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Appendix O Response to Comments 

The responses to the comments received on the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP) Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are 

organized as follows. The comments and responses are grouped by type of 

commenter. The types of commenters are: 

 Federal Government Agencies 

 State Government Agencies 

 Regional Government Agencies and Organizations 

 Local Government Agencies and Organizations 

 Members of the Public 

The comments and responses within each group are presented in a section, and the 

sections are consecutive according to the list above. Tables O-1 through O-5 identify 

each of the groups and the commenters in that group. Each comment is given a 

unique identifier for the commenter, followed by a serial number for each comment 

made by the commenter.  

A total of 56 comments were received on the Draft EIR/EIS. These comments were 

received via mail, e-mail, and at public hearings. Of the 56 comments received, 

2 comments were taken by the court reporter during the public hearings. Note that 

some people submitted multiple letters and/or multiple copies of the same letter, 

which were compiled as a singular comment. Comments received on the Draft 

EIR/EIS during the public review period and at the public hearings consist of the 

following topics: 

 Project Design Modifications; 

 Air Quality; 

 Visual; 

 Noise; 

 Traffic; 

 Environmental Justice; 

 Pedestrian and Bicycle Access; 

 Tolls/Express Lanes; 

 Quality of Life and Community Cohesion; and 

 Other Health Risks. 



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

O-2 I-10 Corridor Project 

Comments received during the public review period are summarized below and 

documented in detail in each chapter of this Appendix O. 

Type of Comment Number Received 

Comments from federal agencies 4 

Comments from state agencies 2 

Comments from regional agencies and organizations 3 

Comments from local agencies and organizations 9 

Comments from the general public 38 

 

Of the 56 comments received, 3 comments expressed opposition to Alternative 2 and 

15 comments expressed opposition to Alternative 3 (including a petition with 37 

signatures). Comments expressing opposition primarily focused on the issues related 

to tolling and environmental impacts. All remaining comments either expressed 

support for the project or presented comments/concerns that were generally neutral 

towards any particular project alternative. Comments received from federal, state, 

regional, and local agencies did not provide explicit opposition to any specific 

alternative and were considered neutral. 

7.1 Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies 

This section provides comments received from federal agencies on the Draft EIR/EIS. 

While Notices of Availability (NOA) were sent to all federal agencies listed below, 

only a few comment letters were received back from federal agencies on the Draft 

EIR/EIS: 

 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

 United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX (EPA) 

 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

 United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service 

 United States Department of the Interior (DOI) 

A total of four comment letters were received, as summarized in Table O-1. 
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Table O-1  Summary of Comments Received from Federal Agencies 

Comment 
Code 

Agency 
Commenter 

Name 
Date 

Received 
Comment Topic 

Page 
Number 

F-1 
National Park 
Service (NPS) 

Jill Jensen 5/5/2016 

NPS concerned that the 
Old Spanish National 
Historic Trail is not 
mentioned in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Requests to be 
contacted to analyze this 
resource.  

O-4 

F-2 
United States 
Department of 

the Interior 

Patricia 
Sanderson 

Port 
6/13/2016 

DOI provided comments 
relating to potential effects 
to federally listed species 
and natural communities, 
as well as general 
clarification comments. 
Additional information is 
requested to be included in 
the environmental 
document. 

O-6 

F-3 

United States 
Environmental 

Protection 
Agency, 

Region IX 

Connell 
Dunning 

6/13/2016 

EPA rated the project as 
EC-2, Environmental 
Concerns, Insufficient 
Information. Concerns 
include traffic, air quality, 
conformity, health effects, 
environmental justice, 
acquisition, noise, and 
climate change. EPA 
provided recommendations 
on the Final EIS to include 
analysis of diverted truck 
trips, carbon monoxide 
(CO) hot-spot analysis, 
Health Risk Assessment, 
environmental justice 
analysis, and noise 
assessment.  

O-24 

F-4 
United States 
Department of 

the Interior 

Patricia 
Sanderson 

Port 
6/29/2016 

DOI, on behalf of NPS, 
provided comments 
regarding the lack of 
recognition of the Old 
Spanish National Historic 
Trail in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

O-44 

 

  



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

O-4 I-10 Corridor Project 

Comment F-1 

  

F-1-1 
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Response to Comment F-1 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

F-1-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has received a comment 
regarding the Old Spanish National Historic Trail (OSNHT) from the United States 
Department of the Interior (DOI) (Comment F-4) and two comments from the Old 
Spanish Trail Association (LA-1 and LA-4). Caltrans recognizes that the OSNHT is a 
valuable historic cultural resource. 

During National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 studies for the 
undertaking, Caltrans conducted prefield literature and record searches, consulted with 
local historical and historic preservation societies, performed a cultural resource survey 
of the Area of Potential Effects (APE), and conducted National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) and California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) evaluations of 
potentially significant Historic Properties. The OSNHT did not appear in the results of our 
literature and record search.  

Due to the number of comments received regarding the OSNHT, Caltrans conducted 
additional analyses of the literature and record searches originally conducted for the 
project, and reviewed information provided in the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
and National Park Service (NPS) OSNHT Comprehensive Administrative Strategy (CAS) 
(2016) to determine whether the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP) would impact the 
OSNHT. The routing of the historic OSNHT crosses the APE in two locations: in Colton 
near the intersection of I-10/Interstate 315 (I-215), and near the Los Angeles/San 
Bernardino (LA/SB) county line in the cities of Pomona, Claremont, Upland, and 
Montclair; however, the OSNHT did not come up in the San Bernardino Archaeological 
Information Center (SBAIC) record search conducted for the project in the vicinity of the 
APE as a previously recorded cultural resource. The area where the OSNHT crosses the 
APE has been extensively developed over the past 50+ years, and given the existence 
of a continually developed transportation corridor consisting of I-10 and the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) along the route, no physical manifestation of the historic trail nor its 
historic landscape remain within or in proximity to the APE. Based on this research, it 
appears that there are no cultural resources or historic properties associated with either 
the original 2002 or the revised CAS routing of the OSNHT within the APE for the 
project. 
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Comment F-2 
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F-2-1 
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F-2-1 

F-2-2 

F-2-3 
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F-2-4 

F-2-5 

F-2-6 
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F-2-7 

F-2-8 

F-2-9 

F-2-10 

F-2-11 

F-2-12 
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F-2-13 

F-2-14 

F-2-15 

F-2-16 

F-2-17 

F-2-18 

F-2-19 

F-2-20 
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F-2-20 

F-2-21 

F-2-22 
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Response to Comment F-2 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

F-2-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) agrees with the potential listed 
species known within the project area. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3 as the 
Preferred Alternative, and the discussion below assumes potential biological impacts for 
this alternative.  

Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly (DSF) 

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) Section 7 states that “Interagency 
Cooperation, as defined in Section 7 of FESA, requires all Federal agencies to consult 
with the Service(s) if the Federal agency (and Caltrans under National Environmental 
Policy Act [NEPA] delegation) determines that any action it funds, authorizes, or carries 
out may affect a listed species or its designated critical habitat.” A previously issued 
Biological Opinion (BO) by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the 
Interstate 10 Corridor Interchange Improvement Projects (FWS-SB-4339.5, April 2006) 
has been reinitiated to address potential effects to DSF. The BO Amendment (FWS-SB-
08B0369-17F0669) was issued by USFWS in April 2017 and indicated that the proposed 
project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of DSF.  

Direct Effects to DSF  

Habitat assessments were completed in 2009 and 2014 that identified suitable habitat for 
DSF, as illustrated in Figure 4-2 in the Natural Environment Study (NES). DSF presence/ 
absence surveys have been conducted for two consecutive survey seasons in 2015 and 
2016 in areas identified by the habitat assessment as potentially suitable habitat. DSF 
surveys were conducted per USFWS General Survey Guidelines for DSF between the 
months of July and September. In addition to presence/absence surveys, the DSF 
surveys also conducted another habitat assessment focusing on specific impact areas 
related to the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP). 

The results of DSF surveys indicated that habitat conditions for DSF ranged widely, 
mainly from Unsuitable/Very Low Quality to Moderate Quality potential habitat for DSF. 

Several areas with historic DSF soils have been previously impacted by development 
and are currently unsuitable for DSF. Close proximity to constant and active freeway 
traffic, and the narrow linear distributions of habitat patches, substantially diminish 
prospects of habitat use and suitability for DSF on many portions of the study area. All 
freeway median areas were found to consist of solid, road base material, graded, and so 
compacted as to be clearly rated as Unsuitable for DSF and not appropriate for survey. 
The I-10 CP’s potential impact to DSF habitat consists of highly disturbed areas 
immediately adjacent to the freeway. The only location observed to contain Moderate to 
High Quality Habitat for DSF within the project’s impact area is at the general area of the 
I-10/Pepper Avenue interchange.  

Based on the presence/absence surveys conducted at this location, DSF was found to 
be absent during the 2015 survey period. A second DSF presence/absence survey was 
conducted in 2016, which resulted in two observations of DSF. DSF was observed at the 
southeast corner of the I-10/Pepper Avenue interchange on two occasions: July 17 and 
August 22, 2016. Both DSF observations were immediately reported to USFWS. 
Proposed improvements at this interchange area include construction of additional lanes 
at the eastbound (EB) on-ramp and westbound (WB) off-ramp locations, which would 
result in disturbance of the existing edge of shoulder to the Caltrans right-of-way (ROW) 
line. A retaining wall would be constructed at the southeast corner of the I-10/Pepper 
Avenue interchange in conjunction with the EB on-ramp improvements. The area where 
the DSF was observed in the July 2016 DSF surveys will be temporarily and 
permanently impacted with construction of the retaining wall and widening of the EB on-
ramp.  

Similar types of impacts related to the freeway widening and interchange improvements 
are anticipated at potential suitable habitat locations along the I-10 corridor and at the 
following interchange locations: Haven Avenue, Milliken Avenue, and Interstate 15 (I-15). 
These areas are considered potential habitat because DSF habitat soils are present at 
these locations, but the quality of the habitat is rated Unsuitable/Very Low Quality to 
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Moderate Quality. The Moderate Quality habitat consists of a small area at the WB 
I-10/Milliken Avenue interchange ramp location. Other than the I-10/Pepper Avenue 
interchange area (Moderate to High Quality Habitat) and I-10/Milliken Avenue 
interchange area (Moderate), all other potential suitable habitat locations that would be 
impacted by the project are rated Unsuitable to Low Quality; hence, for the entire 33-
mile-long project area, only two areas of DSF habitat are considered to be at least of 
moderate quality habitat. 

Although there is potentially suitable habitat found along the project area and impacts to 
these areas are anticipated, there were no other DSF observed outside of the I-10/ 
Pepper Avenue interchange area during the habitat assessment and the focused DSF 
surveys in 2015 and 2016. In the Draft EIR/EIS, DSF habitat was classified into three 
categories: potentially suitable, potentially restorable, and unsuitable. These areas were 
considered as potential habitat because of the presence of DSF habitat soils irrespective 
of whether DSF would occupy these areas. The affected potentially suitable habitat 
locations are situated in areas where frequent disturbance by vehicles occurs (between 
the existing edge of shoulder and the Caltrans ROW line). According to studies 
conducted on DSF, adult flies are easily disturbed and agitated by any disturbance; 
passing vehicles would most likely dislodge adults from habitat along I-10, further 
reducing potential for mating success. Hence, potentially suitable habitat found along the 
I-10 CP area, regardless of the condition of the habitat, is not conducive for DSF 
occupation because of the level of surrounding disturbance along I-10. These 
interchange and shoulder areas along the I-10 corridor are often littered by roadway 
debris and routinely maintained by Caltrans, which involves vegetation clearing, other 
landscaping activities, and debris removal. Although permanent and temporary impacts 
to DSF habitat have been identified in this Final EIR/EIS, these areas are not anticipated 
to be occupied by DSF nor serve as locations that would sustain the recovery of this 
species. Hence, shoulder and interchange areas are not recoverable areas because of 
their proximity to I-10.  

Caltrans believes that there are no direct effects to DSF outside of the I-10/ Pepper 
Avenue interchange for the following reasons:  

1) DSF was found absent in two subsequent annual surveys conducted at potential 
suitable habitat areas within the I-10 CP limits. 

2) No direct impacts to DSF are associated with the potential disturbance of suitable/ 
recoverable habitat areas at the I-10 CP interchange areas (including the Pepper 
Avenue interchange), as previously determined by USFWS (2006 BO FWS-SB-
4339.5). 

3) Potentially suitable/recoverable habitat located along the shoulders on I-10 is not 
anticipated to sustain DSF because of the sensitivity of DSF to disturbance. 

As mentioned previously, the I-10/Pepper Avenue interchange area was classified to 
contain Moderate to High Quality Habitat and considered the most suitable habitat area 
for DSF that the project may potentially impact. The previously issued 2006 BO indicates 
that there are no direct impacts by any of the following interchange projects along I-10: 
Alder Avenue, Cedar Avenue, Riverside Avenue, and Pepper Avenue. Per the 2006 BO, 
“No direct impacts to suitable or recoverable DSF habitat or to individual DSF are 
anticipated in association with the construction of the interchange improvement projects.” 
Improvements at the Pepper Avenue interchange in the previously issued 2006 BO 
included bridge widening, additional left-turn lanes at the WB and EB ramp intersections, 
and widening ramps to three lanes. The scope of improvements for this interchange 
location has been reduced since the 2006 BO. The I-10 CP would add one additional 
lane at the EB on-ramp, extend the existing right-turn lane at the WB off-ramp, and other 
associated features related to widening of the freeway.  

The two DSF observations during the 2016 DSF survey season are located within 
existing Caltrans ROW, an area within the Pepper Avenue interchange that was 
previously identified in the 2006 BO as unsuitable habitat and not anticipated to result in 
direct effects to DSF if the extent of the improvements is within the existing ROW. Based 
on preliminary design plans, permanent and temporary impacts would be completely 
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within Caltrans ROW. The results of the two consecutive DSF surveys (2015 and 2016) 
did not observe DSF in any other areas of the I-10 CP limits and other areas of the 
Pepper Avenue interchange outside of the southeast quadrant; hence, only the southern 
portion of the EB on-ramp within the existing Caltrans ROW is considered occupied and 
would be impacted by the project. Based on preliminary design plans, approximately  
0.77 acre of suitable, occupied DSF habitat would be permanently impacted and 1.63 
acres would be temporarily impacted under Preferred Alternative 3. Please refer to 
Section 3.3.5 for a full discussion of potential effects to DSF. 

Indirect Effects to DSF  

As mentioned previously, only the I-10/Pepper Avenue interchange area contains 
suitable habitat, which may also result in indirect effects. DSF was found absent in other 
suitable habitat areas. Hence, evaluation of indirect effects to DSF applies to the Pepper 
Avenue interchange area. In a previous BO issued by USFWS in 2006, indirect effects to 
DSF consisted of growth-inducing and edge effects, which could increase the likelihood 
of DSF mortality by vehicle strikes. Improvements at the Pepper Avenue interchange in 
the previously issued 2006 BO included bridge widening, additional left-turn lanes at the 
WB and EB ramp intersections, and widening ramps to three lanes. The scope of 
improvements for this interchange location has been reduced since the issuance of the 
2006 BO. The I-10 CP would only add one additional lane at the EB on-ramp and WB 
off-ramp locations, retaining walls, shoulders, and restriping of the roadway. These 
improvements are not considered capacity-increasing improvements because the 
receiving lanes at Pepper Avenue would not be widened as part of the I-10 CP, which is 
reflected in the decrease of traffic north of Valley Boulevard. Based on the evaluation of 
the average daily traffic (ADT) along Pepper Avenue, the proposed I-10 CP under 
Alternative 3 is anticipated to reduce traffic along Pepper Avenue for Project Opening 
Year conditions. The estimated ADT under year 2025 shows a general decrease in ADT 
along Pepper Avenue. Along Pepper Avenue, a 2 percent decrease in traffic volumes 
north of Valley Boulevard and an 11.4 percent decrease south of the I-10 EB interchange 
are anticipated at Project Opening Year conditions. The table below compares the traffic 
volumes between the No Build Alternative and Preferred Alternative 3. 

OPENING YEAR 2025 ESTIMATED AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) 

Pepper Avenue 
Segment Location 

Alternative 1 
(No Build)  

ADT 

Alternative 3 
ADT 

Alternative 3 

% Difference % Change 

North of Valley 
Boulevard 

32,300 31,638 -662 -2.0 

South of I-10 EB 
Ramp 

5,450 4,829 -621 -11.4 

 

The project is anticipated to benefit DSF by reducing the potential of DSF versus vehicle 
conflict. The decrease in ADT along Pepper Avenue under year 2025 conditions is 
attributed to the increase in capacity on I-10 under the build alternatives. The increase in 
capacity on the mainline is anticipated to result in changes to traffic along arterial 
roadways; traffic on arterials is anticipated to shift towards I-10 due to improvements in 
traffic operations along I-10. Caltrans believes that there are no indirect effects to DSF at 
the Pepper Avenue interchange because the current proposed improvements are not 
anticipated to induce growth. A previously proposed extension of Pepper Avenue past 
Slover Avenue is no longer anticipated, which contributed to the decrease of traffic 
volumes along Pepper Avenue. 

Based on the USFWS BO Amendment, the removal of vegetation and replacement with 
impermeable surface will lead to an increase in the amount of surface runoff during 
precipitation events.  Conservation measures will be implemented within sensitive 
habitats to minimize the impact to soils by clearly delineating the boundary of 
disturbance and entry into sensitive habitat by motorized vehicles.  With the application 
of BMPs impacts from erosion and entry into adjacent habitat are expected to be 
negligible.  In addition, DSF could be indirectly affected if construction activities 
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encroached onto adjacent vacant lands that contain Delhi fine sand.  However, with 
implementation of BMPs related to personnel training regarding DSF and access 
restrictions to adjacent occupied suitable DSF habitat outside of the project area, 
potential indirect effects are expected to be avoided or negligible. 

Consultation with USFWS 

USFWS previously issued a BO to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in April 
2006 regarding potential DSF impacts by various interchange projects along the I-10 
corridor. The findings of this BO and its applicability to the I-10 CP are as follows:  

 The 2006 I-10 BO covered the interchanges of Alder, Cedar, Riverside, and Pepper 
avenues. Only the Pepper Avenue interchange would be reconstructed as part of the 
I-10 CP. 

 The BO assumed major improvements to Pepper Avenue that are no longer 
proposed. 

 The I-10/Pepper Bridge Replacement Project, coordinated with USFWS, resulted in a 
“No Effect.” Associated areas that have been graded and impacted by construction 
have been removed from the I-10 CP survey areas. 

 The BO assumed no direct impact to DSF but calculated mitigation based on 
potential indirect growth-inducing effects to existing DSF habitat within an area 
around the Pepper Avenue interchange. The current project is no longer growth-
inducing. 

 The BO concludes: “The survival and recovery of the DSF is dependent on the 
protection of occupied and restorable habitat. Occupied habitat contains individuals 
of the subspecies and associated habitat for breeding, feeding, sheltering, and/or 
habitat used for dispersal. Restorable habitat is an area that contains Delhi soils, not 
now occupied by DSF, but that could be managed to support recolonization by DSF.”  

 According to the 2006 BO: “No direct impacts to suitable or recoverable DSF habitat 
or to individual DSF are anticipated in association with the construction of the 
interchange improvement projects.” 

The 2016 DSF survey indicates presence of DSF at the Pepper Avenue interchange 
area. Caltrans has reinitiated the Section 7 consultation to document the changes to the 
I-10 Corridor Interchange projects and findings of the DSF surveys conducted for the 
project. In April 2017, USFWS issued the BO Amendment (FWS-SB-08B0369-17F0669) 
for the I-10 Corridor Project (at the Pepper Interchange) indicating that the proposed 
action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of DSF. The BO Amendment is 
provided in Appendix M of this Final EIR/EIS. Mitigation credits will be purchased at a 
specified ratio to offset permanent and temporary impacts to occupied DSF habitat. 

In addition to the BO Amendment,  Informal Section 7 consultation (FWS-SB-08B0758-
17I0449) with USFWS resulted in a finding of “May Affect, But Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect” to DSF at the shoulder areas along the I-10 freeway and at the Haven Avenue, 
Milliken Avenue, and I-15 interchanges. 

Mitigation for Potential Impacts to DSF Habitat 

Caltrans agrees with the USFWS-suggested 3:1 mitigation ratio for occupied DSF 
habitat. Based on the results of the DSF survey, approximately 0.77 acre of occupied 
DSF habitat would be permanently impacted, which would require 2.30 acres of 
mitigation credits to be purchased. Caltrans also agrees with the USFWS-proposed 1:1 
mitigation ratio for temporary impacts to occupied DSF habitat. Temporary impacts to 
occupied DSF habitat within would result in 1.63 acres, which would require 1.63 acres 
of mitigation credits. A total of 3.94 acres of mitigation credits would be required to off-set 
project-related impacts. 

Cumulative Impacts  

Following the DSF surveys and consultation with USFWS to develop appropriate 
mitigation measures, Caltrans was able to develop a more informed understanding of the 
project’s impacts to DSF habitat and subsequently developed analysis of cumulative 
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impacts to DSF habitat for inclusion in the Final EIR/EIS. The I-10 CP is not anticipated 
to cumulatively contribute to the further loss of DSF habitat. The supporting Biological 
Assessment, Interstate 10 and Alder/ Cedar/Riverside/ Pepper Avenues Interchange 
Improvement Projects, dated 2005 (Michael Brandman Associates), indicates that the 
interchanges are “improvements within the right-of-way for each existing interchanges 
and that “No additional right-of-way is required. No new impacts to DSF habitat will occur 
at these interchanges.” The 2006 BO issued for the I-10 Interchange Projects delineated 
the area around the Pepper Avenue interchange, along Caltrans ROW, as an area that 
would not result in direct effects to DSF. The I-10 CP permanent and temporary impact 
area would be entirely within Caltrans ROW; hence, the project would not cumulatively 
contribute to the loss of DSF habitat because additional ROW outside of the existing 
Caltrans would not be required to construct the project. Please refer to Section 3.6.6.6 of 
this Final EIR/EIS. There are no other known projects within the Pepper Avenue 
interchange area. 
 

F-2-2 Caltrans agrees that southern California is still in a stage of extreme drought during 
spring and summer 2016 (Palmer Drought Severity Index, 2016). Per USFWS request, 
additional surveys were conducted on June 22, 2016, and no Santa Ana River woolly-
star or spineflower plants were observed within the study corridor. Discussion in the 
appropriate sections of the Final EIR/EIS (Section 3.35) has been updated to document 
the results of the additional biological surveys conducted after circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. A map of the survey area is also provided. The maps were provided to USFWS 
along with the request for Informal Consultation on January 17, 2017.  

No suitable habitat currently exists within the Biological Study Area (BSA) for Santa Ana 
River woolly-star or slender-horned spineflower; however, there is potential for limited 
habitat to occur in the Santa Ana River and Warm Creek channels in the future due to 
seasonal and annual variability of climatic and physical conditions within the channels, 
and the potential passage of time between environmental approval and construction. To 
ensure that Santa Ana River woolly-star or slender-horned spineflower are not impacted 
during construction of the project, measures TE-2 and TE-3 will be implemented. A 
preconstruction survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist for both species during 
their respective blooming seasons within the vicinity of Warm Creek channel and the 
Santa Ana River.  

After consultation and review of USFWS geographic information survey (GIS) data and 
survey data, as well as survey results, the finding of “low potential to occur” for Santa 
Ana River woolly-star and slender-horned spineflower was determined to be adequate 
and justified. 

F-2-3 A Habitat Assessment was conducted in 2009 and 2014 within the BSA to determine 
potential suitable habitat for threatened and endangered species, including least Bell’s 
vireo (LBV). No suitable habitat was found for LBV within the project impact area at the 
Santa Ana River and Warm Creek channel.  

Per USFWS request, subsequent habitat surveys for LBV were conducted in July and 
August 2016 at the Santa Ana River and Warm Creek channel. In the immediate area of 
the I-10 CP, the surveys indicate that there was no riparian vegetation present within the 
project footprint at the Santa Ana River and no suitable LBV habitat at this location. At 
Warm Creek Channel, a layer of sediment has accumulated on the concrete-lined 
channel bottom, and a small amount of ponded water was present north of I-10. A small 
patch of southern willow scrub and mulefat located immediately north of the I-10 bridge 
was observed. Although southern willow scrub and mulefat is found at this location, 
these are isolated patches that do not exhibit preferred LBV habitat characteristics 
consisting of riverine riparian vegetation with dense stratified canopy (USFWS, Final 
Rule, 1986). This small patch of riparian vegetation is not considered suitable habitat for 
LBV, and no LBV was observed at this location. At the southern area of the I-10 bridge 
spanning over Warm Creek Channel, a larger patch of marginally suitable southern 
willow scrub habitat was observed; however, this area is outside of the I-10 CP BSA, and 
no LBV was present during the surveys. This Final EIR/EIS was updated to include the 
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additional information on LBV habitat surveys conducted. Please refer to Section 3.3.5. A 
supplemental NES was prepared to include the additional LBV studies completed in 
2016. 

Construction activities along I-10 would occur within the concrete-lined portion of the 
Santa Ana River, and work on I-215 is limited only to the southbound (SB) to WB I-10 
connector ramp. As mentioned by USFWS, multiple LBV adults and fledglings were 
observed in the eastern portion of the survey area, which is outside the BSA. The project 
is not anticipated to result in the loss of suitable LBV habitat, and avoidance and 
minimization measures TE-1 and NC-1 would be implemented to ensure that direct and 
indirect impacts to downstream LBV critical habitat would not be substantial.  

Prior to the start of construction activities, bird surveys will be conducted to ensure 
impacts to LBV and other avian species would not result in adverse effects (Measures 
AS-1 and AS-2). These minimization measures would be implemented throughout the 
duration of the construction phase for the project. If LBV is found within the project area 
during the preconstruction surveys, Caltrans will notify and consult USFWS for further 
direction. To protect potential habitat within the proximity of the project area, a qualified 
biologist will delineate environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) and supervise the 
installation of ESA fencing (Measure TE-1). 

F-2-4 The marginally suitable breeding habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher (SWFL) 
mentioned by USFWS is located at the northwest quadrant of the I-10/I-215 interchange 
(western side of the SWFL survey area) on the south side of the non-concrete-lined 
portion of the Santa Ana River; vegetation in this area, including the linear strip of black 
willow thicket, will not be removed. The extent of construction activities within the Santa 
Ana River would be immediately adjacent to the existing I-10 bridge and remain within 
the concrete-lined section of the river. Vegetation in the general area of the project is 
mostly located outside of the concrete-lined segment of the Santa Ana River.  

To further protect potential SWFL habitat within the proximity of the Santa Ana River, a 
qualified biologist will delineate ESAs and supervise the installation of ESA fencing 
(Measure TE-1). Prior to the start of construction activities, bird surveys will be 
conducted to ensure impacts to SWFL and other avian species would not result in 
adverse effects (Measures AS-1 and AS-2). To the greatest extent feasible, Caltrans will 
schedule construction activities outside the bird breeding season within this area. 

F-2-5 Caltrans recognizes the potential impacts to Santa Ana sucker (SAS) habitat 
downstream of the Santa Ana River due to siltation from project construction. The project 
will obtain a 401 Water Quality Certification, Construction General Stormwater permit 
and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB). These regulatory permits provide stringent conditions and oversight on 
construction activities within waterways. In addition, Caltrans has identified the need for 
permanent and treatment best management practices (BMPs).  

During the preliminary design phase of the project, Treatment BMPs would be assessed 
to determine their applicability to the proposed project based on identified site-specific 
pollutants, project design features, and site conditions. The applicability of all nine 
Caltrans-approved Treatment BMPs (infiltration devices, biofiltration devices, dry 
weather diversion, detention devices, gross solid removal devices, traction sand traps, 
media filters, multi-chambered treatment trains, and wet basins) would be finalized at the 
Santa Ana River during the final design phase. With the implementation of Treatment 
BMPs, Design Pollution Prevention BMPs, and Maintenance BMPs, the effects to water 
quality associated with operation of the proposed project would be minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable. Implementation of the above treatments will be enforced 
through avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures WQ-1 through WQ-6. 

Per USFWS request, a new measure has been added in the Final EIR/EIS as Measure 
TE-5 for SAS. This new measure requires the installation of silt fencing and 
implementation of WET-2 within waterways:  
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TE-5: To avoid potential downstream impacts to SAS and its habitat, silt fencing will be 

installed at construction areas adjacent to the river, and the requirements of measure 
WET-2 will be implemented prior to construction within the Santa Ana River and Warm 
Creek Channel. 

At this early stage of the project development process, the I-10 CP has limited design plans 
to determine the extent of construction in the Santa Ana River and where vegetation 
clearing activities are required. Caltrans and the San Bernardino County Transportation 
Authority (SBCTA) identified Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative and will continue 
with the development of final design plans for this alternative. As design plans for 
Preferred Alternative 3 are developed, it will become clearer where vegetation removal is 
necessary. Hence, specific ESA areas cannot be delineated at this time. As stated in 
Measure NC-1, “SBCTA’s Design Engineer will coordinate with the qualified biologist to 
delineate all ESAs within the project footprint and immediately surrounding areas in the 
project specifications. ESAs include riparian vegetation communities and Riversidean 
sage scrub (RSS) vegetation that are not identified as temporarily or permanently 
impacted in the environmental document… A qualified biologist will supervise the 
placement of ESA fencing.” 

The following language has been added to Section 3.3.1 of the Final EIR/EIS to more 
clearly define ESAs: 

“Within the BSA, ESAs will be designated to include all riparian vegetation communities 
and RSS vegetation identified as not temporarily or permanently impacted. Furthermore, 
the Santa Ana River, Warm Creek Channel, and other Waters of the U.S. and Waters of 
the State within the BSA that are not identified as temporarily or permanently impacted 
will be designated as ESAs.” 

F-2-6 San Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR) Critical Habitat (CH) Unit 1 was incorrectly 
identified as 3.3 miles upstream from the BSA. All occurrences have been corrected in 
the Final EIR/EIS and NES. 

Per USFWS’ request, a new Avoidance Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measure TE-6 
has been added as follows: 

TE-6: For night lighting during construction, wildlife-friendly limited wavelength amber 

light-emitting diode (LED) roadway lighting fixtures will be used. Night lighting during 
construction will be directed away from SBKR CH within the Santa Ana River. A qualified 
biological monitor will be present to inspect onsite lighting prior to initiating night-time 
construction activities. 

F-2-7 The NES is included as a technical study along with the Final EIR/EIS and can be 
accessed at http://www.gosbcta.com/plans-projects/projects-freeway-I-10Corridor.html.  
Due to the current size of the environmental document, the NES will not be included in 
the hard copy of the Final EIR/EIS; including the NES as part of the Final EIR/EIS will 
add an additional 400 pages, which would make the environmental document difficult to 
distribute to the public via Internet download. Technical studies are typically not included 
as appendices to environmental documents. The Final EIR/EIS references and 
summarizes the NES to facilitate the public’s review; however, Caltrans will ensure that 
the NES is available online for public review when the Final EIR/EIS is circulated.  

Per USFWS’ request, Figure 3.3.1-1, Vegetation Communities and Impacts, has been 
included in Section 3.3.1, Natural Communities, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Caltrans is not proposing reconstruction of the entire freeway-to-freeway interchange. 
Proposed improvements along I-215 are limited. The farthest northern extent of 
construction along I-215 is at the SB-to-WB I-10 connector ramp. Please refer to 
Appendix O (Sheet 30 of 41), which illustrates the construction limit of the project. A 
50-foot buffer from the northernmost limits of the construction area does not extend the 
BSA boundary into critical habitat for either SWFL or SAS. The maps showing the results 
of 2016 surveys were included in the Supplemental NES and provided to USFWS during 
the consultation process in January 2017.  

http://www.gosbcta.com/plans-projects/projects-freeway-I-10Corridor.html
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To the greatest extent practicable, contouring will be applied to compensate for 
temporary impacts to RSS. Unavoidable permanent and temporary impacts to RSS will 
be compensated with the purchase of mitigation credits from a mitigation bank (such as 
Soquel Canyon) or in-lieu fee program at a minimum 1:1 impact to mitigation ratio. 
Caltrans and SBCTA will continue coordination with USFWS staff to determine an 
adequate mitigation ratio. Implementation of avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation 
measure NC-2 will ensure the restoration of RSS vegetation to its pre-project conditions. 

F-2-8 Removal of plants and trees would be primarily located within Caltrans ROW. Most of the 
tree species to be removed are ornamental trees. Like most trees, these trees could 
potentially support nesting and migratory birds. The “No Impact” finding under Plant 
Species is accurate because plant species and not migratory birds are in question.  

Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure AS-1 requires that the Contractor 
conduct any native or exotic vegetation removal or tree-trimming activities outside of 
nesting bird season (i.e., February 15 through August 31). If vegetation clearing or the 
start of construction in a previously undisturbed area is necessary during the nesting 
season, the Contractor is required to have a qualified biologist conduct a preconstruction 
survey within 300 feet of construction areas no more than 3 days prior to construction at 
the location to identify the location of nests, if any. Should nesting birds be found, an 
exclusionary buffer will be established by the qualified biologist around each nest site 
and will be maintained until the young have fledged or the nest is no longer active.  

F-2-9 Measure AS-1 requires that the qualified biologist will monitor the nests on a weekly 
basis to ensure that construction activities do not disturb or disrupt nesting activities. If 
the qualified biologist determines that construction activities are disturbing or disrupting 
nesting activities, then the biologist will direct the Contractor to stop or modify 
construction to reduce noise, shield or direct away lighting, and/or other disturbances to 
the nests.  

Measure AS-1 has been updated to include species covered under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA). As such, Measure AS-1 now reads: 

AS-1: To avoid effects to nesting birds, the SBCTA Resident Engineer will require the 

Contractor to conduct any native or exotic vegetation removal or tree-trimming activities 
outside of the nesting bird season (i.e., February 15 through August 31). If vegetation 
clearing or the start of construction in a previously undisturbed area is necessary during 
the nesting season, SBCTA’s Resident Engineer will require the Contractor to have a 
qualified biologist conduct a preconstruction survey within 300 feet of construction areas 
no more than three days prior to construction at the location to identify the locations of 
nests, if any. If an occupied nest is discovered, the biologist will monitor the nests on a 
weekly basis when new equipment is utilized or when night work is performed to ensure 
lighting is shielded and directed away from the nest. These preconstruction surveys 
are also required to comply with the federal MBTA. A qualified biologist is one that 

has previously surveyed for nesting bird species within southern California. Should 
nesting birds be found, an exclusionary buffer of 300 feet will be established by the 
qualified biologist around each nest site. The buffer will be clearly marked in the field by 
construction personnel under guidance of the contractor’s qualified biologist, and 
construction or clearing will not be conducted within this zone until the qualified biologist 
determines that the young have fledged or the nest is no longer active. 

