with the HSR system’s underlying fundamental purpose set forth by Public Utilities Code Section
185030. Therefore, the center platform west of SR 57 configuration option did not progress forward
for consideration.

23.28.16 1830

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to how the Draft EIR/EIS provides parcel-level disclosures, refer to response to
comment #1815 above.

Regarding enforceable commitments, the Authority has committed to enforceable IAMFs (refer to
Appendix 2-A of the Draft EIR/EIS), which are programmatic and consist of features that the Authority
will incorporate during project design and construction of the HSR system to avoid or reduce
environmental and community impacts, including impacts associated with the project section.

With regard to project refinements, refer to the discussion in response to comment #1829 above on
the Authority’s consideration of three other platform configurations that would have shifted the
platform and passenger access facilities away from Parcel 5A/Lot B.

The Authority is committed to coordination with AREP to support satisfactory implementation of HSR
and OCVIBE.

23.28.17 1831

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

23.28.18 1832

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to how the Draft EIR/EIS provides parcel-specific disclosure of all acquisitions and
easements or temporary construction uses, refer to response to comment #1815 above.

Regarding station area access and curb governance, refer to response to comment #1817 above.

With regard to construction phasing with uninterrupted transit operations, refer to response to
comment #1817 above.

Regarding coordination with respect to approved ARTIC improvements, refer to response to comment
#1817 above.

No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.
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23.28.19 1833

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to how the Draft EIR/EIS provides parcel-specific disclosures, refer to response to
comment #1815 above.

Regarding how the Draft EIR/EIS accounts for parking stall losses, refer to response to comment
#1822 above.

With regard to curb and circulation governance, refer to response to comment #1817 above.

With respect to construction access management, refer to LU-IAMF#2, Station Area Planning and
Local Agency Coordination, and the discussion in response to comment #1817 above on TR-
IAMF#13.

No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.
23.28.20 1834

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

23.28.21 1835

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to response to comment #1821 above.
23.28.22 1836

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to response to comment #1822 above for more information on the Draft EIR/EIS’s evaluation of
parking impacts under Impact TR-8.

Refer to response to comment #1817 above for more information on the Authority’s commitment to
developing a multimodal access plan in coordination with the City of Anaheim, which will include an
access and parking strategy to inform the final location, amount, and phasing of parking at ARTIC.

23.28.23 1837

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to how access would be maintained during project construction, refer to response to
comment #1817 above for the discussion on Impact LU-6 and Impact TR-13. In addition, refer to
response to comment #1823 above for more information on TR-IAMF#2.

Regarding preservation of the pedestrian bridge footprint, emergency access guarantees, and utility
coordination agreements, refer to response to comment #1823 above.

No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.
23.28.24 1838

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-02: Impacts on Businesses, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to risks of noise and vibration impacts on adjacent businesses during HSR construction
and how the Authority will address these impacts, refer to response to comment #1824 above.
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Regarding access continuity, refer to response to comment #1817 above for the discussion on Impact
LU-6 and Impact TR-13. In addition, refer to response to comment #1823 above for more information
on TR-IAMF#2.

With regard to parcel-level disclosures presented in the Draft EIR/EIS, refer to response to comment
#1815 above.

With respect to the IAMFs that will be incorporated by the Authority to avoid interruptions to
businesses, refer to response to comment #1824 above.

23.28.25 1839

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-02: Impacts on Businesses, in
Chapter 18.

With respect to event-day protection measures, refer to response to comment #1822 above for more
information on the IAMFs that will be incorporated by the Authority to address, reduce, or minimize
impacts on OCVIBE event operations during HSR construction. Additionally, refer to response to
comment #1827 above for more information regarding day-of-use demand.

With respect to construction coordination protocols, including the prevention of access and curb
disruptions, refer to response to comment #1823 above for more information on the traffic controls
required by TR-IAMF#2. In addition, refer to response to comment #1824 above for more information
on TR-IAMF#6, TR-IAMF#8, and SOCIO-IAMF#1.

Regarding potential construction noise and vibration impacts, refer to discussion in response to
comment #1824 above on Impact N&V-1 and Impact N&V-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Regarding advance notice requirements, refer to discussion in response to comment #1824 above on
SOCIO-IAMF#1. The Authority is committed to coordinating with AREP to support satisfactory
implementation of both HSR and OCVIBE.

23.28.26 1840

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

The Authority acknowledges the commenter’s request to incorporate a matrix with APNs, acquisition
types, and construction durations into the Final EIR/EIS; nevertheless, the level of design is adequate
for environmental review.

Refer to response to comment #1815 above for additional information on the Draft EIR/EIS’s parcel-
level disclosures regarding acquisitions or TCEs related to OCVIBE parcels.

With respect to construction phasing diagrams, parking supply tables, and station-area access plans,
refer to response to comment #1817 above. The project is currently at a 15 percent design level;
therefore, the Authority has not prepared specific construction approaches or quantification of
construction impacts by phase, because this level of detail would be available in a later phase of
design.

