
Prepared for:

San Bernardino County Transportation Authority
1170 West Third Street, Second Floor

San Bernardino, California 92410-1715

Ontario International Airport
Connector Project

Appendix C
Public Comment Submissions

 February 2025



State of California  Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
Inland Deserts Region
3602 Inland Empire Blvd, Suite C-220
Ontario, CA 91764
www.wildlife.ca.gov

December 2, 2024
Sent via e-mail

Tim Watkins
Chief of Legislature and Public Affairs
San Bernardino County Transportation Authority
1170 W. 3rd Street, 2nd Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92410
ONTconnector@gosbcta.com

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), Ontario International Airport
Connector Project (PROJECT), State Clearinghouse No. 2022070039, San
Bernardino County

Dear Tim Watkins:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Availability of
a DEIR from San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) for the Project
pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.1

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW ROLE

Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7,
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a).)
CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species. (Id., § 1802.)  Similarly, for purposes of CEQA,
CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA.  (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need
to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code.  As proposed, for
example, the Project may be subject
authority. (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.)  Likewise, to the extent implementation of the

under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.),
the project proponent may seek related take authorization as provided by the Fish and
Game Code.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Proponent: San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA)

Description: The Project proposes to expand access options to ONT, reduce roadway
congestion, and support autonomous electric vehicle technology usage for transit. The
objectives would be met by the construction of three at-grade passenger stations and a 4.2
mile tunnel (24-foot-inner-diameter bi-direction tunnel) between the Cucamonga Metrolink
Station and Ontario International Airport (ONT) via Milliken Avenue and Airport Drive.

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq.
are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.
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Primary Project activities include construction of three at-grade passenger stations, one
vent shaft, one Maintenance and Storage Facility (MSF), and a 4.2-mile tunnel. There
would also be a construction staging area at each of the three proposed stations. A tunnel
boring machine (TBM) would be used to excavate the tunnel and would be stored and
assembled at the construction staging areas. Cut-and-cover sites would occur at each
proposed station location. The cut-and-cover sites at the Cucamonga Metrolink Station
(Cucamonga Station) and at the ONT Terminal 2 Station would be used as the TBM
launching and receiving pits. Ultimately, the cut-and-cover sites would serve as the vehicle
ramps where the underground guideway would transition to at-grade.

The Cucamonga Station would be approximately 8,000 square feet and located in the
northwest corner of the existing station. Approximately 180 existing parking spaces would
be permanently removed to accommodate the proposed Cucamonga Station. The ONT
Terminal 2 at-grade passenger station would be approximately 10,000 square feet and
would be located within the ONT right-of-way. Approximately 80 existing parking spaces
would be permanently removed to accommodate the ONT Terminal 2 station. The ONT
Terminal 4 at-grade passenger station would be approximately 10,000 square feet and
would be located within the ONT right-of-way. Approximately 115 existing parking spaces
would be permanently removed to accommodate the ONT Terminal 4 station. The
approximate 11,000 square-foot MSF would be located at the proposed Cucamonga
Station.

Location: The project site is located in the City of Rancho Cucamonga and City of Ontario
within the County of San Bernardino. The northern segment of the Project, including the
proposed at-grade passenger station, is located within Cucamonga Metrolink Station and
its parking lots. From the Metrolink Station, the tunnel would travel to Milliken Avenue and
follow Milliken south under the existing roadway. At Ontario Mills Parkway, the tunnel
alignment would shift to the western side of Milliken Avenue and would travel south under
I-10. The tunnel alignment would continue to run south; at Guasti Road, the alignment
would curve southwest to connect to East Airport Drive. At East Airport Drive, the tunnel
alignment would continue to travel west toward ONT Terminal 4 and Terminal 2 where the
two other proposed at-grade passenger stations would be located. The tunnel depth would
be approximately 70 feet below the ground surface.

Timeframe: Overall construction of the Project would last approximately 56 months,
beginning in 2025 and ending in 2031.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife,
native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those
species (i.e., biological resources). CDFW offers the comments and recommendations
below to assist SBCTA
or potentially significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological)
resources. Editorial comments or other suggestions may also be included to improve the
document.

I. Environmental Setting and Related Impact Shortcoming

Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or
USFWS?

