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Appendix K Response To Comments  

 

The State Route 79 Realignment Project (Project) Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 

Statement was circulated for public comment on February 8, 2013. The comment period ended March 25, 2013, 

but was informally extended for another two weeks in response to requests from the public. Comments were 

submitted via postal letters, email, the Project website, the court reporter at the two public hearings, and comment 

cards obtained at hearings and community-specific presentations.  

The Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was 

available for public review from August 21, 2015 to October 8, 2015. 

This appendix contains copies of all substantive comments and the response to each.  

The comments are organized as follows: 

 Federal Agencies 

 State Agencies 

 Local Agencies 

 Community Groups 

 Individuals 

 Native American Groups 
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Comment from: United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), Region IX 

Response To: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region IX 

 
Response to F-1.1 
The EPA's involvement in the Resource Agency Workgroup is appreciated. 

 

Response to F-1.2 
The project team worked collaboratively with several agencies and agreed to strategic locations to reduce impacts to vernal pools and 
wetlands during design of the Project. As a result of the impacts to 15.29 acres of relatively low quality wetlands, Caltrans, as a 
compensatory mitigation plan, agreed to preserve 234 acres of very high value wetland habitat, which includes vernal pools, seasonal 
wetlands, and the upland watershed that feeds into them. When considering the impacts would occur to 15.29 acres of relatively low 
quality wetlands and the proposed mitigation would result in the preservation of 234 acres of very high value vernal pool habitat from 
a watershed and landscape context, this results in a mitigation ratio of 16:1. These conceptual mitigation areas contain 17 acres of 
wetland habitat, as well as the surrounding buffer and watershed that supports these wetland areas.  Additionally, the proposed 
mitigation lands include what is likely the most intact and best remaining vernal pool habitat in the Hemet-San Jacinto area and also 
supports a variety of threatened, endangered, and rare species.  A detailed discussion can be found in Section 3.3.2 and in Appendix L 
of the FEIR/FEIS. 
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Response to F-1.3 
Coordination with EPA continued during the next NEPA/404 MOU checkpoint, which included identification of the Least 
Environmental Damaging Project Alternative (LEDPA). Two hard copies and two electronic copies of the Final EIR/EIS have been 
sent to the address provided. Thank you for providing the contact information. 
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Response to F-1.4 
The proposed roadway for all alternatives near the intersection of Warren Road and Esplanade Avenue, which includes Roadway 
Segment J or K, has been redesigned in order to meet minimum freeway safety standards and Caltrans mandatory design standards 
for this type of facility; impacts to vernal pools near this intersection cannot be avoided. The engineering team tried to redesign 
within the existing R/W to meet Caltrans minimum roadway safety standards for the speed of a facility while avoiding as many 
vernal pools as possible. However, the vernal pools in the northwest corner of the Esplanade Ave-Warren Road interchange are 
impacted because of the tight parameters, explained below, that needed to be met in order to put an interchange at this location. 
Specifically, the Hemet Landfill is located to the northwest and there is a large vernal pool complex in the southeast corner that is 
located within MSHCP Criteria Cell 3291. In order to get an alignment and interchange to work while meeting all Caltrans design 
and safety standards, the lower quality vernal pools in the northwest corner will be impacted. In order to eliminate the SB off ramp, a 
new mandatory design exception would need to be prepared and approved by Caltrans.  Per the Highway Design Manual, Section 
502.2, “Isolated off-ramps or partial interchanges shall not be used because of the potential for wrong-way movements”.   The vernal 
pools impacted by the SB off ramp do not contain listed species, and are low functioning vernal pools. Coordination took place 
between Caltrans District 8 and the resource agencies based on this, and it was determined these impacts were not 
critical. Coordination occurred with both Caltrans design and environmental on a solution for this SB off ramp. Mitigation for these 
impacts have been included in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan (CMP) included in Appendix M of the Final EIR/EIS. 

 

Response to F-1.5 
The right of way for Segments N and M currently match what was identified for the State right of way, and is consistent with what 
was studied and included in the Environmental Document. However, RCTC will consider narrowing the right of way in these 
roadway segments to avoid impacts to jurisdictional waters, if feasible during final design. With the exception of the bridge piles, 
impacts to the Salt Creek Channel will be temporary.  The work areas within Salt Creek Channel will be limited to the minimum area 
necessary to construct the bridge. 

In terms of the West Hemet Hills and Stowe Road watershed, the Preferred Alternative (1br) has been shifted to the west side of the 
Hemet Hills and now avoids any potential impacts to the Stowe Road watershed and vernal pool complex. However, due to Caltrans 
design standards, the alignment shift has been maximized to reduce impacts to  the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) and impacts 
to a few drainages in the West Hemet Hills could not be avoided. Specifically, the alignment is constrained by the communication 
towers and the TCP, which accounts for the entire West Hemet Hills. The Preferred Alignment 1br is located as far west as the 
project alignment can go. Engineering has reduced the radius of the curve around the West Hemet Hills and subsequently reduced the 
design speed in order to avoid impacts to the communication towers and reduce impacts to the TCP. Engineering also increased the 
grade of the profile and reduced the width of the R/W in order to minimize the cuts in the hill, thereby reducing impacts to the TCP as 
much as possible. The existing run-off from the impacted drainages will be captured in roadside ditches along the alignment. 
Furthermore, mitigation for these impacts are addressed in the Draft CMP that CH2M has prepared as part of the NEPA 404 
integration process.  A detailed discussion can be found in Section 3.3.2 and in Appendix L in the FEIR/FEIS. 

Response to F-1.6 
The preferred alternative 1br avoids impacts to Segment H and the Stowe Road vernal pool complex and hydrological patterns 
associated with the pools. Text has been added to Section 3.3.2.3, Environmental Consequences, Indirect Impacts, to address 
potential indirect impacts to the vernal pool complex west of the Stoney Mountain vernal pool complex. Build alternatives 1b and 2a 
(Segment K) were originally designed to minimize direct impacts to the vernal pools at the intersection of Esplanade and Warren (VP 
0109, VP 110, and VP 111); however, it was subsequently determined that the design did not meet the minimum standards required 
for the interchange at this location. As was discussed during the resources agency meetings on May 13 and July 16, 2014 the roadway 
in this area has been redesigned for all build alternatives in order to meet minimum safety standards and avoidance of the three vernal 
pools in this area will not be possible and therefore all impacts will be direct.   
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Response to F-1.7 
Please refer to response F-1.6 

The roadway design for the Preferred Alternative near the intersection of Warren Road and Esplanade Ave, which includes Segment J 
(Segment K is not a part of the Preferred Alternative), has been redesigned in order to meet the minimum freeway safety standards 
and Caltrans mandatory design standards; impacts to the three vernal pools (0109, 0110, and 0111) near this intersection cannot be 
avoided. Indirect impacts to the vernal pools located within the Stoney Mountain Preserve (Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2) 
are discussed in Section 3.3.2.3, Wetlands and Other Waters, Environmental Consequences, Indirect Impacts. In this section, it states, 
"As the right-of-way is located downslope of the vernal pool complex and all work will be down-gradient, the proposed Project will 
not result in any alteration to the existing hydrology and no indirect impacts are expected to occur to the vernal pools at this location.” 

Response to F-1.8 
Build Alternative 1br (Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, J, M, and N) has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by the PDT. 
Additionally, Build Alternative 1br has been refined to avoid impacts to the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex and the associated 
watershed, as well as to address other comments received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EIS. Thus the Preferred 
Alternative is referred to as "Build Alternative 1b with Refinements" in the Final EIR/EIS.As such, the drainage system from the 
West Hemet Hills to the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex would no longer be needed. 

Response to F-1.9 
Build Alternative 1br (Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, J, M, and N) has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by the PDT. 
Additionally, Build Alternative 1br has been refined to avoid impacts to the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex and the associated 
watershed, as well as to address other comments received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EIS and to ensure that the 
Preferred Alternative is the LEDPA.   The drainage system that the commenter is concerned about was specific to impacts from the 
other Build Alternatives associated with the vernal pools within the Stowe Road Watershed. This proposed drainage system is no 
longer needed for the identified Preferred Alternative, as all impacts to the Stowe Road Watershed are being avoided. 

 

Response to F-1.10 
The resource agencies have provided concurrence on the LEDPA during Checkpoint 3 of the NEPA/404 process.  A Draft CMP has 
been developed to mitigate impacts to waters of the U.S. and is included as Appendix M in the Final EIR/EIS.  Finalization of the 
mitigation plan will be granted upon issuance of the individual permit during the final design phase. 

  



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 

5 | K - 1  
 

Response to F-1.11 
The Final EIR/EIS includes the Conceptual Mitigation Plan and determination of the LEDPA. These efforts involved substantial 
coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), EPA, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Information 
regarding the conceptual mitigation plan has been incorporated into the Final Environmental Document. 

 

Response to F-1.12 
The Final EIR/EIS incorporates this recommendation to provide a Conceptual Mitigation Plan and comply with the 2008 Corps and 
EPA Compensatory Mitigation Rule. 

 

Response to F-1.13 
Build Alternative 1br (Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, J, M, and N) has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by the PDT.  
Additionally, Build Alternative 1br has been refined to avoid impacts to the erosional channels that flow into the vernal pools located 
northwest of the California and Stowe Road Intersection (Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex) and the associated watershed, as well as 
to address other comments received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EIS and to ensure that the Preferred Alternative is the 
LEDPA. The refined right of way has been designed to minimize impacts to the erosional drainages on the west side of the Hemet 
Hills as much as possible. Additionally, the drainages on the west side dissipate into upland areas at the base of the hill and do not 
have direct hydrological connection with other wetland resources. 

 

Response to F-1.14 
Build Alternative 1br (Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, J, M, and N) has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by the PDT. 
Additionally, Build Alternative 1br has been refined to avoid impacts to the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex and the associated 
watershed, as well as, to address other comments received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EIS and to ensure that the 
Preferred Alternative is the LEDPA. The refined right of way has been designed to minimize impacts to the erosional drainages on 
the west side of the Hemet Hills as much as possible. Additionally the drainages on the west side dissipate into upland areas at the 
base of the hill and do not have direct hydrological connection with other wetland resources. 

 

Response to F-1.15 
Section 3.1.8 of the Final EIR/EIS describes the additional coordination, issues raised, and how those issues were addressed during 
Section 106 consultation. Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, FHWA and Caltrans have continued to consult with the 
Tribes throughout the Section 106 process to identify historic properties, assess the effects of all Project Alternatives on those historic 
properties, and determine the necessary and appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects. Those findings 
were presented in a Supplemental HPSR (Delu and Eddy 2014), on which the Tribes had the opportunity to comment. A Finding of 
Adverse Effect, with concurrence from SHPO on March 2, 2015, documented the direct and indirect effects of each alternative on 
identified historic properties. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures have been developed in consultation with the Tribes, 
and formalized in the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement and the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to F-1.16 
The commented language in “Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis” of 
DEIR/EIS section 3.2.6 has been revised. The revised discussion indicates limitations and uncertainties of MSAT analysis, but at the 
same time, acknowledges the effort and progress made by EPA and other organizations on developing scientific evidence and tools of 
evaluating MSAT effects on human health.  

The MSAT analysis was performed following the most recent FHWA Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic 
Analysis in NEPA Documents (FHWA, 2012). The purpose of the guidance is to advise when and how to analyze MSATs in the 
NEPA process for highways. For this project, a qualitative analysis was conducted since it was determined to have a low potential of 
MSAT effects. The qualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing potential differences among MSAT emissions, 
if any, from various alternatives. For more detailed information on the MSATs qualitative analysis please refer to Section 3.2.6.3. 

Response to F-1.17  
The recommended control measures have been added to the Final EIR/EIS per the comment.  
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Comment from: United States Department of the Interior, Office of 
Environmental Policy and Compliance, Pacific Southwest Region 

Response To: United States Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and 
Compliance, Pacific Southwest Region 



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 

9 | K - 1  
 

Response to F-2.1  
The SR 79 Project Team appreciates the Department of the Interior's participation in the Resource Agency Workgroup and looks 
forward to further coordination as the Project moves ahead. 

 

Response to F-2.2 
Build Alternative 1br (Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, J, M, and N) has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by the Project 
Development Team (PDT). Additionally, Build Alternative 1br has been refined to avoid impacts to the Stowe Road Vernal Pool 
Complex and the associated watershed, as well as to address other comments received during the public review of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and to ensure that the Preferred Alternative is the LEDPA. Thus the Preferred Alternative is referred to as "Build Alternative 1b with 
Refinements" in the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to F-2.3 
Preferred Alternative 1br avoids Segment L or Future Street “B”. The Preferred Alternative 1br includes Roadway Segments B, C, G, 
I, J, M, N, Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2, Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours, and Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 
2. Segment L will not be part of nor is it reasonably foreseeable to include Future Street B. 

 

Response to F-2.4 
It is Department policy to follow Executive Order 13112 pertaining to the prevention of the spread of invasive species.  Minimization 
measure BIO-35 Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant Species, details the measures that will be taken to avoid the spread of invasive 
species within the Project area.  Examples of these measures include equipment cleaning, construction monitoring and the eradication 
of invasives already occurring onsite.  Section 2.2.1.3 of the Final EIR/EIS that addresses the potential for erosion, sedimentation, 
and/or the establishment and spread of invasive species at the borrow site and identifies the measures that would be implemented to 
avoid these impacts. No change has been made to page 3-119. 

 

Response to F-2.5 
Table 3.3-1 (in Section 3.3.1.2, Affected Environment) provides a total of all vernal pool vegetation and vernal pool wetlands and 
waters in the entire study area. Not all of the resources identified in Table 3.3-1 would be impacted by the Project. On the other hand, 
Table 3.3-3 (in Section 3.3.1.3, Environmental Consequences) identifies only resources that would actually be impacted by the Build 
alternatives or design options. 

 

Response to F-2.5a 
Subsequent to this comment, a DBESP was prepared and reviewed by your agency in October 2015. Your agency's comments were 
incorporated into a Final DBESP found in Appendix L.   

 

Response to F-2.6 
The text in the Final EIR/EIS Section 3.3.4.4 has been modified to include the suggested wording. 
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Comment from: United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, Los Angeles Field Office 

Response To: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, Los Angeles Field Office 

 
Response to F-3.1 

Thank you for your attention to the Project. 
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Comment from: Department of Fish and Wildlife Response To: Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Response to S-1.1 
In addition to the regular agency coordination that has occurred as part of the Project Development Team meetings, 
openness ratios for bridges and culverts were specifically discussed with USFWS in August 2010. Designs for 
bridges and culverts that will provide wildlife movement corridors will be consistent with the MSHCP and with the 
openness ratios that have been calculated and conveyed to the USFWS during consultation.  Additionally, the bridge 
over Salt Creek for the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative 1br) has a minimum vertical clearance of 
approximately 19 feet.  This is an increase of over 10 feet from the minimum vertical clearance of the Build 
Alternative 1b1 bridge over Salt Creek. 

As stated in BIO-27 (Enhancements to Wildlife Corridors), as part of the refinement of the Selected Alternative, 
enhancements will be included during final design to facilitate wildlife movement under bridges and through 
proposed culverts.  Enhancements will be consistent with the objectives of the MSHCP and will include directional 
fencing and structural features to provide all-weather crossings in culverts.   

As stated in BIO-27 (Enhancements to Wildlife Corridors), as part of the refinement of the Selected Alternative, 
enhancements will be included during final design to facilitate wildlife movement under bridges and through 
proposed culverts.  Enhancements will be consistent with the objectives of the MSHCP and will include directional 
fencing and structural features to provide all-weather crossings in culverts.   
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Response to S-1.2 
 
Although the survey data is from the baseline year of 2006 used for this large scale project, it is still sufficient and 
useful for assessing impacts to raptors since the area surrounding the project has not gone through significant changes 
to the land uses within the project study area..  To ensure that impacts to raptors that may move into the Project area 
prior to construction are minimized, measure BIO-44 (Nesting Raptor Surveys and Implementation of Nest 
Exclusion) will be implemented. It states that preconstruction surveys will be conducted by a biologist who is 
experienced in raptor identification to ascertain the presence of nesting raptors.  The surveys will be conducted in the 
Project Impact Area (PIA) and within 152.4 m (500 ft) of the PIA between February 15 and September 15 for each 
year of construction, 1 year prior to ground disturbance and construction activities. If raptor nests are found during 
the preconstruction survey, nest exclusion will be coordinated with the wildlife agencies and implemented during the 
nonbreeding season following confirmation that nests are inactive and no longer being used by a biologist who is 
experienced in raptor ecology.  For dBA impacts please refer to response to comment S-1.5 
 
Regarding the centerline methodology, the noise analysis for the Preferred Alternative took into account the future 
operational noise in relation to the existing ambient noise range as well as the 60 dBA level. It was determined that 
the large majority of raptors and burrowing owls would be indirectly impacted either due to noise or other indirect 
effects, therefore, the conclusion of noise impacts would be the same regardless of whether the centerline or the slow 
lane was used. Section 3.3.4.3 explains the basis for using the centerline methodology, which states, "Test 
calculations based on the closest lane of traffic versus roadway centerline did not indicate a change that would result 
in an audible difference.  The test calculations resulted in either the same noise level or resulted in a difference 
between 1 to 2 dBA; 3dBA is generally when differences in noise levels are audible.  Therefore, roadway centerline 
was used throughout the operational noise analysis." 
 