No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment. The Authority is
committed to coordinating with AREP to support satisfactory implementation of both HSR and
OCVIBE.

23.28.27 1841

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.
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23.29 Response to Submission 013862 (Marisa Olguin, Vernon Chamber of
Commerce, Feb 3, 2026)

23.291 1101

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

The commenter asserts that the analysis in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is lacking, but does not provide specific explanations. Impacts
on the economy including jobs, business displacements and relocations, school district funding,
property value, property tax losses, and county and city sales tax are discussed in Section 3.12,
Socioeconomics and Communities. Impacts on the roadway network, safety, hazardous materials,
and air pollution are addressed in Sections 3.2, Transportation; 3.11, Safety and Security; 3.10,
Hazardous Materials and Wastes; and 3.3, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, of the Draft
EIR/EIS, respectively, with appropriate mitigation measures proposed where the project would result
in construction or operational impacts. Chapter 5, Community Analysis, summarizes these impacts at
the block group level and evaluates whether any minority or low-income communities would
experience disproportionately high or adverse project effects.

23.29.2 1102

The commenter notes that Vernon City Council adopted a resolution opposing the high-speed rail
(HSR) project in 2017. Refer to Section 2.5.2, Range of Potential Alternatives Considered and
Findings, for a summary of HSR alternatives considered since 2009.

As described in Impact SO-3 in Section 3.12, 37 businesses (19 commercial and 18 industrial) would
be displaced, for a total of 911 displaced employees (refer to Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.12-25). Moreover,
as presented in Tables 3.12-27 and 3.12-28, there is a surplus of suitable industrial replacement
sites, but a deficit (16) of suitable commercial replacement sites. The Authority will incorporate
SOCIO-IAMF#3, Relocation Implementation Plan, as part of the project, which will provide relocated
business owners with individualized relocation assistance with the objective of minimizing the
permanent closure of businesses and the economic disruptions to displaced businesses, and will
provide regulatory compliance assistance to businesses that require complex permitting to relocate.
For the 16 businesses without a suitable replacement site in Vernon, suitable relocation sites for
those businesses have been identified in surrounding cities with similar zoning and land uses.
Impacts SO-7 and SO-8 acknowledge that because 16 businesses could not be relocated within
Vernon, there would be lost property tax and sales tax revenue.

23.29.3 1103

The Authority acknowledges the City of Vernon’s concerns regarding the design of 26th Street,
including potential impacts on goods movement and traffic. Regarding concerns about traffic, the
comment does not identify a transportation impact under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Vehicle delay and level of service are not considered significant environmental impacts
(refer to Public Resources Code Section 21099 and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(1));
therefore, no further response is required for the purposes of CEQA. Traffic impacts were evaluated
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, with
mitigation measures proposed in the city that would reduce all adverse traffic effects to below the
impact thresholds.

However, in response to the City of Vernon’s concerns, the Authority developed a design concept that
could maintain the 26th Street connection east to Pennington Way, but additional discussions are
needed with the California Department of Transportation and other parties. Given the current status of
the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section (project section), which has no current funding to
advance design or begin construction, the Authority has opted to maintain the design presented in the
Draft EIR/EIS. The Authority commits to working with the City of Vernon in the future when this
project section advances, including refining the design of 26th Street and conducting supplementary
environmental analysis, if required.
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Regarding concerns about impaired emergency access, Impact SS-2 was revised in Section 16.5.11,
Section 3.11: Safety and Security, in Chapter 16, Corrections and Additions to the Draft Report, of the
Final EIR/EIS to acknowledge that the realignment of 26th Street in Vernon could result in increased
travel time along Bandini Boulevard, as well as increased travel time from rerouting from 26th Street
to Bandini Boulevard. Refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIR/EIS for these revisions. As stated in
Chapter 16, although there would be changes in vehicle circulation and potential increases in travel
times, they would not impair the city’s ability to provide emergency response services.

23.29.4 1104

The commenter asserts that impacts were inadequately analyzed but does not provide specific
concerns. Impacts on traffic, emergency response and safety, air quality, and noise and vibration are
addressed in Sections 3.2, 3.11, 3.3, and 3.4, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR/EIS, respectively,
with appropriate mitigation measures proposed where the project would result in construction or
operational impacts. The analysis includes construction and operational effects of the 26th Street light
maintenance facility (LMF) and modifications to Hobart Yard. Goods movement efficiency is not
evaluated as an impact under CEQA and NEPA, but traffic circulation is evaluated in Section 3.2.

Refer to response to comment #1103 above for a description of revisions made to Section 3.11
regarding emergency response in Vernon. The Authority has also revised Section 3.2 to clarify the
timing of and coordination needed for traffic mitigation measures. Refer to Section 16.5.11 and
Section 16.5.2, Section 3.2: Transportation, in Chapter 16 of the Final EIR/EIS for these revisions.