COMMENT 1: Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia)

Draft EIR Section 3.3, Appendix D: Biological Resources Technical Report
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Issue: The project may impact burrowing owl (BUOW), a candidate species under the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and Project activities may result in take as
defined in Fish and Game Code section 86.

Specific impact: The DEIR acknowledges the potential for BUOW to occur due to the
suitable habitat and the 9 burrows found within the Biological Study Area (BSA) during
the 2021 survey. No burrowing owls or sign were observed during the field site visit.
CDFW notes that only two surveys were performed in July 2021 and no field
investigations occurred in the undeveloped habitat in the northern portion of the BSA
due to lack of legal rights to access. A focused survey for the species following a
CDFW approved guideline, or similar approach, was not conducted in the entirety of
the BSA. Therefore, CDFW is concerned that SBCTA may not have adequately
identified potentially significant impacts. Project implementation, including grading,
vegetation clearing and construction, may result in direct mortality, population declines,
or local extirpation of burrowing owl not previously identified. Additionally, the CWHR
dataset, Burrowing Owl Predicted Habitat (CDFW 2016), displays a high potential for
burrowing owl presence within the BSA.

Why impact would occur: According to the Biological Resources Technical Report, a
thorough focused burrowing owl survey was not conducted in the entirety of the BSA.
Burrowing owls have been known to use highly degraded and marginal habitat where
existing burrows are available. They are well-adapted to open, relatively flat expanses
and vacant lots and prefer habitats with generally short sparse vegetation with few
shrubs such as those occurring on the Project site. If BUOW burrows are not properly
detected, prior to ground disturbance, site preparation and grading could destroy
habitat and result in take of burrowing owl. Occupied site or occupancy means a site
that is assumed occupied if at least one burrowing owl has been observed occupying a
burrow within the last three years. Occupancy of suitable burrowing owl habitat may
also be indicated by owl sign including its molted feathers, cast pellets, prey remains,
eggshell fragments, or excrement at or near a burrow entrance or perch site.

Evidence impact would be significant: On October 10, 2024, the California Fish and
Game Commission accepted a petition to list Western Burrowing Owl as endangered
under CESA,
the candidacy stage of the CESA listing process. As a candidate species, Western
Burrowing Owl is granted full protection of a threatened species under CESA. If Project
activities could result in take, appropriate CESA authorization (i.e., Incidental Take
Permit under Fish and Game Code section 2081) should be obtained prior to
commencement of Project activities. Take of any endangered, threatened, or candidate
species that results from the Project is prohibited, except as authorized by State law
(Fish & G. Code, §§ 86, 2062, 2067, 2068, 2080, 2085; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
786.9). Take of individual burrowing owls and their nests is defined by Fish and Game
Code section 86, and prohibited by sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513. Inadequate
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to sensitive or special
status species will result in the Project continuing to have a substantial adverse direct,
indirect, and cumulative effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species by CDFW.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) to reduce impacts to
less than significant: CDFW recommends that prior to commencing Project activities
for all phases of Project construction, focused and preconstruction surveys for
burrowing owl be conducted by a qualified biologist in accordance with the Staff Report
on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012 or most recent version) in all potential habitat
areas of the BSA, including the undeveloped habitat of the northern portion of the BSA
that was previously not surveyed. Because appropriate surveys were not conducted
prior to circulation of the DEIR, the DEIR may not adequately identify potentially
significant impacts. CDFW recommends the DEIR be revised and recirculated following
completion of survey so that results and appropriate specific avoidance and
minimization measures can be included, to ensure that impacts to burrowing owl are
reduced to less than significant. However, if SBCTA chooses not to follow this path,
CDFW recommends the following revisions to MM-BIO-2 (edits are in strikethrough and
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bold) to ensure an adequate assessment is completed and CESA authorization is
obtained, if needed. Deferring focused surveys until the time of construction may result
in significant Project delays should burrowing owls be detected on-site.

Mitigation Measure 2:MM-BIO-2 Burrowing Owl Nesting Habitat

1. Prior to construction activity, a focused protocol survey (four field visits) during
BUOW breeding and non-breeding season and pre-construction surveys shall be
conducted for burrowing owls where suitable habitat is present within the
construction areas. Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted no less than 14
days prior to commencement of construction activities and surveys shall be
conducted in accordance with California Department of Fish and Wildlife burrowing
owl survey protocol.