The qualified biologist will monitor the nests on a weekly basis to ensure that 
construction activities do not disturb or disrupt nesting activities. If the qualified biologist 
determines that construction activities are disturbing or disrupting nesting activities, then 
the biologist will notify the Resident Engineer to stop or modify construction, and 
immediately contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Palm Springs Office to determine 
appropriate actions to reduce the noise and/or disturbance to the nests. Responses may 
include, but are not limited to, increasing the size of the exclusionary buffer to 500 feet, 
curtailing nearby work activities, turning off vehicle engines and other equipment 
whenever possible to reduce noise, installing a protective noise barrier between the nest 
and the construction activities, and/or working in other areas until the young have 
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fledged. If more than three days lapse between the preconstruction survey and 
construction start date at that location, the survey will be reconducted. 

F-2-10 Measure AS-2 requires the installation of exclusion structures to prevent future nesting 
and has been updated to require the removal of unoccupied nests. Measure AS-2 now 
reads: 

AS-2: Because work may occur during the swallow/swift nesting season (March 1 

through August 31), swallows will be excluded from structures, if necessary, by a 
qualified biologist during the nonbreeding season no earlier than 5 days prior to the start 
of construction. Exclusion structures (e.g., netting and weep hole plugs) will be left in 
place and maintained through August 31 of each breeding season or until the work is 
complete. All nest exclusion techniques will be coordinated among the Caltrans District 8 
Biologist, Project Manager, Resident Engineer, the Contractor, and CDFW. 

F-2-11 Table S-1 has been updated to accurately reflect impacts to DSF. Please refer to 
Response to Comment F-2-1 for further clarification on impacts to suitable habitat. 

F-2-12 Please refer to Response to Comment F-2-1 for further discussion regarding appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

F-2-13 Surveys for woolly-star and spineflower were conducted on June 22, 2016, within the 
timeframe specified by USFWS. 

F-2-14 In accordance with Executive Order 13122, the Cal-IPC Invasive Plant Inventory was 
consulted to define the invasive plants that must be considered as part of the NEPA 
analysis for the proposed project, as discussed in Section 3.3.6, Invasive Species. As 
such, no plants on the Cal-IPC list will be used for revegetation. 

F-2-15 USFWS has been added to the Federal Agency Permits/Approvals in Table S-3 
regarding impacts to federally listed species. 

F-2-16 The term “physical and biological features” has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS on 
page 3.3.5-1, per USFWS recommendation. 

F-2-17 Presence of habitat for both species is listed as “P” for present given the potential for 
limited habitat to occur in the Santa Ana River and Warm Creek channels in the future 
due to seasonal and annual variability of climatic and physical conditions within the 
channels, and the potential passage of time between environmental approval and 
construction. The presence of habitat for both species has been updated to “A” for 
absent due to the absence of suitable habitat at the time additional surveys were 
conducted. The disclaimer stated above will remain to indicate the potential for 
occurrence of this species due to suitable habitat found within the BSA. See Response 
to Comment F-2-2 for more information about the Santa Ana River woolly-star and 
slender-horned spineflower plants. 

F-2-18 Status for LBV has been updated to “P” for Habitat Present in Table 3.3.5.1 because 
riparian plant communities have been identified within the BSA. The presence of this 
species was not observed during the surveys conducted in 2016; thus, a finding of “low 
potential to occur” was found to be appropriate for this species. 

F-2-19 Although CH for SWFL occurs within the BSA, the section of the Santa Ana River where 
this habitat occurs is channelized and completely devoid of dense riparian vegetation, 
and insect prey populations are minimal. In addition, surveys for SWFL in the BSA were 
negative, and the species is not expected to occur within the project footprint. As such, a 
finding of “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect” was adopted, and updates to 
relevant sections were made accordingly. Habitat presence has been changed to “A” for 
Habitat Absent in Table 3.3.5-1 because no dense riparian habitat is present within the 
BSA. 
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F-2-20 SAS is expected to be absent from the project footprint, but a population does occur 
3 miles downstream of the study corridor. Though the Preferred Alternative 3 would 
result in 0.59 acre of temporary effects to designated CH for this species, the primary 
constituent elements for SAS are absent from the Santa Ana River channel at the 
locations of temporary effect due to the concrete-lined, channelized nature of this portion 
of the Santa Ana River. In addition, with the implementation of measures described in 
Section 3.2.2, Water Quality, and Section 3.3.2, Wetlands and Other Waters, temporary 
effects to SAS or downstream suitable habitat are not anticipated to result from Preferred 
Alternative 3. As such, the finding of “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect” was 
adopted for SAS.  

F-2-21 The sentence has been corrected to accurately reference the correct sections. 

F-2-22 In addition to the conservation measures that were modified and developed per USFWS 
comments, Caltrans and SBCTA will further coordinate with USFWS staff to develop 
additional conservation measures to minimize impacts to federally listed species, as 
recommended. 
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F-3-1 Thank you for your comments. Please see responses to the comments below to address 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) rating of EC-2, Environmental Concerns, 
insufficient information for the build alternatives.  

F-3-2 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) will coordinate with EPA and 
provide the requested copies of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prior to circulation. 

F-3-3 Trucks diverted from Interstate 10 (I-10) are anticipated to use State Route (SR) 60 and 
other parallel routes. Because of the number and availability of alternative routes, the 
extent of the diversion to any one facility has been included in the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) prepared by the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and does not constitute a 
substantial impact or need additional technical analysis. SR-60 is anticipated to be the 
recipient of the largest portion of the diversion, as stated in both the Draft EIR/EIS and 
the comment. 

As part of the Transportation Conformity review, the project team prepared a 
memorandum to EPA dated February 11, 2016. As stated in the memorandum, the 
project team reviewed the 2034 regional traffic model forecasts for trucks and 
automobiles. There would be a diversion of heavy-duty and medium-duty trucks from 
I‐10 to SR‐60. Additionally, the model shows an attraction of automobiles and light trucks 

from SR‐60 to I‐10. The proposed project provides additional capacity on I‐10 that is not 

available to heavy- and medium- duty trucks but is available to light-duty trucks and 
autos. Consequently, the project team studied equivalent heavy-duty trucks to assess 
the net effect of heavy- and medium- duty truck diversion and automobile/light-duty truck 
attraction in terms of impact on particulate matter (PM) emissions.  

The table below shows the heavy-duty truck PM equivalents of medium trucks, light 
trucks, and autos. These ratios are calculated based on emission factors obtained from 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) EMFAC2011 for light-, medium-, and heavy-duty 
truck categories. The calculated emissions include exhaust plus brake and tire wear 
emissions. The emissions also include re‐entrained road dust estimated as described in 

the EPA AP‐42 document. For light-duty trucks, EMFAC2011 LHDT1 (T4) and 

LHDT2(T5) categories have been used. Medium- and heavy-duty trucks are assumed to 
be MHDT(T6) and HHDT(T7) EMFAC2011 truck categories, respectively. The auto 
emission factors are obtained from EMFAC2011‐PL.  

Emissions Equivalency Factors for PM10 and PM2.5  
Relative to Heavy-Duty Trucks 

Vehicle Classification PM10 PM2.5 

Medium-Duty Trucks 49.0% 55.1% 

Heavy-Duty Trucks 22.5% 22.7% 

Automobiles 9.1% 11.1% 

The table below summarizes the net effect of the diversion from, and attraction to, I‐10 

on SR‐60. The table accounts for the diversion from I‐10 to SR‐60 of heavy and medium 
trucks, as well as the attraction from SR‐60 to I‐10 of light trucks and autos (shown in the 

table by negative numbers). The final column of the table shows the net diversion (stated 
as heavy truck equivalents). Based on the traffic data, the net diversion would represent 
less than 1 percent of the SR-60 traffic volumes. As such, the re-entrained dust impacts 
and other environmental and health impacts resultant from these diversions are not 
expected to be substantial. See Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, in the Final EIR/EIS for more 
information about the analysis of diverting traffic from I-10 to other parallel routes, as 
discussed here. 
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Daily Truck Diversion from I-10 to/from SR-60 in Year 2034 under Build 
Alternative 3 compared to Alternative 1 (No Build) 
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PM10 3,200 3,200 700 343 -3,800 -857 -3,300 -300 2,386 293,800 0.81% 

PM2.5 3,200 3,200 700 385 -3,800 -863 -3,300 -366 2,356 293,800 0.80% 

Values for "Attraction to I-10 from SR-60" and their "Heavy-Duty Truck Equivalent" are stated as negative to 
contrast these values with those of diversion from I-10 to SR-60 and to accommodate calculation of the "Net 
Diversion from I-10 to SR-60 in Heavy-Duty Truck Equivalents". 

Resulting environmental impacts from an increase in traffic along SR-60 of less than 
1 percent would not introduce additional adverse environmental effects, such as re-
entrained dust impacts, health, noise, and potential impacts to sensitive receptors (e.g., 
schools, hospitals, parks). Per the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulation 
Section 1502.16, “The [EIS] will include the environmental impacts of the alternatives 
including the proposed action, any adverse environmental effects which cannot be 
avoided should the proposal be implemented…” Because such a slight increase in truck 
traffic does not suggest the potential for adverse impacts, no additional analysis along 
SR-60 is needed beyond that provided in this Final EIR/EIS. 

F-3-4 The Caltrans 1997 Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide (CO) Protocol and 
qualitative screening analysis used for this project are correctly referenced, as they have 
been and continue to be the standard method for project-level CO analysis used by Caltrans. 

CO is no longer a pollutant of concern in San Bernardino County as the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) has not been exceeded in more than 20 years. 
In addition, CO is no longer monitored at the Upland Station in the project area. 8-hour 
CO concentrations were last monitored in 2012, and the maximum concentration was 
0.93 parts per million (ppm), which is only 10 percent of the 9.0 ppm NAAQS. The CO 
Protocol is designed for assessing intersection CO concentrations, which was the focus 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. The corridor extends for 33 miles and affects a large number of 
intersections. The intersection of Cedar and San Bernardino avenues was selected as 
one of many relatively equal intersections with high traffic volumes and poor level of 
service. As shown in the screening analysis, there is no potential for a CO hot-spot at 
any intersection given the low background concentrations and vehicle emission rates.   

In response to this comment, a CO hot-spot analysis was completed for the I-10 mainline. 
The CO Protocol was developed for intersection analyses and is not directly applicable 
to freeway analyses. The ambient air quality effects of project-related traffic emissions on 
I-10 were evaluated using area sources in the AERMOD dispersion model as opposed to 
CALINE. According to the years of analysis associated with the traffic data, CO 
emissions would be the highest in 2025 within a 1.4-mile segment between Millikan and 
Haven avenues. Vehicle emission rates were determined using ARB's EMFAC2014 
emission rate program. Receptors included a fine 25- by 25-meter grid to a distance of 
100 meters from the right-of-way (ROW) and a 100- by 100-meter coarse grid to a 
distance 500 meters from the ROW. The maximum 1-hour and 8-hour concentrations 
were estimated to be 1.3 and 0.93 ppm, respectively. Including background CO 
concentrations, the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour concentrations were estimated to be 2.8 
and 1.3 ppm, respectively. These concentrations are well below the 1-hour and 8-hour 
standards of 35 and 9 ppm, respectively. This information has been included in the Final 
EIR/EIS. The revisions have no effect on the project-level conformity determination; 
hence, no related mitigation or other measures are required for the project. 
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F-3-5 The Final EIR/EIS has been updated to reflect the requested changes. 

 Table 3.2.6-2 on page 3.2.6-28 has been updated for the 2006 24-hour standard for 
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5). 

 Table 3.2.6-2 has been updated for the 2006 ozone (O3) standard. 

 Attainment statistics for the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 standard has been updated. 

 A description of the existing air quality for the applicable 8 hour O3 NAAQS and the 
24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS has been added to the Final EIR/EIS on page 3.2.6-25. 

 The 2006 24-hour PM2.5 standard and the 2015 8-hour O3 standard have been added 
to Table 3.2.6-1 in the Final EIR/EIS. 

F-3-6 The Regional Conformity discussion has been revised to clarify that Alternative 3 is 
included in Consistency Amendment #15-12 of the 2015 Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP) prepared by SCAG. The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) determined that Amendment #15-12 to the FTIP conforms to the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) on June 2, 2016. Alternative 3 is divided into two phases in 
the FTIP, with the project limits between San Antonio Avenue and Ford Street (Project 
ID 20159902 [Phase 1] and 20159903 [Phase 2]).  

F-3-7 The statement has been replaced in the Final EIR/EIS per EPA suggestion. It now reads, 
“On February 23, 2016, the TCWG confirmed that, based on the additional information 
provided, the project is not a POAQC [Project of Air Quality Concern] for purposes of 
analysis of project-level transportation conformity analysis.” 

F-3-8 As noted in its Standard Environmental Reference (SER), Caltrans has adopted FHWA 
guidance for evaluating mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions. FHWA has indicated 
that quantitative analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling) cannot provide any meaningful 
comparison of alternatives and, in fact, may provide misleading information as to the 
current understanding of MSATs and the capabilities of current tools. As part of the 
development of the FHWA interim MSAT guidance, FHWA conducted a thorough review 
of the scientific information related to MSATs from transportation sources. As a result of 
that review, FHWA concluded that the available technical tools do not enable us to 
reliably estimate pollutant exposure concentrations or predict the project-specific health 
impacts of the emissions changes associated with transportation project alternatives; 
therefore, at this time, FHWA does not support dispersion modeling. The FHWA Interim 
Guidance for MSAT Analysis indicates that available technical tools do not reliably 
predict the project-specific health impacts of the MSAT emission changes associated 
with project alternatives. For further discussion of the limitations associated with 
predicting these impacts, the aforementioned document can be referred to using the 
following weblink, https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/ 
policy_and_guidance/aqintguidmem.cfm. 

F-3-9 Pollutant descriptions in Section 3.2.6 of the Final EIR/EIS have been updated per 
findings discussed in the assessment conducted by EPA.  

Language has been included on page 3.2.6-20 to summarize the correlation between 
living near freeways and pollutant-related health impacts, as follows: 

“Studies have found that air pollutants from cars, trucks, and other motor vehicles are 
found in higher concentrations near major roads. People who live, work, or attend 
school near major roads appear to have an increased incidence and severity of 
health problems that may be related to air pollution from roadway traffic. Health 
effects that have been associated with proximity to roads include asthma onset and 
aggravation; cardiovascular disease; reduced lung function; impaired lung 
development in children and pre-term and low-birthweight infants; childhood 
leukemia; and premature death.” 

F-3-10 Figures 3.2.6-3 through 3.2.6-10 have been modified to show different colors using 
Figure 3.1.4-3 from the Community Facilities and Services section of the Final EIR/EIS.  

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/%20policy_and_guidance/aqintguidmem.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/%20policy_and_guidance/aqintguidmem.cfm
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F-3-11 Executive Order 13045 provides, in part, that Federal agencies make it a high priority to 
identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children and to ensure that their policies, programs, activities, 
and standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental 
health risks or safety risks. It further directs Federal agencies to protect children from 
environmental health and safety risks in carrying out their missions. For each “covered 
regulatory action” (e.g., any substantive action in rule making that is likely to result in a 
rule that is economically significant [Executive Order 12866] or rule making an agency 
has reason to believe may disproportionately affect children) submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs pursuant to 
Executive Order 12866, Federal agencies should include an evaluation of the effects of 
the planned regulation on children and why it is preferable. Caltrans does not believe the 
proposed alternatives would disproportionately affect children, nor are the proposed 
alternatives described in the Draft EIR/EIS regulatory in nature. The Draft EIR/EIS 
incorporates an assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed project on all 
populations, including children.  

As discussed throughout the Final EIR/EIS, the proposed project would be built along an 
existing corridor in a primarily urban environment. In addition, impacts identified for 
schools in the Draft EIR/EIS would be further lessened because no temporary 
construction easements (TCEs) would be required for schools along the project corridor, 
as identified in the Final EIR/EIS. 

As part of the environmental commitments for this project, Caltrans will require that the 
construction contractor implement all applicable control measures included in the air 
pollution control district and air quality management district regulations and local 
ordinances, as identified in Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, of the Final EIR/EIS. Chemical 
stabilizers/suppressants and other best available control and standard control measures 
will be used in construction areas to mitigate potential respiratory impacts, including 
asthma, from air pollutant emissions and the generation of fugitive dust. Construction 
areas near sensitive receptors are required to adhere to conditions to minimize exposure 
to construction-related hazardous materials and chemicals, as identified in the mitigation 
measures identified for air quality in the Final EIR/EIS. Caltrans will also incorporate 
requirements into the contract specifications requiring that the construction contractor 
comply with the provisions of the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants regulations as listed in the Code of Federal Regulations requiring notification 
and inspection for construction activities, thereby minimizing potential impacts from the 
use of chemicals and hazardous materials to children living or going to school near the 
project construction areas. Implementing the aforementioned minimization measures is 
anticipated to result in less than substantial impacts to children living or going to school 
near project construction areas. 

All efforts were made to collect a comprehensive list of schools in the vicinity of the 
proposed project, including public, private, preschool, and childcare centers. The 
community facilities discussion and mapping included in Section 3.1.4 shows all schools 
within walking distance of the proposed project.  

Based on the results of the air quality analysis, the project is anticipated to increase 
PM2.5 emissions by only 1 percent and result in a reduction of 4 percent for PM10 
emissions for the entire corridor compared to no-build conditions. Because of such an 
incremental increase (1 percent) in PM2.5 emissions, the project is not anticipated to 
result in substantial effects to children’s health. To minimize the project’s potential effects 
to sensitive receptors, the project is proposing to construct 26 soundwalls along the 
corridor with heights up to 20 feet, which would aid in deflecting emissions away from 
schools and other sensitive receptors. Soundwalls are primarily implemented to abate 
noise impacts; however, a latent function of soundwalls, according to EPA, suggests that 
they can also serve as a barrier to reduce concentrations of traffic-related air pollutants 
immediately downwind of a roadway, depending on wall height, length, and distance 
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from the road. Pollutant concentrations are also generally lower for roads below grade 
with steep walls than near at-grade roads.1 Along both sides of I-10 under Preferred 

Alternative 3, soundwalls would be constructed and the roadway would be depressed at 
certain locations; the depressed roadway, in conjunction with the construction of 
soundwalls, would minimize pollutant concentrations. In addition to the construction of 
soundwalls, the I-10 CP will plant trees and other vegetation between the freeway and 
soundwalls. Caltrans will provide landscaping and vegetation in disturbed areas as part 
of the project. As mentioned by EPA, EPA’s Best Practices for Reducing Near-Road 
Pollution Exposure at Schools provides guidance on choosing vegetation to maximize 
reduction of near-roadway air pollution and will be considered during final design and 
development of revegetation plans.2 The final decision on the type of landscaping and 

tree planting will consider drought tolerance as well as local and regional aesthetic plans.     

According to research conducted by EPA, the “presence of soundwalls, buildings, and 
vegetation also has an impact on pollutant dispersion.1” Given the marginal increase of 
PM2.5 (1 percent), reduction of PM10 emissions, and implementation of project features to 
disperse emissions with the construction of 26 soundwalls and tree plantings, substantial 
health effects to sensitive receptors, such as private schools, charter schools, 
preschools, community centers, and child care centers, are not anticipated. The noise 
study developed for the proposed project identified noise-sensitive land uses within the 
project corridor, which also coincide with land uses that are typically sensitive to air 
quality impacts. The noise study found that most of these sensitive land uses currently 
have existing soundwalls shielding the sensitive land use from traffic noise. In the few 
areas where noise impacts were identified, soundwalls were evaluated and 
recommended where feasible and reasonable. The results of the noise study and the 
soundwalls that are recommended to be constructed as part of the proposed project are 
provided in Section 3.2.7, Noise, in the Final EIR/EIS. Receptors near new and existing 
soundwalls, in addition to those near depressed portions of the roadway and 
revegetation areas, will benefit from reduced exposure to roadway noise. Therefore, 
additional mitigation measures, as suggested by EPA would not be included as part of 
the I-10 CP.   

Potential Noise Impacts to Health and Learning 

The Final EIR/EIS has also identified potential noise impacts for all build alternatives to 
schools and day care centers within the project area. Noise impacts to sensitive 
receptors, including schools, are included in the analysis provided in Section 3.2.7, 
Noise. As mentioned previously, 26 soundwalls will be constructed along the I-10 CP 
limits to abate freeway traffic noise. With the implementation of these soundwalls, 
substantial noise impacts are not anticipated as a result of the I-10 CP. 

F-3-12 The census tract study area used to analyze community and environmental justice 
impacts includes all census tracts within 0.25 mile of the project, which is a relatively 
comfortable walking distance for most people. Per EPA suggestion, a “meaningfully 
greater” analysis was conducted to identify minority or low-income populations for 
specific emphasis on identification of impacts. This process required the identification of 
a reference community. To get an accurate comparison of the geographic context of a 
particular census tract; the municipality within which most of the tract is located was 
deemed to be an appropriate reference community. 

Seven census tracts along the project corridor were identified as areas where the 
minority population was meaningfully greater than the respective reference community; 
however, none of the proposed relocations would be located within these communities, 
nor is it anticipated that these areas would be subject to disproportionately high or 
adverse effects associated with project impacts such as noise or roadway pollution. 

 

 

                                                
1  http://epa.gov/otaq/documents/nearroadway/420f14044.pdf 
2  https://www.epa.gov/schools/best-practices-reducing-near-road-air-pollution-exposure-schools  

https://www.epa.gov/schools/best-practices-reducing-near-road-air-pollution-exposure-schools
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Census block and block group data are not available for all demographic data topic 
areas as collected by the U.S. Census Bureau. To stay within the same universe or 
focus of a given data tabulation, census tract data proved to be the most versatile for this 
analysis.  

American Community Survey (ACS) data was collected for the I-10 CP when decennial 
census data was unavailable. When decennial data is available, however, it is preferable 
to use this data because it consists of population totals compared to the estimates 
provided by ACS data.  

F-3-13 As discussed in the Final EIR/EIS, the build alternatives would provide improvements 
through all or a portion of a 33-mile-long segment of I-10. The project design has been 
refined such that Alternative 2 would not displace any nonresidential or business 
properties, and Alternative 3 would displace up to 12 nonresidential properties. In 
general, it is difficult to ascertain the racial composition of employees of the affected 
properties in Alternative 3. These relocations will not be in areas identified as areas with 
meaningfully greater minority or low-income populations with respect to the identified 
reference community. As recommended by EPA, it was determined that effects to these 
businesses would not result in a disproportionately high and adverse impact to low-
income or minority populations because the nonresidential properties are anticipated to 
be relocated within the same city or area vicinity. In addition, many of the proposed 
nonresidential property displacements are businesses related to automobile work or 
other related industrial uses in an area dominated by such uses. As such, it is unlikely 
that the relocation of the services provided by these businesses would deprive minority 
and low-income communities in the area of access to similar services. 

The Uniform Relocation Act includes a relocation assistance program that provides for 
an advisory service and monetary benefit program for individuals and businesses being 
displaced as a result of a public project. All benefits and services will be provided 
equitably to all residential and business displacees without regard to race, color, religion, 
age, national origins, and disability as specified under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. The advisory assistance program for individuals and businesses will assist in the 
relocation by discussing needs and preferences regarding the details of a move, 
explaining the rights and benefits available, and providing help in obtaining the monetary 
benefits for which individuals and businesses are eligible. Additionally, advisory 
assistance includes providing information on available replacement sites, including 
purchase and rental costs, and coordinating and educating landlords, property 
managers, and other real estate professionals to help secure replacement properties.  

F-3-14 Health concerns and impacts are discussed in Section 3.2.6, Air Quality. When 
compared to the cities and counties along the affected corridor, or reference community, 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income or minority populations are 
not anticipated because both build alternatives would affect minority and low-income 
populations, as well as non-minority and higher-income populations. Both build 
alternatives would benefit most study area residents, including minority and low-income 
populations, by improving mobility and circulation throughout the study area. Overall, 
environmental justice populations exist within the study area, particularly dominating the 
western portion of the proposed project area, while the eastern portion consists of fewer 
environmental justice populations.  

The recently completed environmental justice guidance provided within SCAG’s 
RTP/SCS contains relevant regional environmental justice characteristics similar to the 
methodologies and analysis employed for the I-10 CP.4  

In addition to the standard environmental justice analysis that is typically performed for 
Caltrans projects, the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) 
prepared an Equity Assessment Report for the project that addressed potential concerns 
that Express Lanes may create an access barrier and be unfair for some communities or 
individuals with lower incomes. In addition, the project will allow bus riders to access the 

                                                
4 http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/proposed/pf2016RTPSCS_EnvironmentalJustice.pdf 

http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/proposed/pf2016RTPSCS_EnvironmentalJustice.pdf
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Express Lanes at no additional cost. In the study, several equity-related measures are 
identified to mitigate potential impacts resulting from Alternative 3. The measures include 
low-income discount programs for utilizing the Express Lanes and additional public 
outreach for low-income or minority populations.  

Furthermore, PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than large-size particles, as 
described in the “Big Road Blues” article. Caltrans and SBCTA are well aware of the 
risks posed by these particulate matters. 

A PM hot-spot analysis is required under the EPA Transportation Conformity rule for 
POAQCs. The proposed project has undergone Interagency Consultation regarding 
POAQC determination. Interagency Consultation participants concurred that the project 
is not a POAQC on February 23, 2016. The proposed project is not considered a 
POAQC because it does not meet the definition as defined in EPA’s Transportation 
Conformity Guidance; therefore, PM hot-spot analysis was not required. This 
coordination can be viewed in Appendix K of the Final EIR/EIS. 

In addition, because the project is consistent with the regional Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP) and included in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS attainment demonstration, 
despite increase in emissions for the criteria pollutant PM, Preferred Alternative 3 would 
not result in a substantial impact.  

PM emissions are composed of exhaust, brake- and tire-wear, and re-entrained road 
dust emissions. Exhaust emissions will decrease in the future due to improvements in 
engine and emission control technologies. As exhaust emissions decrease due to more 
advanced technologies, re-entrained road dust emissions make up a higher fraction of 
PM. PM emissions become a stronger function of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
vehicle distribution. The vehicle distribution can change the average vehicle weight and 
subsequently the re-entrained road dust emissions factors. Overall, the build alternatives 
would reduce PM emissions on I-10 due to the diversion of heavy and medium trucks to 
other corridors. By diverting more heavy-duty trucks and attracting more light- and 
medium-duty trucks to the I-10 corridor, the build alternatives would have a lighter 
vehicle weight compared to the No Build Alternative. Less re-entrained road dust 
emissions would be generated per unit mile traveled for the build alternatives compared 
to the No Build Alternative; however, the build alternatives would add capacity and more 
mobility and result in increased VMT. The combination of the two effects results in the 
decreases or increases in regional PM emissions  

In addition, truck engines and their emission control technologies are optimized to emit 
the least amount of PM emissions at a much lower speed compared to the average 
speed of the proposed project. The least amount of PM emissions per unit distance 
traveled in 2025 for trucks is released at a speed of 30 miles per hour (mph), while for 
non-truck vehicles, optimum speed in terms of emissions is 50 mph. Increasing the 
speed of trucks by only 5 mph would result in an associated increase of 13 percent to 
truck emissions; therefore, the total emissions due to operation of the proposed project 
quickly increases as speeds deviate from an optimum speed.  

As such, Preferred Alternative 3 would not contribute substantially to health risks 
associated with highway improvement projects nor would impacts to low-income or 
minority populations be disproportionately high or adverse. 

F-3-15 Several maps are provided in the Final EIR/EIS that contain information relevant to the 
analysis of potential noise impacts for the study area, including environmental justice 
populations. Appendix L contains mapping for recommended soundwall locations for 
both alternatives. Appendix N contains mapping showing major project features, 
including soundwalls. Lastly, Figures 3.1.4-5 through 3.1.4-12 in Section 3.1.4 show the 
propensity and locations for environmental justice populations along the corridor.  

In general, it can be summarized that environmental justice populations are more likely 
to reside near the west end of the alignment compared to the east end. As shown in 
Appendix N, much of the west end of the alignment will be improved with soundwalls and 
retaining walls, minimizing existing and proposed noise impacts on potential 
environmental justice populations. Therefore, noise impacts are not expected to be 
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disproportionately high and adverse for low-income and minority communities along the 
affected corridor.  

Regarding noise barriers and other mitigation for sensitive receptors, the evaluation and 
determination of noise abatement measures for the I-10 CP were conducted in 
accordance to Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 772) and 
guidance provided in the Caltrans Noise Analysis Protocol (Protocol). Compliance with 
23 CFR 772 provides compliance with the noise impact assessment requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) requires a strictly baseline versus build analysis to assess whether a proposed 
project will have a noise impact, an increase in 12 decibels (dB) is used by Caltrans. 
Significant noise impacts were not identified within the project corridor; therefore, the 
project is in compliance with CEQA. Based on these findings, additional noise abatement 
would not be required because there are no substantial or adverse noise impacts. 

F-3-16 As recommended by EPA, the Summary section of the Final EIR/EIS has been updated 
with greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for operations and construction for each build 
alternative, as well as the five project-specific GHG reduction measures. As discussed in 
Chapter 4, CEQA Evaluation, compared to the existing conditions, Alternatives 2 and 3 
would increase the GHG emissions by 12 and 23 percent in 2025 and by 38 and 48 
percent in 2045, respectively. During construction, Alternative 2 would generate 5,504 
metric tons per year of emissions and 19,265 total metric tons of emissions over the 
42-month schedule. Alternative 3 would generate 5,711 metric tons per year of 
emissions and 28,557 total metric tons of emissions over the 60-month schedule. 
Between the two build alternatives, Alternative 2 would generate less GHG construction 
emissions than Alternative 3. As discussed in Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, measures AQ-4 
through AQ-18 will help minimize construction-related GHG emissions. 

Caltrans, as the agency responsible for planning, designing, maintaining, and operating 
more than 50,000 roadway lane-miles that make up the California State Highway 
System, as well as planning for other transportation modes, including public transit, 
aviation, bicycling, and walking, is well aware of the public and scientific concerns 
revolving around climate change. Because on-road vehicles are the largest single 
producer of GHG emissions in the state, Caltrans understands the substantial role it 
plays in contributing to many aspects of California’s GHG reduction policies related to 
the transportation sector. Through the articulation of a long-term vision for the California’ 
transportation system, Caltrans has, over the past few decades, shifted its focus to 
reducing energy consumption and GHG emissions while maintaining the level of mobility 
necessary for the continued enhancement of California’s economic, environmental, and 
human resources. The I-10 CP is a critical infrastructure project necessary for achieving 
that mission, and through measures outlined in the Final EIR/EIS, specifically Chapter 4, 
CEQA Evaluation, the project is in compliance with goals to reduce regional emissions 
and does not contribute substantially to GHG emissions. Caltrans remains committed to 
the continued development of design standards to address climate change and is 
dedicated to funding, conducting, and disseminating innovative new research that 
improves climate change standards within the realm of transportation planning and future 
Caltrans projects. 

F-3-17 Per EPA recommendation, language implying that it would be too speculative to make a 
significance determination with regards to climate change has been revised in Chapter 4 
of the Final EIR/EIS. Language on page 4-2 has been revised as follows: 

“Caltrans remains firmly committed to implementing measures to help reduce the 
potential GHG effects of the project, as described in the measures outlined in Section 
4.2.7, Climate Change.” 

Additional discussion regarding limitations and uncertainties with modeling GHG 
emissions has been added, as well as a CEQA conclusion regarding GHG emissions on 
page 4-95 as follows: 

“As discussed above, both the future with project and future no build show increases 
in CO2 emissions over the existing levels; the future build CO2 emissions are higher 
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than the future no build emissions. Therefore, it is Caltrans’ determination that in the 
absence of further regulatory or scientific information related to GHG emissions and 
CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a determination regarding 
significance of the project’s direct impact and contribution on the cumulative scale to 
climate change. Caltrans is firmly committed to implementing measures to help 
reduce the potential effects of the project. These measures are outlined in the 
following section.” 

F-3-18 Information provided in Table 4-13 of the GHG section of the Final EIR/EIS is required by 
Caltrans to be used in all Caltrans projects throughout California. Caltrans, in 
collaboration with FHWA, developed the information used in this section in conformance 
with current State and Federal environmental laws. Caltrans updates the template 
discussion for GHG periodically when: (1) new laws and/or regulations on GHG are 
adopted; (2) new data and/or information are available; or (3) new strategies are adopted 
to lower GHG emissions. Caltrans is updating the information in Table 4-13, as well as 
the suggested guidance in assessing GHG and climate change impacts as per EPA’s 
recommendation. Until new information is ready, and/or Caltrans adopts EPA’s 
suggested analysis method on assessing GHG impacts, updates to the GHG section will 
not be incorporated in this Final EIR/EIS. A consistent template is imperative to ensure 
the same thresholds and resources are used for all projects. 
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F-4-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has received comments 
regarding the Old Spanish National Historic Trail (OSNHT) from the United States Forest 
Service (Comment F-1) and the Old Spanish Trail Association (LA-1 and LA-4). Caltrans 
recognizes that the OSNHT is a valuable historic cultural resource. 

During National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 studies for the 
undertaking, Caltrans conducted prefield literature and record searches, consulted with 
local historical and historic preservation societies, performed a cultural resource survey 
of the Area of Potential Effects (APE), and conducted National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) and California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) evaluations of 
potentially significant historic properties. The results of our literature and record search 
indicated that the OSNHT is outside of the APE.  

Due to the number of comments received regarding the OSNHT, Caltrans conducted 
additional analyses of the literature and record searches originally conducted for the 
project and reviewed information provided in the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
and National Park Service (NPS) OSNHT Comprehensive Administrative Strategy (CAS) 
(2016) to determine whether the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP) would impact the 
OSNHT. Based on this research, it appears that there are no historic properties 
associated with either the original 2002 or the revised CAS routing of the OSNHT within 
the APE for the project. 

Thank you for the offer of the geographic information system (GIS) data; however, 
research has found that the revised (2014) routing of the historic OSNHT crosses the 
APE in two locations: (1) in the city of Colton near the intersection of Interstate 10 (I-10)/ 
Interstate 215 (I-215), and (2) near the Los Angeles/San Bernardino (LA/SB) county line 
in the cities of Pomona, Claremont, Upland, and Montclair. However, the OSNHT did not 
come up in the San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center (SBAIC) record 
search conducted for the project in the vicinity of the APE as a previously recorded 
cultural resource. The area where the OSNHT crosses the APE has been extensively 
developed over the past 50+ years, and given the existence of a continually developed 
transportation corridor consisting of I-10 and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) along 
the route, no physical manifestation of the historic trail nor its historic landscape remain 
within, or in proximity to, the APE. 

Because historic trails are difficult at best to accurately map due to natural and man-
made changes to the landscape, they are best considered not as a physical trail, but as 
a general route between places within a broader cultural or historic landscape that 
connect various sites and often change over time. As such, it is the extant sites and trail 
segments along the route that should be considered as potential historic properties and 
not the entire route per se. During background research conducted on the OSNHT, no 
evidence was found indicating that segments or sites associated with the OSNHT in San 
Bernardino County have been determined NRHP eligible or listed on the NRHP within 
proximity to the APE; however, the BLM/NPS-sponsored CAS has identified 7 high-
potential OSNHT route segments and 10 high-potential historic sites in San Bernardino 
County. The closest high-potential route segment is located in the Cajon Pass 
(approximately 10 miles north of the APE), and the closest historic site is Agua Mansa 
Cemetery located in Colton (approximately 1.5 miles south of the APE). In the vicinity of 
the LA/SB county line in the cities of Pomona, Claremont, Upland, and Montclair where 
the OSNHT is mapped in proximity to the APE, development in the vicinity of I-10 is so 
dense that little to no undisturbed ground is extent within 1 mile or more of the APE, 
precluding the existence of any remnant of the OSNHT. According to the CAS, there are 

also no high-potential sites or segments in this vicinity.5  

Given that there is no physical manifestation of the OSNHT or its broader historical 
landscape in or in proximity to the APE, it was determined that the OSNHT and any 
potential historic property that may be associated with the OSNHT are considered 
outside the APE, and further study of the OSNHT is beyond the scope of the current 

                                                
5  https://www.nps.gov/olsp/planyourvisit/upload/OLSP_FederalLandManagerMapSeries_CA.pdf. 
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undertaking. Because there are no historic properties associated with the OSNHT within 
the APE, the project will have no impact on the OSNHT, and no mitigation is proposed 
for the OSNHT as a cultural resource/historic property. 