Response to S-1.3 
Although there is some literature describing raptor response to noise, primarily at military installations, other noise 
thresholds measured in decibels are not available. Similarly, although it is generally known that white-tailed kites are 
more sensitive to noise and disturbance at nest sites as compared to other raptors in the study area, such as red-tailed 
hawks, species-specific information regarding noise thresholds of white-tailed kites are not known.  
More importantly, the noise analysis for the Preferred Alternative took into account the future operational noise in 
relation to the existing ambient noise range as well as the 60 dBA level. It was determined that the large majority of 
raptors and burrowing owls would be indirectly impacted either due to noise or other indirect effects. 
Response to S-1.4 
The only fully protected species located within the study area is the white-tailed kite.  Text has been added to BIO-43 
to clarify that nests within the PIA would be excluded (i.e., tree removal) during the non-breeding season following 
confirmation that a nest is inactive and no longer being used by a raptor to avoid incidental take of the white-tailed 
kite.  All activities will be done in coordination with the wildlife agencies. BIO-43 addresses contingency measures, 
such as pre-construction surveys and nest exclusion if nesting raptors be found within 500 ft of construction 
activities, and includes coordination with the wildlife agencies.  As a Covered Activity under the Western Riverside 
MSHCP, Project coordination with CDFW has taken place in order to avoid impacts to white-tailed kite, a Covered 
Species under the MSHCP. 
Response to S-1.5 
Although indirect impact conclusions regarding raptors were consistent in the Draft EIR (all raptors located in the 
indirect impact area were considered to be indirectly impacted regardless of resulting noise levels), the determination 
of "Assume Impact" was applied inconsistently in the noise tables.  The inconsistent application of "assume impact" 
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may have indicated that 67 dBA, for example, did not qualify as an indirect impact.  However, that was not the case.  
Discrepancies in the operational and construction noise tables have been clarified in the Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.3-14, 
3.3-15, 3.3-16, and 3.3-17.  Nest locations, where noise levels were projected to be higher than the range of existing 
ambient noise and higher than the wildlife noise threshold (60dBA), were considered to be impacted by noise.  Nests 
located in the indirect impact area that did not meet both criteria were still considered to be indirectly impacted due to 
habitat fragmentation and other factors. 
Response to S-1.6 
It is understood that no take can be authorized for either the white-tailed kite or Golden Eagles.  No take will occur.  
Text has been added to BIO-43 to clarify that nests within the PIA would be excluded (e.g., tree removal) during the 
non-breeding season following confirmation that a nest is inactive and no longer being used by a raptor to avoid any 
take of the white-tailed kite.  All activities will be done in coordination with the wildlife agencies.  Golden eagles were 
not observed within a 1.0 mile radius of the PIA and impacts to this species would not occur.  As a Covered Activity 
under the Western Riverside MSHCP, coordination with CDFW has taken place in order to avoid impacts to white-
tailed kite, a Covered Species under the MSHCP.  BIO-44 does not include exclusionary devices in nests.  
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Response to S-1.7 
The Final EIR/EIS study area for golden eagles included a radius of 1.0 mile outside of the PIA as described in 
Section 3.3.4.2, which was large enough to capture both direct and indirect impacts to this species.  The four golden 
eagle nests that were observed during aerial surveys were located outside of the 1.0 mile radius; therefore impacts 
would not occur.  The distances of the four golden eagle nests has been added to the text text in Section 3.3.4.2, 
Affected Environment, Golden Eagle, Focused Surveys. 

 

Response to S-1.8 
No take of fully protected species will occur.  One fully protected species, the white-tailed kite, was observed within 
the PIA.  Nest exclusion during the non-breeding season is proposed to avoid direct impacts. BIO-43 addresses 
contingency measures should nesting raptors be found within 500 ft of construction activities and includes 
coordination with the wildlife agencies to implement appropriate measures following pre-construction MBTA 
surveys. 

 

Response to S-1.9 
The date range for measure BIO-44 has been changed from January 15 through August 15, to February 15 through 
September 15. 
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Response to S-1.10 
A DBESP was approved by RCA in September 2015 for impacts to smooth tarplant, riparian/riverine areas, and 
burrowing owl. The Final EIR/EIS has been revised accordingly by incorporating relevant text from the DBESP. 

 

Response to S-1.11 
A DBESP was approved by RCA in September 2015 for impacts to smooth tarplant, riparian/riverine areas, and 
burrowing owl.  The Final EIR/EIS has been revised accordingly by incorporating relevant text from the DBESP.   
Preliminary wetland mitigation is described in detail in the Final EIR/EIS Section 3.3.2.4. 

 

Response to S-1.12 
Build Alternative 1br (Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, J, M, and N) has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by 
the Project Development Team (PDT). Additionally, Build Alternative 1br has been refined to avoid impacts to the 
Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex and the associated watershed, as well as, to address other comments received 
during the public review of the Draft EIR/EIS. Thus the Preferred Alternative is referred to as "Build Alternative 1b 
with Refinements" in the Final EIR/EIS. As such, the drainage system identified in BIO-33c to the Stowe Road 
Vernal Pool Complex would no longer be needed. 
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Response to S-1.13 
Ongoing coordination with CDFW has taken place throughout the preparation of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS. The 
Project will continue to coordinate with CDFW as it proceeds into the permitting phase. 

 

Response to S-1.14 
Updates of the Jurisdictional Delineation (JD) will occur prior to the submittal of the Streambed Alteration 
Application to CDFW. Those same mitigation measures in the JD would apply to any other jurisdictional waters that 
are delineated in the update. Until that time, data in the JD Report dated 2008 has been consistently used throughout 
the entire biological analysis; moreover the years the surveys were conducted (2005 and 2006) provide sufficient 
baseline data due to above-average rainfall during those years.  

 

Response to S-1.15 
The Preferred Alternative (1br) has been redesigned in order to meet freeway safety standards and due to Caltrans 
mandatory design standards, impacts to some jurisdictional drainages cannot be avoided. Mitigation for impacts to 
jurisdictional drainages is described in Section 3.3.2.4 in the Final EIR/EIS. Mitigation includes the preservation of 
234 acres of habitat containing vernal pools and seasonal wetlands. Mitigation for these impacts is described in the 
CMP located in Appendix M of the Final EIR/EIS. 

 

Response to S-1.16 
Discussion of lakes, streams and associated habitat can be found in section 3.3.2 and Avoidance, Minimization and 
Mitigation is discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the FEIR/FEIS. 

 

Response to S-1.17 
Since the DEIR/EIS was distributed for public comment, coordination with CDFW, USFWS, EPA, ACOE, and RCA 
has led to the agreed upon minimization and mitigation measures described in Section 3.3.2.4 and in Appendix M of 
the FEIR/FEIS. 
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Response to S-1.18 
Since the DEIR/EIS, coordination with CDFW, USFWS, EPA, ACOE, and RCA during monthly Resource Agency 
(RA) meetings resulted in an agreement that the baseline data collected in 2005 and 2006 is still valid. Specifically, in 
July 2014, a discussion occurred during an RA meeting where the wildlife agencies agreed the biological surveys 
conducted in 2005 and 2006 still provide sufficient baseline data due to above-average rainfall during those years. In 
comparison, some of the years since the baseline data was collected were unseasonably dry; survey results from an 
unseasonably dry year may not be accepted by the resource agencies. Although the 2005 and 2006 data is still 
reliable, the locations of certain biological resources, such as burrowing owls, will likely have changed. Therefore, 
prior to ground disturbance, exact locations of biological resources will be identified during preconstruction surveys. 
Mitigation measures that address preconstruction surveys are described in Section 4.3.3 of the FEIR/FEIS. 

 

Response to S-1.19 
Although the nesting season of March 1 through June 30 was taken directly from Section 7.5.3, Construction 
Guidelines of the MSHCP, Bio-42 and Bio-47 have been revised to include the nesting season as February 15-
September 15 as indicated in the CDFW comment. Bio-42 and Bio-47 have also been revised to reflect previous 
CDFW comments regarding completion of preclearance nesting surveys no more than 3 days prior to vegetation 
clearing or ground disturbance. Revisions to Bio-42 and Bio-47 have been made throughout the FED as well as the 
Supp NES. 

 

Response to S-1.20 
Measure BIO-44 describes measures to offset impacts to bat roosting structures. 

 

Response to S-1.21 
Text has been added to BIO-44 to clarify that nests within the PIA would be excluded (e.g., tree removal) during the 
non-breeding season following confirmation that a nest is inactive and no longer being used by a raptor in order to 
avoid incidental take of the white-tailed kite.  All activities will be done in coordination with the wildlife agencies.    
Raptor requirements and studies are discussed in Section 3.3.4.1 and 3.3.4.2 of the EIR/EIS.  As a Covered Activity 
under the Western Riverside MSHCP, Project coordination with CDFW has taken place in order to avoid impacts to 
white-tailed kite, a Covered Species under the MSHCP. 

 

Response to S-1.22 
In addition to the regular agency coordination that has occurred as part of the Project Development Team meetings, 
openness ratios for bridges and culverts were specifically discussed with USFWS in August 2010.  Designs for 
bridges and culverts that will provide wildlife movement corridors will be consistent with the MSHCP and with the 
openness ratios that have been calculated and conveyed to the USFWS during consultation.  Additionally, the bridge 
over Salt Creek for the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative 1br) has a minimum vertical clearance of 
approximately 19 feet.  This is an increase of over 10 feet from the minimum vertical clearance of the Build 
Alternative 1b1 bridge over Salt Creek.  As stated in BIO-27 (Enhancements to Wildlife Corridors), as part of the 
refinement of the Selected Alternative, enhancements will be included during final design to facilitate wildlife 
movement under bridges and through proposed culverts.  Enhancements will be consistent with the objectives of the 
MSHCP and will include directional fencing and structural features to provide all-weather crossings in culverts. 
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Response to S-1.23 
The Project is utilizing a Corps' Approved JD. For 1600 resources, approval of a JD occurs during the permitting 
process. Therefore, when the project is ready to obtain permits, an updated JD will be prepared for approval by 
CDFW and submitted with the Streambed Alteration Agreement application. Those same mitigation measures in the 
JD would apply to any other jurisdictional waters that are delineated in the update. 

 

Response to S-1.24 
The required information in the Department's 1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration Program is presented throughout 
Section 3.3.2, Wetlands and Other Waters, of the Draft EIR/EIS. Specific mitigation measures have been identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS and additional detail and clarification on the proposed mitigation for unavoidable impacts have 
been added to the final document. Those same mitigation measures in the JD would apply to any other jurisdictional 
waters that are delineated in the update. 

 

Response to S-1.25 
Since the DEIR/DEIS, a preferred alternative has been identified, and specific impacts associated with the preferred 
alternative have been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. Mitigation measures for biological resources are described 
in Section 4.3.3 of the FEIR/FEIS. 
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Comment from: Public Utilities Commission Response To: Public Utilities Commission 
 
Response to S-2.1 
A diagnostic meeting will be scheduled with RCES to discuss relevant safety issues and requirements for the 
Commission's authorization of a new public crossing. 
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Comment from: DTSC Response To: DTSC 
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Response to S-3.1 
Current and historical uses in the Project study area that may have resulted in a release of hazardous waste/substances 
were identified in the Final Initial Site Assessment (ISA).  Findings from the ISA were incorporated into Section 
3.2.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  No changes to text or tables have been made. 

 

Response to S-3.2 
The known or potentially contaminated sites in the Project area were identified during the ISA are summarized in 
Section 3.2.5 of the Final EIR/EIS.  Sites that pose a threat to human health and the environment will be investigated 
further during the final design and right-of-way condemnation process as part of measures HAZMAT-1, HAZMAT-
2, HAZMAT-3, and HAZMAT-4.  These measures include a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), surveys 
and removal of aerially deposited lead (ADL) and asbestos-containing material (ACM).  No changes to text or tables 
have been made. 

 

Response to S-3.3 
Section 3.2.5.1 has been revised to indicate that known or potentially contaminated sites in the Project area. These 
sites may require investigation that would include the appropriate regulatory oversight and involvement, as 
applicable, through such mechanisms as an Environmental Oversight Agreement (EOA) for government agencies, or 
a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties. 
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Response to S-3.4 
Section 3.2.5.1 has been revised to indicate that known or potentially contaminated sites in the Project area that may 
require investigation would include the appropriate regulatory oversight and involvement, as applicable, through such 
mechanisms as an EOA for government agencies, or a VCA for private parties. Phase II investigations of known or 
potentially contaminated sites would be performed after Project Approval. 

 

Response to S-3.5 
Section 3.2.5.1 has been revised to indicate that known or potentially contaminated sites in the Project area that may 
require investigation would include the appropriate regulatory oversight and involvement, as applicable, through such 
mechanisms as an EOA for government agencies, or a VCA for private parties. Phase II investigations of known or 
potentially contaminated sites would be performed after Project Approval. 

 

Response to S-3.6 
Identification and removal of hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints or products, mercury, and ACMs during 
demolition/construction cannot be performed until the properties are acquired and so the analysis would be 
undertaken by following applicable procedures as indicated in measures HAZMAT3 and HAZMAT-4.  No changes 
to text or tables have been made. 

 

Response to S-3.7 
Section 3.2.5.1 has been revised to indicate that if Project construction requires soil excavation or filling in certain 
areas, sampling may be required as appropriate to identify proper disposal, including any Land Disposal Restrictions 
(LDRs) that may be applicable to such soils.  If required, imported soil used for backfilling on the Project would be 
sampled to verify that the soil is not contaminated. 

 

Response to S-3.8 
Section 3.2.5.1 has been revised to indicate that if it is found necessary, a study of the site and a health risk 
assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate government agency would be performed to determine the risk 
to human health or the environment based on releases of hazardous materials associated with Project construction.    

Construction of the proposed Project may expose sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project area to short term 
elevated diesel particulate matter DMP levels.  However, the DPM concentrations would be considered less than 
significant because the risk posed by DPM is based on long-term exposure (70 years).  In October 2014, SCAQMD 
released a draft MATES IV report for public review, MATES studies have shown a trend of health risk decrease of 
the region over the years.  The population-weighted risk from the MATES IV study period of 2012 was about 57 
percent lower compared to the MATES III period of 2005 in SCAB (SCAQMD, 2014).  In addition, vehicle 
emissions are expected to decrease over time in compliance with United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) and California Air Resources Board (ARB) regulations for cleaner fuels and cleaner engines (FHWA 
2012).  For these reasons, pollutant concentrations would be expected to be lower in the future than the existing 
condition.  Therefore, sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during 
construction or operation of the proposed Project. 

Under avoidance measure HAZMAT-4, Riverside County Transportation Commission will prepare a hazardous 
materials contingency plan addressing the potential for discovery of previously unidentified underground storage 
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tanks (USTs), hazardous materials, petroleum hydrocarbons, hazardous or solid wastes, or contaminated soil 
encountered during construction. This contingency plan will address UST decommissioning, field screening and 
testing of potential contaminated materials and soil, mitigation and contaminant management requirements, and 
health and safety requirements. 

 

Response to S-3.9 
The Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan as discussed in HAZMAT-4 will address field screening methods and 
materials testing methods for suspected soil or groundwater contamination that may been encountered. Soil or 
groundwater contamination identified that is above the screening criteria would be investigated with the appropriate 
regulatory oversight mechanisms such as an Environmental Oversight Agreement (EOA) for government agencies, or 
a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties.  The Department standards on the storage and disposal of 
hazardous materials will be followed and any permits needed will be acquired.  
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Response to S-3.10 
The Project will obtain coverage for authorized non-stormwater discharges, including dewatering of uncontaminated 
groundwater, under Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ Statewide Construction General Permit. Prior to construction 
dewatering of contaminated groundwater will need coverage under a separate permit issued by the Regional Water 
Board. 

 

Response to S-3.11 
Section 3.2.5.4 has been revised to indicate that construction or demolition in the area would cease and appropriate 
health and safety procedures would be implemented if soil or groundwater contamination be found.  These conditions 
would also fall under avoidance measure HAZMAT-4, Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan. 

 

Response to S-3.12 
As indicated in measure HAZMAT-1, a limited Phase II ESA will be performed to address the possible presence of 
pesticides on agricultural properties during 

right-of-way acquisition to confirm that the soil can be classified as nonhazardous based on the residual levels of 
pesticides. No changes to text or tables have been made. 

 

Response to S-3.13 
This comment regarding additional information on the EOA is noted.  No change has been made to text or tables. 
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Comment from: Native American Heritage Commission Response To: Native American Heritage Commission 
 

Response to S-4.1 
With regard to contacting the appropriate information center for a records search, the Eastern Information Center 
(EIC) was contacted on three occasions between 2004 and 2006 concerning a 1.6-kilometer (1-mile) search for the 
Project area. Records for all previously recorded cultural resources within a 1.6-kilometer (1-mile) radius of the 
Project study area were obtained and are on file at the EIC. Subsequently, in 2013, an additional records search for a 
five-mile radius surrounding the APE was conducted in order to provide context for evaluation of prehistoric sites.  
With regard to listing known cultural resources recorded in or adjacent to the Area of Potential Effects (APE), Table 
3.1-1 in Section 3.1.8 of the Final EIR/EIS lists the archaeological sites identified in the APE. 

 

Response to S-4.2 
As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, an intensive archaeological survey of all Build alternatives, with a buffer to 
accommodate design changes, has been completed and a professional report has been prepared (Final Archaeological 
Survey Report [ASR], March 2008). The ASR was submitted to Native American Groups, the Department, the State 
Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for review and comment. 
No additional surveys were required for any design changes, as reported in the Supplemental HPSR (Delu and Eddy 
2014) and with regard to the confidentiality of cultural reports, sensitive material has not and will not be made 
available to the general public, and caution will be exercised in distributing this information. Formal FHWA and 
Department consultation with the Native American tribes has been ongoing since 2005, as part of the Section 106 
process for compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act Subsequent to the publication of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, FHWA and Caltrans have continued to consult with the Tribes throughout the Section 106 process to 
identify historic properties, assess the effects of all Project Alternatives on those historic properties, and determine 
the necessary and appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects. Those findings were 
presented in a Supplemental HPSR (Delu and Eddy 2014), on which the Tribes had the opportunity to comment. A 
Finding of Adverse Effect, with concurrence from SHPO on March 2, 2015, documented the direct and indirect 
effects of each alternative on identified historic properties. 