The commenter’s preference for the selection of the 15th Street LMF is noted; however, the assertion
that the selection of the 15th Street LMF would avoid introducing further concentration of heavy rail
infrastructure and associated impacts within Vernon is inaccurate. Section 2.6.4.5, Freight and
Passenger Railroad Modifications, of the Draft EIR/EIS explains that even without the 26th Street
LMF, the modifications at Hobart Yard are still required. Shared Passenger Track Alternative B would
have the same modifications to freight tracks and facilities as Shared Passenger Track Alternative A,
except for one difference at Hobart Yard. Because there would not be LMF lead tracks or yard tracks
running through BNSF Railway’s existing container parking areas, Shared Passenger Track
Alternative B would displace slightly less container parking compared to Shared Passenger Track
Alternative A. Figure 2-77 in the Draft EIR/EIS illustrates Hobart Yard improvements under Shared
Passenger Track Alternative B, if the 15th Street LMF was the selected alternative.

Note that although the 26th Street LMF would not be included under Shared Passenger Track
Alternative B, the realignment of 26th Street would still occur. Regarding the request to redesign 26th
Street, refer to response to comment #1103 above.

23.29.5 1105

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the cumulative impacts of the Link Union Station Project, which includes
Malabar Yard, and the project section in Section 3.19, Cumulative Impacts. Tables 3.19-7 and 3.19.8
summarize the cumulative impacts for construction and operations, respectively.

23.29.6 1106

Refer to response to comment #1104 above for an explanation as to why the impacts in Vernon are
not related to the LMF location, but rather to the modifications at Hobart Yard. The commenter
asserts there are deficiencies in the Draft EIR/EIS as raised in comments #1101 to #1105; refer to
responses to comments #1101 to #1105 above for how economic and environmental impacts were
analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS, with mitigation measures proposed where the project would result in
construction or operational impacts. The Authority has carefully considered the Vernon Chamber of
Commerce’s comments, and made revisions in the Final EIR/EIS to address the city’s concerns
regarding emergency response and traffic mitigation measures; refer to responses to comments
#1103 and 1104 above for a description of these revisions. The Authority has determined that
recirculation is not necessary because the revisions merely amplify and clarify the text. The Authority
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appreciates the city’s willingness to engage on this project; refer to response to comment #1103
above for a description of an alternate design of 26th Street that would be explored in later phases of
design.
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23.30 Response to Submission 013863 (Adriana Rizzo, Californians for
Electric Rail, The Transit Coalition, and Move LA, Feb 3, 2026)

23.30.1 1012

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

23.30.2 1013

The commenter encourages the electrification of the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section as an
early action project. Although electrification is not planned as an early action project, the California
High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) would continue to coordinate with the other operating agencies
to identify ways to deliver project benefits as soon as funding is available. The Authority continues to
evaluate different scenarios for connections to the north and south to determine how to deliver high-
speed rail (HSR) service in cost-effective ways. No revisions have been made to the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in response to this
comment.

23.30.3 1014

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-01: Alternatives Selection and Evaluation
Process and Identification of the Preferred Alternative, in Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-06: Future Rail Operator Coordination and
Agreements, in Chapter 18.

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-07: Corridor Capacity, in Chapter 18.

The commenter expresses support for all four tracks in the corridor to be electrified. Note that
Metrolink currently does not have plans to switch to electrified vehicles, and electrifying Metrolink is
outside of the purpose and need for the HSR project.

No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.
23.30.4 1015

The commenter states that electrifying all four tracks would reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
diesel freight rail. The Authority does not have authorization over BNSF Railway (BNSF) and other
freight operators’ service and operations. BNSF has not indicated any plans to electrify its vehicle
fleet. If it chooses to do so in the future, it would be responsible for electrifying the freight tracks
dedicated for its use within the corridor to support its operations.

23.30.5 1016

The commenter requests that the HSR project continue south to Irvine. The Los Angeles to Anaheim
Project Section is part of Phase 1 of the HSR system, which provides HSR service between San
Francisco and Los Angeles/Anaheim. Regarding the request to serve Irvine, HSR service south of
Anaheim would be evaluated as part of Phase 2 of the HSR system. The 2005 Final Program
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed California High-
Speed Train System identified a potential route between Anaheim and Irvine, but it was eliminated
because of potential high costs and complexities with construction and right-of-way. Additional
studies would be prepared for Phase 2 in the future when funding is available. No revisions have
been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response to this comment.
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013873 DETAIL

Status: Unread

Record Date: 02/03/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Jesse Flores

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

Good evening, Please find attached my public comment for the Los Angeles to Anaheim Draft EIR/EIS. If any
additional information is required, please let me know. Thank you. Best, Jesse Flores (He, Him, His) Executive
Director 562-356-7476 norwalkunides.org



0879

w
oot A,

¥ Norwalk Unides
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February 3, 2026

lan Choudri

Chief Executive Officer

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 620

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Los Angeles to Anaheim Draft EIR/EIS Comment
Dear Mr. Choudri,

On behalf of Norwalk Unides, | am submitting this public comment letter urging the California
High-Speed Rail Authority to place an intermediate Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs station as part of its high
speed rail (HSR) segment between Downtown L.A’s Union Station and the Anaheim Regional
Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) in Anaheim. As a local nonprofit organization advocating for
active and sustainable transportation across Southeast Los Angeles County, Norwalk Unides is excited for
the arrival of HSR within the State of California and region. This first phase of the HSR will provide
Norwalk residents and others from nearby communities with improved access to other regions across
the State, helping reduce emissions from vehicles and airline flights traveling between Southern and
Northern California.