F-4-2 Correspondence with National Park Service 

Caltrans will coordinate with NPS to discuss the OSNHT in relation to the I-10 CP. 
Please note that NPS, Jill Jensen, submitted a separate comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) identified as 
Comment F-1. Future correspondence and information requests will be addressed to 
Jill Jensen.  
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7.2 Responses to Comments from State Agencies 

This section provides comments received from California State agencies on the Draft 

EIR/EIS. A copy of the Draft EIR/EIS was sent to the following State agencies: 

 California Department of Transportation, District 7 (Caltrans) 

 California Transportation Commission (CTC) 

 Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

 California Highway Patrol 

 California Public Utilities Commission, Policy and Planning Division 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

 California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection 

 State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

 California Department of Parks and Recreation, District 6 

A total of two comment letters were received, as summarized in Table O-2. 

Table O-2  Summary of Comments Received from State Agencies 

Comment 
Code 

Agency 
Commenter 

Name 
Date 

Received 
Comment Topic 

Page 
Number 

S-1 
Department of 
Motor Vehicles 

(DMV) 

Aaron M. 
Soria 

5/2/2016 
DMV wanted 
information regarding 
project start date.  

O-50 

S-2 

Department of 
Water 

Resources 
(DWR) 

David M. 
Samson 

5/10/2016 

DWR requesting 
encroachment review of 
Santa Ana Pipeline 
where it crosses project 
alignment. 

O-52 
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S-1-1 After the end of the public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project Development Team 
(PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and 
identified Alternative 3 (Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. 

The general project schedule, as summarized in Table S-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
anticipates that Preferred Alternative 3 will be constructed in two phases over a period of 
60 months (5 years), with Contract 1 covering the proposed improvements from the Los 
Angeles/San Bernardino (LA/SB) county line to Interstate 15 (I-15) and Contract 2 
covering the improvements from I-15 to Ford Street, respectively. Subject to funding 
availability and procurement of all required approvals and permits, Contract 1 is 
scheduled to begin in 2019 and run through 2022. Contract 2 will begin in 2021 and run 
through 2024.  
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S-2-1 At this early stage of the project development process, the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP) 
has limited design plans to determine whether construction activities would require work 
within the Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) right-of-way (ROW) or the Santa Ana 
Pipeline. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and San Bernardino 
County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) identified Alternative 3 as the Preferred 
Alternative and will continue with the development of final design plans for this 
alternative. As design plans for the Preferred Alternative 3 are developed, Caltrans and 
SBCTA will coordinate with DWR staff if work within DWR ROW and/or the Santa Ana 
Pipeline is required. An encroachment review or encroachment permit will be completed 
by Caltrans and SBCTA to obtain the necessary permission to work within DWR’s ROW. 
The Permits and Approvals tables in Chapter 2, Tables 2-12 and 2-13, have been 
updated to indicate this potential encroachment review and/or encroachment permit.  

A DVD copy of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and future correspondence related to the I-10 CP will be sent to Leroy 
Ellinghouse. 
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7.3 Responses to Comments from Regional Agencies and 

Organizations 

This section provides comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS from regional 

agencies and organizations. A copy of the Draft EIR/EIS was sent to the following 

regional agencies and organizations: 

 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

 County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning 

 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8 

 South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 County of San Bernardino, Land Use Services Department 

 County of San Bernardino, Department of Public Works 

 County of San Bernardino, Regional Parks 

A total of three comment letters were received, as summarized in Table O-3. 

Table O-3  Summary of Comments Received from Regional Agencies 
and Organizations 

Comment 
Code 

Agency 
Commenter 

Name 
Date 

Received 
Comment Topic 

Page 
Number 

R-1 

Southern 
California 

Regional Rail 
Authority 
(SCRRA) 

Arthur T. 
Leahy 

6/8/2016 

SCRRA supports either 
Alternative 2 or 
Alternative 3 and 
requests coordination 
with Caltrans regarding 
promotion of Metrolink 
during construction. 

O-56 

R-2 

County of San 
Bernardino, 

Department of 
Public Works 

Nidham Aram 
Alrayes 

6/8/2016 

San Bernardino County 
had comments primarily 
regarding flood control 
facilities within their 
right-of-way (ROW). 

O-59 

R-3 
Southern 
California 

Edison (SCE) 

Jeanette 
Bachelder 

6/10/2016; 
6/22/2016 

SCE requested 
additional analysis and 
coordination associated 
with potential impacts to 
their utilities. 

O-61 
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Comment R-1 

R-1-2 

R-1-1 
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R-1-2 

R-1-3 
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Response to Comment R-1 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

R-1-1 Thank you for your comments. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
and San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) acknowledge the 
Southern California Regional Rail Authority’s (SCRRA) support for the I-10 Corridor 
Project (I-10 CP) build alternatives.  

R-1-2 Potential construction-related traffic and circulation/pedestrian and bicycle impacts would 
be minimized through implementation of a comprehensive Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP). A Draft TMP for the project has been prepared in accordance with the 
Caltrans Guidelines Deputy Directive (DD-60) to minimize motorist delays when 
performing work activities on the State Highway System. The TMP is designed to 
minimize traffic delays that may result from lane restrictions or closures during 
construction operations and move motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists through work 
zones quickly and safely. The Final TMP will be prepared during the final design phase 
and will apply a variety of techniques to minimize construction-related effects, including 
public information outreach, motorist information, incident management, construction 
strategies, demand management, and alternate route strategies. COM-14, described 
below, can be found in Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

COM-14: As part of the demand management component, SBCTA will promote the use 

of public transit, ride sharing, and variable work hours to reduce the amount of traffic 
using the freeway and roadways in and around the construction zone. Through the public 
awareness campaign through SBCTA, large employers will be urged to consider 
staggered working hours and encourage their employees to use the transit system and 
rideshare resources. As such, during development of the Final TMP during the design-
build phase, Caltrans and SBCTA will coordinate with SCRRA to develop public 
awareness programs and incentive programs to encourage usage of SCRRA resources. 

R-1-3 Caltrans would like to thank SCRRA for their participation in the environmental review 
process. SCRRA has been added to the list of State, regional, and local agencies, and 
will be notified of the Final EIR/EIS, as well as any other future project developments. 
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Comment R-2 

  

R-2-2 

R-2-1 

R-2-3 
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Response to Comment R-2 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

R-2-1 Thank you for your comments. Executive Order (EO) 11988 directs all federal agencies 
to refrain from causing, to the extent practicable and feasible, all short-term and long-
term adverse impacts associated with floodplain modification and to refrain from direct 
and indirect support of development within 100-year floodplains wherever a practicable 
alternative is available and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values 
served by floodplains. The U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5660.2, Floodplain 
Management and Protection, prescribes “policies and procedures for ensuring that proper 
consideration is given to the avoidance and mitigation of adverse floodplain impacts in 
agency actions, planning programs, and budget requests.” Floodplain requirements are 
discussed in Section 3.2,1, Hydrology and Floodplains, of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  

California’s State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is the State agency with 
primary responsibility for implementation of State and federally established regulations 
relating to hydrology and water quality issues. Typically, all regulatory requirements are 
implemented by the SWRCB through the nine different Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards (RWQCBs) established throughout the state. For the purposes of this project, 
coordination with RWQCB Region 8 is anticipated.  

The permits and/or approvals anticipated to be required for the project, as identified in 
Table S-3, Permits and Approvals, includes the following related to development within a 
floodplain: Section 404 permit, Section 408 permit, Section 401 certification, National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement, and San Bernardino 
County Flood Control District (SBCFCD) Encroachment Permit. The California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) will work closely with all of the agencies, 
municipalities, and/or local jurisdictions to maintain communication and coordination 
throughout the project development process and receipt of the various permits. 

R-2-2 Table S-3, Permits and Approvals, has been revised to note the need for a Section 408 
Permit. Caltrans appreciates the information regarding United States Army Corps of 
Engineers processing time for 408 permits.  

R-2-3 Caltrans and the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will 
coordinate with District staff during the final design phase to prepare the encroachment 
permits necessary to obtain permission to work in District right-of-way (ROW).  
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Comment R-3 

 
  

R-3-2 

R-3-1 
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R-3-3 
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Response to Comment R-3 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

R-3-1 Thank you for your comments. A copy of the Natural Environment Study (NES) has been 
sent to Southern California Edison (SCE) as requested. 

R-3-2 The Area of Potential Effects (APE) was established in consultation with a California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Professional Qualified Staff (PQS) to include all 
areas where potential direct and indirect impacts to cultural resources could occur as a 
result of project construction, operation, and maintenance. Caltrans has determined that 
a Finding of No Adverse Effect with Non-Standard Conditions (FNAE) is appropriate for 
the project as a whole, including potential impacts to SCE property and activities related 
to the relocation of transmission towers within the APE. Caltrans and SBCTA will 
continue coordination with SCE in subsequent phases of the project to ensure substantial 
impacts to archaeological and cultural resources are avoided. Prior to construction, 
Caltrans and the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will 
coordinate with SCE staff to discuss and implement the appropriate monitoring program 
and activities related to the transmission tower relocations. 

A Monitoring Report will be prepared by the Contractor and approved by the Caltrans 
PQS Architectural Historian consultation upon completion of all construction related to the 
conditions in the FNAE. In addition, the Contractor’s Project Engineer will prepare a Utility 
Relocation Plan in consultation with the affected utility providers/owners, including SCE, 
for those utility facilities that will need to be relocated, removed, or protected in-place. 
Coordination with SCE regarding impacts associated with earth-moving activities and 
relocation of the transmission towers on SCE property will be invaluable to the 
preparation of these plans and reports. 

If human remains and associated artifacts are encountered during ground-disturbing 
activities, the provisions stated in avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure 
CUL-8 will be followed. 

R-3-3 Major utilities anticipated to be relocated by the project, including SCE transmission 
towers, are discussed in Section 3.1.5, Utilities/Emergency Services, in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). In general, no 
substantial impacts are anticipated for the project because the project will protect in place 
or relocate any utilities that conflict with the project. A Utility Relocation Plan will be 
prepared during the design phase to avoid and minimize potential impacts to identified 
utilities, including the SCE transmission towers. As part of that effort, the design team 
would work with SCE to identify the relocation area that would minimize impacts to 
various environmental resources. Generally, utilities would be relocated within the 
existing right-of-way (ROW). Should relocation of the utilities result in impacts to 
resources not analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS, additional environmental documentation 
would be prepared by Caltrans. 

Relocation of the SCE transmission towers and potential impacts to environmental 
resources are addressed in this Final EIR/EIS. SCE’s transmission towers and related 
activities are covered activities in the Final EIR/EIS, which is included in the technical 
studies and corresponding environmental study areas such as the APE and biological 
study area (BSA). 
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7.4 Responses to Comments from Local Agencies and 

Organizations 

This section provides comments received from local agencies and organizations on 

the Draft EIR/EIS. A copy of the Draft EIR/EIS was sent to the following local 

agencies and organizations: 

 City of Redlands 

 City of Loma Linda 

 City of Grand Terrace 

 City of San Bernardino 

 City of Colton 

 City of Rialto 

 City of Fontana 

 City of Ontario 

 City of Rancho Cucamonga 

 City of Upland 

 City of Montclair 

 City of Claremont 

 City of La Verne 

 City of Pomona 

 City of San Dimas 

 Pomona Unified School District 

 Claremont Unified School District 

 Ontario-Montclair School District 

 Upland Unified School District 

 Colton Joint Unified School District 

 Redlands Unified School District 

 San Bernardino City Unified School District 

A total of nine comment letters were received, as summarized in Table O-4. 
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Table O-4  Summary of Comments Received from Local Agencies and 
Organizations 

Comment 
Code 

Agency 
Commenter 

Name 
Date 

Received 
Comment Topic 

Page 
Number 

LA-1 

Old Spanish 
Trail 

Association 
(OSTA) 

Paul McClure 5/2/2016 
OSTA wanted to be 
added to list of interested 
parties. 

O-67 

LA-2 

San Antonio 
Water 

Company 
(SAWC) 

Charles 
Moorrees 

5/3/2016 

SAWC wanted to inform 
Caltrans of existing 
SAWC facilities that cross 
project alignment. 

O-69 

LA-3 

The City of 
Pomona, 

Public Works 
Department 

Ronald Chan 

5/19/2016 

City of Pomona 
concerned with 
Alternative 3’s potential 
traffic impact due to 
weaving at ramps in 
Pomona and cut-through 
traffic at local streets. 

O-71 

6/1/2016 

City of Pomona clarifying 
original comments. 
Requests additional traffic 
analysis to be conducted 
at three ramp locations in 
Pomona. 

LA-4 
Old Spanish 

Trail 
Association 

Ashley J. Hall 
(John W. 
Hiscock) 

6/2/2016 

OSTA indicated that there 
is a proposed Old 
Spanish Trail alignment 
that crosses the proposed 
project that was not 
included in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

O-75 

LA-5 
City of 
Colton 

Mark R. 
Tomich 

6/6/2016 

City of Colton concerned 
with future projects and 
potential impacts along 
J Street, including 
parking, drainage, and 
visual. 

O-81 

LA-6 
City of 

Claremont 
Tony Ramos 6/7/2016 

City of Claremont has 
concerns regarding 
potential impacts to 
Claremont related to 
traffic. 

O-85 

LA-7 

Ontario-
Montclair 
School 
District 

(OMSD) 

Craig Misso 6/7/2016 

OMSD concerned with 
the level of analysis of 
environmental studies 
and potential Section 4(f) 
impacts to OMSD 
facilities. 

O-92 
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Comment 
Code 

Agency 
Commenter 

Name 
Date 

Received 
Comment Topic 

Page 
Number 

LA-8 City of Rialto 
Christopher 

Brown 
6/8/2016 

City of Rialto concerned 
with impacts to land use, 
aesthetics, hydrology/ 
geology, growth, 
community, water quality, 
and other cumulative 
impacts. 

O-107 

LA-9 
City of 
Ontario 

Scott Murphy 6/8/2016 

City of Ontario requests 
that information regarding 
Ontario's General Plan, 
design changes at 
Vineyard Avenue, and 
consistency with other 
cumulative projects, be 
included in the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

O-116 
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Comment LA-1 
 

 

 
  

LA-1-1 
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Response to Comment LA-1 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

LA-1-1 Your contact information has been added to the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP) noticing 
list. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and San Bernardino County 
Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will notify you when the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is available for public review. Thank 
you for your participation in the public review process for this Draft EIR/EIS. 
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LA-2-1 
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Response to Comment LA-2 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

LA-2-1 Thank you for your comments. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is 
aware of two water mains owned by the San Antonio Water Company (SAWC) at 
N. Council Avenue and San Antonio Avenue that have the potential to be impacted by 
the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP). Alternative 3 has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative, and limited design plans are available to determine the disposition of the two 
water mains owned by SAWC. Caltrans will determine potential conflicts of these utilities 
during the preparation of final design plans and will make a decision whether to relocate, 
remove, and/or protect in-place. If utility conflicts are determined, Caltrans will consult 
with SAWC prior to the final design phase. 

A Utility Relocation Plan will be developed after approval of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which will identify utility 
conflicts and present avoidance and minimization measures to address potential 
impacts. As part of the preparation of this plan, a detailed analysis of these utilities, 
including surveys, will be undertaken to determine the final dispositions and required 
actions. As part of standard procedure, SAWC will be notified by Caltrans and/or the San 
Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) and work together to develop a 
Utility Agreement that would minimize impacts to SAWC resources. Generally, utilities 
will be relocated within the existing Caltrans right-of-way (ROW). Implementation of 
standard engineering practices will ensure that no substantial interruptions to SAWC 
service would occur. 
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Comment LA-3 

LA-3-1 

LA-3-2 
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Response to Comment LA-3 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

LA-3-1 Thank you for your comments. Four coordination meetings were held with the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 7 between October 2014 and September 
2015 to discuss the proposed improvement concept under Alternative 3 (Express Lanes). 
At these meetings, the proposed lane transition of the Express Lanes in the eastbound 
(EB) direction and the westbound (WB) direction were reviewed in detail with Caltrans 
District 7, as well as with Caltrans Headquarters and Caltrans District 8 staff. Caltrans 
concurred that the proposed Express Lane transitions provide the optimum design to 
accommodate proposed freeway traffic operations for both the Express Lanes and 
general purpose lanes given the project constraints and traffic volume projections. 

LA-3-2 In reviewing the existing beginning transition of the WB Express Lanes on Interstate 10 
(I-10) near the city of Rosemead and the proposed beginning transition of the EB 
Express Lanes under Alternative 3 (Express Lanes), the lane geometrics for the two are 
different. At the existing transition beginning near the city of Rosemead, there is one lane 
prior to the Express Lane restriction (beginning of solid stripe), which opens to two 
Express Lanes approximately 2,400 feet downstream of the beginning of the Express 
Lane restriction. The transition beginning for the proposed Alternative 3 provides two 
lanes for approximately 2,000 feet west of the beginning of the Express Lane restriction, 
providing additional capacity compared to the transition near the city of Rosemead. This 
additional capacity is expected to reduce congestion and improve weaving operations in 
this area.  

Based on the travel demand forecasting model, no additional cut-through traffic along 
McKinley Avenue between Garey Avenue and Towne Avenue is forecasted under the 
proposed Alternative 3 (Express Lanes). As shown in the Traffic Study, year 2045 peak-
hour volumes for the Garey Avenue EB off-ramp under Alternative 3 show a decrease 
during the AM peak hour and remain the same during the PM peak hour compared to 
year 2045 no-build conditions (Alternative 1).  

The comparison of the forecast volumes for the adjacent interchanges (Towne Avenue 
and Indian Hill Boulevard) result in a change of less than 50 peak-hour trips or less than 
a 6 percent increase in the peak-hour volumes; therefore, full detailed traffic operations 
analyses at these interchanges were not conducted. As noted in Section 3.1.6, Traffic 
and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the project does not require local 
interchange improvements to meet the project purpose and need; therefore, it does not 
include traffic operations analysis for all of the interchanges. However, due to project-
related traffic impacts at arterial intersections, traffic operations analysis was conducted 
for some interchanges. Interchanges that require full detailed traffic operations analysis 
were determined by the following three steps:  

Step 1 

An interchange is identified for full detailed traffic operations analysis if the Preferred 
Alternative 3 includes construction affecting an arterial at the interchange in any of the 
following ways: 

 Replacement of an arterial overcrossing or undercrossing;  

 Relocation of a ramp/arterial intersection; or  

 Widening of an arterial at an interchange. 

If Preferred Alternative 3 widens ramps at the arterial terminus but does not affect arterial 
legs of the arterial/ramp intersection, the interchange is not identified for full detailed 
traffic operations analysis under Step 1. Additional ramp lanes would tend to improve 
operations; by themselves, they do not represent potential for a substantial traffic impact. 
If an interchange includes construction that would require a Modified Access Report 
(MAR), then the MAR requirement for analysis of adjacent interchanges applies. Step 1 
identifies interchanges that are adjacent to interchanges requiring an MAR for full 
detailed traffic operations analysis to meet the MAR requirement.  
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Comment 
Code 

Response 

Step 2 

An interchange is removed from consideration for a full detailed traffic operations analysis 
if the interchange:  

 Does not currently exist and is expected to be designed assuming that proposed I-10 
improvements are implemented;  

 Is scheduled in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for improvements to be 
designed prior to opening of I-10 improvements and assuming that proposed I-10 
improvements are implemented; or  

 Was recently reconstructed and designed assuming I-10 high-occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) improvements.  

Step 3 

A full detailed traffic operations analysis at an interchange is recommended based on the 
interchange having an: 

 Intersection with more than 50 additional peak-hour vehicles (No Build compared to 
Alternative 3); and  

 Intersection with a peak-hour volume increase factor of 0.08 (8 percent) or more (No 
Build compared to Alternative 3).  

Table 3.1.1 from the Traffic Study summarizes the results of the three steps in 
determining interchanges that require full detailed traffic operations analysis. As shown in 
Table 3.1.1, the arterial intersections at the Towne Avenue and Indian Hill Boulevard 
interchanges are not anticipated to have a substantial traffic impact; therefore, full 
detailed traffic operations analyses at these interchanges were not conducted. Because 
both the Garey/Orange Grove Avenue and White Avenue interchanges are farther from 
the project terminus than either the Indian Hill Boulevard or Towne Avenue interchanges, 
there is no reason to expect substantial traffic impacts at arterial intersections in or near 
those interchanges.  
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Comment LA-4 

LA-4-1 
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LA-4-1 
(cont.) 

LA-4-2 

LA-4-3 
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LA-4-4 
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Response to Comment LA-4 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

LA-4-1 Thank you for your comments. The following text has been added to Section 3.1.8 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): 

“In addition to the resources listed above, the Old Spanish Trail, a well-known early 
transportation route into southern California between 1829 and 1848, has been 
historically mapped as crossing the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The Old Spanish 
National Historic Trail (OSNHT) was designated by Congress in 2002 as part of the 
National Trails System under the National Trails System Act (NTSA) as an approximately 
2,700-mile-long trail extending from Santa Fe, New Mexico, to Los Angeles, California, 
that is intended to include the general routing of the Old Spanish Trail between various 
sites located along the trail. Subsequently (2016), the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) and National Park Service (NPS)  have developed a Comprehensive 
Administrative Strategy (CAS) that has proposed a more clearly defined routing of the 
OSNHT. 

The routing of the historic OSNHT crosses the APE in two locations: (1) in the city of 
Colton near the intersection of Interstate 10 (I-10)/Interstate 215 (I-215), and near the Los 
Angeles/San Bernardino county line in the cities of Pomona, Claremont, Upland, and 
Montclair; however, the OSNHT did not come up in the San Bernardino Archaeological 
Information Center (SBAIC) record search conducted for the project in the vicinity of the 
APE as a previously recorded cultural resource. The area where the currently designated 
OSNHT crosses the APE has been extensively developed over the past 50+ years, and 
given the existence of a continually developed transportation corridor consisting of I-10 
and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) along the route, no physical manifestation of the 
historic trail nor its historic landscape remain within, or in proximity to, the APE. 

Because historic trails are difficult at best to accurately map due to natural and man-
made changes to the landscape, they are best considered not as a physical trail, but as a 
general route between two places within a broader cultural or historic landscape that 
connect various sites and often change over time (see discussion of ‘General Principles 
Governing Trail Location and Verification’ at https://www.octa-trails.org/media/dynamic/ 
files/581_2%20Part%20A%20Inv%20Procedures.pdf for more information). As such, it is 
the extant sites and trail segments along the route that should be considered as potential 
historic properties and not the entire route per se. During background research 
conducted on the OSNHT, no evidence was found indicating that segments or sites 
associated with the OSNHT have been determined National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligible or listed on the NRHP; however, the BLM/NPS-sponsored CAS has 
identified 7 high-potential OSNHT route segments and 10 high-potential historic sites in 
San Bernardino County. The closest high-potential route segment is located in the Cajon 
Pass (approximately 10 miles north of the APE), and the closest historic site is Agua 
Mansa Cemetery located in Colton (approximately 1.5 miles south of the APE). In the 
vicinity of the LA/SB county line in the cities of Pomona, Claremont, Upland, and 
Montclair where the OSNHT is mapped in proximity to the APE, there are also no high-
potential sites or segments in the vicinity. 

Given that there is no physical manifestation of the OSNHT or its broader historical 
landscape in or in proximity to the APE, it was determined that the OSNHT and any 
potential historic property that may be associated with the OSNHT, are considered outside 
the APE, and further study of the OSNHT is beyond the scope of the current undertaking.” 

LA-4-2 All potential historic resources within the boundaries of the APE have been evaluated, as 
identified in Section 3.1.8 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

LA-4-3 Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has been completed 
and a Finding of No Adverse Effect with Non-Standard Conditions (FNAE) has been 
approved. Additional consultation with SHPO regarding the OSNHT is not necessary 
given that the trail is outside of the project APE. Additional details related to this finding 
can be found in Section 3.1.8 of the Final EIR/EIS.  

https://www.octa-trails.org/media/dynamic/%20files/581_2%20Part%20A%20Inv%20Procedures.pdf
https://www.octa-trails.org/media/dynamic/%20files/581_2%20Part%20A%20Inv%20Procedures.pdf
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LA-4-4 As the refined OSNHT route is not currently adopted, mitigation specific to the OSNHT 
would not be implemented; however, cultural mitigation measures related to the project 
corridor are identified in Section 3.1.8 of the Final EIR/EIS. The areas where the 
anticipated future route of the OSNHT would intersect with the I-10 corridor are also 
covered in those measures. 
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Comment LA-5 

 

LA-5-1 

LA-5-2 

LA-5-4 
LA-5-3 

LA-5-5 

LA-5-6 

LA-5-7 

LA-5-8 

LA-5-9 

LA-5-10 
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Response to Comment LA-5 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

LA-5-1 Thank you for your comments. Since circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), changes have been made to the 
project design to minimize parking impacts. In the city of Colton, parking impacts 
associated with Preferred Alternative 3 have been reduced from 47 spaces, as 
discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, to 45 parking spots on the south side of J Street. All 
parking impacts would be along J Street, and no additional parking would be 
permanently affected in Colton. There is ample parking available on adjacent residential 
streets at 3rd Street, 4th Street, and Pennsylvania Avenue. Changes to parking impacts 
are reflected in Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Avoidance, minimization, and/or avoidance measure COM-10 will be implemented to 
mitigate temporary parking impacts as follows: 

COM-10: Close coordination with affected property owners will be conducted to identify 

means to avoid and minimize parking impacts, including space management such as 
restriping of parking areas and identifying parking replacement options.  

LA-5-2 Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, describes major improvements 
included as part of the project. In Colton, J Street improvements will include the 
construction of a sidewalk on the north side of the street and will meet current 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards, standard curb/gutter/drive approaches, 
and required roadway rehabilitation. 

LA-5-3 As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, J Street will be 
widened on the north side and reduced slightly on the south side in Colton. The project 
improvements will comply with Colton Fire Department roadway width requirements and 
result in a total width of 24 feet. 

LA-5-4 The City of Colton is now added to the list of water utility owners in Section 3.1.5, 
Utilities/Emergency Services, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

LA-5-5 In the final design phase, all existing drainage facilities affected by the project will be 
further analyzed and improved as part of the project improvements. Chapter 2, Project 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS discusses the implementation of best management 
practices (BMPs) when modifying or designing drainage facilities and identifies the 
major affected drainage facilities.  

LA-5-6 During the final design phase, the project team will further analyze and improve the 
existing drainage system at the intersection of Valley Boulevard and Sperry Drive.  

LA-5-7 Section 3.6, Cumulative Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS includes the Interstate 10 (I-10)/ 
Rancho Avenue eastbound (EB) on-ramp improvements project as part of the “I-10 
Projects” entry in Table 3.6-1, Related Projects. The I-10 Projects entry in Table 3.6-1 
includes all California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) projects along I-10.  

LA-5-8 The Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge widening project over Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) 
has been added to the cumulative impacts discussion provided in Section 3.6 of the 
Final EIR/EIS. 

LA-5-9 The installation of two 108-inch-diameter pipes under I-10 between Rancho Avenue and 
Cypress Avenue, included as part of the Comprehensive 3-5 Storm Drain Project, apart 
from the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP), has been added to the cumulative impacts 
discussion provided in Section 3.6 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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LA-5-10 Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, identifies mitigation measures to minimize visual and 
aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed project. Mitigation measure VA-9 
identifies guidelines for applying aesthetic treatments to affected retaining walls and 
other project improvements by following the I-10 Corridor Master Plan.  
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LA-6-1 Thank you for your comments. The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) provides summary information from the Traffic 
Study prepared for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP). The Traffic Study evaluates traffic 
on Interstate 10 (I-10) west of the Los Angeles/San Bernardino (LA/SB) county line as far 
as the Dudley Street on-ramp under the existing condition, as well as under the no build 
(Alternative 1), Alternative 2, and Preferred Alternative 3 conditions in years 2025 and 
2045, as identified in Section 3.1.6.2 of the Final EIR/EIS. The following tables in the 
Traffic Study include the results of analysis of the mainline freeway (basic freeway and 
weaving sections), as well as mainline freeway ramp junctions by link along I-10 from 
Dudley Street on the west to Yucaipa Boulevard on the east:  

 Table 2.3.2 Existing (Year 2012) Condition I-10 Freeway Mainline Peak Hour Level of 
Service on page 2-23;  

 Table 2.3.3 Existing (Year 2012) Condition I-10 Ramp Junction Peak Hour Level of 
Service on page 2-27;  

 Table 2.4.2 Alternative 1 (Year 2025) Condition I-10 Freeway Mainline Peak Hour 
Level of Service on page 2-49; 

 Table 2.4.3 Alternative 1 (Year 2025) Condition I-10 Ramp Junction Peak Hour Level 
of Service on page 2-53; 

 Table 2.4.4 Alternative 1 (Year 2045) Condition I-10 Freeway Mainline Peak Hour 
Level of Service on page 2‐58;  

 Table 2.4.5 Alternative 1 (Year 2045) Condition I‐10 Ramp Junction Peak Hour Level 
of Service on page 2‐62;  

 Table 2.5.2 Alternative 2 (Year 2025) Condition I‐10 Freeway Mainline Peak Hour 
Level of Service on page 2‐89; 

 Table 2.5.3 Alternative 2 (Year 2025) Condition I‐10 Ramp Junction Peak Hour Level 
of Service on page 2‐93;  

 Table 2.5.4 Alternative 2 (Year 2045) Condition I‐10 Freeway Mainline Peak Hour 
Level of Service on page 2‐98;  

 Table 2.5.5 Alternative 2 (Year 2045) Condition I‐10 Ramp Junction Peak Hour Level 
of Service on page 2‐102;  

 Table 2.6.2 Alternative 3 (Year 2025) Condition I‐10 Freeway Mainline Peak Hour 
Level of Service on page 2‐135;  

 Table 2.6.3 Alternative 3 (Year 2025) Condition I‐10 Ramp Junction Peak Hour Level 
of Service on page 2‐139;  

 Table 2.6.4 Alternative 3 (Year 2045) Condition I‐10 Freeway Mainline Peak Hour 
Level of Service on page 2‐144; and  

 Table 2.6.5 Alternative 3 (Year 2045) Condition I‐10 Ramp Junction Peak Hour Level 

of Service on page 2‐148.  

The Traffic Study contains information regarding analysis of interchanges along the 
corridor from Towne Avenue on the west to Wabash Avenue on the east. The Indian Hill 
Boulevard and Towne Avenue interchanges west of the LA/SB county line are included in 
that analysis, which is presented on pages 3-1 through 3-8 of the Traffic Study. Table 
3.1.1 of the Traffic Study indicates that neither absolute nor percent vehicle increases are 
projected for intersections at the Indian Hill Boulevard or Towne Avenue interchanges; 
therefore, full detailed traffic operations analysis of arterial intersections in these 
interchanges were not required. Based on the information in Table 3.1.1 of the Traffic 
Study, substantial impacts to arterial intersections at the Indian Hill Boulevard and Towne 
Avenue interchanges are not anticipated. Because both the Garey Avenue and White 
Avenue interchanges are farther from the project terminus than either the Indian Hill 
Boulevard or Towne Avenue interchanges, there is no reason to expect substantial traffic 
impacts at arterial intersections in or near those interchanges. 
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LA-6-2 As noted above in Response to Comment LA-6-1, potential impacts to arterial 
intersections were considered, and analysis is presented in the Traffic Study. The 
analysis indicates that the extent to which “drivers will seek out alternative westbound 
(WB) travel routes” near the terminus of the additional WB travel lane does not rise to the 
level to indicate the potential for a substantial impact to traffic on arterials. 

LA-6-3 Traffic service in the transition areas referenced in the comment is summarized in 
Section 3.1.6.2 of the Final EIR/EIS. The analysis is summarized in Table 3.1.6-15. There 
are areas within the project limits other than the Express Lane transition areas where 
large numbers of lane changes are anticipated, such as approaching and departing from 
system interchanges with another freeway. California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) freeway design policies provide for such areas, including areas associated with 
Express Lane transitions. The Caltrans Highway Design Manual provides standards for 
freeway design and a Fact Sheet process for review and approval of designs that do not 
meet the standards. The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices provides a 
guide to signage for managed lane transition areas and will be applied to the project to 
ensure that motorists have sufficient advance notice of any necessary lane changes in 
transition areas. Caltrans Traffic Operations Policy Directive 11-02, which applies to the 
project, provides guidance in the design of managed lane access areas and requires that 
both a traffic operational analysis and a safety analysis be completed. With design of the 
transition areas subject to the policies identified above, it is not anticipated that the 
project will suffer from the potential hazards identified in the comment. 

LA-6-4 The primary intent of the anticipated detour routes shown in Appendix I of the Final 
EIR/EIS is to identify potential detour routes to analyze associated socioeconomic 
impacts in the Ramp Closure Study. The final locations of detour routes will be fully 
evaluated in the Final Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to be prepared during the 
final design phase in conjunction with a construction staging plan, a key input in 
identifying closures and developing the detour routes. Details relating to duration and 
frequency of closures will also be analyzed in the TMP, including any associated 
environmental impacts. Coordination with the City of Claremont, as well as all other 
affected cities, will be conducted during development of the TMP, as described in 
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure COM-8. 

COM-8: A TMP will be implemented throughout the duration of the construction activities. 

The TMP will minimize project-related construction disruptions by including traffic 
strategies designed in coordination with local jurisdictions. 

Analysis of the impacts that the proposed detour routes will have on the local streets will 
be included in the Final TMP. Physical modifications of local streets and signal 
improvements, where required to minimize congestion and improve adequacy and 
effectiveness of the detour routes, will be implemented to support the traffic diversion, as 
described in avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure COM-5. Additionally, 
potential secondary environmental effects of these actions will be examined or further 
studies will be conducted, if necessary. 

COM-5: Alternate and detour route strategies; street/intersection improvements (e.g., 

widening, pavement rehabilitation, removal of median) to provide added capacity to 
handle detour traffic; signal improvements; adjustment of signal timing and/or signal 
coordination to increase vehicle throughput, improve traffic flow, and optimize intersection 
capacity; turn restrictions at intersections and roadways necessary to reduce congestion 
and improve safety; and parking restrictions on alternate and detour routes during work 
hours to increase capacity, reduce traffic conflicts, and improve access will be 
implemented. 
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LA-6-5 The construction staging for the Monte Vista Avenue undercrossing structure 
replacement will be developed during the final design phase of the project. During final 
design and development of the TMP, required closure and/or reduction of traffic lanes on 
Monte Vista Avenue will be identified and coordinated with all affected cities, as 
described in COM-8. If temporary or prolonged closure is necessary, mitigation measures 
will be implemented to minimize adverse effects on the community and businesses, as 
well as to pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  
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LA-7-5 

LA-7-6 



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

O-94 I-10 Corridor Project 

 
 

LA-7-7 

LA-7-8 

LA-7-9 

LA-7-10 



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

I-10 Corridor Project O-95 

 

LA-7-10 
(cont.) 