 

Response to S-4.3 
Formal FHWA and Department consultation with the Native American tribes has been ongoing since 2005, as part of 
the Section 106 process for compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act Subsequent to the publication of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, FHWA and Caltrans have continued to consult with the Tribes throughout the Section 106 process 
to identify historic properties, assess the effects of all Project Alternatives on those historic properties, and determine 
the necessary and appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects.  Those findings were 
presented in a Supplemental HPSR (Delu and Eddy 2014), on which the Tribes had the opportunity to comment.  A 
Finding of Adverse Effect, with concurrence from SHPO on March 2, 2015, documented the direct and indirect 
effects of each alternative on identified historic properties.   

Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures have been developed in consultation with the Tribes, and formalized 
in the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Final EIR/EIS.  With regard to provisions for 
accidentally discovered archaeological resources being included in the mitigation plan, avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures have been developed in consultation with the Tribes, and formalized in the Section 106 MOA and 
the Final EIR/EIS. Measures include: avoidance of burials and archaeological deposits and artifacts, to the extent 
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feasible; provisions for relocation of sensitive cultural features; curation of all recovered artifacts, except items of 
cultural patrimony, identification of archaeologically sensitive areas, in consultation with the Tribe; establishing ESAs 
to be fenced for protection from construction impacts; Native American and professional archaeological monitoring at 
ESAs and other identified culturally sensitive areas; documentation of known archaeological features prior to their 
destruction or relocation; and recovery of significant archaeological deposits discovered during construction.   

With regard to monitoring of all ground-disturbing activities, please see response to comment above. With regard to 
disposition of recovered artifacts, please see response to comment above.   With regard to including provisions for 
discovery of Native American human remains in their mitigation plan, it is Caltrans' standard policy to follow the 
procedures in the Public Resources Code, if human remains are discovered outside a formal cemetery.  These 
procedures, to be followed during construction, are detailed in the Monitoring and Post-Review Discovery Plan 
(Attachment E of the MOA).  If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety code Section 7050.5 states 
that further disturbances and activities shall cease in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie remains, and the 
county coroner contacted. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be 
Native American, the coroner will notify the NAHC, who will then notify the most likely descendant (MLD) within 
24 hours. Pursuant to state law, the MLD has 48 hours to inspect the site and make their recommendations to the 
landowner.  Further provisions of PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable, as detailed in the Monitoring and 
Post-Review Discovery Plan. 
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Comment from: Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board Response To: Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
Response to S-5.1 
Build Alternative 1br (Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, J, M, and N) has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by 
the Project Development Team (PDT). Additionally, Build Alternative 1br has been refined to avoid impacts to the 
Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex and the associated watershed, as well as to address other comments received 
during the public review of the Draft EIR/EIS.  A Conceptual Mitigation Plan with specific details about proposed 
mitigation for any unavoidable impacts has been included in the Final EIR/EIS. The Final EIR/EIS also includes 
determination of the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). These efforts involved 
substantial coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

 

Response to S-5.2 
The Final EIR/EIS reflects that Build Alternative 1br (the Preferred Alternative) was refined to avoid and minimize 
impacts to the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex and the associated watershed, which contains the federally listed 
vernal pool fairy shrimp. The preferred alternative was determined to be the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA) by the USEPA and USACE as described in Section 3.3.2.1. The Final EIR/EIS 
describes avoidance and minimization measures to water bodies within the Project study area in Section 3.3.2.5.  
Wildlife movement was considered during the design of the project, as required by the MSHCP. The MSHCP 
Consistency Document is attached in Appendix L. Wildlife movement impacts and minimization measures are 
discussed in Section 3.3.1.3 and 3.3.1.4, respectively. 

 

Response to S-5.3 
The Project is utilizing an Approved JD. Impacts and mitigation regarding jurisdictional waters of the State within the 
preferred alternative are presented in Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIR/EIS. When the project is ready to obtain a 401 
permit, an updated JD will be prepared for approval by the Corps' and submitted with the 401 application. 
Additionally, all required components will be extracted from the CEQA EIR to ensure a complete application. 
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Comment from: County of Riverside, Transportation and Land 
Management Agency, Transportation Department 

Response To: County of Riverside, Transportation and Land Management Agency, 
Transportation Department 
 
Response to L-1.1 
Realigned SR 79 would bridge over Simpson Road and maintain the existing east-west corridor with Build Alternatives 1a, 1b, 1br, 
2a, and 2b. As shown in the Draft EIR/EIS, Design Options 1b1 and 2b1 would include a cul-de-sac on Simpson Road and relocation 
of through access to either Ranchland Road or Future Street A. The Final EIR/EIS shows that Build Alternative 1b with refinements, 
the Preferred Alternative would maintain the Simpson Road east-west corridor. 

 

Response to L-1.2 
The Final EIR/EIS shows that the Preferred Alternative is Build Alternative 1b with refinements, in response to comments on the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Among the refinements is an at grade traffic signalized intersection at realigned Newport Road/Winchester Road, 
with the SR 79 alignment to provide direct access into the community of Winchester. 
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Comment from: Jayne Joy Response To: Jayne Joy 
 
Response to L-2.1 
Your support of Build Alternative 1a, Build Alternative 1b with Design Option 1b1, and Build Alternative 2a because they should 
result in fewer impacts on Eastern Municipal Water District's facilities, has been included in the Project record.  The process used to 
evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to L-2.2 
A copy of the Final EIR/EIS will be sent to: Eastern Municipal Water District Attn: Helen Stratton 2270 Trumble Road Perris, CA 
92570 
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Comment from: Metropolitan Water District Southern California Response To: Metropolitan Water District Southern California 
 
Response to L-3.1 
With the identification of Alternative 1br as the Preferred Alternative for the Project, analysis of the potential for impacts on 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California properties in the Project area, as they relate to the Preferred Alternative, are 
available in the Final EIR/EIS.  Proposed alternative maps and discussions in section 2.2 of the Final EIR/EIS include MWD owned 
facilities.  As stated in Section 3.1.5 and avoidance measure UTIL-1, the Department will coordinate with MWD during the final 
design phase of the selected alternative, to better avoid impacts to MWD facilities. 
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 Response to L-3.2 
As stated in Chapter 3 Section 1.5, all build alternatives have the potential to impact the Colorado River Aqueduct (Siphon 2 Barrel), 
near Ramona Expressway.  A geotechnical investigation will be conducted during the design phase of the selected alternative to 
reduce or eliminate the impacts to this MWD owned facility. In the southern portion of the project all Build Alternatives would 
require a permanent easement onto property owned by MWD.  During the final design phase, coordination with MWD will occur in 
order to minimize any encroachments onto MWD owned facilities and ensure that operation and maintenance of these facilities are 
not disrupted.  All of MWD facilities will be considered during final design, and all of MWD facilities will be protected.  This could 
include a bridge, casing, slab, etc.  This will be coordinated with MWD during final design.  To the extent that effects to MWD 
facilities are known at this time, they have been analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS.  If during further design it is determined that 
additional impacts will occur, Coordination with MWD will occur to ensure that those effects are addressed, that maintenance and 
operation of all MWD facilities is not affected, and that CEQA and other requirements are complied with. 

 

 

 

Response to L-3.3 
As more detailed design becomes available, Metropolitan will be asked to provide additional review. Appropriate aspects of the new 
Geotechnical Guidelines that became available two weeks after the publication of the Draft EIR/EIS have been incorporated in the 
Final EIR/EIS. 

 

Response to L-3.4 
The Final EIR/EIS includes updates to Tables S-2 and 2.3-1 as requested in the comment. 
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Response to L-3.5 
This sentence has been revised, per this comment, to read, "A concrete protective slab would be built over the CRA, and the roadway 
would be placed on a small fill above the slab. This should minimize the potential for settlement or other impacts to the CRA." 

  

Response to L-3.6 
Reference to compliance with Metropolitan's standards is appreciated.  Please refer to the Final EIR/EIS Section 3.2.2.3, pertaining to 
drainage facilities for further information.  Compliance with MWD policies and guidelines will be a part of the final design of the 
selected alternative, and MWD will be consulted further during this period. 

 

Response to L-3.7 
Per this comment, text in the Final EIR/EIS has been corrected to "Colorado River Aqueduct." 

  

Response to L-3.8 
As the project moves into the design phase, an investigation will look into conveyance crossings further and evaluate options to 
comply with Metropolitan's requirements.  The configuration and operation of proposed runoff conveyance systems will be closely 
coordinated with Metropolitan to avoid potential impacts to its facilities. 
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 Response to L-3.9 
The effort of Metropolitan in coordinating on the SR 79 Realignment is appreciated. Future documentation and design plans will be 
forwarded to Metropolitan as they become available for review 
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Comment from: City of San Jacinto Response To: City of San Jacinto 
 

Response to L-4.1 
The City's preference for the initial stages of construction to be in San Jacinto and at the same time as construction on Mid County 
Parkway has been included in the Project record. This option will be further considered during the design phase of the Project.  The 
Project Team will work to ensure that impacts to the residents and “throwaway improvements” will be kept to the lowest level 
practicable. 

 

Response to L-4.2 
As part of the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative 1b with Refinements), Sanderson Avenue would be realigned parallel to SR 79 
and would end at a signalized T-intersection with Ramona Expressway (see Figure 2.2-7d). The City of San Jacinto would not be 
required to relinquish any portion of Sanderson Avenue to the Department during construction and would retain control of Sanderson 
Avenue from the city boundary at Esplanade Avenue to Ramona Expressway. Adoption as a state route would be a separate process, 
via submittal to the California Transportation Commission.  
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Comment from: Regional Conservation Agency Response To: Regional Conservation Agency 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to L-5.1 

Your comment regarding the analysis of the wildlife connectivity is noted.  It should be noted that further coordination 
with the commenter has been conducted since the circulation of the DEIR and the submission of this comment.   
 

Response to L-5.2 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has extended to Caltrans the take coverage for SKR already provided to the RCHCA under their 
incidental take permit for the SKR HCP.  Therefore, Section 7 of FESA would be used to extend take of this species for the entire 
Project.  The text regarding the SKR HCP has been edited accordingly throughout the document. 
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 Response to L-5.3 
The Project is utilizing an Approved JD.  Impacts and mitigation regarding jurisdictional waters of the State within the preferred 
alternative are presented in Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIR/EIS. When the project is ready to obtain a 401 permit, those same 
mitigation measures in the JD would apply to any other jurisdictional waters that are delineated in the update.  A DBESP will be 
prepared in coordination with your agency.   

 

Response to L-5.4 

Alternative 1br, including the intersection of Warren Avenue and Esplanade Avenue, has been redesigned in order to meet 
freeway safety standards, and due to Caltrans mandatory design standards, impacts to vernal pools 0109, 0110 and 0111 are 
unavoidable. At that intersection there is a landfill in one corner and high quality vernal pools located within a MSHCP 
criteria cell in the other corner, and the alignment needs to weave between those two corners. Even with a bridge at the 
corner of the landfill, it cannot go over the parcel line into the boundary of the landfill. The only way to avoid impacts to 
vernal pools 0109, 0110 and 0111 would be to eliminate the SB off ramp which would require a new mandatory design 
exception to be prepared and approved by Caltrans.  Per the Highway Design Manual, Section 502.2, “Isolated off-ramps 
or partial interchanges shall not be used because of the potential for wrong-way movements”.  The vernal pools impacted 
by the SB off ramp do not contain listed species, and are low functioning vernal pools. Coordination took place with 
Caltrans District 8 regarding these pools, and these impacts were identified as not being critical. Coordination occurred 
with both Caltrans design and environmental on a solution for this SB off ramp. Mitigation for these impacts has been 
included in the Draft CMP attached in Appendix M of the Final EIR/EIS and is also discussed in the DBESP. Bio-28 has 
since been renumbered to Bio-27 and revised accordingly, text regarding avoidance of the vernal pool has been removed. 
 

Response to L-5.5 

A DBESP was prepared for the preferred alternative, 1br, which included the smooth tarplant, which has long term 
conservation value.  The MSHCP Consistency Determination is included in the Final EIR/EIS. No other MSHCP covered 
plants will be impacted by 1br.  Please refer to Appendix L of the Final EIR/EIS. Subsequent to receiving this comment 
letter, a DBESP was prepared, which included an assessment of long term conservation value plants. The DBESP was 
reviewed and approved by RCA on 09/30/2015.    
 

Response to L-5.6 
A DBESP that includes various measures to avoid and minimize impacts to burrowing owls was approved by RCA in September 
2015.  The Final EIR/EIS has been revised accordingly by incorporating relevant text from the DBESP.  Please refer to Appendix L 
of the Final EIR/EIS.   

 

Response to L-5.7 
Revisions to BIO-44 have been made in coordination with USFWS, CDFW, and Caltrans. Text has been added that takes into 
account comments received from the wildlife agencies. Text has been added to BIO-44 to clarify that nests within the PIA would only 
be excluded (e.g., tree removal) during the non-breeding season following confirmation that a nest is inactive and no longer being 
used by a raptor. All activities will be done in coordination with wildlife agencies. 
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Comment from: SCAQMD Response To: SCAQMD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to L-6.1 
 

In lieu of a detailed localized air quality impact modeling for Project construction emissions, it is conservatively assumed that Project 
construction may have the potential to temporarily impact the sensitive receptors that are located within 1,000 feet of the construction 
site.   However, with the minimization measures AQ-1 through AQ-14 proposed for the project(see Section 3.2.6.4) which include 
measures such as ensuring that construction equipment meet or exceed equivalent emissions performance to that of U.S.EPA Tier 4 
standards for non-road engines, localized impacts to receptors within 1,000 feet of the project are expected to be greatly reduced.  
Please also refer to Appendix E, the Environmental Commitment Record, of the Final EIR/EIS for a list of all Air Quality 
minimization measures. 
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Response to L-6.2 
SCAQMD's comment regarding receiving written responses to all SCAQMD comments prior to circulation of the Final EIR/EIS is 
acknowledged. Written responses have been provided as requested. 
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Response to L-6.3 
The following mitigation measures were included in the Final EIR/EIS as recommended by SCAQMD in its comment letter dated 
April 2, 2013; 

Revised AQ-1: 

1. AQ-1: Suspension of all construction equipment operations during first stage smog alerts 

Added new mitigation measures AQ-11 through AQ-14 : 

2. AQ-11: Construction Areas. Apply nontoxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers' specifications to all inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

AQ-12: Street Sweeping. Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil is carried onto adjacent public paved roads. Use street 
sweepers that comply with SCAQMD Rules 1186 and 1186.1. 

AQ-13: Traffic Speed Control. Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to be reduced to 15 miles per hour or less 

AQ-14: Grading. Cease grading during periods when winds exceed (as instantaneous gusts) 25 miles per hour. 
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Comment from: City of Hemet Response To: City of Hemet 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to L-7.1 
The issues noted in the comment, as well as the identification of a Locally Preferred Alternative, are all criteria considered during the 
process to identify the Preferred Alternative for the Final EIR/EIS. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was 
identified as the  Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to L-7.2 
Build Alternative 1br has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would include a bridge over the San 
Jacinto Branch  Line. 
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Response to L-7.3 
Build Alternative 1br has been identified as the Preferred Alternative and would include a bridge over Simpson Road and Olive 
Avenue. 

 

Response to L-7.4 
Build Alternative 1br has been identified as the Preferred Alternative and would include a bridge over the San Jacinto Branch Line 
rather than an at-grade crossing. 

 

Response to L-7.5 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. The Tres Cerritos Avenue 
interchange is not included in Alternative 1br, it has been removed based on comments received. 

 

Response to L-7.6 
Hemet's support for the eastern alignment through San Jacinto has been included in the Project record. 
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Response to L-7.7 
Build Alternative 1br, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative for the Project, which includes Segment J.  The Project 
Development Team will continue to work closely with the City to minimize or avoid impacts to surrounding properties, including the 
right-of-way needs of the proposed Hemet Plaza. 

 

Response to L-7.8 
The Florida Avenue interchange has been reviewed for its proximity to the San Diego Canal and the vernal pools that would be 
located between the interchange and the canal.   There are vernal pools between the proposed alignment of SR 79 and the San Diego 
Canal that prohibits the new alignment to be moved any further to the east than it already is. 

 

Response to L-7.9 
The Final EIR/EIS incorporates the City of Hemet 2030 General Plan (January 2012), which was not available in time for use in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. The City's Locally Preferred Alternative was identified in Council Resolution No. 4216, dated May 13, 2008. 

 

Response to L-7.10 

Final EIR/EIS in section 3.16 has been updated with the most current Hemet General Plan information. There would be no 
permanent impacts to existing bike paths or sidewalks in the vicinity of the Build alternatives. In some cases, bike paths are 
designated in a general plan, but none of them have been built, nor are there current plans to build them. Temporary 
impacts to pedestrian and bicycle transportation associated with construction would also be mitigated with the 
implementation of the Transportation Management Plan (TMP). The TMP will address impacts and mitigation for non-
vehicular transportation modes and will include coordination with Riverside County, the City of Hemet, and the City of 
San Jacinto to limit disruption to existing trails and bike paths during construction and identify detours, if necessary. 
 