However, even more emissions would be reduced with the placement of an intermediate station at the
existing Norwalk / Santa Fe Springs Station, as it will provide a direct, one-seat connection to LAX via Los
Angeles Metro’s planned extension of the C Light Rail line. It will also open an additional gateway in
Southeast Los Angeles County to make the HSR system more practical and equitable for a wide variety of
residents and businesses in Southeast LA, South LA, the South Bay, the Westside, and northern portions
of Orange County.

We applaud the arrival of HSR to the State, as it will improve access to quality jobs across the State,
while reducing emissions by lessening reliance on automobiles and flights for travel between regions. We
look forward to this project becoming a reality and we stand ready to support however possible. Thank
you for your attention to this significant project.

Sincerely,

Fove. Hovas,

Jesse Flores
Executive Director
Norwalk Unides
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23.31 Response to Submission 013873 (Jesse Flores, Norwalk Unides, Feb 3,
2026)

23.311 0879

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-03: HSR Station Options, in Chapter 18,
Standard Responses.
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013876 DETAIL

Status: Unread

Record Date: 02/03/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Grace Peng

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

| think it is really important to build an intermediate station collocated with the Metrolink station at
Norwalk/Santa Fe. LA Metro C Line goes from LAX MTC to Norwalk. Through Measure M, we have funding to
close the 2.8 mi gap between the existing Norwalk station (at the interchange of 1-105 and 1-605) and the
Metrolink Norwalk/Santa Fe station. You don't need a large parking lot when you have high quality transit to
your station. This would provide a 1-seat fast ride of ~30 minutes between HSR and LAX. That would make
our system world class. Build the intermediate station at Norwalk/Santa Fe! Grace Peng, PhD Natural
Resources Director League of Women Voters of Los Angeles County
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23.32 Response to Submission 013876 (Grace Peng, League of Women Voters
of Los Angeles County, Feb 3, 2026)

23.321 0880

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 2 Alt-03: HSR Station Options, in Chapter 18,
Standard Responses.
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Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013934 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending

Record Date: 02/10/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: Kee Hong Saw

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

To Whom It May Concern, On behalf of the HOA Board representing residents located along the rail corridor
between E La Palma Avenue and E Sycamore Street, we submit this formal comment regarding the LA-A
Project Section Draft EIR/EIS. We are deeply concerned that increased rail activity, construction traffic, and
long-term vibration will pose a significant risk to existing residential foundations and structural integrity in our
neighborhood. The Draft EIR/EIS does not adequately analyze or mitigate vibration-related impacts to nearby
homes, including potential settlement, cracking, and long-term structural damage. We strongly request that
the Final EIR/EIS include site-specific vibration and structural impact studies for this section of the corridor,
enforceable mitigation measures, ongoing monitoring, and clear responsibility for any resulting damage.
Protecting existing residential communities must be a priority as this project moves forward. Sincerely, Board
of Directors Arroyo Townhomes Owners Association Sent from my iPhone
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23.33 Response to Submission 013934 (Kee Hong Saw, Arroyo Townhomes
Owners Association, Feb 10, 2026)

23.331 1814

Vibration damage criteria are included in Table 3.4-8 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and potential structural damage effects from vibration
are discussed under Impact N&V-2 in Section 3.4.6.3, Project Impacts.

For residences along the rail corridor between E La Palma Avenue and E Sycamore Street, there
would be the potential for vibration damage to residential buildings from at-grade rail construction
activities, including the use of excavation equipment, which could affect Category IIl (honengineered
timber and masonry) buildings at distances of up to 15 feet as indicated in Table 3.4-14 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Because there are no residences in this section of the corridor that would be within that
distance from construction, vibration damage impacts from project construction are not anticipated.
Similarly, no vibration damage impacts are anticipated from short-term exposure to vibration from
construction traffic or from long-term exposure to high-speed rail train operations, which would
generate ground-borne vibration levels below damage thresholds at residences along the corridor.

The California High-Speed Rail Authority would implement N&V-MM#4 (Implement Operational
Vibration Mitigation Measures) to address potential vibration impacts during operation. These could
include measures such as vehicle suspension alterations, special track support systems, building
modifications, and buffer zones.