LA-7-11 
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LA-7-1 Thank you for your comments. As discussed in Appendix B of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), formal consultation with the 
Ontario Montclair School District (OMSD) occurred prior to and during public review of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, which included providing engineering plans and construction 
information regarding the proposed project, meeting with school district officials, and 
exchanging information. 

Since the scoping period, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) sent a 
letter to OMSD on November 3, 2014, which described the proposed project, provided 
project design near Edison Elementary School, identified impacts, and proposed 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. A focused meeting was held with 
OMSD on March 12, 2015. On July 13, 2015, OMSD sent a commenter letter. The San 
Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA), on behalf of Caltrans, sent 
another correspondence on April 26, 2016. See response to Comment LA-7-2 for 
information about avoidance and minimization measures for the school.  

LA-7-2 Since the initial consultation with OMSD about the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP), 
Caltrans and SBCTA have made the well-being and safety of students and parents, 
faculty, and patrons of school facilities a top priority. Caltrans and SBCTA have been 
closely working together to develop a solution to address OMSD’s concerns, which 
include the development of feasible design and construction methods to further 
minimize and avoid impacts to Edison Elementary School and Serrano Middle School. 
Prior to circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, refinement of design plans resulted in avoidance 
of direct impacts to Serrano Middle School. Our efforts to avoid and/or minimize impacts 
to school facilities are ongoing and continued after public review of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

One of the main reasons for public review of the Draft EIR/EIS is to solicit public input 
about the project, including those potentially affected. Caltrans has reviewed OMSD’s 
concerns regarding potential effects to Edison Elementary School and has explored 
design alternatives to reduce potential construction impacts and disruption to classes. 
To address OMSD’s concerns, Caltrans and SBCTA have refined the design plans for 
the project to avoid construction and related activities on school property. The temporary 
construction easements (TCEs) previously proposed at Edison Elementary School, and 
as mentioned in the Draft EIR/EIS, will no longer be required for the proposed project 
because modifications have been made to the project design.  

The refined design plans presented in this Final EIR/EIS also avoid Temporary 
Occupancy under 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 771.13(d), and a Section 4(f) 
de minimis concurrence from OMSD is no longer required.  

Construction of the project will occur outside of school property and within City of 
Ontario public right-of-way (ROW). Caltrans will ensure that access to and from schools 
adjacent to the construction areas will be maintained. Measures COM-3, COM-4, 
COM-5, COM-8, N-3, N-4, T-1, and AQ-1 through AQ-21, as stated in Appendix E, 
Environmental Commitments Record, will help to reduce construction-related 
disruptions. Caltrans and/or SBCTA will continue coordination with OMSD in the next 
phases of the project, including construction. 

LA-7-3 Caltrans and SBCTA acknowledge receiving OMSD’s letter, dated July 13, 2015, which 
outlines OMSD’s concerns about the project. Both partner agencies have taken your 
comments about the project into consideration and have developed a conceptual design 
that avoids construction activities on school property. Please refer to response to 
Comment LA-7-2 for further discussion on design refinements to avoid direct impacts to 
OMSD’s schools.  

The public review process of the Draft EIR/EIS serves as a way for both partner 
agencies to formally respond to comments and concerns about the project. Our 
responses to OMSD’s comments and subsequent revisions made to preliminary design 
plans and this Final EIR/EIS are a formal response to your concerns. 
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LA-7-4 Preliminary Design Plans and Construction Phasing  

Preliminary design plans were made available during the public review period and were 
included in Appendix N of the Draft EIR/EIS. At this early stage of the project 
development process, limited design plans are available to develop construction 
phasing and staging. Nevertheless, to address OMSD’s concerns, Caltrans and SBCTA 
are continually developing design concepts to further minimize potential impacts to 
OMSD’s schools. This is evident as both partner agencies develop design refinements 
as the project progresses – prior to public review of the Draft EIR/EIS, direct impacts 
were anticipated at Serrano Middle School, which were later resolved through complete 
avoidance of the property by design refinements. After receipt of your comment about 
the TCE requirement at Edison Elementary School, both agencies developed a design 
concept that would eliminate this requirement; as mentioned in response to Comment 
LA-7-2, preliminary design plans have been revised to avoid construction activities 
within school property. As the project moves forward through the environmental process 
and more information is available, detailed design plans and construction plans will be 
developed, which could reveal further opportunities to minimize potential construction 
impacts to OMSD’s schools.  

Measures to be Implemented 

Caltrans anticipates that the avoidance of construction activities within Edison 
Elementary School and Serrano Middle School properties would eliminate substantial 
impacts; hence, mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to less than significant 
levels are not required. Nevertheless, Caltrans is committed to minimizing construction-
related disturbances to preserve existing operations to and from OMSD’s schools. To 
the greatest extent feasible and as applicable, the following construction-related 
measures will be implemented by the project: COM-3, COM-4, COM-5, COM-8, N-3, 
N-4, T-1, and AQ-1 through AQ-21. 

LA-7-5 As mentioned in response to Comment LA-7-2, the TCE previously proposed at Edison 
Elementary School will no longer be required for the project. Modifications have been 
made to the preliminary design plans to avoid construction activities on Edison 
Elementary School property. Appropriate revisions to the Final EIR/EIS have been made 
to incorporate this design modification. 

LA-7-6 As mentioned in response to Comment LA-7-2, the TCE previously proposed at Edison 
Elementary School will no longer be required for the project. The refined design plans 
presented in this Final EIR/EIS avoids Temporary Occupancy under 23 CFR 771.13(d); 
hence, there are no potential Section 4(f) impacts that would result from construction of 
the project. A Section 4(f) de minimis concurrence from OMSD is no longer required.  

LA-7-7 As discussed in the above responses to comments, modifications have been made to 
the project design, and the TCE at Edison Elementary School is no longer required for 
the proposed project. Preliminary detour routes are shown in Appendix I of the Final 
EIR/EIS. The final locations of detour routes will be fully evaluated in the Final 
Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to be prepared during the final design phase in 
conjunction with the construction staging plan, a key input in identifying closures and 
developing detour routes. Details relating to duration and frequency of closure, and 
analysis of the impacts that the proposed detour routes will have on the local streets will 
also be analyzed in the Final TMP. Physical modifications of local streets and signal 
improvements to minimize congestion and improve adequacy and effectiveness of the 
detour routes will be implemented to support the traffic diversion, as described in 
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure COM-5. 
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LA-7-8 Appendix B, Section 4.4.2, of the Draft EIR/EIS refers to the Section 4(f) Evaluation of 
Edison Elementary School. OMSD’s comment asserts that this “section provides no 
meaningful consideration or analysis concerning how air quality and noise may affect an 
operating elementary school.” The Section 4(f) evaluation provided in Appendix B was 
prepared specifically to address potential impacts to parks and recreational features that 
are open to the general public; impacts to air quality and noise as it relates to school 
operations are not intended to be discussed in this section. Because a TCE at Edison 
Elementary School is no longer required for the proposed project, the discussion of 
Edison Elementary School has been removed from the Section 4(f) evaluation.  

Potential effects to operations at Edison Elementary School are discussed in Chapter 3 
of this Final EIR/EIS. Please note that Edison Elementary School has been identified as 
a sensitive receptor in Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, and in Section 3.2.7, Noise. Analyses 
of potential impacts to the school and its operations are discussed in appropriate 
environmental resource sections. 

Implementation of measures AQ-1 through AQ-21 in Section 3.2.6 and measures N-1 
through N-4 in Section 3.2.7 are expected to minimize construction impacts for air 
quality and noise construction impacts, respectively. 

LA-7-9 As discussed in the above responses to comments, modifications have been made to 
the project design, and the TCE at Edison Elementary School is no longer required for 
the proposed project.   

OMSD’s comment asserts that this “section provides no meaningful consideration or 
analysis concerning how vibration impacts may affect an operating elementary school.” 
The Section 4(f) evaluation provided in Appendix B was prepared specifically to address 
potential impacts to parks and recreational features that are open to the general public; 
impacts to vibration as it relates to school operations are not intended to be discussed in 
this section.  

Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure N-3 requires that the contractor 
prepare a Noise and Vibration Monitoring and Mitigation Plan. The plan must outline 
noise and vibration monitoring procedures at predetermined noise and vibration 
sensitive sites. The Contractor will not start any construction work or operate any noise 
or vibration-generating construction equipment at the construction site before approval 
of the Plan. As part of the coordination with OMSD, as discussed in response to 
Comment LA-7-1, Caltrans and SBCTA will heed input from OMSD regarding 
construction scheduling to limit potential vibration impacts that may be disruptive during 
school hours. Along with implementation of the rest of the measures listed in Section 
3.2.7 of the Final EIR/EIS, vibration impacts are expected to be minimized to the 
greatest extent practicable, and a constructive use will not occur. 

LA-7-10 As discussed in the above responses to comments, modifications have been made to 
the project design, and the TCE at Edison Elementary School is no longer required for 
the proposed project. No construction will be conducted on school property. Please refer 
to response to Comment LA-7-2. 

LA-7-11 Caltrans and SBCTA have reviewed OMSD’s concerns and have avoided direct impacts 
to Serrano Middle School and Edison Elementary School. No construction will occur on 
school property at these two locations. Caltrans and SBCTA will continue to coordinate 
with OMSD and provide appropriate notification of upcoming construction within the 
general area of the school. 

LA-7-12 With removal of the TCEs from Edison Elementary School and Serrano Middle School, 
temporary impacts to the referenced schools would be greatly reduced. Further 
construction access and circulation details will be discussed in the Final TMP that will be 
prepared during the final design phase of the project, and as discussed in Appendix B of 
the Final EIR/EIS. As stated in Section 3.1.4 of the Final EIR/EIS, upon completion, the 
final TMP will be available to the public and can be obtained by request from SBCTA. 
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LA-7-13 Temporary or permanent occupancy of Edison Elementary School or Serrano Middle 
School will no longer occur, as discussed in Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, of the 
Final EIR/EIS; therefore, no site modifications will occur as a result of the proposed 
project. 
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LA-8-1 

LA-8-2 

LA-8-3 

LA-8-4 

LA-8-5 

LA-8-6 

LA-8-7 

LA-8-8 

LA-8-9 
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LA-8-12 

LA-8-13 

LA-8-14 

LA-8-15 

LA-8-16 

LA-8-17 

LA-8-18 

LA-8-19 

LA-8-20 

LA-8-21 

LA-8-22 

LA-8-23 

LA-8-24 

LA-8-25 

LA-8-26 
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LA-8-28 

LA-8-30 

LA-8-31 

LA-8-32 

LA-8-33 

LA-8-34 

LA-8-35 

LA-8-36 

LA-8-37 

LA-8-38 

LA-8-39 

LA-8-40 

LA-8-41 
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LA-8-1 Thank you for your comments. The cumulative impacts analysis can be found in 
Section 3.6 of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). No cumulative impacts are anticipated to adversely affect Rialto.  

LA-8-2 Specific plans within the study area were analyzed to ensure consistency with the 
proposed project; these plans, including the Gateway Specific Plan, are identified in 
Section 3.1.1, Land Use, of the Final EIR/EIS. Specific plans were not included in 
Table 3.1.1-3, Consistency with Plans and Policies, because only the main overarching 
plans (e.g., General Plans) were included in this table. According to the California Office 
of Planning and Research (OPR), all specific plans, whether prepared by a general law 
of a city or county, must be consistent with the adopted general plan of the jurisdiction 
within which it is located, per Sections 65450 - 65457 of the Government Code. 
Therefore, the specific plans would follow the general consistency analysis provided for 
the respective General Plan in Table 3.1.1-3.  

LA-8-3 The analysis and key viewpoints provided in Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the Final 
EIR/EIS provide a wide range of key viewpoints that are representative of the project 
alignment and associated impacts. As discussed in the section, it is not possible to 
analyze every possible view within the project area, and the key viewpoints chosen for 
the analysis are intended to show similar changes to the freeway environment within the 
affected jurisdictions. The affected areas within the project limits in the city of Rialto 
consist entirely of railyard to the south of Interstate 10 (I-10), where there are no 
sensitive viewers to experience project improvements, other than motorists on I-10. As 
described in Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the Final EIR/EIS, views into the railyard 
areas along the project alignment have very low visual quality. To the north of I-10, there 
are also primarily industrial land uses, with fewer sensitive viewers than a residential or 
commercial area. Key Viewpoint #50 shows the motorist’s point of view looking toward a 
rail facility, which is similar to what any viewer driving on I-10 through Rialto would 
experience within the project area. Most of the impacts within Rialto are similar in nature 
to changes shown for Key Viewpoint #50. In addition, typical views for Rialto are 
identified in Figures 3.1.7-6 and 3.1.7-7 as part of the Rail Yard Landscape Unit. Lastly, 
a summary of the viewpoint analysis is included at the end of the section, which 
considers the entire alignment. 

LA-8-4 See response to Comments LA-8-37 and LA-8-42. In addition, Appendix N, Project 
Design Features, identifies the major project improvements for the entire project 
alignment.  

No special design issues that could present challenges with regards to hydrology or 
geology are located within the project area in the city of Rialto.  

LA-8-5 Noise in the study area is dominated by traffic on I-10, and there are numerous 
soundwalls along both sides of I-10. The bordering communities within the corridor are 
already impacted by highway noise, and these conditions are projected to worsen as 
traffic increases. Construction noise, light, and glare vary greatly depending on the 
construction process, type and condition of the equipment used, and layout of the 
construction site. Projections of potential construction noise levels may vary from actual 
noise experienced during construction due to these factors. Construction operations near 
residential neighborhoods would be restricted to the greatest extent possible so that 
impacts are kept to a minimum. 

Noise impacts would be mitigated with the appropriate federally designated noise 
mitigation, including soundwalls. Buffers, including landscaping, will be incorporated into 
the project design where feasible to minimize impacts related to lighting and glare. 
Adequate street lighting would be maintained or enhanced. 
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LA-8-6 It is unclear which goal or policy this comment is referring to within Table 3.1.1-3. The 
consistency finding for each goal or policy is identified for each alternative in separate 
columns in Table 3.1.1.-3 in Section 3.1.1, Land Use, of the Final EIR/EIS, as outlined 
per federal guidance (FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8, Guidance for Preparing and 
Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents). 

LA-8-7 See above response to Comment LA-8-2. 

LA-8-8 Temporary construction impacts to parks and recreational areas are discussed under the 
Temporary/Construction Impacts heading in Section 3.1.1.3, Parks and Recreational 
Facilities, of the Final EIR/EIS.  

LA-8-9 Park and trail closure durations are included in the discussion in the text under the 
Temporary/Construction Impacts heading in Section 3.1.1.3, Parks and Recreational 
Facilities, of the Final EIR/EIS. Additional text has been added to specify that Santa Ana 
River Trail closures will be at night. 

LA-8-10 See response to Comment LA-8-9. 

LA-8-11 The park is currently subject to indirect air quality and noise impacts due to its proximity 
to the existing I-10 mainline and due to the park’s location in a built-out suburban 
environment. The incremental increase in noise and air quality impacts during 
construction and once the proposed project is in operation would not inhibit existing 
recreational functions in the park that are already subject to noise and air quality 
associated with I-10. 

Vibration generated by construction equipment can result in varying degrees of ground 
vibration, depending on the equipment. The operation of construction equipment causes 
ground vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in strength with distance 
from the piece of construction equipment. These impacts would be short term and would 
not inhibit recreational use of the site during construction. During operation of 
Alternative 3, ground-borne vibration impacts are not anticipated beyond the impacts 
currently experienced as a result of vehicles traveling through the study area. 

Therefore, no substantial indirect impacts or other interference with the activities or 
purpose of the resource are anticipated as a result of the proposed project. 

LA-8-12 Within the study area, the municipalities are built out or close to built out. Farther from 
I-10, some of the municipalities are less built out, but for the purposes of this analysis, 
much of the study area is built out, as discussed in Section 3.1.2, Growth, of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

LA-8-13 This statement in Section 3.1.2, Growth, of the Final EIR/EIS is reiterating above 
statements that the study area is mostly built out. Creation of new housing is not 
expected to follow the project improvements because no new interchanges are proposed 
that could encourage growth in excess of Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) and general plan projections. This statement is specifically 
focused on new construction, not assumptions about the reuse of existing structures.  

LA-8-14 This section in Section 3.1.2, Growth, of the Final EIR/EIS does include some repetition 
from the above discussion because, in general, improvements included as part of 
Alternative 2 are also included within Preferred Alternative 3. However, the specific 
Alternative 2 discussion specifies the incorporation of high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) 
lanes and anticipated impacts, as opposed to the Express Lanes included as part of 
Preferred Alternative 3.  

LA-8-15 The last sentence in the Preferred Alternative 3 analysis in Section 3.1.2, Growth, of the 
Final EIR/EIS, has been changed per suggestion. 
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LA-8-16 Community cohesion is a social consideration in evaluating any potential community 
impact concern that may have been anticipated or noted during early coordination 
meetings. The definition of community cohesion provided in Section 3.1.4 of the Final 
EIR/EIS is based on the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
Environmental Handbook, Volume 4: Community Impact Assessment (Website: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol4/downloads/vol4_entire.pdf). The concept of community 
cohesion was rooted in the United Kingdom in 2001 following riots and disturbances from 
community unrest. Caltrans initially applied the community cohesion concept in its 2003 
Desk Guide Environmental Justice in Transportation Planning and Investments (Website:   
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/EnvironmentalJusticeDeskGuideJan
2003.pdf). This guide was a product of a collaborative effort among consultants, 
community-based organizations, and transportation agencies in California to address 
and promote environmental justice (community cohesion was included as part of social 
impacts). The regulatory and procedural background and technical issues related to 
community impact analyses are provided in these Caltrans guidance documents.  

LA-8-17 Population density has been revised for this neighborhood and others in Section 3.1.4, 
Community Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

LA-8-18 See response to Comment LA-8-17. 

LA-8-19 The area of the neighborhoods has been calculated in Section 3.1.4, Community 
Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

LA-8-20 The Community Impact Assessment Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference 
Handbook Volume 4 states that “more detailed data are reported for areas higher in the 
geographic hierarchy, such as counties and large cities, rather than small cities, census 
tracts, and blocks”  and that “describing the community character is best accomplished 
by comparing the local community to an appropriate larger area such as a city, county, or 
state, depending on the size and nature of the project and affected community”. For 
purposes of this analysis, the counties within which the study area lies were used for 
comparison to the directly affected population. California demographics would not add to 
the analysis of ethnic composition because impacts are local in terms of population. In 
addition, Caltrans guidance recommends using counties as a larger region of comparison.  

LA-8-21 Like population impacts, race characteristics for the entire state of California would not 
provide meaningful substance to the analysis of housing characteristics.  

LA-8-22 As discussed in Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS, potential 
indirect impacts could result from the No Build Alternative. These impacts would primarily 
be associated with the actual slowing of trucks carrying goods. 

LA-8-23 As discussed in Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS, no 
displacements, residential or nonresidential, would result from Alternative 2.  

The following discussion has been added on page 3.1.4.38 for Community Character/ 
Cohesion impacts under Alternative 3: 

“Most of the displacements are anticipated to occur in the city of Fontana, in an area that 
features scattered residences among a multitude of various industrial uses. As such, 
even though the census tract data of the area suggest a large percentage of minority 
populations, it is unlikely that strong community character/cohesion exists given the 
existing land use mix and its proximity to an existing highway corridor.” 

LA-8-24 Text added to Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, on page 3.1.4-35 of the Final EIR/EIS 
for clarification: “… as a result of full property acquisitions…” 

LA-8-25 Text added to Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, on page 3.1.4-45 of the Final EIR/EIS 
for clarification: “…displaced as a result of full property acquisitions…” 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol4/downloads/vol4_entire.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/EnvironmentalJusticeDeskGuideJan2003.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/EnvironmentalJusticeDeskGuideJan2003.pdf
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LA-8-26 Text added to Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, on page 3.1.4-46 of the Final EIR/EIS 
for clarification: “; the remaining nonresidential displacements would result from full 
parcel acquisition.” 

LA-8-27 There are multiple pages of figures included as part of Figure 3.1.4-4. For clarification, 
the text “Index Map” was added to the figure title of Figure 3.1.4-4 for the first map in this 
set of figures. 

LA-8-28 Sales tax information is not readily available through the County Assessor or State Board 
of Equalization for each parcel; therefore, the insignificant decrease in sales tax is not 
provided particularly because the business would most often be relocated within the 
same city or area vicinity and the tax would remain within the City’s tax base. Total sales 
tax revenue for jurisdictions containing nonresidential displacements is included in 
Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

LA-8-29 Comment noted. The sentence that discusses dividing a neighborhood was removed 
from Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

LA-8-30 Comment noted. Typo is revised in the Final EIR/EIS. 

LA-8-31 Impact rating tables are included in the Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) for the proposed 
project. Text referring to these tables has been removed from the Final EIR/EIS. 

LA-8-32 Viewer exposure and sensitivity are defined in Section 3.5, Predicting Viewer Response, 
in the VIA for the proposed project. Caltrans provides a definition for these terms in its 
VIA guidance based on Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) methodology 
recommendations.  

LA-8-33 The following text was deleted to make the statement less confusing: “and in the long 
term not substantial.” 

LA-8-34 FHWA defines foreground as 0.25 to 0.5 mile from the viewer and middleground, or mid-
ground, as extends from the foreground zone to 3 to 5 miles from the viewer. In some 
instances, a key viewpoint can be broken roughly into thirds, with the foreground at the 
front of the photo, mid-ground in the middle, and background at the back.  

LA-8-35 See response to Comment LA-8-3. 

LA-8-36 See response to Comment LA-8-31 for the discussion regarding the impact rating tables. 
Table 3.1.7-1 shows impacts resulting from the build alternatives for each viewpoint 
based on the FHWA “low to high” rating system. California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) significance conclusions are included in Chapter 4, CEQA Evaluation. All 
impacts were determined to be less than significant with mitigation. Mitigation for 
potential visual/aesthetic impacts is provided in Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics.  

LA-8-37 Encroachment maps with the proposed roadway improvements are included in the 
appendices for the Floodplain Evaluation Report (FER) for the project. Mapping was only 
included for areas that are designated as Federal Emergency Management Agency’s 
(FEMA) special flood hazard zones. Within the project limits, the city of Rialto is not 
located within FEMA’s special flood hazard zone. 

LA-8-38 See response to Comment LA-8-37. 

LA-8-39 In Section 3.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplains, of the Final EIR/EIS, the higher risk 
condition is related to encroaching and developing on a flood hazard area under 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (i.e., a higher risk of flooding).  
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LA-8-40 Attachment D of the Construction General Permit can be found on the California State 
Water Resources Control Board website: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/ 
programs/stormwater/docs/constpermits/wqo_2009_0009_att_d.pdf.  

LA-8-41 As discussed in Section 3.2.2, Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff, of the Final 
EIR/EIS, the project is not located in an area used by local water districts for aquifer 
recharge; therefore, no mapping is provided showing groundwater recharge areas. 

LA-8-42 The Historic Sites Act of 1935 is more relevant to the regulation of geological features 
than cultural resources, hence its inclusion in the Regulatory Setting text for Section 
3.2.3, Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography, as required by Caltrans’ EIR/EIS template.  

LA-8-43 Table 3.2.5-1, Preliminary Identified Properties for Acquisition that may be RECs, in 
Section 3.2.5, Hazardous Waste/Materials, provides a list of potentially hazardous sites 
pertaining to mitigation measure GEO-10 in Section 3.2.3, Geology/Soils/Seismic/ 
Topography, of the Final EIR/EIS.  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/%20programs/stormwater/docs/constpermits/wqo_2009_0009_att_d.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/%20programs/stormwater/docs/constpermits/wqo_2009_0009_att_d.pdf
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Comment LA-9 

 

LA-9-1 

LA-9-2 
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Response to Comment LA-9 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

LA-9-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP). 

The General Plan reference has been updated in the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

LA-9-2 The intersections at the I-10/Vineyard Avenue interchange have been further analyzed to 
improve all movements to Level of Service (LOS) E or better. Based on this analysis, the 
project includes additional interchange improvements: 

 A northbound (NB) free right-turn lane and related widening work at the I-10/
eastbound (EB) on-ramp entrance.

 A second westbound (WB) right-turn lane at the I-10/WB ramp intersection

With these lane improvements, the intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS D or 
better and all movements at LOS E or better under year 2045 traffic conditions. The Final 
EIR/EIS has been updated to include the results of the additional analysis.  

Based on the City of Ontario General Plan, Vineyard Avenue is designated with Class II 
bike lanes. The project is providing, within the project limits, sufficient shoulder width to 
accommodate bike lanes in both directions. 

On both sides of the Vineyard Avenue bridge, the project is providing a minimum 6-foot-
wide sidewalk.  

LA-9-3 Foreseeable future projects have been considered and incorporated to the extent 
practical. Per the City of Ontario’s comments, design plans have been revised to include 
replacement and widening of the 4th Street undercrossing to be consistent with the City’s 
I-10 at Grove Avenue/4th Street Interchange Project. For specific projects in Ontario, the
San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) has and will continue to
coordinate with the City regarding these interchanges.
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7.5 Responses to Comments from Members of the Public 

Throughout the 50-day comment period, 38 members of the public submitted 

comments related to the project. A copy of each written/transcribed comment and the 

response to each question/comment are presented in this section. Multiple letters 

submitted by the same individual are grouped together and treated as one set of 

written comments. The comments are summarized in Table O-5. 

Table O-5  Summary of Comments Received from  
Members of the Public 

Comment 
Code 

Commenter 
Name 

Date 
Received 

Comment Topic 
Page 

Number 

PC-1 Donald Martens 4/23/2016 

Individual inquired about proposed 
project improvements and potential 
construction impacts around his 
community. 

O-123 

PC-2 Eric Ni 4/28/2016 

Individual inquired about whether 
Alternatives 2 and 3 adds or converts 
lanes and whether existing on-and 
off-ramps would be modified. 

O-126 

PC-3 Donald Page 4/30/2016 
Individual inquired about potential 
acquisitions near his property in 
Montclair. 

O-128 

PC-4 Anonymous 1 5/1/2016 

Voicemail opposing Alternative 3 on 
the basis of community impacts, 
Section 4(f), tolling, and imprudent 
use of tax dollars. Individual provided 
other alternatives to improve traffic 
congestion. 

O-130 

PC-5 Harry Childress 5/1/2016 

Individual opposed Express Lanes 
and carpool lanes, also discussing 
safety issues associated with carpool 
lanes. 

O-135 

PC-6 Frank Gonzalez 5/9/2016 
Individual requested a taller wall on 
his property to mitigate noise impacts. 

O-138 

PC-7 Darvin Gomez 5/10/2016 
Individual inquired about I-10 
improvements in Los Angeles County. 

O-140 

PC-8 Timothy Wagner 5/17/2016 
Individual expressed support for 
Alternative 3. 

O-142 

PC-9 Irfan Patel 5/17/2016 

Individual expressed support for 
Alternative 3 and inquired about free 
access of Express Lanes on off-peak 
hours. 

O-144 
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Comment Topic 
Page 

Number 

PC-10 Anonymous 2 5/17/2016 

Anonymous submission of newspaper 
clipping regarding contribution of 
autonomous cars to congestion 
problems. 

O-147 

PC-11 Victor Vollhardt 5/18/2016 
Individual worried that soundwall 
would lower visibility and value of his 
commercial property. 

O-149 

PC-12 Rhonda Davis 5/18/2016 
Individual supported no tolls for 3+ 
occupancy vehicles in Express 
Lanes. 

O-151 

PC-13 Paul Barajas 5/19/2016 

Individual opposed Alternative 3 
claiming noise, pollution, 
displacement, and potential impacts 
to burrowing owl. 

O-153 

PC-14 Amelia Lopez 5/19/2016 
Individual was thankful for information 
received at public meeting. 

O-156 

PC-15 Horacio Lopez 5/19/2016 
Individual was thankful for information 
received at public meeting. 

O-158 

PC-16 Brenda Sanchez 5/19/2016 
Individual was thankful for information 
received at public meeting. 

O-160 

PC-17 Steven T. 5/19/2016 

Individual opposed Alternative 3 but 
supported Alternative 2. Says that 
Alternative 3 will lead to more 
congestion and displacements. 

O-162 

PC-18 Blake Hite 5/19/2016 
Individual inquired about fencing 
along his property and requested a 
soundwall. 

O-164 

PC-19 Nicole Ertel 5/19/2016 

Individual’s property affected by 
temporary construction easement 
(TCE) and commercial acquisition 
and concerned with project 
encroaching on property. 

O-166 

PC-20 Rosario Guzmen 5/19/2016 
Individual supports the project as long 
as it does not affect her home. 

O-168 

PC-21 
Hector & Gloria 

Lobos 
5/19/2016 

Individual requested to be informed 
whether home will be acquired by this 
project or future projects. 

O-170 

PC-22 Marven Norman 5/19/2016 

Individual supported construction of 
Alternative 2 followed by a conversion 
to Alternative 3 at a later date. Toll 
from Express Lanes should be used 
to fund Metrolink and bus rapid transit 
(BRT) projects. 

O-172 
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Page 

Number 

PC-23 Loree Masonis 5/19/2016 

Individual expressed the importance 
of public accountability through more 
public awareness/outreach efforts 
and supports consideration of other 
ideas for future projects. 

O-174 

PC-24 Ly Kou 5/19/2016 

Individual supports No Build and 
opposes Alternatives 2 and 3 
because of cost. Expressed tolling is 
unfair and suggested constructing a 
general purpose lane. 

O-177 

PC-25 Greg Brittain 5/22/2016 
Individual opposes Alternative 3 
claiming double taxation. 

O-180 

PC-26 Sam Wong 5/24/2016 

Individual submitted extensive 
inquiries regarding participating 
agencies, the Redlands Rail project, 
reliability of forecast population/ 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 
construction impacts, temporary and 
permanent traffic impacts, 
construction completion, financial 
accountability, and public outreach. 

O-182 

PC-27 Dale Broome 5/25/2016 
Individual opposes Alternative 3 
claiming double taxation. 

O-187 

PC-28 Benjamin Cutler 5/27/2016 

Individual opposes Alternative 3 and 
mentions that it is unfair to lower 
income to include toll lanes on 
existing facilities. 

O-189 

PC-29 Tressy Capps 

5/31/2016 

Individual opposes Alternative 3 
claiming that the review period is too 
short and SCAG data is unreliable. 
She requested traffic analyses based 
on the Presidential nominee's 
immigration platform and deportation 
of illegal immigrants. 

O-191 

6/3/2016 
Individual could not locate a copy of 
Draft EIR/EIS at Fontana library. 

O-192 

6/8/2016 Individual requested verification 
regarding extended public review 
period and reiterated opposition to 
Alternative 3. 

O-193 

6/8/2016 O-194 

6/8/2016 
Individual opposes Alternative 3 due 
to financial constraints. 

O-195 

6/8/2016 

Individual opposes Alternative 3 on 
basis of inadequate alternative 
analysis, purpose and need, 
mitigation measures, and traffic, 
among other issues. 

O-196 
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Comment 
Code 

Commenter 
Name 

Date 
Received 

Comment Topic 
Page 

Number 

PC-30 
Richard & Melissa 

Harvey 
5/31/2016 

Individual opposes toll lanes on I-10 
and I-15.  

O-207 

PC-31 Daniel Marquez 6/6/2016 
Individual opposes moving soundwall 
closer and commented on various 
community impacts. 

O-209 

PC-32 Michael Schwartz 6/7/2016 
Individual worried that soundwall 
would lower visibility and value of his 
commercial property. 

O-212 

PC-33 
Citizens of 

Pomona/Claremont 
6/7/2016 

Petition from citizens in the cities of 
Pomona and Claremont opposing 
Alternative 3 on basis of increased air 
and noise pollution and "negative 
environmental impact." The group 
contends that the project will impact 
Section 4(f) properties, churches, 
hospitals, businesses, and biological 
resources and prefers the No Build 
Alternative.  

O-214 

PC-34 K Guthrie 6/7/2016 

Individual opposes the project on 
basis of inadequate public review 
time and a multitude of air quality 
related issues. 

O-223 

PC-35 Steve Rogers 

6/8/2016 

Individual opposes Alternative 3 citing 
inadequacies in San Bernardino 
Associated Governments (SANBAG) 
and Parsons (PTG) staff and 
inconsistencies with Los Angeles 
County plans. 

O-235 

6/9/2016 
Individual opposes Alternative 3 citing 
inadequate documentation and 
process by SANBAG.  

O-236 

PC-36 Morgan Keith 6/9/2016 
Individual rejects Alternatives 2 and 3 
(unless Alternative 3 will be paid for 
using private dollars). 

O-240 

PC-37 Jess Anda 6/13/2016 

Individual opposes the construction of 
the soundwall next to the property 
that she is currently renting due to 
increase in criminal activity, 
homeless/transient nuisances and 
neighborhood isolation. 

O-246 

PC-38 Brent Merideth 5/28/16 

Individual opposes Alternative 2 and 
3 because of traffic, safety, bike/ 
pedestrian impacts, and other mobility 
impacts. 

O-248 
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Comment PC-1 

  

PC-1-1 

PC-1-2 

PC-1-3 
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Response to Comment PC-1 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

PC-1-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP). A Ramp Closure Study (Appendix E of the Community Impact Assessment 
technical study) was conducted to evaluate the anticipated project effects resulting from 
temporary ramp closures. Most interchange ramps, including the Indian Hill Boulevard 
on- and off-ramps, are expected to be open for at least one lane of traffic during 
construction. Under Preferred Alternative 3, the Indian Hill Boulevard ramps may be 
subject to periodic temporary closures at night, during a weekend (55-hour closure), or 
for a period of less than 10 consecutive days. Periodic temporary closure of these 
ramps is not anticipated to result in a substantial inconvenience to the traveling public 
because interchanges along Interstate 10 (I-10) are generally spaced approximately 
1 mile apart. As such, there are nearby alternate access points to and from I-10, and no 
two consecutive/adjacent off-ramps or on-ramps in the same direction would be closed 
at the same time. You may access I-10 via the Towne Avenue or Indian Hill Boulevard 
interchange ramps if either one of these ramps is closed during construction. Alternate 
access points to nearby interchanges along I-10 include the Garey Avenue interchange 
to the west of Towne Avenue and Monte Vista Avenue to the east of Indian Hill 
Boulevard. 

Ramp closures would represent a temporary inconvenience to residents, businesses, 
and business patrons within the I-10 CP area and may result in increased travel times 
ranging from 2 to 7 minutes. Access to businesses would be maintained during 
construction of the I-10 CP, and all are accessible from alternate freeway off-ramps and 
by utilizing local/regional streets. Increased travel times and distances during ramp 
closures are not anticipated to result in either a substantial economic effect on 
businesses or substantial delays or travel costs for residents or business patrons. 