2. If no occupied burrows are found in the focused survey area, a letter report
documenting survey methods and findings shall be submitted to the leady agency
San Bernardino Transportation Authority, as well as the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife for review and approval, and no further mitigation is necessary.

3.  If occupied burrows are found, and if Project activities, including burrow
exclusion and closure, may impact burrowing owl, the Project Proponent
shall begin early coordination with CDFW for appropriate CESA authorization
(i.e., Incidental Take Permit (ITP) under Fish and Game Code section 2081)
prior to commencement of Project activities. Any plans for relocation,
eviction, or translocation shall be provided to CDFW for review and approval,
prior to implementation, and shall describe, at a minimum, project activities
and equipment, proposed avoidance/buffers and seasonal restrictions,
temporary and permanent impacts, monitoring methods and objectives,
relocation, eviction, and/or translocation specifics, and minimization and
compensatory mitigation actions. Compensatory mitigation will be fulfilled by
one or more of the following options, in coordination with and approval of
CDFW: 1) Permittee-responsible mitigation land acquisition or 2)
Conservation or Mitigation Bank credits (if available). If burrowing owl
occupancy is confirmed, the Designated Biologist shall provide to CDFW a
GIS or KMZ map of BUOW burrow complex(es) and atypical burrows (e.g.
culverts, buckled concrete, etc.) The map shall be at a scale of 1:24,000 or
finer to show details and shall show locations of all BUOW sightings and
labeled if sightings were potential burrows, occupied burrows, satellite
burrows, areas of concentrated burrows, and BUOW sign. Locations
documented by use of GPS coordinates must be collected in NAD83 datum.
The map shall include an outline of the Project Area. The map shall include a
title, north arrow, scale bar, and legend.

4.  impacts on the burrows shall be avoided by providing a buffer of 165 feet during the
non-breeding season (September 1 through February 14) or 250 feet during the
breeding season (February 15 through August 15). The size of the buffer area may
be adjusted if a qualified biologist and California Department of Fish and Wildlife
determine it would not be likely to have adverse effects on the owls. No Project
Alternative activity shall commence within the buffer area until a qualified biologist
confirms that the burrow is no longer occupied. If the burrow is occupied by a
nesting pair, a minimum of 7.5 acres of foraging habitat contiguous to the burrow
shall be maintained until the breeding season is over.

5. If disturbance of occupied burrows is unavoidable, on-site passive relocation
techniques approved by California Department of Fish and Wildlife shall be used to
encourage owls to move to alternative burrows outside of the impact area.
However, no occupied burrows shall be disturbed during the nesting season unless
a qualified biologist verifies through non-invasive methods that juveniles from the
occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent
survival. Mitigation for foraging habitat for relocated pairs shall follow guidelines
provided in
Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines, which ranges from 7.5 to 19.5 acres per pair.
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ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or
supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).)
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected
during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB
field survey form can be filled out and submitted online at the following link:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The types of information reported to
CNDDB can be found at the following link: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-
and-Animals.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of
environmental document filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the
Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of
environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the environmental document filing fee is
required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative, vested, and final. (Cal.
Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.)

CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR to assist SBCTA in identifying
and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Amelia Viera,
Environmental Scientist at 909-544-2528 or amelia.viera@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Kim Freeburn
Environmental Program Manager

cc: Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento

ec: Eric Kawamura-Chan
Senior Environmental Scientist, Supervisor
Eric.Chan@Wildlife.ca.gov

Amelia Viera
Environmental Scientist
Amelia.Viera@Wildlife.ca.gov

Lisa Cardoso
Environmental Scientist
Lisa.Cardoso@Wildlife.ca.gov
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Lee, Jennifer J

From: Masaki Mendoza <masakimendoza@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2024 11:18 PM
To: clerkoftheboard
Cc: rmarquez@chinohills.org; awapner@ontarioca.gov
Subject: ONT Connector Public Comment, December 4, 2024
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1    VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE, NOVEMBER 13, 2024, 6:12 P.M.

2                         - o0o -

3

4          BRIANA EGAN:  Okay.  And I do plan to also

5 submit, like, a formal letter, but just wanted to

6 ensure that my participation was registered in this

7 meeting today.

8          So my name is Briana Egan.  I'm a resident of

9 Loma Linda.  And I am a writer of SBCTA transit and

10 advocate in the region for public transportation.  I

11 just wanted to register that I oppose the ONT Connecter

12 Project as proposed with the current model as proposed,

13 the autonomous vehicles on and on-demand basis like in

14 an underground connecter.