Site-specific construction vibration analysis will be carried out during project design when detailed
construction plans are available and appropriate actions will be incorporated during construction as
needed. To minimize the effects of construction-related vibration on sensitive receptors, the Authority
would implement N&V-MM#2 (Construction Vibration Mitigation Measures). This mitigation measure
requires preparation of vibration technical memoranda by the contractor prior to impact pile driving
within 80 feet of buildings, use of alternative construction methods where feasible, preconstruction
condition surveys, and vibration monitoring where sensitive receptors are present. In addition, the
contractor will arrange for the repair/restoration of damaged buildings to pre-impact condition or will
pay compensation to the property owner. After implementation of N&V-MM#2, the impact under the
California Environmental Quality Act related to temporary exposure of sensitive receptors to vibration
during construction would be less than significant.
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City of Burlingame is in up in the Bay Area. They
knew years ago that they needed a great separation.
And they have like the number one risky crossing in
the state. 1It's going to cost them billions of
dollars to fix this thing when they could have done it
for hundreds of millions.

That's all.

MS. LABRADO: Thank you.

Next up we have Craig Preston, followed
by Miguel Gaston. I apologize if I got your last name
wrong.

MR. PRESTON: Hello, I'm Craig Preston.
I live in Costa Mesa; I work in Anaheim. I live right
near the tracks and so see the trains coming by all

the time, but glad to see this proposal moving

forward.

Thank you for the last speakers
mentioning about "gateways." That's a new term for me
to even to learn about that. And I used to live in

Anaheim near one of those gateways that honked every

time. And I remember the neighbors say, "You'll get
used to it." I never got used to it. But now they've
built a way over it and how -- what a relief. So I

think we'll benefit in many different ways.

So thank you for your presentation

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@veritext.com 866-299-5127
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educating us, taking the time to do this so that we
can have a voice and be involved with this. Also,
thank you for having ASL here. My brother's deaf, and
I'm glad my brother would be able to benefit and be
part of this, so beneficial there.

I'm a climate change advocate. I
volunteer with a group called "Citizens' Climate
Lobby." So we're pushing to lower emissions and
remove carbon. We've gotten to the point where we're
burning so much we need to take it out of the air now,

and so it's going to be really costly.

So there's a saying, "an ounce of
prevention is better than a pound of cure." And so
thank you. Even though this will be expensive, it's

going to be a whole lot less expensive than the curing
the problems of carbon pollution in our atmosphere.
And so thank you that it was mentioned in the
presentation about climate change and that this is
something that we are doing to address that, not only
with CO2 but with other gases. And I'm glad that was
mentioned.

Just in terms of short-term versus
long-term impact, I think we as a people tend to think
short term. "What's my next paycheck?" But I'm glad

we're considering. At one point there was a child

Veritext Legal Solutions
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crying in the audience, and I thought that child is
the one that's probably going to benefit the most from
this thing. And right now I recruit people to go to
Sacramento often, so we'd have a voice in Sacramento.
I'm looking forward to now having a much easier time
to get them to go to Sacramento with me because right
now it's pretty hard to get them up there.

A thought is just to educate us about
other places that have done something similar. I
think Japan and there's just other places. This
gentleman mentioned the northeast. It's just nice to
know that we're not doing this fresh. We have other
people that have been successful. I would say we're
doing it late, and -- but better -- sooner the better.
And I look forward to using it myself and having more
of a voice in Sacramento as we get people up there.
So thank you for both having a short-term and a long-
term perspective.

MS. LABRADO: Thank you.

Okay, we have Miguel, who's up next,
followed by Adrian Stephen.

MR. GASTON: Hello, my name is Miguel.
I live in the Fullerton area, and I try to use the
Fullerton Station as much as I can to commute to LA.

I really appreciate what you guys are

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@veritext.com 866-299-5127
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23.34 Response to Submission 013947 (Craig Preston, Citizens’ Climate
Lobby Orange County, Feb 11, 2026)

23.341 1671

The California High-Speed Rail Authority acknowledges the commenter’s appreciation for the public
outreach done for this project, and the reduced greenhouse gas emissions as part of the project’s
operations. This comment does not address the sufficiency of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement, nor does it suggest edits to the document; accordingly, no
change has been made to the document in response to this comment.

23.34.2 1672

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

California High-Speed Rail Authority October 2026

Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section Final EIR/EIS Page | 23-63



Los Angeles to Anaheim - RECORD #013960 DETAIL

Status: Action Pending

Record Date: 02/11/2026

Interest As: Business and/or Organization
Full Name: James Placek

Stakeholder Comments/Issues:

[Please refer to the attached transcript for the demarcation of oral comments delivered by this
submitter during the public hearing.]
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MR. PLACEK: My comment is on the Santa
Fe Springs Station. The station that is proposed is
going right down the middle of a dump. And the cost
of this station is going to be prohibitive, maybe two,
three times the original cost that if it was built on
standard ground.