Response to L-7.11 

The Hemet General Plan 2030 was published too close to the release of the Draft EIR/EIS to be included at that time.  The 
entire Section 3.1.1 Land Use was rewritten to reflect the new General Plan and the result was included in the Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
Response to L-7.12 

The text under the heading, City of Hemet, page 3-91 of the Draft EIR/EIS, has been updated to the following: "The City of 
Hemet 2030 General Plan (Hemet 2012) includes a land use goal of providing for new development in compliance with 
Smart Growth Principles. To that end, the City has adopted a land use policy that will help minimize the impact of land 
development on existing agricultural uses by allowing agricultural operations to continue until development actually 
occurs. The policy pertaining to agriculture is as follows.LU-2.8 Agriculture as a Permitted Use. Allow for the continued 
production and use of agricultural lands as interim uses preceding urban development, or as a long term use." 
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Response to L-7.13 
The City's acknowledgement revising the 2030 General Plan due to the placement of the eastern alignment (Build 
Alternative 2b) is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project 
is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
  
Response to L-7.14 
The City's concern about decorative fencing and walls will be addressed when the Corridor Landscape Plan is prepared as 
part of final design.   The design of any walls or fences will be coordinated with the City. The Corridor Master Plan is 
described in the first two paragraphs of Section 3.1.7.4 and in Mitigation Measure VIS-1.The text in Section 3.1.7.4 has 
been expanded to specify consultation with authorized city representatives. 
 
Response to L-7.15 
Because it was not practicable to create simulations for every on-ramp or for every place the proposed highway would 
cross over a road, representative views were simulated to show the kinds of visual effects the Build alternatives would have 
on a range of situations in the Project area. The visual simulations in Figures 3.1-44 through 3.1-76 in Volume 1 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS have been determined to be adequate for this purpose, and no new simulations have been created. 
 
Response to L-7.16 
The Final EIR/EIS includes the graphic of the Heartland Specific Plan that was provided with this comment. 
 
Response to L-7.17 
The purpose of the "Jurisdiction" column in Table 3.1-34 (now table 3.1-27 in the Final EIR/EIS) was to identify where roadway 
segments are located (either City of Hemet, City of San Jacinto, or County of Riverside).  The column header was changed to 
"Location", to avoid confusion.  Additionally, the following footnote was added for clarification: "The location and roadway 
jurisdiction are the same, except for the State Routes 74 and 79 in locations where they are owned and operated by Caltrans." 
 
Response to L-7.18 
A Supplemental Traffic Analysis has been prepared using current traffic data, and the results are included in the Final EIR/EIS. The 
supplemental traffic report is also included as an appendix to the Final EIR/EIS. There were no major differences identified in the 
findings and conclusions of the supplemental traffic report from the previous traffic report. A summary of the updated analysis results 
is provided in Table 13 of the Supplemental Traffic Report. 
Regarding the differences in the forecasts versus the volumes in the City's General Plan, the roadway data were based on the travel 
demand model data that was available at the time. Plan updates (with the associated modeling )also occurred, and it is recognized that 
the City's General Plan was recently updated using the most current model, but the analysis in the SR 79 Draft EIR/EIS was based on 
the best information available when the analysis was conducted. 

Regarding the missing count/forecast locations, the study area was developed in consultation with RCTC, the Department, and the 
local governments when the traffic analysis was first conducted. The original analysis incorporated local streets and intersections in 
both Hemet and San Jacinto that are representative of the area. Not every intersection was analyzed, but the intersections with the 
highest volumes and potentially largest impacts were included. 
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Response to L-7.19 
An inconsistency was noted in the roadway limits presented in the table. This portion of Warren Road with the forecast volumes of 
17,000 for 2040 No-Build and 2,000 for 2040 Build should have been between Florida Avenue and Esplanade Avenue.  All tables 
summarizing roadway ADTs and LOS have been updated to include the Warren Road between Florida Avenue and Esplanade 
Avenue. 

 

Response to L-7.20 
For the No Project Alternative, Sanderson Ave/State Street and the State Street/San Jacinto road segments, please refer to Table 1.2-
2, (Table 3.1-40 in the Partially Recirculated EIR/EIS).  As discussed in this table the volumes of the 2035 No Project Alternative and 
the Build Alternative are different, but the level of service (LOS) did not change.  The volume on Sanderson Avenue between 
Ramona Expressway and Gilman Springs Road is more than 3 percent lower with the Build Alternative than the 2040 No Build.   The 
volume on State Street between Ramona Boulevard and Ramona Expressway is slightly higher with the Build Alternative (less than 2 
percent).  On the four San Jacinto Street and San Jacinto Ave segments (between Florida Avenue and Main Street) the volumes are 
between 8 and 11 percent lower with the Build Alternative than the 2040 No Build.  The LOS is based on the Riverside County - 
Link Volume Capacities/Level of Service for Riverside County Roadways.  So although the volumes changed with the Build 
Alternative, in some cases it was not enough to trigger a change in LOS. 
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Comment from: San Jacinto Unified School District Response To: San Jacinto Unified School District 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to L-8.1 

Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record, along with your preference for Design Option 1b with 
the road through the hills instead of lowering the ridgeline.  Your opposition to an off-ramp at Tres Cerritos Avenue, a 
bridge over the canal, or the relocation of Warren Road has also been included in the Project record and is no longer part of 
the Preferred Alternative.   The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the 
Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The bridge over 
the canal at Tres Cerritos and the relocation of Warren Road at Tres Cerritos are also not included in the Preferred 
Alternative.    
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Comment from: Endangered Habitats League Response To: Endangered Habitats League 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to L-9.1 
An MSHCP Equivalency Analysis has been prepared and reviewed which included MSHCP conformance by the RCA and wildlife 
agencies. The MSHCP Consistency and Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) for the 
Preferred Alternative was approved by RCA on September 30, 2015, The DBESP is included as an Appendix to the FEIR/FEIS. 

 

Response to L-9.2 
The Department and RCTC have continued to coordinate with the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife during ongoing resource agency meetings as the Project 
has proceeded into the Final EIR/EIS. This coordination will continue throughout final design and construction. Early coordination 
efforts have already been beneficial to sensitive biological resources in the area by eliminating an alternative that would have had 
negative impacts to vernal pools and wetlands (See Section 2.2.5.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS). 
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Comment from: Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District 

Response To: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to L-10.1 
The master plan facilities are discussed in Section 3.2.1.2, Affected Environment and states the following, “Existing drainage 
facilities were identified and almost all storm water within the Project area is conveyed by overland flow or concentrates in unnamed 
roadside ditches before it infiltrates or discharges to a major drainage facility. There is only one existing drainage system within the 
San Jacinto Watershed, identified as Winchester Master Drainage Plan (MDP) Line F, which begins at Whittier Ave, crosses 
Winchester Road, and ends at Salt Creek Channel and is not impacted by the project.”  If at the time of final design it is determined 
that other Master Plan Drainage Facilities will be affected, coordination with the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District will be performed. 

 

Response to L-10.2 

Any work that affects District facilities or storm drains will be coordinated with the Riverside County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District during final design.  This coordination has been included as a minimization measure in the 
Final EIR/EIS, please refer measure HYDRA-3.  
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Comment from: Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency Response To: Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to L-11.1 

“Incidental take” of SKR has been extended through formal Section 7 consultation for the Project. The Project's Biological 
Opinion from the USFWS has been included as Appendix N of the Final EIR/EIS.   Mitigation for "incidental take” of 
SKR within the SKR HCP boundaries in the Threatened and Endangered Species section has been revised.   
  
Response to L-11.2 
The mitigation measure for Stephens' kangaroo rat in Section 3.3.5 in the Final EIR/EIS, Threatened and Endangered Species, has 
been revised to include the mechanism for "incidental take” of SKR within the SKR HCP boundaries.   
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Comment from: City of Beaumont Planning Department Response To: City of Beaumont Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to L-12.1 

A copy of the 2009 Preliminary Engineering Report was requested from the Riverside County Transportation Department.   
The County said "...the document is draft and is not available for public review. The project is in its early stages of 
development and subject to change...the environmental phase was not initiated either."  The Potrero Boulevard Bypass 
project is not currently identified in the Southern California Association of Governments 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan.  However, it is currently in the City of Beaumont's and the County of Riverside's Transportation Plans.  
Text has been added to the supplemental traffic analysis, available on the project website http://sr79project.info/library-
links/technical-reports, identifying the Potrero Boulevard Bypass as a future project. 
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Comment from: Winchester Municipal Advisory Council (WMAC) Response To: Winchester Municipal Advisory Council (WMAC) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to CG-1.1 
The Project Development Team appreciates the comments provided by the Winchester Municipal Advisory Council 
and the Winchester Community throughout the planning process. Thank you for providing the results of your straw 
poll to consider along with other public opinions. 
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Comment from: Winchester Town Association Response To: Winchester Town Association 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to CG-2.2 
Build Alternative 1b with refinements (also called Build Alternative 1br), which has been selected as the preferred 
alternative, incorporates a variety of engineering modifications that respond to comment received since publication of 
the Draft EIR/EIS.  Newport Road has been realigned to Winchester Road and a traffic signal at SR79 will be 
provided so access can be maintained into and out of the community of Winchester.  A higher profile will be 
provided so the east-west circulation can be maintained on Simpson Road.  The SR 79 alignment will bridge over 
Simpson Road.  Aesthetics for the lower profile are noted.  However, with the lower profile the connectivity of 
Simpson Road would be severed and cul-de-sacs would need to be provided.   Adequate flood management would be 
included in any of the Build alternatives or design options.  All Build alternatives and design options would retain 
east-west movement by providing a bridge over Stowe Road.  Minimization and avoidance of air quality and noise 
impacts during and after construction is an integral part of the Project. 
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Response to CG-2.3 
Consideration of the Community of Winchester Land Use Study has been incorporated in the Final EIR/EIS.     The 
Project Development Team identified Build Alternative 1b with refinements that respond to comments on the Draft 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  

The Preferred Alternative provides a robust linkage of the realigned SR 79 and the existing Winchester Road both at 
the signalized at-grade intersection near the existing Newport Road. The Preferred Alternative also provides a full 
interchange at Grand Avenue. This continues entry to and departure from the downtown core of Winchester onto the 
present SR 79 (Winchester Road). 

 

Response to CG-2.4 
The Winchester Town Association's comments have been included in the Project record. 
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Comment from: Winchester Historical Society of Pleasant Valley Response To: Winchester Historical Society of Pleasant Valley 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to CG-3.1 
The historical society's preference for Design Option 2b1 and the reasons for that preference have been included in 
the Project record. The Project Development Team has identified Build Alternative 1br, which responds to comments 
on the Draft EIR/EIS, as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative provides a robust linkage of the 
realigned SR 79 and the existing Winchester Road both at the signalized at-grade intersection near the existing 
Newport Road. The Preferred Alternative also provides a full interchange at Grand Avenue. This continues entry to 
and departure from the downtown core of Winchester onto the present SR 79 (Winchester Road) The Preferred 
Alternative will bridge over both Simpson Road and Olive Avenue and incorporates the engineering features 
necessary to be consistent with drainage requirements. The Preferred Alternative is consistent with the Community of 
Winchester Land Use Study prepared by the County of Riverside (September 2012). 
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Responses to Comments Cards Received at the Public Hearing on February 26, 
2013 
Response to Comment I-1.1 
The Tres Cerritios interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative, it has been abandoned based on comments 
received. Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project record. 

 

Response to Comment I-2.1 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  For traffic analysis and impacts, please see the Traffic Analysis for State Route 79 Realignment, July 
2005 (revised January 2006 and November 2009) and the SR 79 Realignment Project Supplemental Traffic Report 
September 2014.   All technical reports are available from the Project website at  
http://sr79project.info/library-links/technical-reports. During the circulation periods, hard copies of the technical 
reports were also made available at the Caltrans District 8 office, the RCTC office, the local library, and upon 
request. 

 

Response to I-3.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. Noise effects are detailed in Section 3.2.7 Noise and 
Vibration of the RDEIR/RDEIS and in the Supplemental Noise Study Report and Noise Abatement Decision Report, 
February 2015 that is available at: http://sr79project.info/uploads/2015documents/SR79_NoiseTechMemo_Rev%20-
%20February%202015.pdf  

During discussions with the residents of the Four Seasons community the following points were presented to examine 
the concerns that they presented:  

 In the vicinity of the Florida and California Avenues, a noise barrier is proposed for further consideration. 
This barrier varies from 10 to 14-feet tall and, depending on the alternative, the barrier is roughly a mile 
long. Noise levels will be substantially reduced at the Donaldson Street subdivision and the Roseland 
Mobile Home Estates, since they are immediately adjacent to the proposed alignment of SR-79. Although 
noise barriers become less effective as distances increase, residual benefits can be expected at the 
communities further from the proposed alignment of SR-79. 

 People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas. The 
roadway would be audible. • Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. 
Topography can also be a natural noise barrier.  

 For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors. Department noise 
policy specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a 
roadway. The nearest Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) 
away from realigned SR 79.  

 Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle.  
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 Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to the level of a traffic-noise impact.
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Responses to Comments Cards Received at the Public Hearing on February 26, 
2013 
 

 

 

Response to Comment I-4.1 
See response to I-3.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-5.1 
Your support of the SR 79 Realignment Project has been included in the Project record. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-6.1 
The profile of the proposed roadway has been designed to achieve appropriate grades and minimize rock cuts in 
adjacent areas.   Profile elevations and brake usage were taken into account in the traffic noise analysis as elements in 
the Traffic Noise Model. Noise effects are detailed in Section 3.2.7 Noise and Vibration of the RDEIR/RDEIS and in 
the Supplemental Noise Study Report and Noise Abatement Decision Report, February 2015 that is available at: 
http://sr79project.info/uploads/2015documents/SR79_NoiseTechMemo_Rev%20-%20February%202015.pdf 
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Responses to Comments Cards Received at the Public Hearing on February 26, 
2013 
 

 

Response to Comment I-7.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2b1 is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  The Tres Cerritos interchange has been removed from the Project, 
due to public comments received.   

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-8.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record, along with your preference for Design Option 1b 
with the road through the hills instead of lowering the ridgeline, although it is not clear what is meant by lowering the 
ridgeline.  Your opposition to an off-ramp at Tres Cerritos Avenue, a bridge over the canal, or the relocation of 
Warren Road has also been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify 
the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange, bridge over the 
canal at Tres Cerritos, and the relocation of Warren Road are also not included in the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-9.1 
Your support for Alternative 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br 
was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Cards Received at the Public Hearing on February 26, 
2013 
 

 

Response to Comment I-10.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2b and 2b1 is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-11.1 
For a project of this scope, it is not practical to simulate every view. Instead, the standard, professionally accepted 
practice is to simulate a representative sample of sensitive views. In the case of the view of the project at Simpson 
Road, the view from KV 21 located nearby on Grand Avenue provides a simulation of a view in which the 
appearance of the project will be generally similar to its appearance at the crossing of Simpson Road. 

 

 

Response to Comment I-12.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2b or 2b1 is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.   In the vicinity of the Florida and California Avenues, a 
noise barrier is proposed for further consideration. This barrier varies from 10 to 14-feet tall and, depending on the 
alternative, the barrier is roughly a mile long. Noise levels will be substantially reduced at the Donaldson Street 
subdivision and the Roseland Mobile Home Estates, since they are immediately adjacent to the proposed alignment of 
SR-79. 

Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited specialists for 
all noise sensitive land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic noise. 
A Noise Study Report (NSR) was conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses and if traffic noise impacts are 
expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was prepared to assess the reasonability and feasibility of 
noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a traffic noise impact. Finally, the project changes 
associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire noise evaluation is 
summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Draft EIS/EIR. 
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Responses to Comments Cards Received at the Public Hearing on February 26, 
2013 
 

 

Response to Comment I-13.1 
Repairing Warren Road would not address the issues specified in the Purpose and Need for the SR 79 Realignment 
Project. The purpose of the Project, included in Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to: 

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and 
upgrading the facility 

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 

Additionally, changes in the housing market will not affect the need for the project. 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-14.1 
The need for the project still exists.  See the response to Comment I-13.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-15.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2a and 1b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Cards Received at the Public Hearing on February 26, 
2013 
 

 

 

Response to Comment I-16.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. As stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, all Build alternatives 
would have four lanes (two in each direction). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-17.1 
Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project record. This interchange is 
not included in the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-18.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative, it has been abandoned based on 
comments received.  Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project 
record. The profile of SR 79 has been placed as low as it can go but still stay above the floodplain level for the 
surrounding area. 
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Responses to Comments Cards Received at the Public Hearing on February 26, 
2013 
 

Response to Comment I-19.1 
Your support of Design Option 2b1 has been included in the Project record. Alternative 2b1 was not chosen as the 
preferred alternative due to impacts to culturally sensitive properties.  The reasons alternatives were eliminated from 
discussion and analysis are summarized in Section 2.2.5 of the Final EIR/EIS. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  
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Responses to Comments Cards Received at the Public Hearing on February 27, 
2013 
 

Response to Comment I-20.1 
Your preference for Build Alternative 2b or Design Option 2b1 because they would be shorter and have less impact 
on properties near Winchester has been included in the Project record.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  Although the 
commenter is correct that Alternative 2b is slightly shorter (approximately 1 mile longer than Alternative 1br), other 
considerations led to the identification of  Alternative 1br as the Preferred Alternative.  In particular, and relevant to 
Alternative 2b, is the impact on the TCP. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-21.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2b1 is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Although the commenter is correct that Alternative 2b is the most 
cost effective Alternative, other considerations led to the identification of Alternative 1br as the Preferred Alternative.  
In particular, and relevant to Alternative 2b1, is the impact on the TCP.  Additionally, 2b1 would result in cutting off 
some of the east-west roads that other commenters requested be maintained. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-22.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2b1 is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Cards Received at the Public Hearing on February 27, 
2013 
Response to Comment I-23.1 
If the Project must acquire all or part a property, the property owner will receive just compensation at a fair and 
equitable price. Property owners who's property is not acquired or directly impacted by the construction of the Project 
will not be compensated.  RCTC and the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be 
acquired for transportation projects.  The process is complex and designed to protect property owners.   If a decision 
is made to acquire your property, discuss the process with a Project relocation advisor.  For now, a summary of the 
Department's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS.  Additional 
information is available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

Response to Comment I-23.2 
Elevated vehicle and air toxic emissions often occur where traffic congestion is characterized by idling or slow 
moving vehicles. The Project has been designed to improve traffic conditions in the study area and, therefore, is 
expected to reduce congestion, which would improve air quality. The Project Build Alternative would have fewer 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and improved traffic conditions over the No Build Alternative, which would result in 
lower air pollutant emissions. Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to 
Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) emissions.   As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, in the project 
study area the MSAT emissions from the Project would be lower than the existing conditions or emissions in the 
future without the Project. 