The area near your residence is included in the first phase of construction work 
(Contract 1) to implement Preferred Alternative 3 improvements. As such, project 
construction will likely take place between 2019 and 2022. The tentative construction 
start date is based on approval of this environmental document, completion of final 
design plans, and right-of-way (ROW) acquisition. A detailed schedule of earth-moving 
activities and construction will be developed during the construction stage of the project 
and when a construction contractor has been procured. 

The San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA), in coordination with the 
construction contractor, is expected to lead the public relations effort and carry out a 
Public Awareness Campaign (PAC) during final design and construction to provide the 
public with information relating to planned and ongoing highway work. Information on 
construction activities, upcoming detours and/or lane closures, possible alternate 
routes, and alternate transportation modes will be communicated to residences and 
businesses prior to commencement of any construction activities. For more information 
regarding communication of public information, refer to the Ramp Closure Study in 
Appendix E of the Community Impact Assessment. 

PC-1-2 As stated in avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure COM-4, features will 
be incorporated into construction strategies (i.e., lane closure restrictions during 
holidays and special local events, closure of secondary streets during construction to 
allow quick construction and reopening, lane modifications to maintain the number of 
lanes needed, allowing night work and extended weekend work, maintaining business 
access, and maintaining pedestrian and bicycle access) to keep residents, businesses, 
community services, and service providers within the affected area informed about the 
proposed project construction schedule and current work zone traffic detours.  

In general, construction activities would primarily occur during daytime hours because 
daytime activities tend to have a lesser impact on residential land uses than nighttime 
construction; however, nighttime construction is expected to be necessary to avoid 
more substantial traffic disruptions during daytime hours. Nighttime construction 
operations near residential neighborhoods would be restricted to the greatest extent 
possible so that noise and vibration are kept to a minimum. 
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As stated in avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure N-3, construction 
activities shall be coordinated to build recommended permanent soundwalls during the 
first phase of construction to protect sensitive receivers (e.g., residences) from 
subsequent construction noise, dust, light, glare, and other impacts, to the extent 
feasible. Construction methods or equipment that provide the lowest level of noise 
impact will be recommended as appropriate. Measure AQ-4 requires water or dust 
palliative to be applied to construction sites and equipment as often as necessary to 
control fugitive dust emissions.  

For a full list of environmental commitments for the I-10 CP, refer to the Environmental 
Commitments Record, Appendix E, of Volume 2, for a list of avoidance, minimization, 
and/or mitigation measures that will minimize disturbances to your property during 
construction.  

PC-1-3 Construction of the I-10 high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane construction project 
between Puente Avenue and Citrus Street in the cities of Baldwin Park and West 
Covina began in June 2014 and is estimated to be complete in spring 2019. For this 
project along I-10 within Los Angeles County, Caltrans District 7 is the lead agency. 
Currently, the eastbound (EB) I-10/Pacific Avenue/West Covina Parkway off-ramp in 
the city of West Covina is subject to a long-term ramp closure. 

The nature of construction impacts of the I-10 CP in San Bernardino County is similar 
to the project mentioned in your comment. Construction-related activities will result in 
various temporary closures of the freeway mainline, branch connectors, interchange 
ramps, and local arterials as required to facilitate construction activities. Temporary and 
short-term closures will occur intermittently throughout the construction duration. Full 
freeway lane, ramp, and arterial street closures will also be required during nighttime 
and on weekends (55-hour closure) during various roadway and structure construction 
activities.  

Long-term closures lasting up to 16 months may be employed during construction of 
certain streets and overcrossing structures to facilitate faster construction time. 
Although temporary impacts to local commuters, residents, and businesses would be 
more severe during the closure, the localized impacts would be minimized because the 
improvements would be completed more quickly, allowing the roadway to reopen to the 
public faster.  

The Indian Hill Boulevard interchange will not be closed for more than 10 consecutive 
days. At maximum, some other interchange ramps along the project corridor may 
require long-term ramp closures of up to 30 consecutive days. No ramps are expected 
to require closure for more than 30 days. During closure of these ramps, alternative 
routes will be provided to motorists. Further evaluation and studies will be needed 
during the final design to evaluate the locations and feasibility of long-term ramp 
closures and determine required improvements.  

The final Transportation Management Plan (TMP), which would be prepared during the 
final design phase, would require minimization of construction-related effects on traffic 
and circulation/pedestrian and bicyclists by applying a variety of techniques, including 
public information, motorist information, incident management, construction strategies, 
demand management, and alternate route strategies. During the course of project 
construction, the Traffic Management Team would observe traffic conditions and make 
recommendations concerning any required changes with respect to traffic 
management. The Final TMP would be prepared prior to project construction and would 
address traffic detours for roadway closures during construction. The Final TMP would 
avoid and minimize construction-related traffic and circulation effects of the proposed 
project. 
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Comment PC-2 

  

PC-2-1 
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Response to Comment PC-2 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

PC-2-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP). 

After the end of the public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project Development Team 
(PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and 
identified Alternative 3 (Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. 

Alternative 3 would provide two Express Lanes in each direction of I-10 from the Los 
Angeles/San Bernardino (LA/SB) county line to California Street in Redlands, and one 
Express Lane in each direction from California Street to Ford Street in Redlands, a total 
of 33 miles. West of Haven Avenue, a single new lane would be constructed and 
combined with the existing high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane to provide two Express 
Lanes in each direction; east of Haven Avenue, all Express Lanes would be constructed 
by the project. The project would not result in the reduction or conversion of any existing 
general purpose lane capacity. Within the vicinity of Colton, I-10 would be widened to 
accommodate construction of the two Express Lanes. Alternative 3 would require 
reconstruction of three freeway-to-freeway connector ramps and interchange ramps to 
accommodate the two Express Lanes. Within Colton, the existing local interchanges will 
remain in the same locations; however, the following four I-10 interchanges in Colton will 
include ramp reconstruction or improvements: Pepper Avenue, Rancho Avenue, La 
Cadena Drive, and Mt. Vernon Avenue. Express Lane on-ramps at interchange locations 
within Colton are not anticipated to be incorporated as part of Alternative 3. Table 2-6 of 
the EIR/EIS provides a summary of connector and interchange improvements that are 
required in Alternative 3. 

For more information regarding project alternatives, please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

 
  



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

O-128 I-10 Corridor Project 

Comment PC-3 

 

  

PC-3-1 



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

I-10 Corridor Project O-129 

Response to Comment PC-3 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

PC-3-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP).  

The conceptual design of Preferred Alternative 3 presented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) previously required 
permanent right-of-way (ROW) acquisitions of Cimarron Oaks condominiums along the 
west side of Monte Vista Avenue to accommodate the proposed roadway widening. 
Adjacent to 9355 Mesa Verde Drive, the width of acquisition is approximately 9 to 12 feet 
into the parcel (or beyond the existing back of sidewalk). A temporary construction 
easement (TCE), approximately 10 feet wide, was also anticipated beyond the 
acquisition limit to accommodate construction of a new retaining wall along the new edge 
of the widened roadway. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has 
considered your comment and refined the preliminary design plans to avoid property 
acquisitions and reduced TCE requirements. In this Final EIR/EIS, partial acquisitions 
are no longer required at Cimarron Oaks condominiums; however, a TCE at this property 
is required along Monte Vista Avenue to accommodate the project. The required TCE is 
not anticipated to impact residential buildings. 

TCEs identified in this Final EIR/EIS are based on conceptual design plans and are 
subject to change. As final design plans are developed, ROW requirements for the 
project may subsequently change. Caltrans and/or the San Bernardino County 
Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will contact property owners if their property is 
required to construct the project. If design plans change and a portion or all of your 
property is required, every effort will be made to provide the full extent of benefits and 
services provided through Caltrans’ Relocation Assistance Program and as allowed 
under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970.  
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PC-4-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 
CP). Your opposition to Alternative 3 is acknowledged. After the end of the public review 
period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) and consideration of public comments, the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) and the Project Development Team (PDT) compared and weighed the benefits 
and impacts of all three alternatives and identified Alternative 3 as the Preferred 
Alternative. Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS provides further discussion on the selection of 
the Preferred Alternative. Your comments on potential impacts of Alternative 3 are 
addressed below. 

Section 4(f) Resources  
Caltrans acknowledges that parks and recreational facilities are protected resources 
under the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, Section 4(f). Responsibility for 
compliance with Section 4(f) has been assigned to Caltrans, pursuant to 23 United States 
Code (U.S.C.) 326 and 327. As the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)-delegated 
federal lead agency, Caltrans must conduct an evaluation of the proposed project’s 
potential impacts to Section 4(f) resources.  

Caltrans has completed an analysis of potential impacts of the project related to 
Section 4(f) resources. In Appendix B of this Final EIR/EIS, an analysis of potential 
impacts to parks and recreational facilities has been prepared for the I-10 CP titled, 
“Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f)”. All Section 4(f) 
resources within the study area were analyzed for direct and indirect impacts under each 
project alternative. Based on the results of the Section 4(f) analysis, Alternative 3 would 
result in de minimis impacts at two Section 4(f) resources: MacArthur Park and Euclid 
Avenue/State Route (SR) 83. A de minimis impact is defined as “one that will not 
adversely affect the qualities or activities that give the property protection under 
Section 4(f).” Current recreational uses and activities at MacArthur Park and Euclid 
Avenue/SR-83 will be available to all park patrons during and after construction. 

Temporary occupancy of the Santa Ana River Trail (SART) and Orange Blossom Trail 
(OBT) would also result from construction of Alternative 3. Temporary occupancy would 
not result in adverse impacts, interfere with the activities or purpose of the resource, or 
result in minor changes to the resource. The Section 4(f) analysis indicates that 
permanent physical changes to recreational resource or activities would not occur at 
Edison Elementary School, SART, or OBT. Effects to these parks are temporary, outside 
of the active recreational areas, and would cease after construction of the project. 
Nevertheless, all current active recreational uses and amenities would be available to all 
park patrons during and after construction. 

Officials with jurisdictional authority of the park have concurred that the impacts to the 
parks are not substantial (please refer to Appendix B). After construction of the project, 
areas disturbed by construction of the project will be restored to pre-project conditions at 
MacArthur Park, Euclid Avenue/SR-83, SART, and OBT. 

PC-4-2 Potential Effects to Churches and Residential Homes 

Caltrans understands that the I-10 CP may affect churches and homes near the project 
area. Preliminary designs analyzed in this Final EIR/EIS indicate that four residential 
properties may be acquired and its residents relocated to construct the Preferred 
Alternative 3 along Interstate 10 (I-10) between the cities of Pomona and Montclair. 
Within the city limits of Pomona and Montclair, there are three churches: Covenant 
United Methodist Church, Claremont City Blessing Church School, and Jehovah’s 
Witnesses Church. These churches will not be subject to full acquisition or relocation. 

During construction, churches and residential homes may experience temporary impacts 
resulting from construction activities. 

Construction of the proposed project is currently planned to commence in 2019 and is 
anticipated to be open to the public by 2024. Construction would intermittently move 
along the length of the alignment and is not anticipated to occur in the same location for 
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more than 5 years. The proposed project would have a similar prolonged period of 
construction for all of the build alternatives. Area residents living near construction areas 
would experience more inconveniences resulting from construction activities compared to 
the surrounding population; however, Caltrans will implement measures to minimize 
construction-related impacts to ensure that area residents, schools, churches, and 
businesses are not severely impacted during construction of the project. These 
measures, which include sequencing the construction of interchange improvements, 
consisting of freeway ramp reconstruction, local arterial improvements, and overcrossing 
structure replacement, are envisioned to be staggered throughout the corridor to 
minimize impacting two consecutive interchanges or closing two consecutive on- or off-
ramps and adjacent arterial roadways at the same time. If feasible, arterial and 
overcrossing improvements that would add capacity over the existing condition would be 
constructed in the earlier stages in an attempt to ease traffic congestion during 
subsequent construction stages. Some measures to minimize construction-related 
impacts include public outreach to notify area residents of potential short-term 
interruptions to utility services and roadway closures; preparation of a Traffic 
Management Plan (TMP) to address lane, interchange ramps, detours, and street 
closures; noise monitoring near sensitive areas to minimize noise disturbance; and 
implementation of dust control measures to control fugitive dust. A complete list of 
construction-related measures is provided in Appendix E of this Final EIR/EIS. 

Potential construction-related impacts are temporary and will cease after construction of 
the project. 

Currently, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on I-10 have become so congested that 
they no longer offer carpools and buses a reliable and speedy trip. Alternative 3 (Express 
Lanes) would increase the mobility and trip reliability in the corridor and give motorists the 
option to pay a toll to avoid congestion. Express Lanes that are moving at relatively high 
speed actually serve more traffic than a similar number of lanes that are heavily 
congested. The implementation of Express Lanes helps to ensure travel time savings and 
trip reliability for eligible carpools, vanpools, and buses while also offering the added 
benefit of allowing solo drivers the time-saving option through the payment of tolls. By 
implementing Express Lanes, the people-moving capacity of I-10 would be increased 
considerably in the Express Lanes as well as the general purpose lanes with a relatively 
modest investment by repurposing the existing HOV lanes (from the Los Angeles/San 
Bernardino [LA/SB] county line to Haven Avenue) and implementing congestion pricing. 
Notably, the traffic study model indicated that travel times in the general purpose lanes 
would generally improve along I-10 if Express Lanes are implemented compared with 
other project alternatives. This would also benefit those not utilizing the Express Lanes by 
improving the overall traffic flow. It is anticipated that some motorists typically utilizing 
general purpose lanes would use Express Lanes, which would reduce the number of 
vehicles using the general purpose lanes. 

Caltrans prepared a Traffic Study to analyze the effects of the I-10 corridor as stated in 
this Final EIR/EIS. The Traffic Study evaluated the existing and future traffic flow 
conditions within the traffic study area within San Bernardino County and Los Angeles 
County. Based on the results of the Traffic Study, it is anticipated that implementing 
Alternative 3 would meet the purpose and need of the project by reducing traffic 
congestion, increasing throughput, and enhancing trip reliability for the planning design 
year of 2045. The results of the Traffic Study are summarized in this Final EIR/EIS in 
Section 3.1.6. 

PC-4-3 Investments and Improvements to the Gold Line and other Modes of Transportation 

Your opinion to transfer funding from the I-10 CP to the Metro Gold Line Project is 
acknowledged. Caltrans recognizes the congestion-reduction effects of mass transit such 
as light rail and increased bus service. Caltrans has been an advocate of enhancing 
public transit as a way to reduce traffic congestion along the freeways. As part of the 
alternative selection process, Caltrans requires Transportation Systems Management 
(TSM)/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) to be analyzed as an alternative 
option. TSM consists of strategies to maximize efficiency of the existing facility by 
providing options such as ridesharing, parking, and traffic-signal optimization. TSM 
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options to improve traffic flow typically increase the number of vehicle trips a facility can 
carry without increasing the number of through lanes. TSM also encourages automobile, 
public and private transit, ridesharing programs, and bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements as elements of a unified urban transportation system. TDM focuses on 
regional strategies for reducing the number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT), as well as increasing vehicle occupancy. It facilitates higher vehicle occupancy or 
reduces traffic congestion by expanding the traveler’s transportation choice in terms of 
travel experience. Promoting mass transit and facilitating nonmotorized alternatives are 
two such examples. 

The TSM/TDM alternative did not meet the project purpose as a stand-alone alternative 
and was not carried forward as a potential alternative for the I-10 CP. Additional 
discussion is provided in Section 2.2.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from 
Further Discussion. Although TSM and TDM measures alone do not satisfy the purpose 
and need of the project, TSM/TDM components, as described in Section 2.2.1.1, 
Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives, were incorporated into each build 
alternative. 

More frequent and new commuter rail and express bus service is a critical part of future 
transportation plans for San Bernardino County. The implementation of Express Lanes 
helps to ensure travel time savings and trip reliability for eligible carpools, vanpools, and 
buses. Express Lanes help public buses reach more destinations on time. This benefits 
everyone who relies on public transit for their travel. Transit benefits would include 
improved community connectivity to the Metrolink stations along the corridor, providing 
trip reliability and improved access to and from stations. For Omnitrans, the Express 
Lanes would increase capacity for bus service, improve trip reliability, and allow potential 
for new express bus lines to be added for greater service connecting primary transit 
hubs. Alternative 3 would also benefit vanpools by providing additional capacity and 
sustainable trip reliability in the Express Lanes for the long term. The Express Lanes 
would be free for transit vehicles. Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EIS provides further 
discussion on the proposed project’s benefits on mass transit. 

Economical Discrimination 

An Equity Assessment Report of Express Lanes (2013) has been prepared to determine 
if the proposed I-10 CP Express Lanes alternative may benefit or adversely affect low-
income travelers. Refer to response to Comment PC-5-2 for further elaboration regarding 
the Equity Assessment Report. The equity study found that overall “the Express Lanes 
are projected to have several benefits for low-income drivers.” The equity assessment is 
available for public review at the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 
(SBCTA) office or at http://www.1015projects.com/files/ managed/Document/119/86-406-
sanbag-equity-assessment-report--final-nov-2013.pdf. 

Improvements proposed by the I-10 CP are based on addressing identified current and 
future traffic operation deficiencies and do not discriminate against or target a specific 
demographic to impact or benefit. This project proposes to improve traffic conditions 
specific to the I-10 freeway facility to benefit the region. SR-210 is a parallel east-west 
route, encompassing similar east-west limits as the I-10 CP. Improvements along SR-210 
are beyond the scope of the I-10 CP. Please feel free to contact Caltrans District 8 
regarding any concerns or issues along SR-210. 

There are no current plans by Caltrans and SBCTA to add either an HOV lane or an 
Express Lane along SR-210 from Pomona to Redlands; however, Caltrans and SBCTA 
are continually looking for ways to improve regional mobility. These two partner agencies 
are working closely together to identify current and future needs for improvement along 
SR-210. Caltrans and SBCTA are currently proposing to widen a segment of SR-210 
from Highland Avenue to San Bernardino Avenue in the cities of Highland and Redlands 
and unincorporated areas of San Bernardino County. The SR-210 Mixed-Flow Lane 
Addition Project proposes to widen this segment of SR-210 with one mixed-flow lane in 
each direction. 

 

 

http://www.1015projects.com/files/%20managed/Document/119/86-406-sanbag-equity-assessment-report--final-nov-2013.pdf
http://www.1015projects.com/files/%20managed/Document/119/86-406-sanbag-equity-assessment-report--final-nov-2013.pdf
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Improvements at SR-57 to I-10 Connector 

The SR-57 and I-10 interchange is beyond the defined project limits of the I-10 CP. This 
freeway-to-freeway interchange is located in Los Angeles County. Caltrans District 7 (Los 
Angeles County) has identified the need to improve this interchange and has proposed 
improvements for this heavily traveled freeway-to-freeway interchange. The I-10 to SR-57 
Westbound Connector Truck Climbing Lane and Off-Ramp is identified in the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) as RTP ID# S1120070. Please contact Caltrans District 7 for 
more information about this project. 
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PC-5-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 
CP). The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges your opinion 
on the removal of all carpool lanes.  

After the end of the public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, Caltrans 
and the Project Development Team (PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and 
impacts of all three alternatives and identified Alternative 3 (Express Lanes) as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Alternative 3’s Express Lane toll requirement is not a form of tax. These are optional tolls, 
and the choice to use them is up to each individual. Unlike a tax that everyone pays, only 
the drivers that do not meet the minimum occupancy requirements and who choose to 
use the Express Lanes will be charged the toll. Solo drivers have the option to use the 
existing general purpose lanes toll free or pay to use the Express Lanes if better mobility 
and more reliable trip times are desired. 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, and in other sections throughout the 
EIR/EIS, Interstate 10 (I-10) would be widened for both build alternatives for the 
proposed project and would not result in decreased capacity; the number general 
purpose lanes would remain the same, while an additional high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) 
lane would be constructed for Alternative 2 and additional Express Lanes for Alternative 
3. Neither of the build alternatives would result in fewer lanes. 

Chapter 1, Proposed Project, identifies one of the deficiencies of the existing I-10 corridor 
is an increase in traffic accidents. Section 3.1.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Facilities, of the EIR/EIS describes the increase in crashes resulting from 
higher congestion along the existing I-10 corridor. Accident data for I-10 suggest that the 
prevalent cause of accidents along the I-10 mainline is traffic congestion, resulting in rear 
end, sideswipe, and hit object collisions. The I-10 CP would add one or two lanes in each 
direction of the freeway mainline to increase capacity, as well as provide additional 
auxiliary lanes, where warranted, to improve lane continuity and traffic flow. These 
operational improvements are anticipated to provide countermeasures and may lead to a 
decrease in the accident rates on the freeway mainline. None of the proposed 
improvements are anticipated to result in an increase in accident potential or compromise 
safety along the corridor. 

PC-5-2 The Express Lanes included as part of Alternative 3 are intended to be available for 
travelers of all income levels; the proposed lanes provide an additional choice that is 
currently not offered for motorists or those who utilize public transportation. Automobiles 
and public transportation vehicles would have access to the Express Lanes, with no 
additional cost to those using public transportation.  

Express Lanes are already operating in many cities throughout the country, and surveys 
have shown that people of all income levels use them. The average customer may not 
use them every day, but they will use the Express Lanes on days when they need fast 
and reliable travel. In addition, Express Lanes help public buses reach more destinations 
on time. This benefits everyone who relies on public transit for their travel. 

An Equity Assessment was conducted to analyze the impact of Express Lanes on 
populations with lower incomes, and the results are included in Section 3.1.4.3, 
Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The Equity Assessment identified several benefits, 
including improved travel times in general purpose lanes, and potential disadvantages, 
including account maintenance fees; however, mitigation measures COM-15 and 
COM-16 would be implemented to minimize impacts to low-income travelers. 

PC-5-3 The proposed project was designed to enhance public safety along I-10. There are no 
locations within the proposed project area where the motorist would be able to mistakenly 
enter an HOV lane that would face oncoming traffic. Chapter 2 identifies the proposed 
ingress/egress access points for the proposed improvements along I-10, as well as safety 
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improvements, including improved median barriers. The proposed project does not 
include constructing freeway on- or off-ramps in the center of I-10. In addition, 
Appendix I, Proposed Ramp Closure Detour Routes, provides additional details regarding 
affected freeway on- and off-ramps, focusing on detours during ramp closures for the 
proposed project construction. 

Improvements along State Route (SR) 210 are beyond the scope of the I-10 CP. Please 
feel free to contact Caltrans District 8 regarding any concerns of issues along SR-210. 
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PC-6-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP).  

No right-of-way (ROW) acquisitions in the vicinity of Azure Court in the city of Upland are 
anticipated at this time. At this stage of the project, limited design information is available 
and may or may not require additional property. All potential acquisitions are subject to 
change during the final design phase.  

Like most transportation projects, construction activities may result in temporary 
inconveniences to residents living near the freeway, such as detours, road/lane closures, 
construction noise and dust, and potential utility interruptions. The California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) will implement measures to minimize these public 
inconveniences, as described in Appendix E, Environmental Commitments Record.  

PC-6-2 The Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) as defined in Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Title 23 CFR 772.11 for residential land uses is 67 decibels (dB). A noise impact occurs 
when the predicted future noise level with the project approaches or exceeds the NAC. 
Approaching the NAC is defined by Caltrans as coming within 1 dB of the NAC. For 
engineering reasons, as stated in Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, a proposed 
noise abatement measure is considered feasible if it reduces noise levels by at least 5 dB 
of the threshold at which there is a general perception of a distinctly noticeable increase 
in sound. That same measure is only considered reasonable in terms of costs if it 
includes a minimum 7-dB reduction in future noise levels. Additional information on how 
Caltrans determines the need to construct or modify (increase) the height of the 
soundwall is provided in Section 3.2.7. 

Your residence is currently protected by an existing 8-foot-high soundwall (SW157) 
located at the Caltrans ROW line. Soundwall analysis results summarized in Table B-16 
of the Noise Study Report (July 2015) show that your residence experiences an existing 
noise level of approximately 67 dB, equivalent to the NAC, and a projected Alternative 3 
design year build noise level of 69 dB, which is a potential increase of 2 dB. Note, studies 
show that a noise level increase of less than 3 dB in sound is barely detectable by the 
average person. 

The soundwall analysis results demonstrate that only by replacing this existing soundwall 
with an 18-foot-high soundwall would cause the noise reduction to meet the 5-dB 
threshold for feasibility; however, even a 20-foot-high soundwall would not provide the 
required 7 dB of noise reduction to be considered reasonable.  

As such, the noise level reductions from raising SW157 do not justify the costs of 
implementing such a soundwall replacement. Additionally, raising the height of existing 
Soundwall SW157 to match the 10-foot-high walls in the vicinity of your residence would 
not result in a perceptible reduction in noise levels. As a result, the soundwall adjacent to 
your property is not proposed to be raised. 
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PC-7-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 
CP). The I-10 CP has limited improvements proposed along Interstate 10 (I-10) in Los 
Angeles County. Improvements at the I-10/Indian Hill Boulevard interchange consist of 
minor improvements to accommodate the widening of I-10 for Alternative 3 (Express 
Lanes); no capacity-increasing improvements are proposed at this interchange location. 
The farthest extent of the I-10 CP improvements in Los Angeles County includes 
advance signage for the Express Lanes and striping of a transition area from 
approximately 0.4 mile west of White Avenue in Pomona to the Los Angeles/San 
Bernardino (LA/SB) county line. Additional information on freeway improvements along 
I-10 within Los Angeles County is provided in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

For more updated information regarding highway projects being planned in Los Angeles 
County, refer to http://www.dot.ca.gov/d7/projects/. Please contact the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 7 for additional information regarding 
proposed improvements along I-10 in Los Angeles County. We recommend contacting 
Caltrans District 7 and/or the City of Pomona to discuss additional improvements at the I-
10/ Indian Hill Boulevard interchange.  

 

  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d7/projects/
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PC-8-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental review process for the I-10 Corridor 
Project (I-10 CP). The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges 
your support for Alternative 3 (Express Lanes). After the end of the public review period 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
and consideration of public comments, Caltrans and the Project Development Team 
(PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and 
identified Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS 
provides further discussion on the selection of the Preferred Alternative. 
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PC-9-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 
CP). The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges your support 
of Alternative 3 (Express Lanes). After the end of the public review period of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
consideration of public comments, Caltrans and the Project Development Team (PDT) 
compared and weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and identified 
Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS provides further 
discussion on the selection of the Preferred Alternative.  

PC-9-2 The policies under which the Express Lanes in Alternative 3 would be operated have not 
been finalized, but the preliminary Express Lane operation policies are presented in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Final decisions on operating policies would be made after 
approval of the Final EIR/EIS and prior to opening of the project. 

The I-10 and I-15 Express Lanes Intermediate-Level Traffic and Revenue Study Final 
Report (September 2014) prepared for the San Bernardino County Transportation 
Authority (SBCTA) analyzed a variety of different tolling policies for the I-10 CP’s Express 
Lanes. During the course of the study, a range of toll policy decisions were tested within 
a market share model, including whether to include minimum tolls for off-peak Express 
Lane usage. One test assumed that users would be allowed to use the Express Lanes for 
free during off-peak hours and certain hours of the peak periods where the toll-free 
demand was 1,200 vehicles per hour per lane. The results reflected a net revenue 
reduction of 12 percent for Interstate 10 (I-10) in 2030.  

As such, due to the importance of toll revenues as a means of recovering construction, 
operation, and maintenance costs, a minimum toll for those driving alone was 
established. A secondary rationale for establishing a minimum toll even during off-peak 
hours is to discourage use of the Express Lanes by extremely short trips, which can 
deteriorate traffic operations on the freeway with merging traffic maneuvers. The 
minimum toll amount would be established prior to project completion. 
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PC-10-1 This comment was received as an anonymous submission of a newspaper clipping 
regarding contribution of autonomous cars to congestion problems. 

Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 
CP). Whether self-driving cars will worsen congestion along freeways is unknown. At this 
time, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has not established official 
policy regarding the use of autonomous vehicles.  

Regardless of if or when autonomous vehicles begin to utilize California’s transportation 
system, Caltrans will remain committed to providing a safe, sustainable, integrated, and 
efficient transportation system that enhances California’s economy and livability. 

The California Department of Motor Vehicles is currently developing regulations for the 
post-testing deployment of autonomous vehicles. The regulations will establish the 
requirements that manufacturers must meet to certify their autonomous vehicle has been 
successfully tested, meets certain safety requirements, and is ready for the general 
public to operate on public roads.  

The Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Exploratory Advanced Research (EAR) 
Program is also considering methods of integrating autonomous vehicle technology to 
reach FHWA safety and mobility goals through the development of theory for and 
assessing the feasibility of systems that leapfrog current technological approaches.  
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PC-11-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 
CP). Pursuant to the procedures for abatement of highway traffic noise and construction 
noise under Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) (Title 23 CFR 
772), activity categories and related traffic noise impacts are determined based on the 
actual land use in a given area. As such, the property at 16592 Washington Drive was 
assessed under the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) as an Activity Category B (Single-
Family Residential) property. The forecasted design year 2045 noise levels under 
Preferred Alternative 3 for the property in question is 74 A-weighted decibels (dBA), or 
7 dBA above the NAC of 67 dBA. A traffic noise impact, as defined in Title 23 CFR 772.5, 
occurs when the predicted noise level in the design year approaches or exceeds the NAC 
specified in Title 23 CFR 772; therefore, noise abatement was considered for properties 
between Cypress Avenue and Sierra Avenue. 

As discussed in Section 3.2.7 of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Soundwall S1833 is proposed as a noise 
abatement measure for these properties, including the property at 16592 Washington 
Drive. Under Preferred Alternative 3, Soundwall S1833 would be 707 feet in length 
located north of I-10 on the Caltrans right-of-way (ROW) line and provides feasible noise 
abatement for the four residences. After consideration of the costs of constructing such a 
wall, Soundwall S1833 was determined to be reasonable and feasible, and it is 
recommended to be a 14-foot-high masonry wall, as shown in Figure 134 and Table 2 in 
Appendix L4 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Properties that would benefit from each feasible and reasonable soundwall were 
identified for a soundwall survey following the identification of Alternative 3 as the 
Preferred Alternative. Properties that would receive a 1-decibel (dB) or more noise 
reduction were also included in the soundwall survey. Soundwalls within Caltrans ROW 
will not be constructed if 50 percent or more of responding property owners and residents 
oppose construction of the soundwall.  

After the initial and follow-up survey efforts were completed, the survey responses were 
collected and tabulated for each feasible and reasonable noise barrier. The results of the 
soundwall survey near your property indicate that more than 50 percent of the 
respondents opposed construction of Soundwall S1833. As such, Soundwall S1833 will 
not be constructed. 
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PH-12-1 
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Response to Comment PC-12 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

PC-12-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 
CP). Your support for Alternative 3 (Express Lanes) is acknowledged. After the end of the 
public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project Development Team (PDT) compared and 
weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and identified Alternative 3 as 
the Preferred Alternative. Caltrans and the San Bernardino County Transportation 
Authority (SBCTA) are anticipated to allow HOV with three or more occupants to use the 
Express Lanes for free in the segment west of Haven Avenue and either toll-free or at 
discounted rates east of Haven Avenue. A decision will be made after approval of the 
Final EIR/EIS. 
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PC-13-1 



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

O-154 I-10 Corridor Project 

Response to Comment PC-13 

Comment 
Code 
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PC-13-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP). Your opposition to the project is acknowledged.  

In reference to your concerns with the project, the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) has completed extensive environmental studies and research 
over many years to carefully evaluate project alternatives and impacts associated with 
this project. Though impacts cannot be entirely avoided during construction of the 
project, measures will be implemented to reduce impacts to the greatest extent 
practicable. These are described as follows: 

Noise 

The I-10 CP is not anticipated to result in substantial or adverse noise impacts to 
adjacent areas along the project limits. Increases in operational noise at all receptors 
along the project corridor are considered minor with implementation of the recommended 
soundwalls summarized in Section 3.2.7, Noise, of this Final Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). While auto and truck traffic may 
result in an increase of ambient noise levels by design year 2045, existing and proposed 
soundwalls within the project area would adequately abate noise levels. With 
incorporation of the soundwalls, maximum changes in future traffic noise with 
construction of the project range from a 4-decibel (dB) increase to a 10-dB decrease. A 
5-dB increase is generally perceived as a distinctly noticeable increase, while an 
increase of 3-dB or less is inaudible to the human ear. Preferred Alternative 3 
recommends 28 new soundwalls (1 Gap Closure) and 20 replace-in-kind soundwalls to 
minimize potential noise impacts. 

With the adoption of avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures N-1 through 
N-4, noise impacts are considered less than substantial.  

Pollution 

With implementation of Preferred Alternative 3, regional volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and carbon monoxide (CO) emissions would increase by 
approximately 9 to 12 percent in 2025 and 2045 from no-build conditions. The increase 
in regional particles of 10 micrometers or smaller (PM10) emissions in 2025 and 2045 
would be 5 and 4 percent, respectively. Particles of 2.5 micrometers and smaller (PM2.5) 
conditions would grow by 1 percent in years 2025 and 2045. The changes comparing the 
no build to build scenario Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) emission ranges from an 
increase of 7 to 14 percent in 2025 and an increase of 8 to 14 percent in 2045. 
Alternative 3 would result in a diesel particulate matter (DPM) change of 8 percent in 
2025 and 7 percent in 2045.  

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the air pollution control 
agency for all of Orange County and the urban portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and 
San Bernardino counties. In 2012, the SCAQMD established the Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP), a control strategy designed to meet applicable federal and 
state air quality requirements, including attainment of ambient air quality standards. The 
regional emissions analysis contained in Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, and discussed here 
are consistent with the regional AQMP. Therefore, despite the increase in emissions for 
the criteria pollutant particulate matter, the Preferred Alternative 3 would not result in a 
substantial impact.  

A detailed discussion of MSAT emissions is included in Section 3.2.6, Air Quality. As 
discussed, MSAT emissions would decrease when comparing 2025 and 2045 Build 
Alternatives to existing conditions. Therefore, MSAT concentrations would result in a less 
than substantial impact. 

Residential Displacements 

Caltrans acknowledges that the project will require property acquisitions to construct the 
project. Preferred Alternative 3 would displace 40 residential units (35 residential impacts 
in Fontana, along with four single-family residences in Montclair and three single-family 
residences in Ontario) as a result of widening the existing Interstate 10 (I-10) facility. As 
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described in the Final Relocation Impact Statement (FRIS), adequate resources appear 
to currently exist within the city or area vicinity to relocate residents (i.e., a sufficient 
number of comparable replacement dwellings meeting the decent, safe, and sanitary 
standards exist within the study area or neighboring communities). It is anticipated that 
finding replacement housing for owner- or tenant-occupied residences would not present 
any unusual problems for this project.  

All displacees will be contacted by a relocation agent, who will ensure that eligible 
displacees receive their full relocation benefits, including advisory assistance, and that all 
activities will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. Relocation resources will be 
available to all displaces free of discrimination. At the time of the first written offer to 
purchase, owner occupants are given a detailed explanation of Caltrans’ “Relocation 
Program and Services.” Tenant occupants of properties to be acquired are contacted 
soon after the first written offer to purchase and also are given a detailed explanation of 
Caltrans’ “Relocation Program and Services.” In accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, Caltrans will 
provide relocation advisory to any person, business, farm, or nonprofit organization 
displaced as a result of the acquisition of real property for public use. Considering the 
availability of suitable replacement property for displacees, fair market compensation, 
and relocation benefits, residential displacement impacts are not substantial.  