15                 I do feel that this model really

16 underestimates the transit need in the region.  It only

17 looks -- it has a limited scope of connecting onto the

18  airport with Rancho Cucamonga station just with, you

19  know, those confines without actually looking broader

20    of the overall transit need and potential for the

21                        region.

22          And I do feel that the SBCTA should really

23 seriously consider and heavily, you know, reconsider

24 and evaluate rail options between these two location s,

25 especially given Bright Line West coming into Rancho
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1 Cucamonga.  So to speak more about that I think if

2 we -- if we take a step back and think more about,

3 like, Metrolink extensions between Cucamonga station

4 and Ontario airport, we could extend the Metrolink San

5 Bernardino Line south to the airport.  We could extend

6 the Riverside Line west to the airport and create like

7 a "Y."  And in doing so you can greatly expand the

8 connections between San Bernardino County and Riverside

9 County, as well as Los Angeles County and Las Vegas.

10 So I think it's really important that we -- that we

11 consider that.

12          And I do have concerns about the model itself

13 of the ONT Connecter.  The documents, the drop DIR

14 itself describes the peak one-way passenger throughput

15 of approximately 100 people per hour.  This is just so

16 low, especially given the travel projections at both

17 destinations and the fact that, like, bus rapid

18 transit, light rail and heavy rail have peak capacity

19 of, like, 20,000 to 100,000 passengers per hour.

20 That's really what we should be aiming for with this

21 project.  And so, yeah, I do believe that, like, it's,

22 you know, not too late for SBCTA to -- to realize,

23 like, the -- I guess, the challenges associated with

24 this model, not to mention like the price cost going

25 way out of control to, like, half-a-billion dollars and
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1 the fact that this will duplicate existing ONT Connect

2 Shuttle Service and the West Valley Connector BRT

3 without providing, like, substantially better service.

4          And so, yeah, I think I -- like, I question,

5 kind of, the -- the VMT reductions that this project

6 says that it will provide, as well as I don't

7 understand why the rail studies that have been studied

8 in the past in, like, 2008, 2014 and 2018 were kind of

9 rejected in favor of this, like, Tesla tunnel model.

10          So, yeah, in summary those are my thoughts.  I

11 really think that this region deserves much higher

12 capacity rail connections instead of this project.  I

13 feel like it is misguided.  I think that a rail

14 extension would be much more competitive for, like,

15 state and federal transit funding and would actually

16 meet the demand at both of these locations.  So I

17 wanted to provide those comments tonight.

18          All right.  Thank you.  Okay.  I'm going to go

19 ahead and leave the room.  And thank you for being here

20 and listening to the public.

21                          * * *

22

23          BART REED:  We're ready to go.

24          I am the executive director of the Southern

25 California based transit coalition.  We're a national
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1 nonprofit that deals with transportation advocacy, land

2 use planning, its movement and mobility.  In our role,

3 we find this project, especially the options that are

4 currently selected which is a -- a car tunnel to be

5 objectionable.  The EIR service can carry 100 people

6 per hour.  That is basically carpooling, you know.  10

7 cars that -- 20 cars that boarding -- can fit four

8 people per car.  It's not a good idea.

9          What needs to be done is the project needs to

10 be rejected as selected and either a Metrolink

11 extension or a light rail extension needs to be

12 provided to the airport and through the airport so it

13 connects in both directions:  One from the Metrolink

14 San Bernardino Line side and find somewhere to go

15 useful to bring more connectivity from the airport from

16 the eastern sides.

17          Transportation by mass transit, meaning

18 trains, should be able to carry a hundred to 300 people

19 per -- per train or better.  The tunnel is not a good

20 use of public funds and it just needs to -- it's not

21 proper in terms of any urban planning of public

22 transit -- transit conclusions.  It's just politically

23 driven based upon a poor concept by a billionaire

24 entrepreneur who doesn't like transit so it's a tunnel.

25          But the problem is San Bernardino County, bad
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1 choices are being made.  San Bernardino County is

2 choosing activities like hydrogen trains rather than

3 electric trains.  Electric is used in the rest of the

4 country.  Electric is used to get the Gold Line or the

5 Metro A Line to Montclair/Claremont and that's the type

6 of selection that should be used to extend it to the

7 airport.  That would be the proper transit.  Another

8 alternative would be branching or a deviation of

9 Metrolink to get to the airport to connect to the

10 eventual Rancho Cucamonga Brightline coming to the

11 region.

