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EJ ENHANCEMENTS PLANNING PROCESS
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EJ ENHANCEMENTS EVALUATION
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Definition of Enhancement
[oLUw.guWn! identifying pou-nhal -mplovrmrnls for existing communities with envilonmcnul

justice popubhom wo help resove dnpmpmhon.ﬂr high and adverse effects to minority and low

income population, cnhanu‘mcn!\ are defined 2% follows:

“Any upqu}du’lq of an existing mmmun.f y foc ility, structure, function or oction, or addition of
a focility, structure, ,’ur\'hon or oction thot is mode solely for the penefit of the focal

(.Jm'vwmfy‘ including an increase in the capooity, copability, r{{u»enrv durgtion, funct on, of

action over existing conditions [r‘h\m:emrn!\ do not inciude the following o'upuwd

\ elements of the HSR project; feasible mitigation to oddress significont adverse rw.-uunmer’w'

\ effects o3 defined in the project EIR/ELS; m:orurrmfn!\ mandated by existing locol, state, oF

!ed(!cl maondotes, or m\p’u.vmrnh fully funded by deds'u!rd existing ,‘und.m; sources. o

Evaluation and Selection Criteria

[nh.m(emcnh that can be wppol(rd andjor implemcnlrd by the Authority were cn'.llu.\'.td and
selected pased on meeting the critena described pelow. For each cnh.\mrmcnl_ asscoreond sealeof 1
10 was assigned for the ~peneficial intensity” category and a scale of 1-15 for the other criteria, Scores
for exh polrmul rnhamemcnl are included within each cnh.amcmenl profile

1 peneficial - Intensity Enhancements must benefit substantial penefitto minority and |ow-income
l pcoulncns within communities in a census distrct defined a8 containing low-income or minority
ponula'.»cm greater than the reference (ommun-&y (nh.\nccmenh -,hcu\d improve (ummum!-’

coheuon, dentity, fvabibty, economic of cduuhun;l uppmlunmn. health, and safety.

2 mﬁchl ~ Relative Number of m.m-ms [nhamement-, should benefit 3 high proportion of
the rotal paau\.\bon thatis gccguuhnu‘.lv pronmnlc to the grapowd |morawmcr\h

\ 3 practicable - The cnh.\memcnh must be plx!\ub\r, which & defined a3 feasible considering
lrchnlu\ feasibility, \cgn!:al'casnbddv and lmalcmcnuhon, and lm.mu.al't;nbdvlv.
a. Regarding rechnical feasibility, the proposed enhancement must be rechnicaly feasible
1 pased on available rechnology and common industry practices lh-s:‘No\
b. Regarding logntical feasibiity and mgl:mcnuhon, the rnh.\n(emrnls can be nmp\rmcr\lcd
through the Authority's construction wnu.ﬂ.((s) ot through other means in p.\llnclshnp




RATING GUIDE

Benefit Intensity

Relative number of

High

(10 for Benefit Intensity; 15 for

other criteria)

Benefits most of the people most
affected by project; provides long-
term local tangible benefit.

More beneficiaries.

Medium

(6 for Benefit Intensity; 10 for

other criteria)

Benefits some but not all of people most

affected; yet also some unaffected
people; moderate tangible benefit.

Average amount of beneficiaries.

Low
(3 for Benefit Intensity; 5 for
other criteria)

Not targeted to most affected
people; minor and/or short-term
and or less tangible benefit.

Less beneficiaries.

Notes
(1 to 100 scale overall

Benefit is 25% of score)

“People” defined as minority
and/or low-income populations
proximate to project corridor.

Relative to other

beneficiaries enhancements.

Practicable No technical, logistical or financial

hurdles.

Some technical, logistical or financial
hurdles, but unlikely to be major
obstacles to implementation.

Technical, logistical or financial
hurdles likely to be difficult to
overcome.

Evaluating ability to actually
implement enhancement.

Defined Project Fully defined details Concept understood; details to define Key aspects yet to be defined Evaluating level of definition.

Satisfy Authority
Obligations

Related to HSR project effects
overall; consistent with Authority’s
mission; no undue precedents or
collateral hardships.

Partially related to HSR project effects
overall; somewhat consistent with
Authority’s mission.

Less or unrelated to HSR project
effects overall; inconsistent with
Authority’s mission; and/or
establish undesirable precedents or
cause collateral hardships.

Defined Roles and
Responsibilities

Roles somewhat defined; some
implementation roles to be defined

Authority and partner roles defined. Key roles undefined. Roles: funding,

implementation, maintenance.

Evidence of
Agreement

Partner agreement; high priority for
partner agency or community.

Partner tentative agreement; community
support but may not highest priority.

Partner does not support; lower
priority for community.

To Be Evaluated for the Full Suite of Proposed Enhancements by Community

Proportionate Proportionate to the extent or

intensity of unresolved effects

Somewhat greater or lesser than extent
or intensity of unresolved effects, but
within rough general range.

Much greater or lesser than the
extent or intensity of unresolved
effects

Unresolved effects to minority
and/or low-income populations
along project corridor.
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EJ ENHANCEMENTS PROFILE OVERVIEW




FEEDBACK AND DISCUSSION




FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE

1. What is your feedback about the descriptions of different enhancements?

What do you think of the preliminary scoring of individual enhancements?

Are there any enhancements your agency is not interested in advancing? And if so, why?
What grant opportunities (local, state, federal) could be leveraged to assist with funding?
What are the possible cost-sharing opportunities between the Authority and your agency?

Do you have concerns with implementation of particular enhancements? If so, what are they?

N o o &~ b

Do you have feedback about potentially funding larger cost enhancements versus a broader range of

lower coast enhancements?
8. Of the enhancements, which are your top priorities and why?
9. What additional information would you like to be considered?
10. Other comments?
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NEXT STEPS




NEXT STEPS

« Submit additional feedback by August 3"

« Community Partner workshops on Draft Enhancement Report (Fall 2020)
* Final Enhancements Report (Spring 2021)

* Meeting follow-up
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Headquarters

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 620
Sacramento, CA 95814
www.hsr.ca.gov
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Environmental Justice Outreach Team
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Kai Walcott (

Abby Fullem (
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