Response to Comment I-24.1 
Alternative 1a or 1b or Design Option 1b1 would run south of and roughly parallel to Lyn Avenue.  Build Alternative 
2a or 2b or Design Option 2b1 would pass farther east, with the closest point being about 400 feet from Lyn Avenue.  
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  During the final design of the selected alternative, the exact level properties impacts will be identified.  
Property areas and street access will also be determined, and property owners will be notified. 

Response to Comment I-24.2 
Preferred Alternative identified is 1br. Relocation assistance and compensation are complex processes that are best 
discussed with a Project relocation advisor after Caltrans determines whether it needs to acquire a property. A 
summary of the Department's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS. 
Additional information is available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

Response to Comment I-25.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2b1 is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-26.1 
Your support has been included in the Project record. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-27.1 
Your support has been included in the Project record. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-28.1 
Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project record. The Tres Cerritos 
Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Oral Comments 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-29.1 
Construction of the Project will not elevate the roadway any more than necessary to stay out of the floodplain and to 
provide the necessary clearance for roads to pass over or under one another. The visual effects of the road's design 
have been evaluated in detail in the Updated Visual Impact Assessment.  All technical reports are available from the 
Project website at http://sr79project.info/library-links/technical-reports. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-29.2 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. Access to SR 79 would be at 
Esplanade Avenue or Florida Avenue. At less than 1 mile from Florida Avenue, an interchange at Devonshire 
Avenue would be within the Department's minimum requirement for interchange spacing.  Only a bridge over SR 79 
would be built at Devonshire Avenue. 



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 

187 | K - 1  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-29.3 
Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project record. The Tres Cerritos 
Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. Your preference for a low- profile highway has also 
been included in the Project record. 
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Response to Comment I-30.1 
Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project record. The Tres Cerritos 
Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-31.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2b1 is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-32.1 
Lyn Avenue would be roughly parallel and adjacent to Build Alternative 1a or 1b or Design Option 1b1. With Build 
Alternative 2a or 2b or Design Option 2b1, the proposed roadway would be about 400 feet from Lyn Avenue at the 
closest point. Traffic noise impacts are expected. Noise barriers have been proposed with all of the Build alternatives 
and design options to provide substantial noise abatement. A retaining wall is proposed along Lynn Ave and a noise 
barrier along the alignment. The noise barrier height will vary between 10 and 14 feet and the length of the barrier 
will vary by alternative, up to a maximum of roughly a mile. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-32.2 
Caltrans must operate under strict guidelines when it acquires property for transportation projects.  Caltrans or RCTC 
agent will contact the property owner if a decision is made to acquire property.  A summary of the Department's 
Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Additional information is 
available from the following websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 

190 | K - 1  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Response to Comment I-33.1 
Your support of the Project, including an interchange at Florida Avenue, has been included in the Project record. The 
process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 
of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-34.1 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Repairing Warren Road would not address the issues specified in the Purpose and Need for the SR 79 Realignment 
Project. Additionally, the economy does not change the need for the Project.  The purpose of the Project, included in 
Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to:  

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley  

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 
the facility  

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads
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Response to Comment I-35.1 
Your support for Alternatives 1a is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-36.1 
While utility lines do exist within the construction zone, at this point in time it is not known if their relocation is 
required. If at all possible, protection of any utility is desirable over relocation, and the aforementioned lines are no 
different. However, should they need to be relocated, the selected contractor would have the requisite experience and 
resources to do so safely without interruption of service to the private owner or the community. 

 

 

Response to Comment I-36.2 
A storm drain system within the area described will be considered during the final design phase of the selected 
alternative. The system would consist of ditches, inlets, and pipes to convey the water to a regional drainage facility. 

 

Response to Comment I-36.3 
Access to water will be provided. An evaluation of options to relocate the line or provide alternate means of access to 
water will take place during the final design phase of the Preferred Alternative. While utility lines do exist within the 
construction zone, at this point in time it is not known if their relocation is required. If at all possible, protection of 
any utility is desirable over relocation, and the aforementioned lines are no different. However, should they need to 
be relocated, the selected contractor would have the requisite experience and resources to do so safely without 
interruption of service to the private owner or the community. 
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Response to Comment I-37.1 
Your concerns regarding sound and water have been added to the Project record. Please see responses to comments I-
36-1 to I-36-3, in regards to water. 

 

 

Response to Comment I-37.2 
Your support of the Project as long as it does not go through your house or your neighbor's house has been included 
in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the 
Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as 
the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I-38.1 
Your preference for Build Alternative 2a and your opposition to Build Alternative 1a have been included in the 
Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is 
described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-39.1 
Your concern that the Project could affect your lifestyle and nearby ranch properties has been included in the Project 
record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described 
in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-39.2 
Your concern with the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project record. The Tres Cerritos 
Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 1br was identified as the preferred 
alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-39.3 
Your support for Design Option 2b1 because of noise and visibility concerns has been included in the Project record, 
as well as your preference for no Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange.  The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not 
included in Alternative 1br, which was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Noise effects are detailed in Section 3.2.7 Noise and Vibration of the Final EIR/EIS and in the Supplemental Noise 
Study Report and Noise Abatement Decision Report, February 2015.  Details pertaining to visual impacts can be 
found in Section 3.1.7 of the Final EIR/EIS. Complete copies of technical studies and the Final EIR/EIS are available 
at:  http://sr79project.info/library-links 

Specific to visual impacts, the Preferred Alternative has least exposure overall when compared to other alternatives. 
Section 3.1.7 for more detail. Noise impacts both Alternatives are similar; however, feasible & reasonable noise 
barriers for 1br would reduce impacts to a greater number of residences when comparied to 2b1. See section Section 
3.2.7 for more detail. 

 

 

Response to Comment I-39.4 
The initial Project design calls for interchanges at Domenigoni Parkway, Florida Avenue, Sanderson Avenue, and 
Ramona Expressway. The other interchanges would be spaced at the Department minimum 1-mile spacing and can be 
built in the future when traffic warrants it as indicated in Section 2.2.1.2 Grade Separated Interchange of the 
FEIR/EIS. 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-40.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-41.1 
Formal public outreach began in 2004 with a series of Q&A Fact Sheets that were distributed to the public at critical 
points in the project development process.  The first in the series of fact sheets showed that the easternmost corridor 
under consideration ran near Sanderson Avenue.  By the 2005 fact sheet, this eastern corridor had been eliminated 
due to public concerns about impacts to homes, businesses, and schools.  The fact sheets and other early public 
outreach efforts are available from the Project website at: http://www.sr79project.info/library-links  The two public 
hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS were only the latest in a series of outreach efforts that have characterized the Project. 
Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS include summaries of public outreach efforts prior to circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment I-41.2 
There are no regional air quality monitoring stations in Hemet or elsewhere in the San Jacinto Valley.  Perris and 
Lake Elsinore are the nearest regional monitoring stations, and they provide reliable and representative data about 
regional air quality in the valley, including Hemet.  As shown in Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, in the Draft EIR/EIS, the 
Project would not cause or contribute to any new localized PM10 or PM2.5 violations, and it would not delay timely 
attainment of the PM10 or PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  Regional Mobile Source Air Toxics 
emissions are anticipated to improve by 2040 because of USEPA national control programs.  At the Project level, all 
Build alternatives would have lower emissions than the No Build Alternative because of improved levels of service. 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-41.3 
Please refer to Section 3.3.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, which provides various analyses on avian species that are present 
throughout the Project study area.  Additionally, Section 3.3.4.4 provides measures to avoid, minimize, and/or 
mitigate impacts to animal species, including birds.  See also the Natural Environment Study (April 2010) and Final 
Burrowing Owl Survey Report and Final Riparian Bird Survey Report (both December 4, 2007), which are available 
on the Project website at: 

http://www.sr79project.info/library-links 

Commenter does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis and no further response is possible 

 

 

Response to Comment I-41.4 
The noise barrier proposed south of Florida Avenue (1A-G1/1B-G2/2A-H1/2B-H1, would provide noise abatement 
for the Four Seasons at Hemet community. 

 

Response to Comment I-41.5 
Devonshire Avenue access may be restricted temporarily during bridge construction (approximately 9 to 12 months), 
but it is likely that temporary access would be designed to avoid the bridge construction.  In addition to Devonshire 
Avenue, access would also be available via Florida Avenue, California Avenue, and Warren Road.  A detailed 
Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared during the plans, specifications, and estimate (PS&E) 
phase of the Project, once staged construction and traffic-handling details have been developed.  The TMP will be 
based on refinements to the construction sequencing and other construction activities.  Specific improvements, 
detours, and measures to ensure public safety will be determined at that time   Community outreach will be conducted 
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throughout the construction of the Project and available from the Project website at: http://www.sr79project.info/.   
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Response to Comment I-41.6 
Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental 
DEIS according to applicable federal, state, and local regulations and guidance. The analysis demonstrated that the 
Project conforms with the State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not expected. 
Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. Although 
quantitative health risks were not evaluated for the Project, a quantitative emissions burden analysis was performed to 
demonstrate the emissions trend in the Project study area. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Fianl EIR/EIS, MSAT 
emissions from the Project would be lower than existing conditions or without the Project in the future because the 
Project would improve traffic conditions and vehicles will be cleaner and more fuel efficient.In addition, according to 
the California Air Resources Board Air Quality Land Use Handbook (ARB, 2005), studies have been conducted for 
Southern California highways to evaluate health risks due to highway traffic. In these studies, an association between 
traffic-related emissions with adverse health effects was present up to 1,000 feet and was strongest within 300 feet of 
the highway. 

Because the Four Seasons at Hemet community would be located more than 1,000 feet from the Project, exposure 
and risks associated with traffic-related emissions would be substantially the same as other areas that are farther 
away. 
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Response to Comment I-42.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2b is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Although there are some aspects of Alternative 2b that may be 
preferred by some, other considerations led to the identification of Alternative 1br as the Preferred Alternative.  In 
particular, and relevant to Alternative 2b, is the impact on the TCP. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-43.1 
Your concern about environmental and health issues has been included in the Project record, although the specifics of 
your concerns are unclear. 

Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in 
Section 3.2.6.3, MSAT emissions in the study area from the Build alternatives would be lower than existing 
conditions because of improvement in level of service with the Build alternatives and the use of cleaner vehicles in 
the future.  Terrain features and meteorological conditions would have the same effects on highway emissions with or 
without the Project.  The Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease vehicle emissions in the 
Project area, so air quality in the surrounding area would be expected to improve.   

 
Response to Comment I-42.2 
Your preference for Build Alternative 2b based on visual aesthetics has been included in the Project record.  The 
process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 
of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
Although there are some aspects of Alternative 2b that may be preferred by some, other considerations led to the 
identification of Alternative 1br as the Preferred Alternative.  In particular, and relevant to Alternative 2b, is the 
impact on the TCP. 
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Response to Comment I-43.2 
All public comments have been included in this appendix to the Final EIR/EIS 
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Response to Comment I-44.1 
Your preference that the selected route be as far from your home as possible has been included in the Project record, 
as has your belief that that is one of the B routes.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Although there are some aspects of the other alternatives 
that may be preferred by some, other considerations led to the identification of Alternative 1br as the Preferred 
Alternative.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-45.1 
Your support for the No Build Alternative due to several concerns including its cost is noted. The process used to 
evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Although the 
commenter questions the need for the project, no specific concerns with the purpose and need are raised and no 
further response is possible. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-46.1 
Your preference for an alignment east of the San Diego Canal and Warren Road has been included in the Project 
record.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described 
in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. One of the factors in choosing the Preferred Alternative was avoiding impacts to sensitive vernal pools in 
the project area. The alignment cannot be moved to the east because there are vernal pools located near Esplanade 
and Warren in the southeast corner, that are part of a preserve site. Coordination took place with the wildlife agencies 
to determine which alternative would be the least environmentally damaging. These vernal pools were taken into 
account during that coordination. 
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Response to Comment I-46.2 
Your concern that the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange would affect the community character has been included in 
the Project record. The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process 
used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-47.1 
Your support for Alternatives 1b and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-47.2 
Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited specialists for 
all noise sensitive land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic noise.  
A Noise Study Report (NSR) was conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses and if traffic noise impacts are 
expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was prepared to assess the reasonability and feasibility of 
noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a traffic noise impact. Finally, the project changes 
associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR.  The entire noise evaluation is 
summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Draft EIS/EIR.  Noise barriers were not found to be reasonable and feasible in this 
area. 

The noise evaluation found that noise levels with Build Alternative 1br (including Design Option 1b1) would 
approach or exceed the NAC at nearly all studied locations. Based on the studies completed to date, the Department 
intends to incorporate noise abatement in the form of six noise barriers with average heights ranging between 8 and 
14 ft. and a total length of 22,013 ft. Calculations indicate that these noise barriers will substantially reduce noise 
levels. Calculations based on preliminary design data indicate that feasible and reasonable barriers will substantially 
reduce noise levels for 369 to 432 residences at an estimated total cost of $19.03 to $22.11 million. 
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Response to Comment I-48.1 
There is not an accessible entry planned underneath the proposed SR 79 alignment for future farming equipment. The 
alignment is approximately 14' above existing ground, so a reinforced concrete box culvert could be added 
underneath the road for access to both sides of the property, but the clearance would only be approximately 10' high. 
This could be added with the final design package, if there measurable need.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-49.1 
There are no current plans to provide improvements at either Alabaster Avenue or Cinnabar Avenue as part of the 
Project.  The Project will not have significant impacts on Esplanade Avenue and since it is a City of Hemet roadway, 
if there is a safety issue now or in the future, it would be the City's responsibility to provide the appropriate solution.
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Response to Comment I-49.2 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Although the commenter questions the need for the 
project, no specific concerns with the purpose and need are raised and no further response is possible. 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-49.3 
Noise barriers recommended in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS are based on expected 
noise levels and the ability to abate that noise cost effectively.  The noise barrier approval process includes a public 
outreach component.  The support of the affected community is necessary prior to the installation of any noise 
barrier.  The noise barrier outreach program began after the Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  A noise barrier was not found to be reasonable and feasible in this area. 

 

 

Response to Comment I-49.4 
Representative views were simulated to show the kinds of visual effects the Build alternatives would have on a range 
of situations in the Project area.  Figures 3.1-43 through 3.1-76 in the Final EIR/EIS (Volume 1) show these visual 
simulations.  Although the commenter discusses the view, so specific concern is raised and no further response is 
possible. 

Although 
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Response to Comment I-50.1 
Your support for Alternative 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter and more fuel 
efficient as a result of federal mandates. In addition, the Project Build alternatives would have fewer vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) and improved traffic conditions over the No Build Alternative, which would result in lower air 
pollutant emissions. Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT 
emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Recirculation Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the MSAT emissions 
from the Project would be lower than the existing conditions or the emissions in the future without the Project. 

The commenter does not raise any specific concerns and no further response is possible 
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Response to Comment I-50.1 
Your support for Alternative 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-51.1 
Your opposition to the project has been included in the Project record.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is 
not included in the Preferred Alternative.   

The Eastern Alternative was eliminated because it would not address issues specified in the Purpose and Need for 
the Project.   Discussion of the elimination of this option can also be found in Section 2.2.5 of the Final EIR/EIS.   
The purpose, included in Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to: 

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 
the facility 

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 
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Response to Comment I-52.1 
Sanderson Avenue is part of the City of Hemet's and the City of San Jacinto's north-south local circulation routes. 
The SR 79 realignment would be a limited-access expressway and is planned for movement of regional traffic.  
When completed, it would be adopted as a state route.  If Sanderson Avenue were used, all access to businesses and 
homes along Sanderson Avenue would eventually be removed. 

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  The use of Sanderson Avenue would not address issues specified in the Purpose and Need for the 
Project. The purpose, included in Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to: 

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 
the facility 

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 

 

 

Response to Comment I-52.2 
The use of Sanderson Avenue would not meet the purpose and need of the Project.  Sanderson Avenue is part of the 
City of Hemet's and the City of San Jacinto's north-south local circulation routes.  The SR 79 realignment would be 
a limited-access expressway and is planned for movement of regional traffic.  When completed, it would be adopted 
as a state route.   If Sanderson Avenue were used, all access to businesses and homes along Sanderson Avenue 
would eventually be removed. 

 
Although 
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Response to Comment I-53.1 
Your concern about impacts to the rural nature of the community has been included in the Project record.  Zoning 
and the potential for future development outside of the Project's right-of-way is the prerogative of the local 
government.  The change from farmland to urban would occur with the local jurisdictions rezoning an area. Neither 
the Caltrans nor RCTC would initiate any rezoning.  The Project’s effects on land use was analyzed in Section 
3.1.1, effects on growth was analyzed in Section 3.1.2, effects on farmland was analyzed in Section 3.1.3, and on 
the community in Section 3.1.4.  This comment does not raise any specific concerns with these analyses and so no 
further response is possible. 