12          So, essentially, what we want to recommend

13 that the tunnel be rejected, the concept of putting

14 vehicles in the tunnel be rejected and further review

15 should bring into, A, the light-rail line into the

16 airport or Metrolink's heavy rail line.  And that would

17 be the proper way to go.  And it would be a better use

18 of public funds.

19          I understand the State of California has

20 already rejected grant applications for this tunnel.

21 And anybody in the world of transit knows that that's a

22 waste of time.  So I recommend a no-go on this concept.

23 And it's onward and upward.  Thank you.

24                          * * *

25          JOAQUIN DOMINGO:  Okay.  As a frequent user of
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1 Ontario airport and as a Metrolink rider, I am deeply

2 concerned with the Ontario airport connecter project.

3          The proposed project fails to meet projective

4 ridership, which would provide only 100 riders per hour

5 and this limitation should be fully analyzed in the

6 EIR.  The EIR should also compare this to high capacity

7 transit options, such as light or heavy rail.  The

8 project has also failed to receive any funding from

9 California's most recent transit and intercity rail

10 capital program.  Additionally, the $490 million

11 estimate is likely understated.  LA Metro's light-rail

12 cost and similar links range from 1 to $7 billion.

13          The Las Vegas Loop, a similar technology to

14 the proposed Ontario connecter, lacks significant

15 information on operational data.  An EIR should review

16 performance data to the Las Vegas Loop addressing how

17 these findings would serve San Bernardino and its

18 residence.

19          Ontario airport is poised to become a major

20 airport in the greater LA region.  The Ontario

21 connecter denies Ontario airport of this feature,

22 providing low ridership, high-risk technology and a

23 lack of funding.  SBCTA should seriously reconsider

24 real rail alternatives, such as a Metrolink Riverside

25 Line extension or an extension of the LA Metro A Line.
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1 Alternative -- alternatives which have high ridership

2 capacity and prepare Ontario airport for future riders.

3          I humbly ask the board to prior -- prioritize

4 high capacity to make the future of San Bernardino's

5 residents.  Thank you.

6                         * * *

7

8          DIEGO TAMAYO:  Awesome.  Thank you.

9          I would like to give my comment in opposition

10 to the Ontario connecter project.  There were multiple

11 alternatives that were studied, including passenger

12 rail, were rejected in favor of an autonomous vehicle

13 model that has not seen success in Las Vegas.  There

14 have been features of safety codes.  There have been

15 instances of trespassing.  There have been instances of

16 vehicles encountering traffic in these tunnels not

17 meeting expectations of passenger mobility,

18 inefficiency while robbing Las Vegas residents of

19 having the potential for an effective transportation

20 system like the hyper loop because Elon Musk sell --

21 sold them short.  Sold them short.  That is what

22 happened there.

23          I do not wish to see the Inland Empire have

24 the same phenomenon.  Residents of Ontario deserve

25 better.  As a Claremont student myself, I would go to
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1 the airport on passenger rail.  We need and deserve

2 better.  This autonomous vehicle transportation

3 mobility method is not the way to go and this

4 alternative needs to be scrapped and reconsidered,

5 especially tax payer dollars are going towards a

6 project that would initially have been privately funded

7 by Elon Musk's Boring Company.  Thank you.

8                          * * *

9

10          PETER KEARNS:  Hi, my name is Peter Kearns.  I

11 am a frequent transit user in the Southern California

12 area.  I use Metrolink, Metro, all of the train lines.

13 I also follow projects pretty closely.  This project

14 stands out to me due to the outrageously low ridership.

15 I am going to quote Page 2-15 from the EIR document,

16 2.3.2.8.

17          "The proposed project would provide a peak

18          one-way passenger throughput of approximately

19          100 per hour," end quote.

20          That is 100 people per hour.  That is a

21 shockingly low number for a project of this budget and

22 this size.  I cannot help but advocate for the no-build

23 option as all other transit options have been turned

24 down by this board.  This would be an outrageous misuse

25 of funds shown by the fact that this project has also
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1 been turned down for federal funding.  This project has

2 no legs.  Please do not do this.  Terrible thing.  It

3 almost feels like a joke.  But, yeah, so I can't help

4 but advocate for the no-build option.  Please, please

5 do not build this tunnel.  That's it.