Burrowing Owl (BUOW) Habitat 

As discussed in Section 3.3.4 of the Final EIR/EIS, the burrowing owl (athene 
cunicularia) (BUOW) has a moderate potential to occur within the Biological Study Area 
(BSA). The BSA consists of Caltrans right-of-way (ROW), anticipated temporary 
construction easements (TCEs), proposed construction staging areas (CSAs), and areas 
within a 50-foot buffer immediately adjacent to the ROW and CSAs. The BSA includes all 
areas anticipated to be disturbed during construction of the proposed project. Based on 
surveys completed by Caltrans in March 2009, no BUOW or sign of BUOW were 
observed within Caltrans ROW or TCEs. The project is not expected to directly affect any 
BUOWs due to the low probability of this species occurring in the BSA; however, there is 
a permanent impact to non-native grassland and disturbed areas. Prior to construction, a 
BUOW survey will be conducted to avoid impacts to BUOW within potential habitat 
areas. 

With implementation of measure AS-3 below, potential impacts to BUOW will be avoided 
and/or minimized. 

AS-3: Although current known areas of BUOW habitat have been mapped as part of this 

study, land development or other factors could modify the distribution of habitat within 
the study corridor. The Design Engineer will coordinate with the designated qualified 
biologist to reassess potential BUOW habitat within the project footprint or in the 
immediately surrounding areas and will designate those areas on the project plans and 
specifications. 

To ensure that any BUOW that may occupy the site in the future are not affected by 
construction activities, the Resident Engineer will require the Contractor to have 
preconstruction BUOW surveys conducted by a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to 
any phase of construction in the areas identified as potential BUOW habitat in the project 
specifications. These preconstruction surveys are also required to comply with the 
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). If any of the preconstruction surveys 
determine that BUOW are present, San Bernardino County Transportation Authority’s 
(SBCTA) Resident Engineer will contact CDFW to identify appropriate avoidance and 
minimization measures, such as establishing an avoidance buffer and/or work in the 
vicinity with a biological monitor on hand. 

SBCTA’s Resident Engineer will ensure that any BUOW measures determined to be 
required based on the results of the preconstruction surveys and the required coordination 
described above are properly implemented by the Contractor prior to and during 
construction in areas occupied by BUOW, as identified in the preconstruction surveys. 
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PC-14-1 

English Translation: 
“We got very good information to our concerns about the project. Thank you.” 
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Response to Comment PC-14 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

PC-14-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) would like to thank you for your 
participation in the public review process. Providing information about the project to the 
general public is an essential part of the environmental process. Caltrans and the San 
Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will continue to provide the public 
with information as the project moves forward to the next stage.  
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PC-15-1 

English Translation: 
“I liked the information that was given to me. It was very important. Thank you 
very much.” 
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Response to Comment PC-15 

Comment 
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Response 

PC-15-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) would like to thank you for your 
participation in the public review process. Providing information about the project to the 
general public is an essential part of the environmental process. Caltrans and the San 
Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will continue to provide the public 
with information as the project moves forward to the next stage.  
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Response to Comment PC-16 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

PC-16-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) would like to thank you for your 
participation in the public meeting for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP). Caltrans and 
the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) aim to foster mutual 
sharing of information between agency and general public. We are glad to hear that the 
meeting was very informative. Caltrans and SBCTA will continue to provide the public 
with information as the project moves forward to the next stage.  
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PC-17-1 
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Response to Comment PC-17 

Comment 
Code 
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PC-17-1 After the end of the public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project Development Team 
(PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and 
identified Alternative 3 (Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. 

Caltrans acknowledges your support for Alternative 2 (High-Occupancy Vehicle [HOV]). 
Caltrans understands the importance of promoting carpooling and HOV as a way to 
reduce traffic congestion on California’s freeways. Caltrans and the San Bernardino 
County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) are anticipated to allow free access to HOVs 
with three or more occupants in the Express Lanes in the segment west of Haven 
Avenue and either toll free or at discounted rates east of Haven Avenue. Mass transit 
would also benefit through enhanced trip reliability. Hence, Express Lanes, to some 
degree, would promote carpooling and HOV.  

As described in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, and in other sections throughout the 
EIR/EIS, the Interstate 10 (I-10) roadway would be widened for both build alternatives for 
the proposed project and would not result in decreased capacity; the number of general 
purpose lanes would remain the same, while an additional HOV lane would be constructed 
for Alternative 2 and additional Express Lanes for Alternative 3. Neither of the build 
alternatives would result in fewer lanes. Alternative 3 would create an additional choice that 
is not currently offered to commuters with the Express Lanes option. Commuters would 
have the choice to continue using the general purpose lanes, rather than use the Express 
Lanes. The Express Lanes are intended to be available to commuters of all income 
levels, as described in Section 3.1.4.3, Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS; public 
transportation vehicles would have access to the Express Lanes at no additional cost.  

By providing a substantial increase in corridor capacity and then managing the additional 
capacity to its fullest potential, Express Lanes will also provide a substantial benefit to 
motorists who remain in the general purpose lanes. The combination of additional lane 
miles and traffic management greatly increases the overall corridor capacity, which is 
expected to reduce the general purpose lane travel time upwards of 50 percent during 
peak hours compared to a No Build Alternative. All corridor users will benefit from 
Express Lanes, whether they choose to use the Express Lanes or not. Based on the 
results of the traffic study summarized in Section 3.1.6 of this Final EIR/EIS, Preferred 
Alternative 3 would provide an improvement to current traffic conditions and alleviate 
congestion along I-10 for all travelers in all lanes. Operations of Preferred Alternative 3 
would not result in substantial traffic impacts.  

PC-17-2 Section 3.1.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, in the EIR/EIS addresses 
property acquisitions resulting from the proposed project. The engineering team designed 
the build alternatives to minimize impacts to communities and properties by utilizing the 
existing right-of-way (ROW), removing any roadway features not required by Caltrans, 
shifting the centerline of the freeway, and coordinating with current and ongoing I-10 
projects to make sure they accommodate the future I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP). 
Additional adjustments to minimize the needed ROW will be considered during the 
upcoming environmental and preliminary engineering phase. However, due to the existing 
ROW constraints along I-10, both build alternatives would require property acquisitions 
to widen the roadway. All relocation services and benefits would be administered without 
regard to race, color, national origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 2000d, et seq.). Property owners of affected parcels 
would be entitled to compensation to the extent provided by law in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as amended. 
Final determination of which properties would be acquired would be done during the final 
design phase, after approval of the Final EIR/EIS. An appraisal of the affected property 
will be obtained, and an offer for the full appraisal will be made by an SBCTA-appointed 
ROW agent. Adequate resources appear to currently exist within the city or area vicinity 
to relocate affected residents and businesses. Considering the availability of suitable 
replacement property for displacees, fair market compensation, and relocation benefits, 
residential displacement impacts are not substantial. 
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PC-18-1 Based on current preliminary design plans, the wrought iron fence at 5642 E. Ontario 
Mills Parkway would not be affected by either of the build alternatives; however, design 
plans are subject to change. At this early stage of the project, limited design plans have 
been developed for the Preferred Alternative 3 alignment. As the project progresses into 
the next stage and design plans are finalized, the wrought iron fence may be affected by 
the project. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and San Bernardino 
County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will notify the property owner if your property is 
affected by construction activities. 

PC-18-2 Section 3.2.7 of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) analyzed noise impacts associated with the proposed project. This 
section of the Final EIR/EIS also explains the process and requirements for a soundwall 
to be recommended for construction. Caltrans analyzed existing and future noise 
conditions within the general area of your property in accordance with the Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol. Caltrans utilized the noise abatement criteria (NAC) to determine 
whether a soundwall is needed at your property. A substantial noise increase is 
considered to occur when the project’s predicted worst-hour design-year noise level 
exceeds the existing worst-hour noise level by 12 A-weighted decibels (dBA) or more. 
The NAC for residential land use is 67 decibels (dB) and analyzes whether 
implementation of this project would not approach or exceed that threshold. Based on 
the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and NAC, Caltrans has determined that a soundwall 
at 5642 E. Ontario Mills Parkway did not meet the criteria for a soundwall; therefore, a 
soundwall is not recommended for this location for either of the build alternatives. 
Mitigation measures identified in Section 3.2.7.4 of the EIR/EIS would minimize 
construction noise and vibration. 
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Response to Comment PC-19 

Comment 
Code 
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PC-19-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP).  

After the end of the public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project Development Team 
(PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and 
identified Alternative 3 (Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. The discussion 
below is about the effects of Preferred Alternative 3 in relation to your property. 

Based on current preliminary design plans, Caltrans would require partial acquisition of 
this parcel and easements to facilitate construction of the project. A partial sliver 
acquisition of 7,331 square feet is required for the roadway widening, as well as 6,821 
square feet of temporary construction easement (TCE), which is needed to 
accommodate construction. In addition, a 1,151-square-foot sliver subsurface footing 
easement would be required at this parcel to construct a wall structure footing. Parking 
may be temporarily affected during construction within the TCE boundaries, but no 
permanent acquisitions are anticipated at this location that would affect the number of 
current parking stalls. No signage is anticipated to be removed for APN 210-551-16. 
Please note that these current property and easement requirements described herein 
are preliminary and subject to change. Design of the project is ongoing; therefore, 
properties currently identified for acquisition may change once design is finalized. At this 
early stage of the project, limited design plans have been developed for the Preferred 
Alternative 3 alignment. As the project progresses into the next stage and design plans 
are finalized, a more exact amount of property acquisition and TCE requirements would 
be provided to the property owner. Caltrans and the San Bernardino County 
Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will notify and coordinate with the property owner in 
the future about the project’s right-of-way (ROW) and TCE requirements and aim at 
minimizing property and community impacts to the greatest feasible extent. 

Property owners of affected parcels would be entitled to compensation to the extent 
provided by law in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act, as amended. Final determination of which properties 
would be acquired would be done during the final design phase, after approval of the 
Final EIR/EIS.  

PC-19-2 The proposed project was designed to enhance public safety along Interstate 10 (I-10), 
and the proposed improvements are designed to ensure the safety of adjacent buildings 
and its occupants. As shown in Appendix L of the EIR/EIS, a retaining wall is proposed 
along the widened roadway at this parcel, which would create a physical barrier between 
the roadway and adjacent property.  
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PC-20-1 

English Translation: 
“I agree to the project as long as it does not affect our homes.” 
 



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

I-10 Corridor Project O-169 

Response to Comment PC-20 

Comment 
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PC-20-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) would like to thank you for your 
participation in the environmental review process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP). 

Based on current preliminary design plans, there are no plans to acquire properties in 
the city of Pomona for this project. However, it is only during the final design phase, after 
approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), that the properties to be acquired would be finally determined. Design 
of the project is ongoing; therefore, property requirements to construct the project may 
change as design plans are developed. Caltrans and the San Bernardino County 
Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will continue to maintain robust public outreach 
throughout development of the project to ensure that the public is aware of project 
activities and changes to property acquisitions.  
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PC-21-1 

English Translation: 
“We want to know if our house will be used in the future to continue this project. 
We do not agree that our house will be used for future projects. We need more 
information by mail or telephone. Thank you.” 
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PC-21-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) would like to thank you for your 
participation in the environmental review process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-10 CP). 

Based on current preliminary design plans, there are no plans to acquire properties in 
the city of Pomona for this project. However, it is only during the final design phase, after 
approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), that the properties to be acquired would be finally determined. Design 
of the project is ongoing; therefore, property requirements to construct the project may 
change as design plans are developed. Caltrans and the San Bernardino County 
Transportation Authority (SBCTA) will continue to maintain robust public outreach 
throughout development of the project to ensure that the public is aware of project 
activities and changes to property acquisitions.  
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Response to Comment PC-22 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

PC-22-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental review process for the I-10 Corridor 
Project (I-10 CP). After the end of the public review period of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public 
comments, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project 
Development Team (PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and impacts of all three 
alternatives and identified Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIR/EIS provides further discussion on the selection of the Preferred Alternative. 

Your comment about selecting Alternative 2 (High-Occupancy Vehicle [HOV]) and then 
petition the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to convert a general purpose lane 
to Express Lanes does not follow FHWA guidance and regulations on alternatives 
selection and the project development process. Title 23 Section 129 of the United States 
Code prohibits the conversion of existing toll-free lanes to tolled facilities. A project could 
only move forward after the environmental review process has been completed, which 
includes full public disclosure of the identified Preferred Alternative and explains how 
public funds (i.e., local, state and federal) will be used. FHWA will fund projects that are 
consistent with the project description of the identified alternative provided in the Final 
EIR/EIS and other documents. Revising the project after the initial environmental 
approval, in this case converting a general purpose lane to an Express Lane, would 
require preparation of a separate environmental document and subsequent public 
review. It is anticipated that converting a general purpose lane into an Express Lane 
would reduce the overall capacity along the Interstate 10 (I-10) corridor and would 
worsen traffic conditions. Capacity on an Express Lane is higher than a general purpose 
lane because Express Lanes are actively managed to operate at free-flow speeds, have 
less frequent ingress/egress points, and have no heavy trucks. 

Caltrans and the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) recognize 
the potential of tolling as a source of future revenue to fund other transportation projects 
in the future. The gasoline tax alone is no longer a viable source of funding for freeway 
projects. The federal gas tax has not changed since 1993, and the California gas tax has 
not changed since 1994. Gas taxes have eroded due to inflation. Adding to the problem, 
in the last 20 years, vehicles have become more fuel efficient, meaning less revenue for 
every mile driven for transportation improvements.  

Preferred Alternative 3 would benefit transit operators within San Bernardino County. 
Transit benefits would include improved community connectivity to the Metrolink stations 
along the corridor, providing trip reliability and improved access to and from stations. For 
Omnitrans, the Express Lanes would increase capacity for bus service and would 
improve trip reliability and allow potential for new express bus lines to be added for 
greater service connecting primary transit hubs. Alternative 3 would also benefit 
vanpools by providing additional capacity and sustainable trip reliability in the Express 
Lanes for the long term. The Express Lanes would be free for transit vehicles. These 
public transit enhancements would provide direct benefits to public transportation 
travelers and lower-income individuals. 
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Response to Comment PC-23 
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PC-23-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP).  

As described in Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), early and continuing 
coordination with the general public and appropriate public agencies is an essential part 
of the environmental process to determine the scope of environmental documentation, 
the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation measures, and related 
environmental requirements.  

In compliance with 23 United States Code (U.S.C.) 139, efficient environmental reviews 
for project decision making, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has 
undertaken an extensive effort to provide an opportunity for public and interagency 
involvement, established a plan to provide opportunities for public involvement, and 
closely work with participating and cooperating agencies. 

For more than 7 years, Caltrans and the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 
(SBCTA) have provided the public with updates about the project on project websites, 
social media, mailers, advertisements, telephone hotline, and city council 
announcements. SBCTA also formed Community Advisory Groups (CAGs) to provide 
information to the public at the grassroots level. Due to the extensive distance (33 miles) 
covered by the I-10 CP, two CAGs were formed to enhance and support community 
involvement throughout the affected region, including the West Valley CAG and East 
Valley CAG. 

These CAGs were formed by SBCTA in recognition that the ultimate success of the 
project will likely be determined by responses, viewpoints, and degrees of influence at the 
grass roots levels (i.e., communities, industries, academia, and special interest groups of 
all sizes). With the formation of CAGs, representative local community leaders have 
provided and generated first-hand feedback regarding the consideration of high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, Express Lanes, and other possible alternatives along 
these corridors. 

There are 65 CAG members providing representation from residential and homeowner 
associations, neighborhood councils, faith-based organizations, business community, 
labor community, environmental community, and economic development groups in the 
project corridor. 

Upon availability of the Draft EIR/EIS, all residents and businesses within 0.25 mile of the 
project corridor were notified via mail of the project and provided information regarding 
where they could learn more about the project. More than 19,000 such public notices 
were mailed to residents. In addition, other public outreach media included posting of the 
public notice in 10 local newspapers, slides on public access television channels of cities 
along the project corridor, social media, and announcements at televised city council 
meetings. 

Three public hearings were also held for interested members of the public to attend and 
learn about the project, as well as to provide input on the project.  

Efforts will continue to be made by Caltrans and SBCTA to ensure meaningful 
opportunities for public participation during the entire project planning and delivery 
process. These may include, but are not limited to, additional community meetings, 
informational mailings, a project website, and news releases to local media. The 
community outreach and public involvement programs for the project will continue to 
actively seek and effectively engage affected communities and the public until full 
completion of the project. 
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PC-23-2 One of the goals of Caltrans is to make long-lasting, smart mobility decisions that 
improve the environment, support a vibrant economy, and build communities, not sprawl. 
As such, Caltrans strives to provide a safe transportation system for all workers and 
users, including the creation of opportunities for more localized smart growth. However, 
Caltrans must also ensure that conditions on existing transportation facilities are not 
neglected. I-10 is a critical link in the state transportation network and is used by 
interstate travelers, local commuters, and regional and inter-regional trucks. The efficient 
movement of traffic through San Bernardino County is limited by the existing capacity of 
the transportation networks. Preferred Alternative 3 is anticipated to address some of 
these forecasted deficiencies in a manner that can accommodate long-term congestion 
along the corridor. 

PC-23-3 Preferred Alternative 3 is estimated to cost approximately $1.7 billion in current dollars or 
a total escalated cost of $1.9 billion for the future expenditure year. Caltrans and SBCTA 
believe in full disclosure of potential impacts of the project and open discussion of the 
cost to construct the project. As mentioned previously, Caltrans and SBCTA have made 
every effort to engage the public to provide information about the project through a 
variety of public outreach media. Public outreach conducted for the I-10 CP are above 
and beyond what is typically required for a transportation project to ensure that the public 
is aware of the I-10 CP and obtain support for an alternative through an informed 
decision-making process. For the public to make an informed decision, Caltrans and 
SBCTA provided the public with frequent updates about the project and copies of related 
documents about the project. Information about the project, including cost, is readily 
available on the project website at http://www.1015projects.com/app_pages/ view/330, at 
the Caltrans District 8 office, and at SBCTA headquarters.  
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PC-24-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP).  

Your support for the No Build Alternative is acknowledged. However, after the end of the 
public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project Development Team (PDT) compared and 
weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and identified Alternative 3 
(Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. 

Caltrans understands your concerns about the financial cost to construct the project. 
Preferred Alternative 3 is estimated to cost $1.7 billion in current dollars or a total 
escalated cost of $1.9 billion for the future expenditure year. The project is anticipated to 
be funded through a variety of sources that would include local Measure I, State and 
Federal funds, and toll revenues. 

PC-24-2 Unlike the Orange County Toll Roads or toll roads in Chicago that charge mandatory tolls 
for general use of those facilities, the tolls for the I-10 CP Express Lanes are optional. 
Unlike other mandatory tolls, only the drivers that do not meet the minimum occupancy 
requirements and who choose to use the Express Lanes will be charged the toll. Solo 
drivers have the option to use the existing general purpose lanes toll free or pay to use the 
Express Lanes if better mobility and more reliable trips are desired, similar to a user fee. 

PC-24-3 On Interstate 10 (I-10), the demand is so much greater than the capacity that it would take 
many more lanes in each direction to address all traffic congestion during peak periods. 
Adding general purpose lanes would not solve the current problem and would not provide 
a sustainable alternative to being in stop-and-go traffic during some periods of the day. 
However, adding new high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes or Express Lanes gives drivers 
more choices and allows them to spend less time on the road. Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, 
of the Final EIR/EIS describes in detail how the project alternatives were evaluated and 
includes an assessment of traffic level of service (LOS) and other congestion-relief 
performance criteria, environmental impacts, and effectiveness in addressing the project’s 
purpose and need. Section 2.2.4.1, Identification of the Preferred Alternative, provides 
the rationale and process in determining Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative. 

By providing a substantial increase in corridor capacity and then managing the additional 
capacity to its fullest potential, Express Lanes will also provide a substantial benefit to 
motorists who remain in the general purpose lanes. The combination of additional lane 
miles and traffic management greatly increases the overall corridor capacity, which is 
expected to reduce the general purpose lane travel time upwards of 50 percent during 
peak hours compared to a No Build Alternative. All corridor users will benefit from 
Express Lanes, whether they choose to use the Express Lanes or not. Congestion 
pricing, or the varying of tolls in accordance to the level of congestion on the freeway, will 
keep the Express Lanes flowing smoothly, resulting in a reliable and uncongested trip.  

Traffic congestion also causes air pollution, and the way to improve air quality is through 
a more efficient road network. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has 
demonstrated that in congested periods, Express Lanes can move more traffic than an 
equal number of general purpose lanes (see Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, of the Final 
EIR/EIS for more information about traffic congestion and air pollution). 

PC-24-4 Express Lanes are already operating in many cities throughout the country, and surveys 
show people of all income levels use them. The San Bernardino County Transportation 
Authority (SBCTA) prepared an Equity Assessment for I-10 to address concerns that 
Express Lanes may create an access barrier and be unfair for individuals with lower 
incomes. The assessment found that the Express Lanes are projected to have several 
benefits for low-income drivers. Express Lanes offer all customers an option for fast and 
reliable travel when they need it. In addition, Express Lanes help public buses reach more 
destinations on time. This benefits everyone who relies on public transit for their travel. 
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PC-25-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP).  

Your opposition to Alternative 3 has been noted. However, after the end of the public 
review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project Development Team (PDT) compared and 
weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and identified Alternative 3 
(Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. 

Unlike a tax that everyone pays, only the drivers that do not meet the minimum 
occupancy requirements and who choose to use the Express Lanes will be charged the 
toll. Solo drivers have the option to use the existing general purpose lanes toll free, or 
pay to use the Express Lanes, similar to a user fee, if better mobility and more reliable 
trips are desired. Congestion pricing is an effective way to keep traffic in the Express 
Lanes flowing smoothly, resulting in a reliable and uncongested trip. 

Express Lanes provide a new travel option for drivers that they do not enjoy today. The 
implementation of Express Lanes helps to ensure travel time savings and trip reliability 
for eligible carpools, vanpools, and buses while also offering the added benefit of 
allowing solo drivers the time-saving option through the payment of tolls. By 
implementing Express Lanes, the people-moving capacity of I-10 would be increased 
considerably in the Express Lanes as well as the general purpose lanes.  

The gasoline tax alone is no longer a viable source of funding for freeway projects. The 
federal gas tax has not changed since 1993, and the California gas tax has not changed 
since 1994. Gas taxes have eroded due to inflation. Adding to the problem, in the last 
20 years, vehicles have become more fuel efficient, meaning less revenue for every mile 
driven for transportation improvements.  
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PC-26-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP). The City of Redlands is included in Table 5-1, List of Agencies, Roles, and 
Responsibilities (bottom of page 5-3) of the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  

PC-26-2 As noted in the comment above, the City of Redlands is included in Table 5-1 as a 
Participating Agency.  

PC-26-3 The Redlands Passenger Rail Project is included in Section 3.6, Cumulative Impacts, of 
the EIR/EIS as a related project for the proposed project. No cumulatively considerable 
construction or operational impacts were identified in conjunction with the Redlands 
Passenger Rail Project in Section 3.6, Cumulative Impacts, as a result of the proposed 
project. Table 3.6-1, Related Projects, identifies the Redlands Passenger Rail Project as 
projected to begin construction in late 2017. Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, of the 
EIR/EIS identifies construction of Alternative 2 of the proposed project as planned to 
start in 2019. Similarly, Alternative 3 for the proposed project is anticipated to begin 
construction in 2019 under Contract 1 (Los Angeles/San Bernardino [LA/SB] county line 
to Interstate 15 [I-15]) and 2021 (I-15 to Ford Street) under Contract 2. In addition, the 
San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) is the lead agency under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Redlands Passenger Rail and the 
project sponsor for the proposed project and would coordinate with other agencies to 
ensure that there are no conflicts with construction scheduling or operational impacts 
among the two projects.  

PC-26-4 The regional growth forecast represents the most likely growth scenario for the southern 
California region in the future, taking into account a combination of recent and past 
trends, reasonable key technical assumptions, and local or regional growth policies. The 
development of the Integrated Growth Forecast is driven by a principle of collaboration 
between the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and local 
jurisdictions. The integration of the regional and local forecasts is achieved through the 
joint efforts and collaboration among the various contributors. SCAG projects regional 
population using the cohort-component model. The model computes population at a 
future point in time by adding to the existing population the number of group quarters 
population, births, and persons moving into the region during a projection period, and by 
subtracting the number of deaths and the number of persons moving out of the region. 
Two factors account for population change: natural increase and net migration. If the 
assumptions used to calculate the forecasts are sustained, then the forecasts will likely 
be sustained as well. If an outlying factor that could affect future population presents 
itself over the next 30 years, there could be differences in the data. However, SCAG data 
presents the best available account of future population growth forecasts.  

PC-26-5 There is a historic and well understood relationship between population and travel. The 
relationship between population and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) varies over time and is 
“direct” in the sense that an increase in one results in an increase in the other; the details 
of the correlation vary with availability of other modes, auto ownership, household 
income, and other factors. These factors of the relationship are incorporated into travel 
demand forecasting models based on surveys of travel and trip-making and have been 
incorporated into the travel forecasts for this project. 

PC-26-6 As population and employment in the rail corridor grow, some travelers with both origins 
and destinations in the rail corridor will have the option to travel by rail. However, other 
travelers with an origin or destination outside the rail corridor will not be able to utilize the 
rail line for their entire trip and may elect to take none or only a portion of their trip by rail. 
The net result is that, without the rail line, VMT would likely increase more quickly than 
with the rail line. 
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PC-26-7 We agree that travel patterns may change over the coming 30 years. It is difficult to 
predict the extent to which innovations such as those mentioned in the comment will 
reduce or change travel. Because of the uncertainties of the effects of innovations, it is 
difficult to make reliable estimates of their changes to travel behavior. Consequently, the 
approach taken to date is that the best predictor of future travel demand and travel 
behavior is current travel demand and behavior. 

PC-26-8 Preliminary detour routes are shown in Appendix I of the EIR/EIS. The final locations of 
detour routes will be fully evaluated in the Final Transportation Management Plan (TMP) 
to be prepared during the final design phase in conjunction with the construction staging 
plan, a key input in identifying closures and developing detour routes. Details relating to 
duration and frequency of closure and analysis of the impacts that the proposed detour 
routes will have on the local streets will also be analyzed in the Final TMP. Coordination 
with all affected cities will be conducted during development of the Final TMP, as 
described in Draft EIR/EIS minimization measure COM-8. Physical modifications of local 
streets and signal improvements, where required to minimize congestion and improve 
adequacy and effectiveness of the detour routes, will be implemented to support the 
traffic diversion, as described in EIR/EIS minimization measure COM-5.  

PC-26-9 There have been several joint coordination meetings with Riverside County 
Transportation Commission (RCTC) to discuss the proposed improvement concepts. 
Based on the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), a high-occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) lane on Interstate 10 (I-10) in both directions from Ford Street to the San 
Bernardino/Riverside county line is planned to be constructed by year 2030.  

PC-26-10 There are currently no plans to provide additional general purpose lanes or auxiliary lanes 
for trucks or other slow-moving vehicles in the area referenced in the comment. The 
addition of the proposed Express Lane in Alternative 3 and the HOV lane in Alternative 2 
will reduce the volume of traffic in the general purpose lanes, thereby providing some 
relief to motorists experiencing reduced travel speed because of the upgrade. 

PC-26-11 To ensure successful completion of the project within schedule, the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and SBCTA will solicit bids for design and 
construction of the project. Through the competitive bid process, contractors will provide 
the project sponsors a schedule based on the requirements of the project. Because of 
the competitive nature of the bid process, contractors aim to reduce the construction 
schedule to win the award of the contract. Part of the selection criteria would include how 
quickly the contractor could design and construct the project. When developing the terms 
of the construction contract(s), SBCTA and Caltrans may consider incentives to 
potentially reduce the duration of construction, as well as holding the contractor liable for 
potential delays to the schedule. Decisions about the details of construction contract 
documents will be made during subsequent phases of project development.  

PC-26-12 SBCTA will be responsible for financial management and construction of the Express 
Lanes. Because the project is receiving federal funds, Caltrans and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) will be providing external oversight of the project’s finances. To 
ensure proper use of public funds, FHWA requires preparation of a Project Management 
Plan, Initial Financial Plan, and Cost Estimate Review. FHWA also conducts several 
audits during the project development process to ensure that federal funding guidelines 
are followed. 

PC-26-13 Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, in the EIR/EIS includes information regarding 
Community Advisory Group (CAG) meetings. CAG meeting agendas and minutes, 
including attendee information, are available at the following website: 
http://www.1015projects.com/app_pages/view/146#cagmm. Attendees consisted of a 
combination of CAG members and nonmembers; the number of attendees at the 
10 West Valley CAG meetings ranged from 4 to 21, while the number of attendees at the 
10 East Valley CAG meetings ranged from 4 to 26. Please note that the attendees 
disseminate information at CAG meetings to their respective communities.  

  

http://www.1015projects.com/app_pages/view/146#cagmm
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PC-27-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project (I-
10 CP). Your opposition to Alternative 3 has been noted. However, after the end of the 
public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project Development Team (PDT) compared and 
weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and identified Alternative 3 
(Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. 

The proposed Express Lanes are optional and available for travelers who choose to use 
them. Unlike a tax that everyone pays, only the drivers that do not meet the minimum 
occupancy requirements and who choose to use the Express Lanes will be charged the 
toll. Solo drivers have the option to use the existing general purpose lanes toll free, or 
pay to use the Express Lanes if better mobility and more reliable trip times are desired. It 
should also be noted that, for the most part, traffic in general purpose lanes will be 
improved with implementation of Preferred Alternative 3. 

PC-27-2 The gasoline tax is no longer a viable source of funding for freeway projects. The federal 
gas tax has not changed since 1993, and the California gas tax has not changed since 
1994. Gas taxes have eroded due to inflation. Adding to the problem, in the last 20 years, 
vehicles have become more fuel efficient, meaning less revenue for every mile driven for 
transportation improvements.  
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PC-28-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP). Your opposition to Alternative 3 has been noted. However, after the end of the 
public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project Development Team (PDT) compared and 
weighed the benefits and impacts of all three alternatives and identified Alternative 3 
(Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. 

The San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) has prepared an Equity 
Assessment for Interstate 10 (I-10) to address concerns that Express Lanes would create 
an access barrier and be unfair for individuals with lower incomes. The assessment found 
that the Express Lanes are projected to have several benefits for low-income drivers. 
Notably, the traffic study models indicated that travel times in the general purpose lanes 
would improve on both I-10 and Interstate 15 (I-15) if Express Lanes are implemented 
compared with other project alternatives, which would also benefit those not utilizing the 
Express Lanes by improving the overall corridor traffic flow. Like the high-occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) option, the Express Lanes provide a new travel option for drivers that they 
do not enjoy today. Analysis of potential toll prices indicated that there could be times 
when a low-income driver would find the Express Lanes time savings attractive.  

Transit benefits would include improved community connectivity to the Metrolink stations 
along the corridor, providing trip reliability and improved access to and from stations. For 
Omnitrans, the Express Lanes would increase capacity for bus service and would 
improve trip reliability and allow potential for new express bus lines to be added for 
greater service connecting primary transit hubs. Alternative 3 would also benefit vanpools 
by providing additional capacity and sustainable trip reliability in the Express Lanes for 
the long term. The Express Lanes would be free for transit vehicles. These public transit 
enhancements would provide direct benefits to lower-income individuals. 

Unlike a tax that everyone pays, only drivers that do not meet the minimum occupancy 
requirements and who choose to use the Express Lanes will be charged the toll. Solo 
drivers have the option to use the existing general purpose lanes toll free or pay to use 
the Express Lanes if better mobility and more reliable trip times are desired. Therefore, 
the Express Lanes will not serve as an additional financial burden on I-10 users. 

PC-28-2 Express Lanes are currently being evaluated, designed, and operated on corridors 
across the southern California region (i.e., I-15 and State Route [SR] 91 Express Lanes 
in Riverside County, Interstate 110 [I-110] and I-10 Express Lanes in Los Angeles 
County, Interstate 405 [I-405] Express Lanes in Orange County). As such, it makes 
sense for San Bernardino County to provide that choice to maintain Express Lane 
continuity throughout the region across county lines. 
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PC-29-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental review process for the I-10 Corridor 
Project (I-10 CP). The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges 
your opposition for Alternative 3 (Express Lanes).  

PC-29-2 After the end of the public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public comments, Caltrans 
and the Project Development Team (PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and 
impacts of all three alternatives and identified Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative. 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS provides further discussion on selection of the Preferred 
Alternative. Your comments regarding the I-10 CP are addressed below. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the review period 
for a Draft EIR/EIS for which a state agency is the Lead Agency or a Responsible 
Agency is at least 45 days unless the State Clearinghouse approves a shorter period. 
Caltrans has determined that 45 days is sufficient to review the environmental 
document. Nevertheless, Caltrans extended the end of the public comment period for an 
additional 5 days from June 8 to June 13, 2016, to provide more time for public 
comments. 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) designated under California State Law to serve as the 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency for the southern California region. Part of 
SCAG’s responsibility as an MPO is to develop long-range Regional Transportation 
Plans (RTP), including Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and growth forecast 
components. This process for establishing a growth forecast and pattern of development 
complies with federal law requiring the use of current planning assumptions [Federal 
Metropolitan Planning Regulations, 23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 450.322 (e)]. 
The SCAG forecasts are developed with policy direction from the SCAG Community, 
Economic and Human Development Policy Committee and closely developed with the 
California Department of Finance, subregions, local jurisdictions, California 
Transportation Commission (CTC), public, and other major stakeholders. Recent and 
past trends, reasonable key technical assumptions, and regional growth policies all go 
into developing SCAG forecasts. Demographic forecasts are estimates of anticipated 
future trends – through the aggregation of data that represents the most reliable 
indicators of growth. As such, SCAG attempts to achieve the highest degree of accuracy 
in its forecasts and updates the RTP/SCS every 4 years to ensure that the forecasts are 
aligned with the latest trends and methodologies.  

Several local agencies contribute and participate in developing SCAG’s demographic 
forecasts; through this wide participation and contribution of information, there is no 
other agency that could provide such a comprehensive collection of data for use in 
demographic projections. Forecasts, as mentioned above, are estimates of anticipated 
future trends, and SCAG’s calculations are the most reliable source of population, 
household, and employment data for the region that is available to develop future 
demographic estimates for the I-10 CP. 

PC-29-3 Immigration is factored into SCAGs population forecasts; however, it is beyond the 
scope of this Final EIR/EIS to provide hypothetical policy scenarios to predict potential 
effects of immigration policies from political candidates. CEQA and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) do not require analyses of political candidates’ 
potential future actions or consider policies that have not been adopted at the federal or 

State level. As such, Caltrans will not conduct traffic analyses and forecasts based on a 
political candidate’s views on immigration policies. 