 

Response to Comment I-53.2 
Caltrans' Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) ensures that persons displaced as a result of a transportation project 
are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably.   Appendix D (Draft EIR/EIS Volume 1) includes a summary of the 
RAP. Additional information is available from the following websites:  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf  

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

 

Response to Comment I-53.3 
Your support for Alternative 2b1 is noted.  Many factors determine the selection of the preferred alternative, for 
example the number of relocations required or the impacts to sensitive environmental resources.  The process used 
to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-54.1 
The commenter does not raise any issues with the Project’s environmental impacts or the analysis in the 
environmental document and no further response is required.  It is noted, however, that access into and out of this 
parcel can be included in the final design phase of this Project.  During final design, properties that require 
acquisition or will be impacted in any way will be identified.  Property areas and street access will also be 
determined, and property owners will be notified. 
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Response to Comment I-55.1 
Many alternatives have been considered for the SR 79 Realignment, as shown in Appendix J of the Final EIR/EIS 
(Exhibit H).  A similar alternative that ran along Marvin Hull Road and north along the San Diego Canal (4SR and 
1M) was carried forward for further analysis, but was ultimately eliminated from consideration.  The reasons this 
and alternatives were eliminated from discussion and analysis are described in Section 2.2.5 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment I-56.1 
The two Build alternatives that would be farther away from this property would be quieter, with less regional traffic, 
yet farther to travel to access the new SR 79 alignment to the north and south.  The two Build alternatives that 
would run closer to the property could provide easy on/off access to SR 79 north and south, but may cause more 
regional traffic and noise. 

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

The commenter does not raise any concerns with the Project’s environmental impacts or the analysis in the 
environmental document and no further response is required. 

 

Response to Comment I-56.2 
Build Alternative 1b with Refinements (1br) has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.  During final design, 
properties that require acquisition will be identified.  Property acquisition and relocation assistance and 
compensation are complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation 
advisor after Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a 
property.  A summary of the RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft 
EIR/EIS.   Additional information is available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

 

Response to Comment I-56.3 
Zoning is a prerogative of local government, in this case the City of San Jacinto. Neither the Caltrans nor RCTC 
would initiate any rezoning. 
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Response to Comment I-57.1 
Your support for Alternative 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I-57.2 
Information about the Mid County Parkway project is available at http://midcountyparkway.org/. The interchange 
with the realigned SR 79 would be designed by the Mid County Parkway project and would be in the vicinity of 
Sanderson Avenue. 

 

Response to Comment I-57.3 
Major roadway projects in western Riverside County, including the SR 79 Realignment and the Mid County 
Parkway, would improve traffic operations by providing limited-access highways that reduce the number of conflict 
points and the potential for accidents. The SR 79 Realignment would also provide a route that allows regional trucks 
to avoid local roads and separates local and regional traffic. 
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Response to Comment I-58.1 
Many alternatives have been considered for the SR 79 Realignment, as shown in Appendix J of the Final EIR/EIS 
(Exhibit H).  The reasons alternatives were eliminated from discussion and analysis are described in Section 2.2.5 of 
the Final EIR/EIS.  Additionally, technical studies available from the Project website at 
http://www.sr79project.info/library-links/technical-reports, document the detailed process of identifying alternatives 
for a realigned SR 79. 

 

Response to Comment I-58.2 
Your concerns regarding the noise on Florida Avenue have been included in the Project record. 

Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited specialists for 
all noise sensitive land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic 
noise. A Noise Study Report (NSR) was conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses and if traffic noise impacts 
are expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was prepared to assess the reasonability and feasibility 
of noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a traffic noise impact.  Finally, the project changes 
associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire noise evaluation is 
summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR. 

No specific concerns are raised with this analysis so no further response is possible. 

 

Response to Comment I-58.3 
Your concerns have been included in the Project record.  The city councils in both Hemet and San Jacinto have 
endorsed the Project and identified a Locally Preferred Alternative.  The planning departments of both cities have 
included those Locally Preferred Alternatives in their general plans.  Community impacts were analyzed in the 
environmental document.  No specific concerns with the analysis are raised so no further response is possible.  

 

Response to Comment I-58.4 
Your support of the Project, but concern about the proximity to the Four Seasons at Hemet community, has been 
included in the Project record. 

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I-58.5 
Although this comment does not raise an issue of environmental concern, it is noted that the Preferred Alternative, 
the SR 79 interchange at Florida Avenue, at its closest point, would be about 488 meters (1,601 feet, or 0.3 mile) 
from California Avenue. 
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Response to Comment I-59.1 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the purpose and need 
of the proposed Project.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the 
Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified 
as the Preferred Alternative.  Although the comment questions the need for the project, no specifics are provided 
and so no further response is possible. 

 

Response to Comment I-59.2 
Higher traffic volume does not necessarily mean higher emissions from a highway.  As discussed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, although traffic volume would increase after the Project is built, the traffic volume would increase 
regardless and the traffic conditions in the area would improve with the Project, which typically results in lower 
emissions.  Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions.  
As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Final EIR/EIS, MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be lower 
than existing conditions because of improvements in level of service and the use of cleaner vehicles in the future. 

 

Response to Comment I-59.3 
A goal of the Project is to reduce congestion and improve traffic flow. This would involve diverting some traffic 
from the principal commercial thoroughfares in Hemet and San Jacinto and onto the new, more direct alignment. 
Diverting regional traffic would improve conditions for pedestrians and local traffic, but could reduce the pass-by 
traffic on which some businesses depend. For businesses that do not depend on pass-by traffic, improved traffic 
conditions could increase patronage in local shops, resulting in a net benefit. The size of the Hemet-San Jacinto area 
would limit the potential for negative impacts on local businesses because the large economic base would continue 
to draw people to the area to purchase goods and services. A review of many bypass studies note that highway 
bypasses are seldom either devastating or the savior of a community business district (see the Environmental 
Consequences section of Section in the Final EIR/EIS). Shifting traffic from local routes can cause some existing 
businesses to turn over or relocate, but net economic impacts on the broader community are usually relatively small 
(positive or negative). A substantial amount of traffic would continue to use Florida Avenue and San Jacinto Street, 
which would provide a customer base for businesses that depend on pass-by traffic. Local businesses and residences 
along existing SR 79 would continue to be accessible, and the portion on Florida  Avenue would continue to be 
designated as a state highway (SR 74). 

 

Response to Comment I-59.4 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-60.1 
Your comments, which follow this introductory paragraph, are addressed individually in the following responses. 

 

Response to Comment I-60.2 
During discussions with the residents of the Four Seasons community the following points were presented to 
examine the concerns that they presented: 

 People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas 
 Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural noise 

barrier. 
 For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors.  Department noise policy 

specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a roadway. The 
nearest Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) away from realigned 
SR 79. 

 Given the distance, the traffic noise coming directly from the proposed highway is not expected to rise to the 
level of a traffic-noise impact to the Four Seasons at Hemet community. 

 Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 

 Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to the level of a traffic-noise impact. 

 The roadway would be audible.  However, based on the design year projected peak hour traffic volumes, 
noise levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact; approaching or exceeding the Noise 
Abatement Criteria (66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses. 

 

Response to Comment I-60.3 
Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental EIS 
according to applicable federal, state, and local regulations and guidance.  The analysis demonstrated that the 
Project conforms with the State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not 
expected.  Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. As 
shown in Section 3.2.6.3, MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be lower than existing conditions 
because of improvement in level of service with the Build alternatives and the use of cleaner vehicles in the future.  
Terrain features and meteorological conditions would have the same effects on highway emissions with or without 
the Project.  The Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease vehicle emissions in the Project area.   

 

Response to Comment I-60.4 
Potential alignments for the Project have been studied extensively since 1991.   Alternatives to the east were 
eliminated in 2005.  For more information, see the 2005 Q&A Fact Sheet, which is available from the Project 
website at: http://www.sr79project.info/uploads/media_items/q-a-fact-sheet-2-october-2005-1.original.pdf.  See also 
the responses to Comments I-40.1 and I-51.1. 

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-61.1 
During discussions with the residents of the Four Seasons community the following points were presented to 
examine the concerns that they presented: 

 People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas 
 Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural noise 

barrier. 
 For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors.  Department noise policy 

specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a roadway. The 
nearest Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) away from realigned 
SR 79. 

 Given the distance, the traffic noise coming directly from the proposed highway is not expected to rise to the 
level of a traffic-noise impact to the Four Seasons at Hemet community. 

 Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 

 Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to thelevel of a traffic-noise impact. 

 The roadway would be audible.  However, based on the design year projected peak hour traffic volumes, 
noise levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact; approaching or exceeding the Noise 
Abatement Criteria (66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses. 

Response to Comment I-61.2 
Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS according to applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and guidance.  The analysis demonstrated that the Project conforms with the 
State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not expected.    Health impacts to 
nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3, 
MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be lower than existing conditions because of improvement in 
level of service with the Build alternatives and the use of cleaner vehicles in the future.  Terrain features and 
meteorological conditions would have the same effects on highway emissions with or without the Project.  The 
Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease vehicle emissions in the Project area, so air quality in 
the surrounding area would be expected to improve. 
 
The commenter states that assumptions were made and that those assumptions need to be challenged, but does not 
provide any specifics so no further response is possible.  
 
Response to Comment I-61.3 
Regional and local air quality and toxic impacts were evaluated in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental EIS 
according to applicable federal, state, and local regulations and guidance. The analysis demonstrated that the Project 
conforms with the State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not expected.  
Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in 
Section 3.2.6.3, MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be lower than existing conditions because of 
improvement in level of service with the Build alternatives and the use of cleaner vehicles in the future. 
Terrain features and meteorological conditions would have the same effects on highway emissions with or without 
the Project. The Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease vehicle emissions in the Project area, 
so air quality in the surrounding area would be expected to improve. 



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 

218 | K - 1  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-61.4 
Potential alignments for the Project have been studied extensively since 1991. Alternatives to the east were 
eliminated in 2005. For more information, see the 2005 Q&A Fact Sheet available at: 
http://www.sr79project.info/uploads/media_items/q-a-fact-sheet-2-october-2005-1.original.pdf. See also the 
responses to Comments I-40.1 and I-51.1. 

 

Response to Comment I-61.5 
Realigned SR 79 would cross Florida Avenue about 0.5 kilometers (0.3 mile) east of California Avenue.  It would 
not impact California Avenue other than to move some through traffic from Florida Avenue to the realigned SR 79.  
For example, in 2040 without the Project, traffic on Florida Avenue between Winchester Road and Warren Road 
would average 63,200 vehicles a day.  With the Project, that number would decrease to 32,100 vehicles, or roughly 
half the traffic that would be there otherwise.  More comprehensive traffic data are available in Section 3.1.6 
(Volume 1) of the Final EIR/EIS.  As part of the alternatives selection process, 91 segments between Domenigoni 
Parkway and Gilman Springs Road were identified., and the reason each was retained or rejected, are detailed in 
several technical studies available from the Project website at: http://www.sr79project.info/library-links/technical-
reports.  Of particular interest might be Final Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for Preliminary Agreement, 
June 2004, and Supplemental Information for Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for Updated Preliminary 
Agreement, May 2005. Similar alignments compared to the one proposed were analyzed. Please refer to Section 
2.2.5 for details on alternatives considered but eliminated. 

 

Response to Comment I-61.6 
Alternative 1br has been selected as the Preferred Alternative for the proposed SR 79 Realignment Project.  During 
the design phase of the Project, the number of parcels affected would be determined, with the potential to range 
between 120-200 affected parcels.  However, there will be only a small number of residential properties affected 
which may require acquisition and relocation.  The impact parcel land uses vary from agricultural to commercial 
and industrial, and undeveloped land.  The housing stock available in the neighboring communities will be 
sufficient for finding comparable replacement dwellings.  Alternative alignments farther east of those in the Draft 
EIR/EIS were reviewed and eliminated in a number of early studies that are available from the Project website at: 
http://www.sr79project.info/library-links/technical-reports.  The Project will comply with noise, air quality, and 
other requirements that protect the public health and welfare.  The purpose of the project is not capture land, but is 
to achieve the objectives discussed in Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS.



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 

219 | K - 1  

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-61.7 
Shifting SR 79 1,000 feet to the east would position the alignment too close, or on top of, the San Diego Canal, 
which would not be acceptable to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD).  The process used 
to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.   

 
Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited specialists for 
all noise sensitive land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic 
noise. A Noise Study Report (NSR) was conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses and if traffic noise impacts 
are expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was prepared to assess the reasonability and feasibility 
of noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a traffic noise impact.Finally, the project changes 
associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire noise evaluation is 
summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR.  

The noise evaluation found that noise levels with Build Alternative 1br would approach or exceed the NAC at 
nearly all studied locations.Based on the studies completed to date, the Department intends to incorporate noise 
abatement in the form of six noise barriers with average heights ranging between 8 and 14 ft. and a total length of 
22,013 ft. Calculations indicate that these noise barriers will substantially reduce noise levels. Calculations based on 
preliminary design data indicate that feasible and reasonable barriers will substantially reduce noise levels for 369 to 
432 residences at an estimated total cost of $19.03 to $22.11 million. 
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Response to Comment I-62.1 
Your opposition to Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-63.1 
Your opposition to Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-64.1 
Your opposition to Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-65.1 
Your opposition to Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-66.1 
Your opposition to Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-67.1 
Your opposition to Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-68.1 
Your opposition to Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-69.1 
Your opposition to Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-70.1 
The Department and RCTC are working to provide solutions to the issues with the current proposed alignment of 
SR 79 that satisfy the needs of all residents in the San Jacinto Valley. 

 

Response to Comment I-70.2 
During discussions with the residents of the Four Seasons community the following points were presented to 
examine the concerns that they presented: 

 People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas 
 Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural 

noise barrier. 
 For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors. Department noise policy 

specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a roadway. The 
nearest Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) away from realigned 
SR 79. 

 Given the distance, the traffic noise coming directly from the proposed highway is not expected to rise to the 
level of a traffic-noise impact to the Four Seasons at Hemet community. 

 Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 

 Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to the level of a traffic-noise impact. 

 The roadway would be audible. However, based on the design year projected peak hour traffic volumes, 
noise levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact; approaching or exceeding the Noise 
Abatement Criteria (66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses. 

 

Response to I-70.3 
Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited specialists for 
all noise sensitive land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic 
noise. A Noise Study Report (NSR) was conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses and if traffic noise impacts 
are expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was prepared to assess the reasonability and feasibility 
of noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a traffic noise impact. Finally, the project changes 
associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire noise evaluation is 
summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR.  

The noise evaluation found that noise levels with Build Alternative 1br (including Design Option 1b1) would 
approach or exceed the NAC at nearly all studied locations. Based on the studies completed to date, the Department 
intends to incorporate noise abatement in the form of six noise barriers with average heights ranging between 8 and 
14 ft. and a total length of 22,013 ft. Calculations indicate that these noise barriers will substantially reduce noise 
levels. Calculations based on preliminary design data indicate that feasible and reasonable barriers will substantially 
reduce noise levels for 369 to 432 residences at an estimated total cost of $19.03 to $22.11 million. 
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Response to Comment I-70.4 
Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS according to applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and guidance.  The analysis demonstrated that the Project conforms with the 
State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not expected.  Health impacts to 
nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3, 
MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be lower than existing conditions because of improvement in 
level of service with the Build alternatives and the use of cleaner vehicles in the future.  Terrain features and 
meteorological conditions would have the same effects on highway emissions with or without the Project.  The 
Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease vehicle emissions in the Project area, so air quality in 
the surrounding area would be expected to improve. 
 
Response to Comment I-70.5 
Elevated vehicle and air toxics emissions often occur where traffic congestion is characterized by idling or slow 
moving vehicles.  The Project has been designed to improve traffic conditions in the study area and, therefore, is 
expected to reduce congestion, which would improve air quality.  Although traffic volume would increase with the 
Project compared to existing conditions, emissions would be lower than the existing conditions because most 
vehicles that use the new roadway would be cleaner and more fuel efficient as a result of federal mandates.   In 
addition, the Project Build alternatives would have fewer vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and improved traffic 
conditions over the No Build Alternative, which would result in lower air pollutant emissions.  Health impacts to 
nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions.  As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of 
the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental EIS, the MSAT emissions from the Project would be lower than the 
existing conditions or the emissions in the future without the Project. 
 
Response to Comment I-70.6 
This comment about visual impacts has been included in the Project record but does not raise any specific concerns 
and so no further response is possible. 
 
Response to Comment I-70.7 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
A corridor to the east of those analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS (the Eastern Corridor) was eliminated from 
consideration for a number of reasons, including the need to acquire a large number of homes and businesses, 
concern about airport operations, particularly during the fire season, avoiding the San Diego Canal, and impacts to 
sensitive environmental and cultural resources.   The proposed interchange at Florida Avenue was moved as far east 
as possible while minimizing impacts to the Hemet Channel Floodplain (see Figure 3.2-4 [Volume 1 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS]).  More information is available in the 2005 Project Q&A Fact Sheet, which is available from the Project 
website: http://www.sr79project.info/uploads/media_items/q-a-fact-sheet-2-october-2005-1.original.pdf 
 
Response to Comment I-70.8 
Your description of the realigned SR 79 paralleling Florida Avenue is accurate for Build Alternatives 1a and 1b.  
Build Alternative 1br has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Alternative analysis balanced the constraints 
of the San Diego Canal, sensitive vernal pools, and the desire to have the Florida Avenue interchange moved 
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Response to Comment I-70.9 
These concerns regarding noise barriers and other issues have been included in the Project record. 

Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited specialists for 
all noise sensitive land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic 
noise. A Noise Study Report (NSR) was conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses and if traffic noise impacts 
are expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was prepared to assess the reasonability and feasibility 
of noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a traffic noise impact. Finally, the project changes 
associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire noise evaluation is 
summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR.  

The noise evaluation found that noise levels with Build Alternative 1br (including Design Option 1b1) would 
approach or exceed the NAC at nearly all studied locations. Based on the studies completed to date, the Department 
intends to incorporate noise abatement in the form of six noise barriers with average heights ranging between 8 and 
14 ft. and a total length of 22,013 ft. Calculations indicate that these noise barriers will substantially reduce noise 
levels. Calculations based on preliminary design data indicate that feasible and reasonable barriers will substantially 
reduce noise levels for 369 to 432 residences at an estimated total cost of $19.03 to $22.11 million. 

Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS according to applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and guidance.  The analysis demonstrated that the Project conforms with the 
State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not expected.  Health impacts to 
nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3, 
MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be lower than existing conditions because of improvement in 
level of service with the Build alternatives and the use of cleaner vehicles in the future.  Terrain features and 
meteorological conditions would have the same effects on highway emissions with or without the Project.  The 
Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease vehicle emissions in the Project area, so air quality in 
the surrounding area would be expected to improve. 

 
Response to Comment I-70.10 
Your opposition to all of the proposed Build alternatives has been included in the Project record. 
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Response to Comment I-71.1 
Your support of Design Option 1b1 has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 

233 | K - 1  

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-72.1 
Although the deadline for review comments on the Draft EIR/EIS was March 25, 2013, formal comments were 
accepted for an additional two weeks in response to this request and others from the community.  Comments on the 
Project will continue to be accepted until a decision is made and published in the Record of Decision (ROD). 

Formal public outreach began in 2004 with a series of Q&A Fact Sheets that were distributed to the public at critical 
points in the project development process.  The first in the series of fact sheets showed that the easternmost corridor 
under consideration ran near Sanderson Avenue.  By the 2005 fact sheet, this eastern corridor had been eliminated 
due to public concerns about impacts to homes, businesses, and schools.  The fact sheets and other early public 
outreach efforts are available from the Project website at: http://www.sr79project.info/library-links  The two public 
hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS were only the latest in a series of outreach efforts that have characterized the Project. 
Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS include summaries of public outreach efforts prior to circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment I-73.1 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  In general, the topics raised by this commenter were 
analyzed, but the commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis. 

Response to Comment I-73.2 
Elevated vehicle and air toxics emissions often occur where traffic congestion is characterized by idling or slow 
moving vehicles. The Project has been designed to improve traffic conditions in the study area and, therefore, is 
expected to reduce congestion, which would improve air quality. Although traffic volume would increase with the 
Project compared to existing conditions, emissions would be lower than the existing conditions because most 
vehicles that use the new roadway would be cleaner and more fuel efficient as a result of federal mandates. In 
addition, the Project Build Alternative would have fewer vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and improved traffic 
conditions from the No Build Alternative, which would result in lower air pollutant emissions. Health impacts to 
nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of 
the Final EIR/EIS, the MSAT emissions from the Project would be lower than the existing conditions or the 
emissions in the future without the Project. 

Response to Comment I-73.3 
Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural noise 
barrier. For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors. See also the response to 
Comment I-60.2. 

Response to Comment I-73.4 
Overpasses would be no higher than needed to provide clearance for the road beneath, but they are required for a 
limited-access highway, which would be safer than at-grade intersections. 

Response to Comment I-73.5 
Your concern has been included in the Project record.  Please refer to Section 3.1.4.2 of the Final EIR/EIS for a 
discussion of property values.  Per that section, "In undeveloped zones, commercial land value may increase 
significantly as use changes from agricultural to commercial. In the case of residential property development in 
undeveloped zones, the value of a development on the town side of a bypass was found not to differ appreciably 
from that in the city at large unless the undeveloped property had poor highway access (WSTC 1980). The value of 
potential residential development on the other side of the bypass might be less because the undeveloped zone is 
perceived to be cut off from town (Portland 1999)."  This comment does not raise any specific issue with this 
analysis, so no further response is possible. 

Response to Comment I-73.6 
A goal of the Project is to reduce congestion and improve traffic flow.  This would involve diverting some traffic 
from the principal commercial thoroughfares in Hemet and San Jacinto and onto the new, more direct alignment.   
Diverting regional traffic would improve conditions for pedestrians and local traffic, but could reduce the pass-by 
traffic on which some businesses depend.  For businesses that do not depend on pass-by traffic, improved traffic 
conditions could increase patronage in local shops, resulting in a net benefit.  The size of the Hemet-San Jacinto 
area would limit the potential for negative impacts on local businesses because the large economic base would 
continue to draw people to the area to purchase goods and services.  A review of many bypass studies note that 
highway bypasses are seldom either devastating or the savior of a community business district (see the 
Environmental Consequences section of Section 3.1.4 in the Draft EIR/EIS).  Shifting traffic from local routes can 
cause some existing businesses to turn over or relocate, but net economic impacts on the broader community are 
usually relatively small (positive or negative).  A substantial amount of traffic would continue to use Florida 
Avenue and San Jacinto Street, which would provide a customer base for businesses that depend on pass-by traffic.  
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Local businesses and residences along existing SR 79 would continue to be accessible, and the portion on Florida 
Avenue would continue to be designated as a state highway (SR 74). 
 

Response to Comment I-73.7 
Your concern that too much money has already been spent on the SR 79 Realignment has been included in the 
Project record.  The comment does not raise any issue related to the environmental document or the potential 
environmental impacts of the Project, so no further response is required. 

Response to Comment I-73.8 
We are sorry that there were not enough of them.  All written comments, whether on a comment card, in a letter, or 
in an email, as well as verbal comments provided to the hearing reporter at the public hearings, have received the 
same careful consideration. 

Response to Comment I-73.9 
The purpose of the proposed Project, detailed in Section 1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to: 

 To improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 

 To improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and 
upgrading the facility 

 To allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 To reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 

Achieving the stated purpose of the Project would require a limited-access highway. Currently, Warren Road 
provides local access to adjacent homes and businesses. To convert Warren Road to a limited- access facility (even a 
partially limited-access facility such as one using K-rails) would require restricting access to the adjacent homes and 
businesses. K-rails would restrict access for local users while occasioning higher speeds, higher traffic volumes, and 
other operational and safety trade-offs. This is part of why the Department identified the need for a limited-access 
expressway on a new alignment to address the congestion and traffic problems on existing SR 79 between Newport 
Road to Gilman Springs Road. 
 
Response to Comment I-73.10 
As early as the Route Concept Report in 1992 (http://www.sr79project.info/uploads/media_items/route-concept-
report-1992.original.pdf), the Department identified the need for a limited-access expressway on a new SR 79 
alignment to address local traffic congestion and traffic problems on existing SR 79 from Newport Road to Gilman 
Springs Road.   Conversion of Warren Road to a limited-access expressway would not be practicable because most 
or all of the homes and businesses along Warren Road would no longer have access and would need to be acquired.  
The same would hold true for Sanderson Avenue.  Shifting traffic from local roads can cause some existing 
businesses to turn over or relocate, but net economic impacts on the broader community are usually relatively small 
(positive or negative).  A substantial amount of traffic would remain on Florida Avenue and San Jacinto Street, 
which would provide a customer base for businesses that depend on pass-by traffic. More information is available in 
the Environmental Consequences part of Section 3.1.4 in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-74.1 
The Project’s need is discussed in the Final EIR/EIS, which includes more than just addressing future traffic 
conditions.  Although the commenter disagrees with the projected future traffic conditions, they are based on growth 
identified in the general plans.  

 

Response to Comment I-74.2 
The purpose of the proposed Project, detailed in Section 1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to: 

 To improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 

 To improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and 
upgrading the facility 

 To allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 To reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 

Southbound traffic on Sanderson Avenue, Warren Road, and State Street currently uses SR 79 south of Florida 
Avenue to Murrieta and Temecula.  The SR 79 Realignment Project in San Jacinto and Hemet would not affect 
traffic operations in Murrieta and Temecula because these cities are 25 to 30 miles away, via two separate freeways 
(I-215 and I-15). 
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Response to Comment I-75.1 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment I-75.2 
Your concern that the Project would change the countryside character of your neighborhood has been included in 
the Project record.  Community impacts were analyzed in the FEIR/FEIS.  No specific concerns with this analysis 
are raised and so no further response is possible. 
 
Response to Comment I-75.3 
The air quality analysis for the Project compared existing emission levels to projected emissions with the Project 
(Build Alternatives) and without the Project (No Build).  Terrain features and meteorological conditions would have 
the same effect on highway emissions with or without the Project.  As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Final 
EIR/EIS, the Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease the vehicle emissions in the Project area, 
air quality would improve regardless of the terrain or meteorological conditions.   
The roadway would be audible.  However, based on the design year's projected peak hour traffic volumes, noise levels 
are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact – approaching or exceeding the Noise Abatement Criteria (66-67 
dBA) for residential land uses.  The entire noise evaluation is summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR. 
 
Response to Comment I-75.4 
The Project would reduce traffic on local streets. For example, in 2040 without the Project, traffic on Florida 
between Winchester Road and Warren Road would average 63,200 vehicles a day. With the realignment, that would 
decrease to 32,400 vehicles, or roughly half the traffic that would be there otherwise. Traffic on Warren Road 
between Florida Avenue and Devonshire Avenue would decrease from 17,000 vehicles a day to 2,000 vehicles a 
day. More comprehensive traffic data are available in Section 3.1.6 Final EIR/ EIS. Your belief that the realigned 
highway would increase crime in Hemet has been included in the Project record, but no evidence supporting your 
belief was provided and no further response is possible. 
 
Response to Comment I-75.5 
Your concern that the Project would impact your views of the landscape has been included in the Project record.  
Visual impacts were analyzed in the FEIR/FEIS.  No specific concerns with this analysis are raised and so no 
further response is possible. 
 
Response to Comment I-75.6 
Widening Warren Road and having traffic signals would not address the issues specified in the Purpose and Need 
for the SR 79 Realignment Project. The purpose of the Project, included in Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to:  

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley  
 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 

the facility  
 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 
 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-75.7 
Your concerns about limited benefits to the community and your belief in more beneficial investment opportunities 
have been included in the Project record.  The comment does not raise any issue related to the environmental 
document or the potential environmental impacts of the Project, so no further response is required.
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Response to Comment I-76.1 
People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas; 

 Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural noise 
barrier. 

 For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors.  Department noise policy 
specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a roadway.  The 
nearest Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) away from realigned 
SR 79. 

 Given the distance, the traffic noise coming directly from the proposed highway is not expected to rise to the 
level of a traffic-noise impact to the Four Seasons at Hemet community. 

 Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 

 Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to the level of a traffic-noise impact. 

 The roadway would be audible.  However, based on the design year projected peak hour traffic volumes, 
noise levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact; approaching or exceeding the Noise 
Abatement Criteria (66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses. 

Although noise levels within a few hundred feet of a roadway might experience noise impacts, there would not be a 
comparable effect on more distant locations, such as the Four Seasons at Hemet community.  The entire noise 
evaluation is summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR. 

 

Response to Comment I-76.2 
Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental EIS 
according to applicable federal, state, and local regulations and guidance.  The analysis demonstrated that the 
Project conforms with the State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not 
expected.  Air quality analysis was not performed for a specific location or community because this level of analysis 
is not typically required under NEPA or CEQA for a transportation project.   Health impacts to nearby residents and 
other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions . As shown in Section 3.2.6.3, MSAT emissions from 
the Build alternatives would be lower than existing conditions because of improvement in level of service with the 
Build alternatives and the use of cleaner vehicles in the future.  Terrain features and meteorological conditions 
would have the same effects on highway emissions with or without the Project.  The Project is expected to improve 
traffic conditions and decrease vehicle emissions in the Project area.   

 

Response to Comment I-76.3 
The purpose of the proposed Project does not include bringing business to Hemet. The purpose, included in Section 
1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to: 

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 
the facility 

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 
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Response to Comment I-77.1 
The air quality analysis for the Project compared existing emission levels to projected emissions with the Project 
(Build Alternatives) and without the Project (No Build). Terrain features and meteorological conditions would have 
the same effect on highway emissions with or without the Project. Because the Project is expected to improve traffic 
conditions and decrease the vehicle emissions in the Project area, air quality would improved regardless of the 
terrain or meteorological conditions. The roadway would be audible. However, based on the design year's projected 
peak hour traffic volumes, noise levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact – approaching or 
exceeding the Noise Abatement Criteria (66- 67 dBA) for residential land uses.  The commenter does not raise any 
specific concerns with the analysis provided, and so no further response is possible. 

 

Response to Comment I-77.2 
As early as the Route Concept Report in 1992 (http://www.sr79project.info/uploads/media_items/route-concept-
report-1992.original.pdf), the Department identified the need for a limited-access expressway on a new SR 79 
alignment to address the local traffic congestion and traffic problems on existing SR 79 from Newport Road to 
Gilman Springs Road.  Conversion of Warren Road to a limited-access expressway would not address the issues 
specified in the Purpose and Need for the SR 79 Realignment Project. The purpose of the Project, included in 
Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to:  

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley  

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 
the facility 

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 
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Response to Comment I-78.1 
The noise from the Build Alternatives would result in higher noise levels (roughly the equivalent of a dishwasher heard from the next 
room) at Four Seasons.  However, Build Alternative 1br has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative eliminates 
the interchange at Tres Cerritos Ave and the removal of the on/off ramps near the back gate of Four Seasons. 

Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited specialists for all noise sensitive 
land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic noise. A Noise Study Report (NSR) was 
conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses and if traffic noise impacts are expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) 
was prepared to assess the reasonability and feasibility of noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a traffic noise 
impact.  Finally, the project changes associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire 
noise evaluation is summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR. 

 

Response to Comment I-78.2 
Elevated vehicle and air toxics emissions often occur where traffic congestion is characterized by idling or slow moving vehicles. The 
Project has been designed to improve traffic conditions in the study area and, therefore, is expected to reduce congestion, which would 
improve air quality. Although traffic volume would increase with the Project compared to existing conditions, emissions would be 
lower than the existing conditions because most vehicles that use the new roadway would be cleaner and more fuel efficient as a result 
of federal mandates. In addition, the Project Build alternatives would have fewer vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and improved traffic 
conditions from the No Build Alternative, which would result in lower air pollutant emissions. Health impacts to nearby residents and 
other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Final EIR/EIS, the MSAT 
emissions from the Project would be lower than the existing conditions or the emissions in the future without the Project. 

Commenter does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis and further response is possible 
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Response to Comment I-78.3 
Build Alternative 1b with Refinements (1br) has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. During final design, 
properties that require acquisition will be identified. Property acquisition is based on fair market value and 
availability of comparable replacement housing in the vicinity.   Property acquisition and relocation assistance and 
compensation are complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation 
advisor after Caltrans determines whether it needs to acquire a property. A summary of the Department's Relocation 
Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS. Additional information is available 
from the following websites: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

 

Response to Comment I-78.4 
The interchanges north and south of the Four Seasons at Hemet community, Florida Avenue and Esplanade Avenue, 
would serve the local traffic that currently uses these roads. Large increases in traffic volume are not expected on 
local streets as part of this Project. 

 

Response to Comment I-78.5 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-79.1 
Although the deadline for review comments on the Draft EIR/EIS was March 25, 2013, formal comments were 
accepted for an additional two weeks in response to this request and others from the community. 
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Response to I-80.1 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Rebuilding and widening Warren Road would not 
address the issues specified in the Purpose and Need for the SR 79 Realignment Project. The purpose, included in 
Section 1.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, is to:  

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley  

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 
the facility  

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads  

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 

While the Commenter suggests that there is "very little" regional traffic passing through Hemet, SR 79 is a state 
highway for carrying through traffic. As the San Jacinto Valley continues to develop, SR 79 will carry even more 
regional traffic that is passing through the communities of Hemet and San Jacinto.
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Response to Comment I-81.1 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  
Public scoping and other meetings were held in 2004 and 2005.  By council resolution, the City of Hemet identified 
a Locally Preferred Alternative in 2008. 

Response to Comment I-81.2 
Elevated vehicle and air toxic emissions often occur where traffic congestion is characterized by idling or slow 
moving vehicles. The Project has been designed to improve traffic conditions in the study area and, therefore, is 
expected to reduce congestion, which would improve air quality. The Project Build Alternative would have fewer 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and improved traffic conditions over the No Build Alternative, which would result in 
lower air pollutant emissions. Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to 
Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) emissions.   As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, in the project 
study area the MSAT emissions from the Project would be lower than the existing conditions or emissions in the 
future without the Project. 
The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis and no further response is possible. 

Response to Comment I-81.3 
The studies prepared specifically to address the range of effects for the SR 79 Realignment Project are available 
from the Project website at http://www.sr79project.info/library-links. The list includes more than 50 studies dating 
to the early 1990s. The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis and no further response is 
possible. 

Response to Comment I-81.4 
Representatives of the Four Seasons contacted the SR-79 project team to discuss the impacts that the project might 
have on their community. Open meetings were arranged and held, summaries of public meetings can be found in 
Section 5.3.2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  During discussions with the residents of the Four Seasons community the 
following points were presented to examine the concerns that they presented: 

 People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas 
 Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural 

noise barrier. 
 For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors.  Department noise 

policy specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a 
roadway.  The nearest Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) 
away from realigned SR 79. 

 Given the distance, the traffic noise coming directly from the proposed highway is not expected to rise to 
the level of a traffic-noise impact to the Four Seasons at Hemet community. 

 Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 

 Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to the level of a traffic-noise impact. 

 The roadway would be audible.  However, based on the design year projected peak hour traffic volumes, 
noise levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact; approaching or exceeding the Noise 
Abatement Criteria (66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses. 
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Response to Comment I-82.1 
Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental 
DEIS according to applicable federal, state, and local regulations and guidance. The analysis demonstrated that the 
Project conforms with the State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not 
expected. Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. 
Although quantitative health risks were not evaluated for the Project, a quantitative emissions burden analysis was 
performed to demonstrate the emissions trend in the Project study area. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Fianl 
EIR/EIS, MSAT emissions from the Project would be lower than existing conditions or without the Project in the 
future because the Project would improve traffic conditions and vehicles will be cleaner and more fuel efficient. In 
addition, according to the California Air Resources Board Air Quality Land Use Handbook (ARB, 2005), studies 
have been conducted for Southern California highways to evaluate health risks due to highway traffic. In these 
studies, an association between traffic-related emissions with adverse health effects was present up to 1,000 feet and 
was strongest within 300 feet of the highway. 