The track could be realigned, going
parallel or along the edge of the dump. And a
platform could be installed at a much lesser cost and
serve the purpose of what you're trying to -- to come
up with.

The Rail Authority needs the money
savings that this would generate. And I would
strongly suggest that you look into doing the
realignment closer to the main line of the existing
tracks. The -- if you -- if you don't need this
station, you've got Fullerton, which is eight and a
half miles away; and you could do away with the
station and the platform altogether.

If you have any comments or you want
any additional information, give me a call or write to
our company at 12771 East Imperial Highway. Our phone
number is area code (562) 944-7985. You can either

ask for Jim Placek or Sergio Varela.

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@veritext.com 866-299-5127
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Okay. I hope --

MS. LABRADO: Okay. The time is 6:30,
and we're going to open our public hearing. Before we
go to our speaker cards, we're going to ask our panel
to introduce themselves tonight to you.

MS. DICAMILLO: Good evening. Thank
you for staying for the hearing. My name is LaDonna
DiCamillo. I'm regional director for the California
High-Speed Rail Authority.

MR. BONSTEAD: Hey all, I'm Tyler
Bonstead. I'm the project manager for the consultant
team preparing the engineering and environmental for
the Authority.

MR. CHANNELL: Josh Channell. I'm the
environmental manager for the consultant team.

MR. ROTHENBERG: Scott Rothenberg. I'm
the environmental program manager for the high-speed
rail on this project section.

MS. WU MORRI: All right. This
microphone likes me better. Minming Wu Morri,
environmental counsel at High-Speed Rail.

MS. LABRADO: Okay, just a quick
reminder. You've heard this before, but to provide
public comment tonight, we ask that you fill out a

speaker card and we'll call you up. What I will do is

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@veritext.com 866-299-5127
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23.35 Response to Submission 013960 (James Placek, J. A. Placek
Construction, Feb 11, 2026)

23.35.1 2324

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-03: Funding and Project Costs, in
Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

The commenter asserts that the project would be built on a landfill in the vicinity of the Norwalk/Santa
Fe Springs Metrolink Station. Potential environmental concern (PEC) sites are discussed in Section
3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Section 3.10.5.9, Landfills, describes the PEC sites in the
vicinity of the Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs Metrolink Station, which is one of the locations considered
for the high-speed rail station option. There is one active PEC site, Neville Chemical Corporation, that
is on the Cortese List in the vicinity of the station area, but there are no listed landfills or dumps in the
vicinity of this station area in any relevant databases. The California High-Speed Rail Authority
conducted supplemental outreach efforts in spring 2026 to obtain additional information from the
commenter regarding the referenced landfill. However, no additional insight has been provided to
date. Nevertheless, Section 3.10.5.9 acknowledges that there is potential for the presence of
unpermitted historical landfills or otherwise inactive landfills in the vicinity of the project alignment,
and Impact HMW-3 states that not all hazardous materials contamination is known and mapped. The
project includes multiple impact avoidance and minimization features to minimize potential impacts
related to release of hazardous materials from both known and unknown sites of concern, including
HMW-IAMF#1, Property Acquisition Phase | and Phase Il Environmental Site Assessments,
Additional Preconstruction Investigations, and Associated Actions to Control Site Contamination;
HMW-IAMF#3, Work and Vapor Barriers; HMW-IAMF#4, Known, Suspected, and Unanticipated
Environmental Contamination; HMW-IAMF#6, Spill Prevention; HMW-IAMF#9, Environmental
Management System; and GEO-IAMF#3, Gas Monitoring. No revisions have been made to the Draft
EIR/EIS in response to this comment.

Costs of the project are summarized in Chapter 6, Project Costs and Operations, of the Draft
EIR/EIS, including the estimated capital, operations, and maintenance costs for each build alternative
and design option, including funding and financial risk.

23.35.2 2325

The commenter states that the tracks should be realigned closer to the existing tracks near the
Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs Metrolink Station. Because of the existing corridor's geometry, shifting the
tracks closer to the existing corridor would not be possible. The existing Metrolink platforms are in an
area where the corridor curves, and any new platforms would need to be on a straight section of
track, which would be challenging to implement along the existing curved corridor. The tracks would
also transition from the western side to the eastern side to avoid impacts on the BNSF Railway freight
yards farther south along the corridor. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR/EIS in response
to this comment.

October 2026 California High-Speed Rail Authority
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scan the QR code. We can flash the the previous slide
for a bit so folks can access the QR code. That would
be great. Thank you. So we will leave this up for a
bit, and we will check for raised hands.

All right. Looks like we have another
raised hand. Okay. Don Paul, this is -- you're up
next. You should be able to unmute yourself now.

MR. PAUL: Yes. My name is Don Paul.
I'm a commercial real estate broker and investor
owning property on the Anaheim corridor, specifically
between Ball Road and Cerritos. Can you hear me okay?