6          Thank you.

7                          * * *

8

9          JAMES ALBERT:  Okay.  Hi.  Yes, this is James

10 Albert speaking in support of expanding this connecter

11 project to include the east Ontario Metrolink station,

12 which is located less than three miles away from

13 Ontario airport on the Riverside Metrolink line.

14          Okay.  Yes, I just think it's essential that

15 this project included as part of its plan just because

16 of the rising population in Western Riverside and, you

17 know, we have only a few international airports in the

18 Inland Empire.  From my knowledge it's San Bernardino,

19 Ontario and Palm Springs.  So I think it's critical to

20 the objectives of this plan to incorporate those

21 communities as part of this plan to reduce vehicle

22 miles traveled into -- into this plan especially in

23 these communities that have limited access to

24 alternative modes of transportation.  Thank you so

25 much.
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1                          * * *

2

3          WAYANNE WATSON:  So I am a resident of Loma

4 Linda in the Inland Empire.  I use the Ontario airport

5 and Metrolink.  I'm very concerned that this is not a

6 responsible use of public funds.  This seems like a

7 project with very low ridership.  That's also very,

8 very expensive.  I think that $500 million seems quite

9 underestimated for how expensive this project would

10 actually be.  And it seems that there are already bus

11 routes that are planned that would cover the same

12 route.  That seems like a much more cost effective and

13 still environmentally friendly solution.

14          I'm also concerned this seems like a untested

15 idea.  I don't see a lot of examples cited in the

16 report of other public works projects that have used a

17 similar model of a tunnel and autonomous vehicles.  I

18 think it would be fine if we were in the private sector

19 and we had private funds to use for this, but for tax

20 payer money this doesn't seem like a good use.

21          I see on Page 63 of the environmental report

22 that there's already a planned West Valley Connector

23 that's going to be opening in 2028 which is ahead of

24 the proposed opening of this route.  And the West

25 Valley Connecter, according to this document, I think,
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1 would be forecasting 8200 daily passengers which is

2 quite a bit higher than a hundred per hour that the

3 report is estimating of the autonomous vehicles.  But I

4 would strongly -- strongly urge the SBCTA to reconsider

5 this project.  I -- I do not support it.  Thank you.

6                          * * *

7

8          HENRY FUNG:  So my name is Henry Fung.  Some

9 questions regarding this document.  Regarding the no-

10 build alternative, why is the under construction West

11 Valley Connector not included in the no-build

12 alternative?

13          The West Valley Connector is a project that is

14 currently being built and served in the exact same

15 purpose as the Ontario Connector in that it connects to

16 the Rancho Cucamonga Metrolink station and Ontario

17 airport.  It could be used as the baseline for

18 comparison, not the existing condition which does not

19 include the ONT Connector and only includes the ONT

20 Connector tunnel bus, Line 380, which is not

21 synchronized with Metrolink service.

22          Secondly, is the alternative analysis with the

23 conventional rail alternative part of this

24 environmental document.  In the presentation there was

25 a Harvey Ball -- there was a Harvey Ball guidance or
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1 record comparison of the alternative.  It is not in the

2 environmental document.  The rail -- the conventional

3 rail alternatives were listed as an alternative --

4 alternatives consider -- alternatives considered but

5 not forwarded for further consideration.

6          I disagree with that.  Those conventional rail

7 alternatives could be studied because conventional rail

8 technology is a very mature technology.  This proposed

9 tunnel is using novel technology that has concerns.

10 For example, evacuation is a concern with narrow --

11 narrow or thin tunnels compared to either traditional

12 subway board tunnels which are -- accommodate trains

13 or, of course, with a conventional rail service which

14 is mature technology.

15          And, also, there is -- so -- so we also should

16 be considering the tunnel bus alternative as well as a

17 alternative.  The requires that you have alternative

18 under consideration that are logical and fully

19 developed and this environmental report does not fully

20 develop any alternative other than no-build and build.

21          And one additional alternative, either a

22 tunnel bus or conventional rail should have been

23 developed as a full alternative in the environmental

24 impact report.

25          Thank you.  That's my comment.
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1                          * * *
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