Caltrans and the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) have 
conducted several traffic analyses and other environmental studies for the I-10 CP for 
more than 7 years. Both partner agencies developed and screened alternatives to 
ensure that the project alternatives presented to the public are viable alternatives that 
would provide relief to current traffic congestion and address traffic deficiencies in the 
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future. In addition, both agencies have conducted public outreach activities beyond what 
is typically required for a transportation project and have taken additional time to ensure 

that the public is aware of the I-10 CP. Please refer to Chapter 5 of this Final EIR/EIS for 
further information on the public outreach activities conducted by Caltrans and SBCTA. 

These methodological approaches develop viable alternatives, and extensive public 
outreach illustrates SBCTA and Caltrans’ commitment to adhering to established State 
and federal project development processes and laws. 

PC-29-4 As stated in the cover contents for the Draft EIR/EIS, the Draft EIR/EIS was made 
available at the Fontana Lewis Library & Technology Center, 8437 Sierra Avenue, 
Fontana, CA 923335-3892. It is Caltrans’ and SBCTA’s understanding that the draft 
environmental document and related technical studies were delivered and made 
available at the library. Please note that the Fontana Lewis Library & Technology Center 
is a regional library and houses several other publications. The Draft EIR/EIS could 
have been misplaced by library staff. We sincerely apologize that you were not able to 
access the document at that location. After your notification that the document could not 
be located at this library on Friday, June 3, 2016, Caltrans and SBCTA contacted the 
library to check the availability of the document. Upon confirmation that the draft 
environmental document could not be located by library staff, another copy was 
immediately produced and provided at the Fontana Library the next day on Saturday, 
June 4, 2016. At the time of your inquiry, the I-10 CP Draft EIR/EIS was available at 
Caltrans District 8 and at nine other library locations:  

 Caltrans District 8, 464 W. 4th Street, San Bernardino, CA 92401 

 A.K. Smiley Public Library, 125 West Vine Street, Redlands, CA 92373 

 Loma Linda Branch Library, 25581 Barton Road, Loma Linda, CA 92354 

 Norman F. Feldheym Central Library, 555 West 6th Street, San Bernardino, CA 92410 

 Colton Public Library, 656 North 9th Street, Colton, CA 92324 

 Rialto Branch Library, 251 West 1st Street, Rialto, CA 92376 

 Paul A. Biane Library, 12505 Cultural Center Drive, Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91739 

 Upland Public Library, 450 North Euclid Avenue, Upland, CA 91786 

 Ovitt Family Community Library, 215 East "C" Street, Ontario, CA 91764 

 Montclair Branch Library, 9955 Fremont Avenue, Montclair, CA 91763 

The report was also made available and accessible any time from the Caltrans website 
at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/d8/index.html and from the SBCTA website at 
http://www.gosbcta.com/plans-projects/projects-freeway-I-10Corridor.html. 

PC-29-5 Caltrans is aware of the extension of the public review period. The end of the 45-day 
public review period was extended for an additional 5 days from June 8 to June 13, 
2016, as stated on the project website. Caltrans accepted comments until the extended 
deadline. 

PC-29-6 Your opposition to Alternative 3 is acknowledged. 

PC-29-7 Caltrans and SBCTA have and continue to conduct extensive analysis, including a 
comprehensive data collection program including traffic counts, travel times, stated 
preference surveys, and economic growth forecasts from multiple sources. Where 
needed, reasonable assumptions of revenue forecasts that erred on the side of caution 
were made to avoid making overly optimistic estimates that exaggerate public use of the 
Express Lanes. In doing so, Caltrans and SBCTA hope to develop a market share 
model that appropriately manages congestion along the corridor while providing 
reasonable traffic projections and revenue streams.  

As stated in the Final EIR/EIS, Alternative 3 has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative, and final decisions on operating policies would be made during the final 
design phase and prior to opening of the project. The purpose of the document is to 
reasonably inform the public of what can be anticipated regarding operating policies. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d8/index.html
http://www.gosbcta.com/plans-projects/projects-freeway-I-10Corridor.html
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PC-29-8 The State Clearinghouse number (SCH#) is included in the signature page of the Draft 
EIR/EIS at the top right-hand corner. In this Final EIR/EIS, the same SCH# is identified 
in the same location in the document. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) provided in 
Appendix G does not have an SCH# because the version provided in the Draft EIR/EIS 
is the actual NOP submitted to the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in 2012, 
which had yet to assign an SCH# for the project at that early stage of the environmental 
process. After submittal of the NOP to OPR, an SCH# was assigned to the I-10 CP 
(SCH# 2012101082). The I-10 CP has completed environmental scoping requirements 
in accordance with CEQA requirements under Article 7, Section 15082.  

The I-10 CP has limited proposed improvements along Interstate 10 (I-10) in Los 
Angeles County. Improvements at the I-10/Indian Hill Boulevard interchange consist of 
minor improvements to accommodate the widening of I-10 for Alternative 3 (Express 
Lanes); no capacity-increasing improvements are proposed at this interchange location. 
The farthest extent of the I-10 CP improvements in Los Angeles County includes 
advance signage for the Express Lanes and striping of a transition area from 
approximately 0.4 mile west of White Avenue in Pomona to the Los Angeles/San 
Bernardino (LA/SB) county line. Additional information on freeway improvements along 
I-10 within Los Angeles County is provided in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS.  

Caltrans District 8 has coordinated with Caltrans District 7 about the I-10 CP, and 
Caltrans District 7 has deferred environmental approval of this Final EIR/EIS to Caltrans 
District 8. Please note that both Districts are part of the same State agency and follow 
the same guidelines and environmental processes as adopted by Caltrans and the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Both Caltrans districts will continue to 
coordinate during the next phases of the project. 

PC-29-9 Comments received in response to the NOP and during the public scoping period were 
provided in Appendix G of the Draft EIR/EIS and have been carried forward in this Final 
EIR/EIS. Caltrans has reviewed and considered all comments received during the public 
scoping period and incorporated applicable suggestions made by the public and 
agencies in the environmental analysis of the alternatives and preliminary design of the 
project. 

PC-29-10 The project “purpose” is a set of objectives the project intends to meet, and the project 
“need” is the transportation deficiency that the project was initiated to address. Caltrans 
has established evidence of current or future transportation deficiency along I-10 and 
has identified a set of objectives to address the need. The “purpose” of this project has 
been prepared so it is comprehensive enough to allow a reasonable range of 
alternatives and specific enough to limit the range of feasible alternatives. The No Build 
Alternative is included as an alternative in the Draft EIR/EIS. Hence, there is no need to 
update the “Purpose and Need” statement because the No Build Alternative 
(Alternative 1) is already included as an alternative to be considered for the project.  

The “Purpose and Need” identified for this project is specifically identified for I-10. State 
Routes 60 and 210 are parallel routes that serve different areas of the region and are 
not considered as a viable alternative for the I-10 CP because the improvements at 
these two state routes would not improve traffic congestion and trip reliability to the 
more heavily traveled I-10; however, separate transportation improvement projects have 
been identified by Caltrans for these two state route facilities in the near future. Please 
refer to Table 3.6-1, Related Projects.  

PC-29-11 Alternative 2 would extend the existing high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each 
direction of I-10 from the current HOV terminus near Haven Avenue in Ontario to Ford 
Street in Redlands, a distance of approximately 25 miles. The project limits of 
Alternative 2 are less than the 33-mile-long project limits under Alternative 3 because an 
existing HOV lane is already open to traffic from the LA/SB county line to Haven 
Avenue; hence, if Alternative 2 was constructed, it would provide a continuous HOV 
facility from the LA/SB county line to Ford Street.  
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Viable alternatives considered for the I-10 CP do not need to be of similar project limits 
to meet the project Purpose and Need. If an alternative of lesser scope provides similar 
performance or meets the objectives of the project, it could become a viable alternative 
for further evaluation in the EIR. CEQA does not explicitly state that alternatives must be 
of equal project limits to provide a reasonable range of alternatives or as the commenter 
asserts, “reasonable range of purpose and need.” In fact, per CEQA guidelines, 
Article 9, Section 15126.6 (a), states that, “There is no ironclad rule governing the 
nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” Even 
if Alternative 2 does not have similar project limits, Caltrans and SBCTA considered this 
alternative because it illustrated the potential for lesser environmental impacts. Per 
CEQA guidelines Section 15126.6(b), “…the discussion of alternatives shall focus on 
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede 
to some degree the attainment of project objectives…” Alternative 2 has fewer impacts 
compared to Alternative 3; however, both alternatives have similar impacts in terms of 
level of significance under CEQA.  

Caltrans and SBCTA also considered three other build alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 
and 6), but they were eliminated from further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EIS. Please 
refer to Section 2.2.5 for a list of alternatives considered but eliminated from further 
discussion. In summary, Caltrans has evaluated a reasonable number of alternatives 
under CEQA.  

PC-29-12 The significance of the potential impacts of the build alternatives under CEQA was 
assessed and identified in the CEQA Environmental Checklist provided in Appendix A. 
Analysis of project impacts for each potentially affected environmental resource is 
discussed in detail in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EIS, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures. If applicable, mitigation measures are identified at the end of each evaluated 
environmental resource.  

Impacts of the build alternatives are also summarized in Chapter 4, CEQA Evaluation, of 
the Final EIR/EIS, which includes the identification of mitigation measures to reduce the 
project’s impacts to less than significant for each affected resource. Mitigation measures 
for each potential impact that were reduced to below significant levels are specifically 
discussed in Section 4.2.3.  

In addition to discussing potential project impacts and measures provided in Chapters 3 
and 4 of this Final EIR/EIS, the project’s Environmental Commitments Record (ECR) is 
provided in Appendix E, which identifies the significance of each impact and 
corresponding avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures. Discussion of 
mitigation measures related to traffic congestion and biological impacts associated with 
construction activities are identified in the ECR. To address construction-related traffic, a 
Transportation Management Plan (TMP) would be developed and implemented to 
reduce project-related construction disruptions, as indicated in measure COM-8. 
Measures will also be implemented during construction to avoid and/or minimize 
construction-related effects. These measures are identified in the ECR as AS-1, AS-2, 
AS-3, AS-4, AS-5, AS-6, TE-1, TE-2, TE-3, TE-4, TE-5, TE-6, TE-7, and IS-1. Adequate 
measures have been identified and discussed in this Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 
CEQA. 

PC-29-13 Consultation and coordination with Cooperating and Participating Agencies prior to 
release of the Draft EIR/EIS were included in Appendix G, Public and Agency 
Coordination, of the Draft EIR/EIS and is carried forward in this Final EIR/EIS. 
Comments received from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) during the 
public scoping period are included in Appendix G. CEQA does not require lead agencies 
to provide a formal response to comments received during the scoping period; however, 
Caltrans considers all comments provided by the public, local agencies, and resource 
agencies in the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, as well as preliminary design.  
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PC-29-14 Discussions of impacts related to each of the alternatives considered were summarized 
in Table S-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS and carried forward in the Final EIR/EIS. 

PC-29-15 Conclusions that helped identify the Preferred Alternative following consideration of 
comments received during the public review period are included in Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIR/EIS. A discussion of each alternative and its ability to attain project objectives 
is provided in Section 2.2.4, Comparison of Alternatives. 

PC-29-16 Please note that the context of California Code of Regulations (CCR) 15126.6 is about 
“Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project.” The No Build 
Alternative analysis was used throughout the Final EIR/EIS to compare impacts of all 
alternatives. CCR 15126.6(e)(2) states that “…If the environmentally superior alternative 
is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior 
alternative among the other alternatives.” The commenter is asserting that Alternative 2 
is the environmentally superior alternative “among the other alternatives.” However, as 
indicated in the Final EIR/EIS, both Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in impacts that 
could be mitigated to less than significant levels.  

PC-29-17 CCR 15091, Findings is being referenced by the comment. The commenter is asserting 
that Caltrans and SBCTA “must adopt one or more of the following findings with respect 
to each significant impact:”  

(1)  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified 
in the Final EIR. 

(2)  Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been 
adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

(3)  Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible 
the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR. 

Per CEQA 15091(a), the above three are possible findings that the public agency could 

adopt when the Notice of Determination has been filed with the Final EIR/EIS. Caltrans 
will prepare Findings if significant effects to environmental resources are identified. The 
Draft EIR/EIS identified significant effects under Mandatory Findings due to potential 
public controversy of the project; however, after extensive public outreach activities 
notifying the general public and agencies of the availability of the Draft EIR/EIS, only 56 
comments were received and only 60 individuals attended 3 public meetings. Please 
refer to Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, of the Final EIR/EIS for a complete 
discussion of the public outreach conducted to notify the public of the availability of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

Considering the low attendance at the public meetings and minimal comments received, 
the significance finding has been revised to less than significant.  

PC-29-18 Range of Alternatives 

Caltrans has screened three other potential build alternatives, but they were not found 
reasonable and/or feasible to construct. Please refer to Section 2.2.5 for a list of 
alternatives considered but eliminated from further discussion. 

Conversion of HOV Lanes to Express Lanes  

Currently, HOV lanes on I-10 have become so congested that they no longer 
continuously offer carpools and buses a reliable and speedy trip. Express Lanes would 
increase the mobility and trip reliability in the corridor and give motorists the option to 
pay a toll to avoid congestion. Express Lanes that are moving at relatively high speed 
actually serve more traffic than a similar number of lanes that are heavily congested. 

Many southern California HOV lanes are reaching capacity and losing any speed 
advantage over the general purpose lanes. FHWA, who has authority over our Interstate 
highways, requires HOV lanes to operate at speeds above 45 miles per hour (mph). 
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Because HOV lanes are so popular, this 45-mph benefit is often not met, especially 
during peak commute hours. A change in the HOV lane occupancy requirement from 2 to 
3+, without also introducing other congestion management strategies, such as 
congestion pricing, would lead to even more congestion in the general purpose lanes 
and almost empty HOV Lanes. Express Lanes provide a means to balance traffic 
between all lanes, while providing travel options to meet each traveler’s individual 
circumstance. 

The implementation of Express Lanes helps to ensure travel time savings and trip 
reliability for eligible carpools, vanpools, and buses while also offering the added benefit 
of allowing solo drivers the time-saving option through the payment of tolls. By 
implementing Express Lanes, the people-moving capacity of I-10 would be increased 
considerably in the Express Lanes, as well as the general purpose lanes.  

Environmental Justice  

SBCTA prepared an Equity Assessment for I-10 to address concerns that Express 
Lanes would create an access barrier and be unfair for individuals with lower incomes. 
The assessment found that the Express Lanes are projected to have several benefits for 
low-income drivers. Notably, the traffic study models indicated that travel times in the 
general purpose lanes would improve on both I-10 and I-15 if Express Lanes are 
implemented compared with other project alternatives, which would also benefit those 
not utilizing the Express Lanes by improving the overall corridor traffic flow. Like the 
HOV option, the Express Lanes provide a new travel option for drivers that they do not 
enjoy today. Analysis of potential toll prices indicated that there could be times when a 
low-income driver would find the Express Lanes time savings attractive. For example, a 
low-income driver may find time savings beneficial when running late for work, or for 
other reasons, such as a toll might be less expensive than per-minute late fees at a day-
care center. Transit benefits would include improved community connectivity to the 
Metrolink stations along the corridor, providing trip reliability and improved access to and 
from stations. For Omnitrans, the Express Lanes would increase capacity for bus 
service and would improve trip reliability and allow potential for new express bus lines to 
be added for greater service connecting primary transit hubs. Alternative 3 would also 
benefit vanpools by providing additional capacity and sustainable trip reliability in the 
Express Lanes for the long term. The Express Lanes would be free for transit vehicles. 
These public transit enhancements would provide direct benefits to lower-income 
individuals. As such, socioeconomic impacts are not considered to be substantial. 

Cumulative Impacts  

The I-10 CP was determined not to generate a substantial cumulative impact under 
CEQA in conjunction with the operation of other planned projects. Cumulative impacts 
are considered in Section 3.6, Cumulative Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Right-of-Way Impacts 

Potential right-of-way (ROW) impacts for both build alternatives are discussed in 
Section 3.1.4.2 of this Final EIR/EIS. This section discusses the type (partial or full 
acquisition) and magnitude of impacts (number of potential displacements). The 
analysis provided in this section also compares the ROW impacts for both alternatives. 
A full discussion of ROW impacts and maps identifying specific parcels proposed for 
Alternative 3 is also provided in this Final EIR/EIS. Caltrans believes that adequate 
information and analysis is provided in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS to determine a level 
of significance for impacts under CEQA, as well as providing full public disclosure.  
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PC-29-19 Information on Bridge and Ramp Facility to be Affected by the Project  

Structure and ramp improvements for each build alternative are included in Chapter 2 of 
the Final EIR/EIS. Exact names and the location of each structure to be demolished, 
modified, and/or reconstructed are provided in Tables 2-1 through 2-9. These tables 
provide specific information for each bridge and ramp facility that would be potentially 
affected by the project and the extent of the improvement. These tables were included in 
the Draft EIR/EIS and carried forward in this Final EIR/EIS.  

Construction-Related Traffic Impacts 

Closure of the I-10 mainline, branch connectors, interchange ramps, and local arterials 
may be overnight, short-term, during an extended weekend (i.e., 55-hour window from 
Friday night to Monday morning), or long-term, as discussed in Section 3.1.4, 
Community Impacts. Lane reductions and restrictions are also anticipated on the 
mainline, connector, ramp, and arterial roadway facilities to accommodate construction 
activities. Long-term closure of arterial overcrossings may be employed during 
construction to expedite construction and shorten the overall impacts and duration that 
the overcrossing is out of service. Existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the 
project limits are anticipated to be maintained during construction, except where arterial 
roadways are temporarily closed to traffic during construction.  

Potential impacts of road/lane closures are discussed in the traffic and community 
sections of this Final EIR/EIS. A TMP will be prepared prior to construction to identify 
methods to minimize impacts to traffic circulation.  

PC-29-20 Traffic noise is a function of traffic type, volume, and speed. Generally, noise increases 
with increased speed and with higher volumes of traffic; however, at much higher 
volumes, travel speed decreases (stop-and-go conditions), so the worst-case noise 
levels are experienced when there is an optimum balance between the volume and 
speed. For purposes of determining noise impacts, the worst-case traffic noise occurs 
when traffic is operating under Level of Service (LOS) D/E conditions. Under these 
conditions, traffic is heavy, but it remains free flowing. 

Because future peak-hour traffic volumes would exceed LOS D/E volumes, the speeds 
would be reduced and would not produce the worst-case scenario; therefore, for 
purposes of identifying traffic noise impacts, LOS D/E volumes of 1,850 vehicles per 
hour per lane were used. The volumes of 1,850 vehicles per lane per hour are the 
volumes used by Caltrans District 8. 

While it is true that typically there would not be traffic volumes of 1,850 vehicles per hour 
per lane on all lanes of traffic, for purposes of identifying traffic noise impacts, the worst 
possible scenario has been conservatively assumed. If real-world volumes were used in 
the traffic study, lower noise levels would be produced and less traffic noise impacts 
would occur; therefore, by producing the absolute worst possible traffic noise scenario, a 
conservative approach is taken. 
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PC-30-1 Thank you for your participation in the environmental review process for the I-10 
Corridor Project (I-10 CP). Your opposition to Alternative 3 has been acknowledged. 
However, after the end of the public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public 
comments, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project 
Development Team (PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and impacts of all three 
alternatives and identified Alternative 3 (Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. 
Please refer to Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS for further discussion regarding selection 
of the Preferred Alternative. 
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PC-31-1 

PC-31-2 
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PC-31-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental review process for the I-10 Corridor 
Project (I-10 CP). In reference to your concerns with the project, the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has completed extensive environmental studies 
and research over several years to carefully evaluate project alternatives and impacts 
associated with this project.  

In Section 3.2.7, noise impacts were evaluated utilizing the Federal Highway 
Administration’s (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). Land uses that were 
estimated to approach or exceed the respective noise standards were further evaluated 
for noise abatement mitigation measures. Noise abatement measures that were found to 
be both feasible and reasonable have been incorporated into the preliminary design 
plans. Feasibility of noise abatement is determined by completing an engineering 
analysis. Noise abatement measures must reduce the noise level at impacted receptors 
by at least 5 decibels (dB) to be considered feasible. Other considerations include 
topography, access requirements, other noise sources, and safety considerations. The 
reasonableness determination is basically a cost-benefit analysis. Factors used in 
determining whether a proposed noise abatement measure is reasonable include a 
minimum 7-dB reduction in the future noise level must be achieved for at least one 
receptor, cost of noise abatement, and the viewpoints of benefited receptors. 

PC-31-2 Due to the constrained configuration and suburban location of the I-10 CP, abatement in 
the form of soundwalls is the primary abatement measured considered. Noise barrier 
analysis was conducted by placing soundwalls at the highway mainline shoulders, off-
ramp shoulders, and right-of-way (ROW) lines. The maximum height of 24 feet was 
analyzed on the ROW line when feasible noise reduction plus achieving the design goal 
was not possible with lower soundwalls. In some cases, soundwalls located at the ROW 
line were analyzed up to 22 feet in height. However, it is demonstrated in the analysis 
that feasible noise abatement and achieving the design goal would not be possible even 
if the soundwall was raised to 24 feet in height. 

Due to ROW constraints, there are instances where walls would be moved closer to 
homes/businesses, however, it is not anticipated that the wall near your residence along 
Interstate 10 (I-10) westbound would be moved as part of this project. 
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PC-32-1 Thank you for your participation in the environmental review process for the I-10 Corridor 
Project (I-10 CP) and your overall support for the project.  

A thorough field investigation was conducted to identify frequent outdoor use areas that 
could be subject to traffic noise impacts and to consider the physical setting of the 
highway alignment relative to those areas. Pursuant to the procedures for abatement of 
highway traffic noise and construction noise under Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) (Title 23 CFR 772), activity categories and related traffic 

noise impacts are determined based on the actual land use in a given area. The 
properties at 16516 and 16538 Washington Drive were identified as outdoor activity 
areas and assessed under the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) as Activity Category B 
(Single-Family Residential) properties. The forecasted design year 2045 noise levels 
under Preferred Alternative 3 for the property in question is 74 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA), or 7 dBA above the NAC of 67 dBA. A traffic noise impact, as defined in Title 23 
CFR 772.5, occurs when the predicted noise level in the design year approaches or 
exceeds the NAC specified in Title 23 CFR 772. Therefore, noise abatement was 
considered for properties between Cypress Avenue and Juniper Avenue. 

PC-32-2 Following considerations of the feasibility and reasonableness of each proposed 
soundwall and identification of Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative, a soundwall 
survey was mailed to property owners that would benefit from construction of the 
soundwall. Properties that would receive a 1-dB or more noise reduction were also 
included in the soundwall survey. Soundwalls within California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way (ROW) will be constructed if less than 50 percent 
of responding property owners and residents opposed the construction of the soundwall. 
Your input is important, and a soundwall survey was sent to your property. 

The results indicated that most respondents had objections to Soundwall S1833. As 
such, Soundwall S1833 will not be constructed. 
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PC-33-2 

PC-33-1 

PC-33-3 

PC-33-4 
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PC-33-9 

PC-33-10 

PC-33-11 

PC-33-12 

PC-33-13 
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PC-33-1 Thank you for your participation in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor 
Project (I-10 CP). Your opposition to Alternative 3 and accompanying petition are noted. 
However, after the end of the public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and consideration of public 
comments, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Project 
Development Team (PDT) compared and weighed the benefits and impacts of all three 
alternatives and identified Alternative 3 (Express Lanes) as the Preferred Alternative. 

PC-33-2 The Section 4(f) evaluation for the proposed project is included in Appendix B, 
Section 4(f), Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f), of the 
EIR/EIS Jaycee Park in Pomona and Rancho San Jose Park in Claremont are both 
evaluated as part of the Section 4(f) evaluation in Appendix B. No impacts would result 
to Jaycee Park or Rancho San Jose Park as a result of the proposed project. The parks 
are also included in the analysis for Section 3.1.4, Community Impacts, and 
Section 3.1.1, Land Use, of the EIR/EIS. 

PC-33-3 The EIR/EIS presents impacts and related mitigation measures to reduce those impacts 
to wildlife, air quality, and noise in Sections 3.3.4, 3.2.6, and 3.2.7, respectively. 
Section 3.1.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, in the EIR/EIS addresses 
property acquisitions resulting from the proposed project. The engineering team 
designed the build alternatives to minimize impacts to properties by utilizing the existing 
right-of-way (ROW), removing any roadway features not required by Caltrans, shifting 
the centerline of the freeway, and coordinating with current and ongoing I-10 projects to 
make sure they accommodate the future I-10 CP. Additional adjustments to minimize 
the needed ROW will be considered during the upcoming environmental and preliminary 
engineering phase. All relocation services and benefits would be administered without 
regard to race, color, national origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 2000d, et seq.). Property owners of affected 
parcels would be entitled to compensation to the extent provided by law in accordance 
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as 
amended. Final determination of which properties would be acquired would be done 
during the final design phase, after approval of the Final EIR/EIS. An appraisal of the 
affected property will be obtained, and an offer for the full appraisal will be made by an 
ROW agent. Adequate resources appear to currently exist within the city or area vicinity 
to relocate affected residents and businesses. 

PC-33-4 Section 3.3.4 of the EIR/EIS and the Natural Environment Study (NES) identified the 
project is not expected to directly affect any burrowing owls (BUOWs) due to the low 
probability of this species occurring in the Biological Study Area (BSA); however, there 
would be a permanent impact to non-native grassland and disturbed areas, which is 
habitat suitable to BUOWs. The NES identified there would be 39.43 acres of 
permanent impact and 312.47 acres of temporary impact to potential BUOW habitat 
under Alternative 3. Most areas with suitable habitat are distant from the Interstate 10 
(I-10) corridor and would not likely be affected by the proposed highway improvements. 
In addition, no BUOW were observed within the study area during the general biological 
surveys. Mitigation measure AS-3 will be implemented to minimize impacts to BUOW 
habitat. 

Impacts associated with ornamental trees, such as eucalyptus, will be minimized 
through the implementation of mitigation measureVA-16. These ornamental trees harbor 
a higher potential to support nesting bird species due to their age and size. Mitigation 
measure AS-1 will be implemented to offset effects to nesting birds.  
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PC-33-5 Estimated daily operational emissions for 2025 and 2045 are identified in Tables 3.2.6-6 
and 3.2.6-7, respectively, of Section 3.2.6 of the EIR/EIS. When compared to the 2025 
No Build Alternative, Alternative 3 would increase volatile organic compounds (VOC) by 
10 percent, nitrogen oxides (NOX) by 9 percent, carbon monoxide (CO) by 9 percent, 
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) by 1 percent, and particulate 
matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) by 5 percent. When compared to the 
2045 No Build Alternative for Alternative 3, VOC would increase by 12 percent, NOX by 
8 percent, CO by 10 percent, PM2.5 by 1 percent, and PM10 by 4 percent. For 
Alternative 3, diesel particulate matter (DPM) would result in an increase of 8 percent 
compared to 2025 No Build Conditions and 7 percent compared to 2045 No Build 
Conditions, as shown in Table 3.2.6-9. The increase in emissions is largely due to the 
high percentage of trucks along the corridor, increase in truck speeds of the build 
scenarios, and added capacity. Mitigation strategies for Alternative 3 include commuter 
incentives, congestion pricing, and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) programs, 
such as traffic management centers or incident management systems. 

PC-33-6 The noise analysis for the proposed project is provided in Section 3.2.7 of the EIR/EIS; it 
describes the protocol and methodology used for the noise analysis. In addition, 
Appendix L provides the noise analysis data resulting from the proposed project 
analysis. Indoor noise levels were typically considered when there were no outdoor 
areas. The interior criterion was used for hotels and motels because, per the Protocol, in 
situations where no exterior activities are to be affected by the traffic noise, or where the 
exterior activities are far from or physically shielded from the roadway in a manner that 
prevents an impact on exterior activities, Activity Category D is used as the basis of 
determining noise impacts. Long-term noise monitoring was conducted at 40 exterior 
locations in October through December 2013 and October 2014. The long-term sound-
level data was collected for at least a 24-hour period to observe variations in sound 
levels throughout the day and identify the peak noise hours. 

PC-33-7 All technical studies for the proposed project were conducted in compliance with the 
appropriate California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) guidance. Regulatory requirements of the studies are identified within each 
technical study. Results of the technical studies are included in each respective section 
of the EIR/EIS.  

PC-33-8 Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS provides a description of 
outreach activities in compliance with 23 U.S.C. for the proposed project. The outreach 
included sending letters to the cities of Pomona and Claremont to invite them to be 
participating or cooperating agencies, as well as notifying them of the various stages of 
the project, from the Notice of Preparation (NOP) through public meetings through 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS. Property owners within 0.25 mile of the project were 
also notified by mail of the various stages of the project.  

PC-33-9 Mitigation measures are in place to minimize the impact to vegetation removal, as 
identified in Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, and Section 3.3.3, Plant Species, of the 
EIR/EIS. When avoidance is not possible, mitigation measure VA-15 ensures the 
provision of replacement plants at a minimum replacement ratio of 2:1, unless a higher 
ratio is required by the District Landscape Architect. Limiting water usage is a good way 
to help minimize the effects of the drought in southern California. 
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PC-33-10 There is only one soundwall proposed for construction in Claremont, along the Indian 
Hill Boulevard westbound (WB) on-ramp, adjacent to Knight Inn, which will be a new 
soundwall. The existing soundwall along WB I-10 between Indian Hill Boulevard and 
Mills Avenue (at the Los Angeles/San Bernardino [LA/SB] county line) will be 
maintained. There is no soundwall construction or reconstruction proposed in Pomona. 

Within San Bernardino County, the project will be constructed under two contracts; 
Contract 1 will cover the westerly project limits to Interstate 15 (I-15), and Contract 2 will 
cover the remainder of the alignment from I-15 to Ford Street. Contract 1 will be under 
construction for approximately 3 years, and Contract 2 will be under construction for 
approximately 3 years, with 1 year of overlap; hence, a total anticipated construction 
period of 5 years. As such, 3 years would be the maximum length of time any property 
may be subject to exposure. Efforts are being made to limit the length of exposure as 
the project team continues to analyze and design the project; however, this will be 
determined during the final design phase. 

PC-33-11 As described in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, and in other sections throughout the 
EIR/EIS, the I-10 roadway would be widened for both build alternatives for the proposed 
project and would not result in decreased capacity; the number of general purpose lanes 
would remain the same, while an additional high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane would 
be constructed for Alternative 2 and additional Express Lanes for Alternative 3. Neither 
of the build alternatives would result in fewer lanes. 

PC-33-12 An Equity Assessment was conducted to analyze the impact of Express Lanes on 
populations with lower incomes, and the results are included in Section 3.1.4.3, 
Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The Equity Assessment identified several 
benefits, including improved travel times in general purpose lanes, and potential 
disadvantages, including account maintenance fees. However, mitigation measures 
COM-16 and COM-17 would be implemented to minimize potential impacts to all 
travelers, including low-income populations. Automobiles and public transportation 
vehicles would have access to the Express Lanes, with no additional cost to those using 
public transportation; the proposed lanes provide an additional choice that is currently 
not offered for motorists or those who utilize public transportation. 

PC-33-13 As discussed in Chapter 1, Proposed Project, of the EIR/EIS, the efficient movement of 
traffic through San Bernardino County is limited by the existing capacity of I-10. I-10 is 
continuing to experience increased congestion as a result of population growth, 
particularly in San Bernardino County. Without any improvements in the I-10 corridor, 
additional traffic congestion resulting from regional growth will further degrade traffic 
level of service (LOS) and worsen operational deficiencies in the future. Alternative 3 is 
expected to provide greater capacity than Alternative 2, which will result in greater 
transportation benefits to commuters, transit, and goods movement. 

PC-33-14 Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, of the EIR/EIS discusses the build alternatives identified 
for the proposed project, as well as additional alternatives that were considered but 
eliminated from further discussion. Funding for the proposed project has been 
specifically earmarked for roadway improvements, which would preclude using this 
funding for rail projects. The proposed project aims to provide a more comprehensive 
carpool system on I-10 in Los Angeles and San Bernardino counties. 
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PC-34-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental review process for the I-10 Corridor 
Project (I-10 CP). 

Pursuant to Article 8, Section 15105 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), “the 
public review period for a draft EIR [Environmental Impact Report] shall not be less than 
30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When 
a draft EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, the 
public review period shall not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter period, not less than 
30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.”  

The initial review period extending from April 25 to June 8, 2016 (close of business) 
meets the minimum criteria for a 45-day public review period. In addition, the San 
Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) elected to extend the public review 
period by an additional 5 days to June 13, 2016. In total, the public review period lasted 
for 50 days, more than what is mandated by California regulations.  

During this period, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and SBCTA 
commenced a robust public outreach. To notify the public regarding the public review 
period, a total of 19,105 notices were mailed via United States Postal Service (USPS) to 
all residents and businesses within 0.25 mile of the project corridor. Mailers were also 
sent to cooperating agencies, participating agencies, State and federal agencies, and 
other various agencies. In addition, notices were published in English in the Redlands 
Daily Facts, San Bernardino Sun, San Gabriel Tribune, Inland Valley Daily Bulletin, 
Colton Courier, Rialto Record, Inland Empire Weekly, and Fontana Herald News. Notices 
in Spanish were published in La Prensa and El Chicano. Announcements were made in 
the Federal Register, at the Los Angeles and San Bernardino County Clerk’s offices, on 
Time Warner Cable Television, on access television channels for corridor cities, via social 
media, and at city council meetings as part of extended efforts to inform the public. 

In addition, Caltrans and SBCTA voluntarily held three public hearings between the dates 
of April 17-19, 2016, to inform the public and encourage them to submit their comments 
about the project. Article 7, Section 15087(i) states that “public hearings may be 
conducted on the environmental documents, either in separate proceedings or in 
conjunction with other proceedings of the public agency. Public hearings are encouraged, 
but not required as an element of the CEQA [California Environmental Quality Act] 
process.” As such, it was out of Caltrans’ and SBCTA’s own volition, to promote 
transparency and encourage public involvement, that resources were invested into better 
informing the public, not merely a perfunctory action.  

PC-34-2 Effective January 1, 1996, the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) banned the sale of leaded 
gasoline. As such, lead is not currently required by the Federal CAA to be covered in 
transportation conformity analysis.  

With regards to soil laden with lead, otherwise known as aerially deposited lead (ADL), 
an ADL site investigation was conducted by SBCTA for the I-10 CP. Under the Caltrans 
Guidance and federal and state hazardous waste classifications, soil can be categorized 
into specific ADL soil management types. Based on the analytical results of the ADL 
study, excavated soil along the project corridor is generally classified as nonhazardous 
for onsite use based on the Department of Toxic Substances Control Soil Management 
Agreement for Aerially Deposited Lead-Contaminated Soils (June 2016). See Section 
3.2.5, Hazardous Waste, of the Final EIR/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for more 
information about ADL soils in the project area.  

PC-34-3 Those most at risk of exposure to asbestos fibers from brake pads are professional 
automotive technicians and home mechanics that repair and replace brakes. Regulations 
from the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) set mandatory 
measures that employers must implement for automotive brake inspection, disassembly, 
repair, and assembly operations. By following OSHA work practices, mechanics can 
minimize potential exposure to asbestos if it is present and thereby reduce their risk of 
developing asbestos-related diseases. 
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Because exposure risks are primarily associated with working closely with maintenance 
of brakes, with regards to the general population, the exposure to brake pad asbestos is 
not considered substantial and is not relevant within the context of the I-10 CP.  