MS. HERNANDEZ: Yes, Don, we can hear
you.

MR. PAUL: Okay, great. So the issue
in that particular corridor is the city of Anaheim has
a homeless shelter there that services a lot of
transient people. Okay, great. The problem is
they're using the rail corridor as their access to the
surrounding neighborhoods, including the industrial
neighborhood along Allec Street, A-L-L-E-C Street,
that has a large amount of frontage in the backyard
areas to the current railway.

The issue is that it's been a game of
Whac-A-Mole trying to get the people for -- the -- the

transient homeless people who are basically stealing

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@veritext.com 866-299-5127
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copper wire, breaking into buildings, camping out in
front of, you know, businesses, doorsteps, and so on,
to get them to stop doing that. So we've, you know,
made defenses higher. They simply cut through them.

And what we propose is that the high-
speed rail and/or the railway in combination with the
freight rail that goes through there and the local
commuter rail come along and come up with a solution
to keep the people off the tracks, the homeless people
off the tracks, the criminals off the tracks, and the
criminals out of the neighborhoods that are all along
the tracks.

We can't seem to figure it out. We've

changed lighting, we've added security cameras, and it

doesn't make any difference. They've come in through
the roof. They've come in through the -- the
doorways. They've, again, stolen significant dollars

worth of electrical wiring outside the buildings,
disabling the businesses for a day or two while they
have to get their compressors rewired.

So we expect this situation to be
improved, and it is absolutely a consequence of having
the rail, and having more rail is just going to cause
even more problems. And sooner or later, somebody's

going to get hurt. I yield.

Veritext Legal Solutions
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MS. HERNANDEZ: Thank you, Don, for
your comment.

All right. Up next we have Gary.

Gary, please provide your first name and last name and
your comment.

MR. ULWELLING: Hi. Can you hear me?

MS. HERNANDEZ: Yes, we can hear you,
Gary.

MR. ULWELLING: Hello. My name is Gary
Ulwelling. I want to voice my approval of this
project. Let's get it done. I yield the rest of my
time.

MS. HERNANDEZ: Thank you, Gary, for
your comment.

All right. I do not see any other
folks in the queue. Reminder, we will be open today
until 7 p.m. If you're interested in providing a
verbal comment tonight, please use the "Raise Hand"
feature in Zoom, and we will call in the order that we
see the -- the raise -- the hands being raised.

We also have the option of providing a
written comment by following the link that you see on
screen right now for the online comment form. If
you're interested in providing -- virtual connectivity

interruption -- comments -- virtual connectivity

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@veritext.com 866-299-5127
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1 Don, you're up next. Please go ahead,
2 Don, and provide your first name, last name, and
3 provide your comment.

4 MR. PAUL: Yes. Don Paul, property
5 owner 1332 South Allec, A-L-L-E-C, Street in Anaheim,
6 92805. Thank you very much for providing the ArcGIS
7 World Geocoding Service map, which shows the affected
8 areas. It's showing our property is partially
9 affected parcel, partial acquisition or permanent
10 easement.
11 And it appears that part of our
12 property 1is going to become -- is going to be -- I
13 guess we're going to move the fence and make our
14 parking and yard area and usable area behind our
15 industrial building smaller. How do we determine what
16 that means? I yield for your answer.
17 MS. HERNANDEZ: Thank you, Don, for
18 your comments. A reminder. Today, we're -- it's a
19 listening session, and panel members will not respond
20 to comments during this segment. But if you have any
21 questions, we welcome you to email the -- the project
2.2 website. So we will share that on screen right now so
23 you have access to that, and we can help you get you
24 the information that you need in order to formulate
25 your comment.

Veritext Legal Solutions
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23.36 Response to Submission 013972 (Don Paul, Beta Allec Two LLC, Feb 11,
2026)

23.36.1 1921

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) acknowledges the commenter’s concern
regarding existing trespassing activity and security conditions along the rail corridor. Section 3.11,
Safety and Security, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) evaluates potential safety and security issues associated with construction and operation of the
proposed project, including unauthorized access to rail facilities.

Section 3.11 identifies Impact SS-16, which addresses potential security risks associated with project
facilities and operations. As discussed in this section, the project would be designed as a generally
access-controlled system, and the Authority requires preparation and implementation of a Safety and
Security Management Plan (SS-IAMF#2, Safety and Security Management Plan) to specify how
applicable requirements, plans, programs, and design guidelines would be considered to protect
safety and security.

During final design, the Authority would conduct threat and vulnerability assessments, the results of
which would inform the development of a System Security Plan and a Security and Emergency
Preparedness Plan prior to operations, consistent with federal and state requirements.

It should be noted that Impact SS-16 in Section 3.11.6.3, Project Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS has
been revised to correct a typographical error, clarifying that a threat and vulnerability assessment
would be performed as part of SS-IAMF#3 and not SS-IAMF#2. Refer to Section 16.5.11, Section
3.11: Safety and Security, in Chapter 16, Corrections and Additions to the Draft Report, of the Final
EIR/EIS for this revision.

23.36.2 1922

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Section 3.12 SOCIO-01: Relocations, Right-of-Way
Process, Eminent Domain, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

For Assessor’s Parcel Number 082-140-31 (1332 S Allec Street), the project would require the
permanent acquisition of approximately 2,242 square feet of a 23,035-square-foot parcel, located
along the eastern edge of the property; refer to Volume 3.1, Part 2, sheet RW-M1617 of the Draft
EIR/EIS for details on the proposed partial acquisition. The affected area consists primarily of a
surface parking lot and enough of the surface lot would remain available for continued use by the
businesses on the site. Detailed site-specific design, including final parking configuration and
circulation, would be evaluated during subsequent project phases. The Authority has determined at
this time that a full acquisition is not needed, but would support any displaced business owners with
relocation assistance. As described in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics and Communities, of the Draft
EIR/EIS, the Authority would incorporate SOCIO-IAMF#3, Relocation Implementation Plan, to provide
relocated business owners with individualized relocation assistance with the objective of minimizing
the permanent closure of businesses and the economic disruptions to displaced businesses, and will
provide regulatory compliance assistance to businesses that require complex permitting to relocate.
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to the south of the existing bridge at Lewis there,
and that would be used to store high speed trains
servicing the Anaheim Station. Lewis Street would
return to its existing configuration just south of
Ball Road.

MS. HERNANDEZ: Thank you, Tyler.
Let's break here. It looks like we have a few folks
in the queue.

All right. Eli Lipmen, you're up next.
Please provide your first name, last name, and you can
proceed with your comment. And panel members, please,
you can go back on camera. Thank you.

MR. LIPMEN: Yeah. Can you hear me?

MS. HERNANDEZ: Yes, we can hear you.

MR. LIPMEN: Hi. My name is Eli
Lipmen, representing Move LA and Move California. We
are very excited about the opportunity to get High-
Speed Rail in Southern California and excited that
this will be the final EIR to be approved for the
transportation system for our High-Speed Rail system.

So we're looking forward to its
approval and support its approval and -- and eventual
funding so that we can start to get under
construction, create good-paying jobs, union jobs here

in Southern California, and -- and really create
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robust public transportation that can access to our
existing transit system,whichwe help to fundwith
Measure R and Measure M.

Like to see more of the high-speed rail
funding go towards projects like this. And yeah.
We -- we're excited. We -- we want to support moving

it forward. We're big supporters of the Link US

project. Glad to see that part of the conversation
here and the -- and the proposal.
You know, I -- I think -- so we want to

see that accelerated, obviously, so we're looking

forward to you approving this so that the funding for

that project can also be provided. I think we
definitely are very interested in seeing and -- and
citing a station in Pico Rivera. We think not only is

it a hub for manufacturing and industry, but it also
serves a lot more communities than I think some of the
other options that have been proposed. So we'd love
to see a station at Pico Rivera.

And then, you know, I think there's
some concern about the level of construction being
done in the Orange County section, considering that it
really won't be High-Speed Rail between the two final
stations and ending at the ARTIC station.

So I think there's a need to either

Veritext Legal Solutions
Calendar-CA@yveritext.com 866-299-5127
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EEZQ 1 identify ways to make it constructed in a way so that
2 you can get high-speed speeds between -- between the
3 Orange County stations or engineer it in a way where
4 it -- it just doesn't -- it doesn't feel really
5 necessary to have a high-speed alignment if you're not
6 going to achieve those speeds due to, you know,

7 freight conflicts, due to curves, due to other

8 factors.

9 So I -- I think it's really important
10 to consider that when we're thinking about what kind
11 of service people are going to want to see and what
12 options they're going to use and utilize if it just
12 goes at the speed of, say, a Metrolink service train.
14 That's -- that's my comment. Thank you very much.

15 MS. HERNANDEZ: Thank you, Eli, for

16 your comment.

17 All right. TIf you are interested in
18 participating in today's public hearing, please raise
19 your hand using the Zoom function and we will call on
20 your name.

21 All right. While we wait, I think we
22 can go back to the MeetHSRSoCal site and go over some
23 of the remaining visual simulation videos. All right.

24 Thanks, Taylor. I think we can proceed with the grade

25 separation at State College Boulevard.

Veritext Legal Solutions
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23 Responses to Comments from Businesses and Organizations Sgh~s£Qa| Authority

23.37 Response to Submission 013974 (Eli Lipmen, Move LA and Move
California, Feb 11, 2026)

23.371 1924

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-04: General Opinions, Opposition, or
Support, in Chapter 18, Standard Responses.

23.37.2 1925

Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-GENERAL-02: Consideration of Plans and Projects, in
Chapter 18.

23.37.3 1926
Refer to Standard Response LAA-Response-Chapter 1 P&N-01: Project Benefits, in Chapter 18.
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