PC-34-4 On February 23, 2016, the I-10 CP underwent interagency consultation regarding the U.S 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Transportation Conformity rule for Projects of 
Air Quality Concern (POAQCs). Participants concurred that the project is not considered 
a POAQC because it does not meet the definition as defined in EPA’s Transportation 
Conformity Guidance.  

In addition, with the exception of increases in emissions for the criteria pollutant 
particulate matter (PM), emissions for all other criteria pollutants would be less than 
existing conditions. As such, the project would not result in a substantial impact to air 
quality. 

A detailed discussion of mobile source air toxic (MSAT) emissions is included in 
Section 3.2.6, Air Quality. Table 3.2.6-9 shows that MSAT emissions would decrease 
when comparing 2025 and 2045 Build Alternatives to existing conditions. Therefore, 
MSAT concentrations would result in a less than substantial impact. 

The Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) MSAT guidance document includes 
mitigation for countering the effects of MSAT emissions. One such mitigation strategy 
suggests the creation of a buffer zone between new or expanded highway alignments 
and populated areas to avoid much of the air quality concerns listed in the Sierra Club’s 
report. However, it was determined that buffer zones are not reasonably feasible because 
Interstate 10 (I-10) is an existing alignment with pre-existing land uses that border the 
right-of-way (ROW). Establishing a modified buffer zone would require the displacement 
of additional residents and businesses.  

PC-34-5 As discussed in Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, criteria pollutants other than PM would 
decrease in comparison to no build conditions, contrary to the commenter’s statement 
that the project would lead to a “50 PERCENT INCREASE OF HIGHWAY POLLUTION.”  

In addition, the project would decrease congestion along the I-10 corridor. Congested 
highways result in worse air quality because of the smog produced by stopped and idling 
vehicles. With the improvements of the I-10 corridor and more free-flowing conditions, 
less air pollution would occur, serving as a benefit for the public. 

PC-34-6 The pollutant levels along the alignment are admittedly currently nonconforming, 
according to National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The conformity 
requirement, as based on Federal CAA Section 176(c), prohibits the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) and other federal agencies from funding, authorizing, or 
approving plans, programs, or projects that do not conform to the State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) for attaining the NAAQS. “Transportation Conformity” applies to highway and 
transit projects and takes place on two levels: the regional – or planning and 
programming – level and the project level. The I-10 CP must conform at both levels to be 
approved. 

Conformity requirements apply only in nonattainment and “maintenance” (former 
nonattainment) areas for the NAAQS, and only for the specific NAAQS that are or were 
violated. Regional conformity is concerned with how well the regional transportation 
system supports plans for attaining the NAAQS for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), PM (particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter [PM10] 
and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter [PM2.5]). Conformity is based on 
emission analysis of Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) and Federal Transportation 
Improvement Programs (FTIPs) that include all transportation projects planned for a 
region over a period of at least 20 years for the RTP and 4 years for the FTIP. RTP and 
FTIP conformity uses travel demand and emission models to determine whether 
implementation of those projects would conform to emission budgets or other tests at 
various analysis years showing that requirements of the CAA and SIP are met. If the 
conformity analysis is successful, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), FHWA, 
and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) make determinations that the RTP and FTIP, 
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along with the SIP, for achieving the goals of the CAA. In general, projects must not 
cause the “hot-spot”-related standard to be violated and must not cause any increase in 
the number or severity of violations in nonattainment areas. If a known CO or PM 
violation is located in the project vicinity, the project must include measures to reduce or 
eliminate the existing violation(s) as well. 

As you pointed out, the project area is indeed nonconforming for a variety of criteria 
pollutants in the NAAQS. However, Preferred Alternative 3 is listed in the 2016-2040 RTP 
(Amendment #2), which was found to conform by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) on April 7, 2016, and FHWA and FTA made a regional conformity 
determination finding on June 1, 2016. Alternative 3 is also included in Consistency 
Amendment #15-12 of SCAG's) 2015 Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
(RTIP), page 20 of the San Bernardino County Comparison Report for the Amendment. 
The SCAG 2015 RTIP was determined to conform by FHWA and FTA on December 15, 
2014, and Consistency Amendment #15-12 was determined to conform by FHWA and 
FTA on June 2, 2016. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) 2012 Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) fulfills CEQA’s goal of fully informing local agency decision 
makers of the environmental costs of the project so that air quality concerns may be fully 
addressed. Because the AQMP is based on projections from local General Plans, 
projects that are consistent with the local General Plan are generally considered 
consistent with the AQMP. The overall control strategy for the 2012 AQMP is designed to 
meet applicable federal and State requirements, including attainment of NAAQS. The 
focus of the 2012 AQMP is to demonstrate attainment of the federal 2006 24-hour PM2.5 
ambient air quality standard, as well as an update to further define measures to meet the 
federal and State 8-hour O3 standards. The 2012 AQMP provides base year emissions 
and future baseline emission projections. In doing so, the 2012 AQMP relies on the most 
recent zoning and land use designations and the best available information, including 
SCAG’s forecast growth assumptions based on its recent 2012-2035 RTP/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS). Because Preferred Alternative 3 is included in the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS, the proposed project is consistent with the 2012 AQMP. 

As such, as explained above, though the project area may exceed current NAAQS, the 
project has demonstrated that it is in conformance with regional plans and efforts to reach 
NAAQS attainment levels, while serving its primary purpose of improving traffic 
operations along the I-10 corridor without a substantial impact on regional air quality.  

PC-34-7 Please see response to Comment PC-34-6. 

PC-34-8 As defined by EPA, urban heat islands are “an umbrella of air, often over a city or built-up 
area, that is warmer than the air surrounding it” (EPA, 2015) https://www.epa.gov/heat-
islands/learn-about-heat-islands). This is caused primarily through the eventual conversion 
of surfaces that were once permeable and moist into surfaces that are impermeable and 
dry. Preferred Alternative 3 would increase impervious surface area by 14.4 percent. 

One of the primary strategies of reducing urban heat island effects is to increase tree and 
vegetative cover. According to EPA, “increasing tree and vegetation cover lowers surface 
and air temperatures by providing shade and cooling through evapotranspiration. (EPA, 
2015). As stated in avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure VA-2, as much 
existing vegetation in the corridor will be saved and protected, as feasible. When 
avoidance is not possible, mitigation measure VA-15 ensures the provision of 
replacement plants at a minimum replacement ratio of 2:1, unless a higher ratio is 
required by the District Landscape Architect. Where feasible, other plantings will be 
included to bring down the scale of freeway elements. As such, the urban heat island 
effect as a result of the project can be considered less than substantial.  

PC-34-9 Please see response to Comment PC-34-8. 

PC-34-10 Please see response to Comment PC-34-8. 

In addition, urban heat island effects are difficult to quantify and harder still to statistically 

https://www.epa.gov/heat-islands/learn-about-heat-islands
https://www.epa.gov/heat-islands/learn-about-heat-islands
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correlate to any one particular project like the I-10 CP. Rather, the effects are 
compounded cumulatively from a variety of different regional sources. As stated in 
Section 3.6, the project is not expected to contribute a cumulative impact to regional air 
quality due to its regional conformity with existing plans.  

PC-34-11 Please see responses to Comments PC-34-8 and PC-34-10.  

PC-34-12 Impacts are anticipated to have little or no impact on property values in the proposed 
project area because the project would be constructed along an existing ROW, business 
access would be maintained throughout construction, and temporary impacts would end 
when construction of the proposed project is finalized. 

PC-34-13 Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is responsible for most of California’s estimated cancer 
risk attributable to air pollution. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has found that 
DPM contributes more than 70 percent of the known risk from air toxics and poses the 
greatest cancer risks among all identified air toxics. Diesel trucks contribute more than 
half of the total diesel combustion sources; however, ARB has adopted a Diesel Risk 
Reduction Plan with control measures that would reduce the overall DPM emissions by 
approximately 85 percent from 2000 to 2020. Furthermore, DPM is only one of many 
environmental toxics, and those of other toxics and other pollutants in various 
environmental media may overshadow its cancer risks; therefore, while diesel exhaust 
may pose potential cancer risks to receptors spending time on or near high-risk DPM 
facilities, most receptors’ short-term exposure would only cause minimal harm, and these 
risks would also greatly diminish in the future operating years of the proposed project due 
to planned emission control regulations.  

According to MSAT emissions analysis, DPM emissions will increase by 5 percent and 
8 percent for years 2025 and 2045, respectively, under Preferred Alternative 3 compared 
to No Build scenarios. As such, DPM emissions would result in a less than substantial 
impact. Appendix E of the MSAT guidance document includes mitigation for countering 
the effects of MSAT emissions. These mitigation strategies include commuter incentives, 
congestion pricing, and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) programs, such as traffic 
management centers or incident management systems, all of which are included with 
Preferred Alternative 3.  

Temporary impacts related to construction impacts would be reduced through the 
implementation of avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures AQ-1 through 
AQ-21. Specifically, AQ-14, AQ-16, and AQ-18 all seek to reduce potential impacts 
related to DPM.  

PC-34-14 As shown in Tables 4-2 and 4-3 in Chapter 4, CEQA Evaluation, without the proposed 
project, traffic noise levels are not anticipated to substantially increase in the project 
vicinity above existing levels. While auto and truck traffic may result in an increase of 
ambient noise levels by design year 2045, existing soundwalls within the project area 
would adequately maintain or reduce rising noise levels. With the project, most receivers 
would experience an increase of 1 to 4 decibels (dB) from existing noise levels. Typically, 
noise increases of 3 dB or less are inaudible to the human ear. With implementation of 
measures N-1 through N-4, temporary construction noise and vibration impacts would be 
minimized. As such, the project will not present a noise and vibration impact of such 
severity that would cause a health concern. 

PC-34-15 As described in the report conducted by the National Center for Sustainable 
Transportation, induced travel can be explained using basic economic principles of 
supply and demand. By increasing supply, or more highway lanes, the “price” of driving 
goes down temporarily, thereby encouraging more drivers to utilize the highway facilities. 
Induced travel counteracts the effectiveness of capacity expansion as a strategy for 
alleviating traffic congestion and offsets in part or in whole reductions in greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions that would result from reduced congestion.  

The phenomenon of induced demand is particularly apparent in proposed projects such 
as Alternative 2, which would increase highway capacity free of cost, encouraging more 
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drivers to utilize I-10, minimizing congestion improvements. The same can be said of 
simply adding general purpose lanes, which would not solve the congestion problem. 

This is one of the primary reasons why Alternative 3 was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. Rather than inducing demand, Express Lanes more effectively manage 
demand. Managed lanes maximize highway productivity by moving the most vehicles and 
people along the roadway, while not allowing lanes to get congested. By applying a toll, 
or congestion pricing, the Express Lanes will provide the opportunity to maximize traffic 
throughput by not allowing volumes to increase to the point of becoming unstable and 
congested. Express Lanes also free up capacity in general purpose lanes. Because tolls 
on Express Lanes are based on real-time traffic conditions, they will vary according to the 
level of congestion on the freeway. The toll is higher when there is a high level of 
congestion on the freeway and lower when traffic is lighter to facilitate congestion 
management. As such, Express Lanes will continue to move people and vehicles in an 
efficient manner, while implementing constraints that will prevent the traffic deterioration 
to congested levels.  

PC-34-16 Air quality impacts are regional in nature. Accordingly, the resource study area conducted 
for the I-10 CP encompasses the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), an area bound by the 
Pacific Ocean to the west and high mountains around the rest of its perimeter. Because 
Preferred Alternative 3 was found to conform to SCAG, and FHWA and FTA made a 
regional conformity determination, despite the regional increase in emissions for certain 
pollutants, Preferred Alternative 3 would not contribute to a cumulative impact.  

PC-34-17 PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than large-size particles, as described in the 
“Big Road Blues” article. Caltrans and SBCTA are well aware of the risks posed by these 
particulate matters. 

A PM hot-spot analysis is required under the EPA Transportation Conformity rule for 
POAQCs. The proposed project has undergone Interagency Consultation regarding 
POAQC determination. Interagency Consultation participants concurred that the project is 
not a POAQC on February 23, 2016. The proposed project is not considered a POAQC 
because it does not meet the definition as defined in EPA’s Transportation Conformity 
Guidance; therefore, PM hot-spot analysis was not required. This coordination can be 
viewed in Appendix K of the Final EIR/EIS. 

In addition, because the project is consistent with the regional AQMP and included in the 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS attainment demonstration, despite increase in emissions for the 
criteria pollutant PM, Preferred Alternative 3 would not result in a substantial impact.  

PM emissions are composed of exhaust, brake- and tire-wear, and re-entrained road dust 
emissions. Exhaust emissions will decrease in the future due to improvements in engine 
and emission control technologies. As exhaust emissions decrease due to more 
advanced technologies, re-entrained road dust emissions make up a higher fraction of 
PM. PM emissions become a stronger function of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
vehicle distribution. The vehicle distribution can change the average vehicle weight and 
subsequently the re-entrained road dust emissions factors. Overall, the build alternatives 
would reduce PM emissions on I-10 due to the diversion of heavy and medium trucks to 
other corridors. By diverting more heavy-duty trucks and attracting more light- and 
medium-duty trucks to the I-10 corridor, the build alternatives would have a lighter vehicle 
weight compared to the No Build Alternative. Less re-entrained road dust emissions 
would be generated per unit mile traveled for the build alternatives compared to the No 
Build Alternative; however, the build alternatives would add capacity and more mobility 
and result in increased VMT. The combination of the two effects results in the decreases 
or increases in regional PM emissions  

In addition, truck engines and their emission control technologies are optimized to emit 
the least amount of PM emissions at a much lower speed compared to the average 
speed of the proposed project. The least amount of PM emissions per unit distance 
traveled in 2025 for trucks is released at a speed of 30 miles per hour (mph), while for 
non-truck vehicles, optimum speed in terms of emissions is 50 mph. Increasing the speed 
of trucks by only 5 mph would result in an associated increase of 13 percent to truck 
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emissions; therefore, the total emissions due to operation of the proposed project quickly 
increases as speeds deviate from an optimum speed.  

PC-34-18 See response to Comment PC-34-15. 

PC-34-19 See responses to Comments PC-34-16 and PC-34-17. 

PC-34-20 Caltrans is committed to making long-lasting, smart mobility decisions that improve the 
environment, support a vibrant economy, and build communities, not sprawl. We are 
constantly looking to new alternative modes of transportation that will move people and 
goods across this state in a safe, efficient, and sustainable manner. That said, the State’s 
highway system currently serves as the best means of accomplishing the goals of 
Caltrans. As we look into alternatives, such as those presented in “Rethinking the Urban 
Freeway,” we are able to take some of those ideas to envision what our transportation 
system may look like years down the road. However, the fact of the matter is that 
commuters across the state rely on an aging highway system that is in desperate need of 
improvement, as the core backbone of our transportation system. To protect the existing 
economy, Caltrans must determine the most prudent use of our limited funds to meet the 
critical needs of the State. As such, transportation investments must first prioritize the 
preservation and operation of existing systems. Caltrans also understands that our 
transportation system must include solutions beyond only single-occupancy vehicle 
options. Caltrans is committed to continual innovation in mobility, and we are working 
with our partners to find those solutions. 

PC-34-21 Please see response to Comment PC-34-8. 

PC-34-22 Please see response to Comment PC-34-8. 

PC-34-23 Please see response to Comment PC-34-8. 

PC-34-24 Please see response to Comment PC-34-8. 

PC-34-25 As discussed above, all things considered, this project would work cumulatively with 
other regionally and locally planned projects to improve upon the existing transportation 
system without compromising the health and well-being of nearby residents. Caltrans has 
been and remains committed to providing a safe, sustainable, integrated, and efficient 
transportation system that enhances California’s economy and livability. We feel that this 
project accomplishes those goals and would not serve as a detriment to the public good. 
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PC-35-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental review process for the I-10 Corridor 
Project (I-10 CP). 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the lead agency for the I-10 CP 
because as the commenter has correctly stated, Interstate 10 (I-10) is located within 
Caltrans right-of-way (ROW). As the agency responsible for transportation planning and 
cooperative regional planning in San Bernardino County, it is appropriate for the San 
Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) to be the agency sponsoring the 
project. 

PC-35-2 SBCTA may, from time to time, enter into agreements with private firms or other agencies 
to perform ongoing services. Such contracts are geared toward the performance of 
specific functions on a continuing or as-needed basis. SBCTA awarded Parsons 
Transportation Group (PTG) with a program management contract after PTG 
demonstrated that it possessed the competence and professional qualifications 
necessary for the satisfactory performance of the services requested.   

PC-35-3 SBCTA is aware that LAE Associates, Inc. provides services for PTG as a subcontractor.  

PC-35-4 As the program manager, PTG assists SBCTA in oversight of consultants and 
engineering firms responsible for the development of various road and highway projects. 
The responsibilities that PTG holds in its management and implementation of the I-10 CP 
do not conflict with its role as Program Manager for SBCTA. The current SBCTA project 
manager assigned to the I-10 CP is not a PTG employee. SBCTA holds all contractors/ 
subcontractors to its Conflict of Interest Code, which ensures the alignment of all 
economic and financial interests with SBCTA’s. PTG is in compliance with this code and, 
as such, there are no conflicting economic interests or disclosures. 

PC-35-5 Both I-10 and State Route (SR) 210 are included in SBCTA’s Measure I Expenditure 
Plan, which includes all six San Bernardino Valley freeway corridors. Improvements on 
both corridors are included in SBCTA’s Ten-Year Delivery Plan. As stated in SBCTA’s 
Countywide Transportation Plan, the completion of projects on SR-210 has demonstrably 
reduced congestion on I-10. Despite these improvements, as discussed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the I-
10 CP, existing and forecasted traffic deficiencies on I-10 necessitate improvements for 
the corridor, particularly Preferred Alternative 3.  

PC-35-6 PTG and Mr. Muallem complied with all California laws applicable to employees of public 
agencies leaving public service. Furthermore, Mr. Muallem did not participate in any 
matters pertaining to the I-10 CP or any other Caltrans project while at PTG. 

PC-35-7 The proposed I-10 CP is included in the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
2015 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). As such, the project is 
consistent with the regional Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO), more 
specifically the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG), transportation 
plan for the southern California region, which includes San Bernardino and Los Angeles 
counties. SCAG is responsible for ensuring that existing and future expenditures of 
governmental funds for transportation projects are done so in a comprehensive and 
appropriate manner for achieving the transportation vision and goals of the region. 
Preferred Alternative 3 is consistent with those goals; therefore, it is not incompatible with 
future planned I-10 improvements in Los Angeles County. 

PC-35-8 Caltrans is the lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the I-10 CP, and SBCTA is the project 
sponsor. All of the build alternatives evaluated in the I-10 Final EIR/EIS are evaluated on 
criteria that would achieve the objectives of the project to reduce congestion, increase 
throughput, enhance trip reliability, and accommodate long-term congestion management 
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of the corridor. Two build options were proposed (Alternatives 2 and 3), as well as a No 
Build Alternative 1. The potential effectiveness of each alternative was rigorously 
explored and objectively evaluated to achieve the project purpose and address the 
project need based on informed decision making by the Project Development Team 
(PDT); input garnered from various State, federal, and local agencies; and comments 
received from the public during the public scoping meetings. More information regarding 
the development and descriptions of project alternatives is included in Chapter 2, Project 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Prior to circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, Alternative 3 was identified as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative (LPA) on July 2, 2014. NEPA regulations §1502.14(e) allow the lead 
agency to identify the “preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the 
draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement.” In accordance to 
standard Caltrans practices, if a local government or organization has a preference for a 
particular alternative, this can be stated in a Caltrans document if the alternative is 
labeled the “Locally Preferred Alternative,” which is consistent with what was done prior 
to circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS. Though a Locally Preferred Alternative was identified, 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison of each project alternative was 
conducted to a comparable level of detail, and no prejudices were exhibited. A table 
displaying the major characteristics and substantial environmental effects of each 
alternative to summarize the comparison, as recommended in §15126.6(d) of the CEQA 
guidelines, is included in Table 2-11 of the Final EIR/EIS. Environmental impacts 
resulting from implementation of Alternative 3 would be minimal with incorporation of 
mitigation measures. In addition, Alternative 3 more fully addresses the purpose and 
need compared to Alternative 2 because it provides greater congestion reduction, greater 
throughput capacity, better trip reliability for single-occupant and high-occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) users, and long-term congestion management. As such, after consideration of 
comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS and public input, Caltrans identified 
Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative on June 22, 2016. 

PC-35-9 According to SBCTA’s Meeting Procedures and Rules of Conduct, an opportunity is 

provided for members of the public to speak on any subject within SBCTA’s authority, 
consistent with the Ralph M. Brown Act, which guarantees the public’s right to attend and 
reserves time for the public to comment at meetings of local legislative bodies. However, 
SBCTA also reserves the right and discretion to intervene if a person, group, or groups of 
persons is willfully disrupting the meeting. Disruptive or prohibited conduct includes, 
without limitation, addressing SBCTA without first being recognized, not addressing the 
subject matter at hand, repetitiously addressing the same subject, failing to relinquish the 
podium when requested to do so, or preventing SBCTA from conducting the meeting in 
an orderly manner. 

PC-35-10 You are correct in noting that the segment of the I-10 CP west of Interstate 15 (I-15) is 
not included in the original Measure I 2010-2040 Strategic Plan, as approved by the 
SBCTA Board of Directors on April 1, 2009. However, one of the key requirements of the 
Strategic Plan is the preparation of a Ten-Year Delivery Plan. The purpose of the Ten-
Year Delivery Plan is to provide a transparent list of projects that will be developed during 
the next 10 years and provides the basis for the preparation of SBCTA’s annual budgets 
for capital projects. The Ten-Year Delivery Plan is a living document that is updated 
every 2 years to capture revisions and updates and to stay current. The latest approved 
2014 update of the Ten-Year Delivery Plan includes the entirety of the I-10 CP alignment 
as described in the Final EIR/EIS for allocation of Measure I funds, including the segment 
of the alignment west of I-15. As such, this project does not represent an inappropriate 
distribution of Measure I funds.   

Refer to response to Comment PC-35-8 regarding the supposed “premature and 
preconceived adoption of the “Locally Preferred Alternative.” 
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PC-35-11 This project is a major element in the SBCTA Ten-Year Delivery Plan, which outlines 
funding for the proposed project with a combination of Measure I, State, and federal 
funds and potential toll revenues. The bankruptcy status of the City of San Bernardino is 
not anticipated to detrimentally affect the funding status of the proposed I-10 CP. In 
addition, the City of San Bernardino has started the final steps on the path to exit 
bankruptcy, including approval of the City’s Plan of Adjustment of Debts by a U.S. 

Bankruptcy Court Judge on December 6, 2016.6 

 

  

                                                
6 City of San Bernardino.  Chapter 9 Bankruptcy.   

Retrieved from http://www.ci.san-bernardino.ca.us/home_nav/chapter_9_bankruptcy/ 
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PC-36-1 Thank you for your participation in the public review process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS). 

The project is included in the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) 
2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
and programmed for federal and State funds in the 2015 Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP).  

Building and maintaining highway infrastructure is not free. The funds must come from 
somewhere, and the only options are taxes and tolls, especially because the gasoline tax 
is no longer a viable source of funding for freeway projects. The federal gas tax has not 
changed since 1993, and the California gas tax has not changed since 1994. Gas taxes 
have eroded due to inflation, and vehicles have become more fuel efficient, meaning less 
revenue for transportation improvements. To continue to provide a quality transportation 
system, taxes and tolls have become necessary for funding. A study conducted by the 
University of Southern California (USC) and the University of California, Los Angeles 
(UCLA) found that charging a toll to fund improvements is less regressive than increasing 
the gasoline tax or sales tax to cover the cost because a toll is paid only when using the 
facility (i.e., user fee), while the gasoline and sales tax are paid by all members of the 
public. 

The San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) has prepared an Equity 
Assessment for Interstate 10 (I-10) to address concerns that the Preferred Alternative 3 
would create an access barrier and be unfair for individuals with lower incomes. The 
assessment found that the Express Lanes are projected to have several benefits for low-
income drivers. Notably, the traffic study models indicated that travel times in the general 
purpose lanes would improve on both I-10 and Interstate 15 (I-15) if Express Lanes are 
implemented compared with other project alternatives, which would also benefit those 
utilizing the existing general purpose lanes by improving the overall corridor flow of traffic. 
Analysis of potential toll prices indicated that there could be times when a low-income 
driver would find the Express Lanes time savings attractive. Express Lanes are already 
operating throughout many cities across the country, and surveys show that people of all 
income levels use them. The average customer may not use them every day, but they 
will use the Express Lanes when fast and reliable travel is needed. In addition, Express 
Lanes help public transportation vehicles provide more reliable service and serve as a 
benefit for all public transit users. As such, the Express Lanes would not benefit only a 
certain classification of drivers. 

PC-36-2 Pursuant to the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000, Level of Service (LOS) F is the 
threshold at which there are noticeable breakdowns in vehicular flow. At LOS F, there are 
a greater number of vehicles arriving than the number of vehicles discharged; therefore, 
the projected peak-hour flow rate exceeds the estimated capacity of the location. In 
contrast, LOS E, one tier above, describes operation at capacity. Under California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and SBCTA traffic analysis criteria, only LOS F 
is defined as unacceptable traffic flow conditions.  

Under Preferred Alternative 3 in year 2025 and 2045, the freeway mainline is anticipated 
to operate at LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours in both directions, except for 
the eastbound (EB) direction during the AM peak hour and westbound (WB) segment 
during the PM peak hour from California Street to Ford Street when LOS C or D is 
anticipated. The Express Lanes are expected to operate at LOS D or better during both 
the AM and PM peak hours in both directions. Under the No Build Alternative, LOS F is 
anticipated in the high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes between the Los Angeles/San 
Bernardino (LA/SB) county line and Haven Avenue. A more detailed link-by-link 
presentation of the freeway mainline LOS under Alternative 3 Opening Year (2025) and 
Design Year (2045) traffic conditions for HOV lanes is in Table 3.1.6-5 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 
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However, when forecasting Preferred Alternative 3 traffic speeds for 2025 and 2045 
during peak hours in each direction by lane type, noticeable improvements to travel 
speeds are anticipated, as discussed further in Section 3.1.6, Traffic and Transportation/ 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. In addition, Table 3.1.6-7 in Section 3.1.6 forecasts 
Preferred Alternative 3 corridor travel time for 2045 along I-10 between the LA/SB county 
line and Ford Street during peak hours in each direction by lane type (general purpose 
and Express). For both lane types combined, average travel time under Alternative 3 in 
year 2045, weighted for the volumes using each lane type, ranges from 38 to 61 minutes, 
compared to 57 to 83 minutes under the no-build conditions. Under Preferred 
Alternative 3 in 2045, approximately 24,165 daily and 6.0 million annual vehicle hours of 
delay (VHD) are anticipated, compared to 31,871 daily and 8.0 million annual VHD under 
no-build conditions. 

As such, even though traffic operation along the general purpose lanes under Preferred 
Alternative 3 would operate at LOS F in future conditions, performance would still be 
improved when compared to the No Build Alternative.  

PC-36-3 Caltrans appreciates your suggestions; however, as discussed in responses to 
Comments PC-36-1 and PC-36-2, Preferred Alternative 3 would provide travel benefits to 
all users of I-10 as a public good and serves as an alternative source of funding for 
freeway projects. As such, it is an appropriate use of public funds. 

PC-36-4 Truck lanes are currently being studied as a separate project along State Route (SR) 60, 
which is a parallel east-west corridor located south of I-10. While considerable growth in 
truck traffic is anticipated on I-10, overall growth on SR-60 is forecast to be the highest of 
all the east-west corridors. SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS indicates that construction of the 
SR-60 east-west truck lanes and other east-west freight corridor projects are projected to 
draw substantial volumes of truck traffic away from parallel routes, easing congestion and 
creating capacity of other vehicles on GP lanes. The I-10 corridor is one of those parallel 
facilities anticipated to benefit through reduction of daily truck traffic on portions of the 
freeway mainline. Without construction of parallel east-west freight corridors, traffic 
congestion is expected to worsen into the future. However, even with these projects in 
consideration, with the increased freight tonnages and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on 
the freeway system, the Express Lanes still need to be considered because right-of-way 
(ROW) constraints on I-10 mean that any new lanes need to operate at an optimum level. 
Express Lanes achieve this optimization by maximizing usage and managing the 
demand. 

 

  



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

O-246 I-10 Corridor Project 

Comment PC-37 

  

PC-37-1 

PC-37-2 



Appendix O  Response to Comments 

I-10 Corridor Project O-247 

Response to Comment PC-37 

Comment 
Code 

Response 

PC-37-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP). 

It is acknowledged that, like many cities across California, there are homeless and 
transient people in various locations in Fontana. There is no way to restrict access by 
homeless and transit people in certain areas; however, if they are breaking the law or 
municipal code, such as this particular case of an individual sleeping in a public place, 
the police department may remove them from the area or restrict their access to the area. 
It is advisable to coordinate such actions with the local police department.  

With regards to trash dumping and taggers on California Department of Transportation’s 
(Caltrans) right-of-way (ROW), Caltrans encourages residents to submit a maintenance 
service request using the following link: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/maint/msrsubmit/. 
Proper care and upkeep of State facilities are of utmost importance to Caltrans, as it 
conserves the public’s investment in the highway system and ensures that the system will 
continue to provide maximum benefits to the traveling public.  

PC-37-2 Proposed Soundwall S1833 at the location of your property was found to be both 
reasonable and feasible, as discussed in Section 3.2.7 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  

Properties that would benefit from each feasible and reasonable soundwall were 
identified for a soundwall survey following the identification of Alternative 3 as the 
Preferred Alternative. Properties that would receive a 1-decibel (dB) or more noise 
reduction were also included in the soundwall survey. Soundwalls within Caltrans ROW 
will not be constructed if 50 percent or more of responding property owners and residents 
oppose construction of the soundwall. Your input is important and a soundwall survey 
was sent to your property. 

After the initial and follow-up survey efforts were completed, the survey responses were 
collected and tabulated for each feasible and reasonable noise barrier. The results of the 
soundwall survey near your property indicate more than 50 percent of the respondents 
opposed construction of Soundwall S1833. As such, Soundwall S1833 will not be 
constructed. 

 

  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/maint/msrsubmit/
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PC-38-1 Thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-10 Corridor Project 
(I-10 CP). 

The purpose of the I-10 CP is to enhance mobility options and ease congestion along 
the Interstate 10 (I-10) corridor, which is a backbone of the San Bernardino County 
transportation network. As such, the project primarily focuses on improvements to I-10 
while providing limited improvements on local cross streets only to those that are 
impacted by the project, which include Monte Vista Avenue, San Antonio Avenue, Euclid 
Avenue, Sultana Avenue, Campus Avenue, 6th Street, Vineyard Avenue, Richardson 
Street, and Tennessee Street. Nonmotorized transportation infrastructure, including bike 
lanes and pedestrian facilities along the affected cross streets, has been considered in 
the development of the preliminary project design. As part of the project, new bike lanes 
(Class II or Class III) will be integrated into the roadway improvements along Monte 
Vista Avenue, Euclid Avenue, Vineyard Avenue, and Tennessee Avenue, consistent 
with their respective local circulation plans and California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) design standards. All existing sidewalks, bike lanes, and trails within the 
project limits will also be maintained. In addition, the project will improve pedestrian 
access to transit within the limit of the project improvements by adding bus stops at the 
on-ramps of the Mountain Avenue and Sierra Avenue interchanges and incorporate 
associated intersection, pedestrian access, and traffic signal improvements to 
accommodate Omnitrans express bus service that currently travels along I-10. 

Under both build alternatives considered, the San Timoteo Creek bridge in the city of 
San Bernardino and the Etiwanda-San Sevaine Flood Control Channel bridge in 
Fontana are proposed to be widened to accommodate the proposed freeway 
improvements. The bridge widening portions will need to conform to the elevations of 
the existing bridges to provide uniform pavement surface for traffic use. Raising the 
bridge elevations would require complete replacement of the existing structures, as well 
as adjusting the I-10 pavement on either side of the bridges for several hundred feet to 
match the bridge elevations, which is not financially feasible as part of the I-10 CP. In 
addition, bridge replacements would result in substantially more traffic impacts during 
construction than a bridge widening. Replacement of a bridge would necessitate 
extensive lane closures and detours of I-10, resulting in major disruption to the traveling 
public for 24 to 36 months compared to bridge widening, which can be accomplished 
with minor disruption to the traveling public in less than 12 months. 

While the project does not specifically provide enhancement for nonmotorized 
transportation facilities beyond the defined improvement scope and limits, the project 
does not preclude future implementation of planned bike facilities. The proposed 
widening of the San Timoteo Creek bridge and the Etiwanda-San Sevaine bridge will be 
supported by extension of existing abutments and pier walls, similar to the existing 
configuration, and will not block the potential pathways for a bike facility. The reference 
to abandonment of the existing San Sevaine Creek in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, of 
the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is 
related to an existing reinforced concrete box underneath I-10, which is no longer in 
service and is a different location from the Etiwanda-San Sevaine Creek bridge in which 
a future Class I bike path is planned. 

PC-38-2 Caltrans and the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) recognize 
the importance of nonmotorized transportation mobility and are committed to providing 
safe nonmotorized facilities for San Bernardino County. Caltrans’ commitment to 
nonmotorized transportation improvements is evident through the design guidance and 
criteria to integrate nonmotorized facilities into the highway system, which are 
incorporated in this project as discussed above. In addition, Caltrans established a 
Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA), which is an important program that annually 
provides State funds for city and county projects that improve safety and convenience 
for bicycle commuters. Additionally, SBCTA has developed the San Bernardino County 
Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (NMTP), dated March 2011 and revised May 6, 
2015, outlining the plan to deliver a comprehensive, interconnected cycling and walking 
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system for San Bernardino County communities. SBCTA is continuing ongoing efforts to 
identify funding sources and allocate State, federal, and local funds to implement these 
nonmotorized transportation improvements.  

Both Caltrans and SBCTA are committed to guiding the maintenance and development 
of a sustainable transportation system. This includes laying out long-term strategies that 
best utilize limited funds to provide congestion relief and economic competitiveness, 
while moving towards a sustainable system that emphasizes a more balanced 
multimodal system. The I-10 CP is a key component in preserving the efficient operation 
of an existing transportation facility, but it also furthers these other priorities 
simultaneously. 

More frequent and new commuter rail and Express bus services are included as critical 
components of future transportation plans in San Bernardino County. The Express 
Lanes offer reliability and efficiency improvements that are expected to be essential in 
the success of some proposed Express bus services. Further evaluation of the Express 
Lanes will explore how the synergy between Express bus service and Express Lanes 
can provide new premium transit opportunities in San Bernardino County. 

With regards to safety, Preferred Alternative 3 would add lanes in each direction, 
increasing the capacity of the freeway mainline, as well as providing additional auxiliary 
lanes where warranted to improve lane continuity and traffic flow. These operational 
improvements are anticipated to provide countermeasures and may lead to a decrease 
in the accident rates on the freeway mainline. None of the proposed improvements are 
anticipated to result in an increase in accident potential, nor compromise safety along 
the corridor. 

 

 