Because the Four Seasons at Hemet community would be located more than 1,000 feet from the Project, exposure 
and risks associated with traffic-related emissions would be substantially the same as other areas that are farther 
away. 

 

Response to Comment I-82.2 
Your concern that homeless persons would be found around businesses that might be built near the Project has been 
included in the Project record. The commenter does not present any evidence supporting this claim, and so no 
response is possible.  Zoning and the potential for future development outside of the Project's right-of-way is the 
prerogative of the local government. Neither the Caltrans nor RCTC would initiate any rezoning.
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Response to Comment I-83.1 
The purpose of the Project does not include attracting a warehouse complex to San Jacinto.  The purpose of the 
Project, as discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, is:  

 To improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley  

 To improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and 
upgrading the facility  

 To allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads  

 To reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads  

Diverting traffic to the west through Homeland would not address issues of north-south traffic in the San Jacinto 
Valley. 

Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited specialists for 
all noise sensitive land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic 
noise. A Noise Study Report (NSR) was conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses and if traffic noise impacts 
are expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was prepared to assess the reasonability and feasibility 
of noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a traffic noise impact.  Finally, the project changes 
associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire noise evaluation is 
summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR.  

Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS according to applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and guidance.  The analysis demonstrated that the Project conforms with the 
State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not expected.  Air quality analysis was 
not performed for a specific location or community because this level of analysis is not typically required under 
NEPA or CEQA for a transportation project.  Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would 
be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3, MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be 
lower than existing conditions because of improvement in level of service with the Build alternatives.  Terrain 
features and meteorological conditions would have the same effects on highway emissions with or without the 
Project.  The Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease vehicle emissions in the Project area, so 
air quality in the surrounding area would be expected to improve. 

The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis, so no further response is possible. 
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Response to Comment I-84.1 
The aerial images used in the Draft EIR/EIS were acquired in June 2009, so they do not show development changes 
after that date.  However, the Project is aware of the ongoing development and has incorporated it into the analysis.  
The Project would involve moving some traffic from the principal commercial thoroughfares in Hemet and San 
Jacinto to realigned SR 79.  Moving traffic from local roads can cause some existing businesses to turn over or 
relocate, but net economic impacts on the broader community are usually relatively small (positive or negative).  This 
topic is addressed at more depth in the Environmental Consequences portion of Section 3.1.4 in the Recirculated 
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS).  The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis and no 
further response is possible. 

 

 

Response to Comment I-84.2 
A variety of sources have and will provide funding for the Project, including federal, state, and local sources, as 
described in Section 1.1.1.2 of the Final EIR/EIS. The current Project schedule is available on the Project website at 
http://www.sr79project.info/schedule. 

 

Response to Comment I-84.3 
During bridge construction, Devonshire Avenue access may be restricted temporarily (approximately 9 to 12 
months), but it is likely that temporary access would be designed to detour around the bridge construction.   A 
detailed Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared during the plans, specifications, and estimate 
(PS&E) phase of the Project once staged construction and traffic-handling details have been developed. The TMP 
will be based on refinements to construction sequencing and other construction activities. Specific improvements to 
local roads, detours, etc. will be determined at that time. 

Florida Avenue traffic volumes would be reduced significantly (30 to 50 percent) between Winchester Road and 
Sanderson Avenue with the realignment, so traffic conditions would improve once the Project is open to the public. 
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Response to Comment I-85.1 
The realignment of SR 79 would move regional traffic south of existing SR 79 (Florida Avenue), thus farther from 
your home on Mayfair Lane.   Trucks that currently use Interstate 215 and State Route 60 would continue to use 
those routes.  Trucks that currently use SR 79, but divert to Sanderson Avenue and Warren Road to avoid 
congestion or other problems on portions of SR 79 in San Jacinto and Hemet, would use realigned SR 79 instead of 
diverting to these local roads. 

Using the project funds for the maintenance  of SR 74 from the I-215 east to East Hemet, would not meet the 
purpose and need of the Project.  The purpose of the Project, included in Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to:  

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley  

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 
the facility  

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 
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Response to Comment I-86.1 
Your support for Project Alternative 2b1 is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I-86.2 
For information regarding relocation and community impacts, please refer to Section 3.1.2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  To 
provide uniform and equitable treatment for persons whose property is acquired for public use, Congress passed the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, and amended it in 1987 (the 
"Uniform Act").  Rules for the Uniform Act were published in the Federal Register in 2005 and are reprinted each 
year in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Title 49, Part 24.  The Uniform Act rules govern acquisition of real 
property for the Project.   If the Project must to acquire a property, or a portion of it, a qualified appraiser would 
make an appointment to inspect the property.   The appraiser would be responsible for determining the initial fair 
market value of the property.   The landowner, or a representative designated by the landowner, would be invited to 
accompany the appraiser when the appraiser inspects the property.   Any unusual or hidden features of the property 
that the appraiser could overlook, such as those mentioned in this comment, could be pointed out at this time. The 
acquisition process is explained at: 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/practitioners/uniform_act/acquisition/real_property.cfm 
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Responses to Comments Cards Submitted at Public Meetings 
 

 

Response to Comment I-87.1 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I-88.1 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I-89.1 
Trucks that currently use Interstate 215 and State Route 60 to travel between I-15 and I-10 or other destinations 
would continue to use those routes.  Trucks that currently use SR 79, but divert to Sanderson Avenue and Warren 
Road to avoid congestion or other problems on portions of SR 79 in San Jacinto and Hemet, would use realigned SR 
79 instead of diverting to these local roads. 

Response to Comment I-89.2 
The Project would reduce congestion and improve traffic flow. This would involve removing some regional traffic 
from the principal commercial thoroughfares in Hemet and San Jacinto.  For businesses that depend on pass-by 
customers, a substantial amount of traffic would continue to use Florida Avenue and San Jacinto Street and would 
provide a customer base. For businesses that do not depend on pass-by traffic, improved traffic conditions could 
increase patronage, resulting in a net benefit. Shifting traffic from local routes can cause some existing businesses to 
turn over or relocate, but net economic impacts on the broader community are usually relatively small (positive or 
negative).  This is discussed in Section of the Final EIR/EIS. The commenter does not raise any specific concerns 
with the analysis and no further response is possible 

Response to Comment I-89.3 
The Project would improve traffic conditions and decrease the vehicle emissions in the Project area.  Your home 
within the Four Seasons at Hemet community would be more than 305 meters (1,000 feet) away from the Project, 
and any incidental particulates from the roadway would be substantially at levels similar to other areas that would 
be farther away.  These impacts were analyzed and the commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the 
analysis, so no further response is possible. 

Response to Comment I-89.4 
Caltrans' basic approach to the SR 79 realignment specifies a limited-access expressway. Converting an existing 
road such as Sanderson Avenue, San Jacinto Street, or Florida Avenue to a limited-access expressway would require 
acquisition of the large number of homes and businesses that line the current right-of-way and would cause severe 
disruption to local east-west traffic due to the closure of most local roads. A variety of federal, state, and local 
sources provide funding for the Project, as described in Section 1.1.1.2 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment I-90.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-91.1 
The Project would move some of the regional traffic that now uses Warren Road and Sanderson Avenue to 
realigned SR 79. Your support has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-92.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-93.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  The proposed project is anticipated to be 
open to the public in the year 2020, with an approximate construction duration of 39 months. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-94.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-95.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-96.1 
Your concern that the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange would be a waste of taxpayer money has been included in 
the Project record. The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process 
used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-97.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. Access to SR 79 would be at 
Esplanade Avenue or Florida Avenue. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-98.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-99.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-100.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-101.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-102.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-103.1 
Your preferences for Design Option 1b1 and the removal of the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange have been 
included in the Project record. The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-104.1 
Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project record. The Tres Cerritos 
Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-105.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. One benefit of the Project would be the removal 
of regional traffic from Sanderson Avenue. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-106.1 
Your support of better roads in and out of the San Jacinto Valley has been included in the Project record. The 
process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 
2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-107.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-108.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-109.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-110.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-111.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative.  The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-112.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-113.1 
Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project record. The Tres Cerritos 
Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-114.1 
Your support of the Mid County Parkway is acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-115.1 
Your preference for removal of the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been included in the Project record. The 
Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-116.1 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-117.1 
Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange because of safety and concern that it would be a waste of 
taxpayer money has been included in the Project record. The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the 
Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the 
Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified 
as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-118.1 
Your opposition to the Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange because it would be incompatible with an equestrian area 
has been included in the Project record. The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred 
Alternative. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is 
described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-119.1 
Having SR 79 remain a highway and not a freeway would not address the issues specified in the Purpose and Need 
for the SR 79 Realignment Project. The purpose of the Project, included in Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to:  

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and 
upgrading the facility 

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 

The design concept for the realigned SR 79 is a limited-access expressway, so on-ramps and off-ramps would be 
needed.  The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative.  The process used to 
evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I-120.1 
See response to I-119.1. 

 

Response to Comment I-121.1 
Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS according the applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and guidance. Operation of the Project is not expected to cause adverse or 
significant air quality impacts, as demonstrated in the Draft EIR/EIS. Health risks due to transportation project are 
mostly attributed to diesel particulate matter (PM) emissions. A microscale particulate matter (PM) hot spot analysis 
was performed according to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
guidance in effect at the time of the study. The PM hot spot analysis demonstrated that the project would not cause 
significant localized impacts of PM (including diesel PM. In addition, a mobile source air toxic (MSAT) analysis 
was performed following the FHWA’s Interim Guidance Update on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents 
(FHWA, 2012), as discussed in Section 3.2.6.3. The analyses concluded that the project would have low potential of 
air toxic effects to the nearby receptors. A quantitative HRA analysis was not performed, as discussed in 
Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis of Section 3.2.6.3. 

 

Response to Comment I-121.2 
Representatives of the Four Seasons contacted the SR-79 project team to discuss the impacts that the project might 
have on their community. Open meetings were arranged and held, summaries of public meetings can be found in 
Section 5.3.2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  During discussions with the residents of the Four Seasons community the 
following points were presented to examine the concerns that they presented: 

 People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas 

 Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural 
noise barrier. 

 For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors.  Department noise 
policy specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a 
roadway.  The nearest Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) 
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away from realigned SR 79. 

 Given the distance, the traffic noise coming directly from the proposed highway is not expected to rise to 
the level of a traffic-noise impact to the Four Seasons at Hemet community. 

 Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 

 Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to the level of a traffic-noise impact. 

 The roadway would be audible.  However, based on the design year projected peak hour traffic volumes, 
noise levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact; approaching or exceeding the Noise 
Abatement Criteria (66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses. 

 

Response to Comment I-121.3 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange has been abandoned due to comments received. The process used to evaluate 
the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1brwas identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-122.1 
The Project would handle traffic that would pass through the valley whether or not the realignment is built. 
Forecasts show that air quality would improve, and no credible evidence exists that the Project would have any 
effect on crime. A goal of the Project is to reduce congestion and improve traffic flow. This would involve diverting 
some traffic from the principal commercial thoroughfares in Hemet and San Jacinto and onto the new, more direct 
alignment. Diverting regional traffic would improve conditions for pedestrians and local traffic, but could reduce the 
pass-by traffic on which some businesses depend. For businesses that do not depend on pass-by traffic, improved 
traffic conditions could increase patronage in local shops, resulting in a net benefit. The size of the Hemet-San 
Jacinto area would limit the potential for negative impacts on local businesses because the large economic base 
would continue to draw people to the area to purchase goods and services. A review of many bypass studies note 
that highway bypasses are seldom either devastating or the savior of a community business district (see the 
Environmental Consequences section of Section 3.1.4 in the Final EIR/EIS). Shifting traffic from local routes can 
cause some existing businesses to turn over or relocate, but net economic impacts on the broader community are 
usually relatively small (positive or negative). A substantial amount of traffic would continue to use Florida Avenue 
and San Jacinto Street, which would provide a customer base for businesses that depend on pass-by traffic. Local 
businesses and residences along existing SR 79 would continue to be accessible, and the portion on Florida Avenue 
would continue to be designated as a state highway (SR 74). 
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Response to Comment I-123.1 

During discussions with the residents of the Four Seasons community the following points were presented to 
examine the concerns that they presented: 

 People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas 

 Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural 
noise barrier. 

 For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors. Department noise 
policy specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a 
roadway. The nearest Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) 
away from realigned SR 79. 

 Given the distance, the traffic noise coming directly from the proposed highway is not expected to rise to 
the level of a traffic-noise impact to the Four Seasons at Hemet community. 

 Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 

 Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to the level of a traffic-noise impact. 

 The roadway would be audible. However, based on the design year projected peak hour traffic volumes, 
noise levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact; approaching or exceeding the Noise 
Abatement Criteria (66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses. 

Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS according to applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and guidance.  The analysis demonstrated that the Project conforms with the 
State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not expected.  Air quality analysis was 
not performed for a specific location or community because this level of analysis is not typically required under 
NEPA or CEQA for a transportation project.  Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would 
be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3, MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be 
lower than existing conditions because of improvement in level of service with the Build alternatives.  Terrain 
features and meteorological conditions would have the same effects on highway emissions with or without the 
Project.  The Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease vehicle emissions in the Project area, so 
air quality in the surrounding area would be expected to improve.  The comment does not raise any specific 
concerns with this analysis, and so no further response is possible. 

 

Response to Comment I-124.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to Comment I-125.1 
Your comments and concerns have been noted for the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative provides a bridge over 
Simpson Road so that east-west traffic can remain. 
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Response to Comment I-126.1 
Your support for Design Option 2b1 is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment I-126.2 
Your support for the Project with as many interchanges as practical has been included in the Project record.  
Locations of interchanges was determined based on the major streets and by meeting the Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual for a minimum of 1 mile spacing between interchanges.  This project proposes seven locations where full on 
and off ramps will be provided along the 12.5 mile corridor.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Interchange locations are identified by Build 
alternative in Table 2.2-3 of the Final EIR/EIS.   

Response to Comment I-126.3 
Your opposition to Alternatives 1a, 1b and 2a is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  The project’s community impacts were analyzed in the 
Final EIR/EIS.  The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis and no further response is 
possible. 

 

Response to Comment I-127.1 
The Winchester Land Use Study was not available in time to be included in the Draft EIR/EIS.  It was included in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/ Partially Recirculated EIS, and is included in the Land Use section of the Final 
EIR/EIS.  Your opposition to Alternatives 1a and 2a is noted.  Based on comments received and consultation with 
community members, Alternative 1br has been selected as the preferred alternative.  The process used to evaluate 
the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the project is described in Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/EIS, 
Identification of the Preferred Alternative.   

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-128.1 
Providing development sites is not a goal of the Project.  Public or private development in the region would be 
required to comply with applicable laws and regulations. 
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Response to Comment I-129.1 
Your preference for Design Option 2b1 has been included in the Project record.  The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  The City of Hemet General 
Plan is the official document of an incorporated city. The City of Hemet 2035 General Plan, including city 
boundaries, sphere of influence, and planning area, has been incorporated in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS and Final EIR/EIS.  The Community of Winchester has been considered and consulted 
throughout the environmental documentation process.  The comments and concerns from the Community of 
Winchester have been included as part of the decision making and environmental documentation process.  This 
comment does not raise any specific concerns with how the Hemet General Plan was addressed in the RDEIR/SEIS 
because it was submitted prior to the release of that document.  It is assumed, however, that RDEIR/SEIS 
adequately addressed this concern and no further response is possible 

 

 

Response to Comment I-130.1 
Your support for Design Option 2b1 is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

According to the California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (2005), studies conducted to 
evaluate health risks due to highway traffic show the strongest association within 300 feet of the highways. The 
Four Seasons at Hemet community would be more than 304.8 meters (1,000 feet) away from the Project, so 
particulate levels would be similar to other areas that are farther away (see Section 3.2.6 of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR/EIS for more information). Similarly, although noise levels within a few hundred feet of a roadway might 
justify noise barriers, there would not be a comparable effect on more distant locations.  This comment does not 
raise any specific concerns with that analysis and no further response is possible. 

 

 

Response to Comment I-131.1 
More than 80 alternatives have been considered for the SR 79 realignment, including Alternatives suggested by the 
Four Seasons community, are shown in Appendix J of the Draft EIR/EIS (Exhibit H).  The reasons alternatives were 
eliminated from discussion and analysis are summarized in Section 2.2.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment I-131.2 
Your support for the No Build Alternative is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment I-131.3 
According to the California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (2005), studies conducted to 
evaluate health risks due to highway traffic show the strongest association within 300 feet of the highways. The 
Four Seasons at Hemet community would be more than 304.8 meters (1,000 feet) away from the Project, so 
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particulate levels would be similar to other areas that are farther away (see Section 3.2.6 of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR/EIS for more information). Similarly, although noise levels within a few hundred feet of a roadway might 
justify noise barriers, there would not be a comparable effect on more distant locations.  The comment does not raise 
any specific concerns with this analysis so no further response is possible. 
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Response to Comment I-132.1 
Your support for Design Option 1b1 is noted.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  The alternative chosen as the Preferred Alternative, 1br, 
was chosen because it reduced the amount of cut and had the fewest impacts to the West Hemet Hills. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-133.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-134.1 
Warren Road is a north-south local circulation route.  The SR 79 realignment would be a limited-access expressway 
and is planned for movement of regional traffic.  Widening Warren Road would not address the issues specified in 
the Purpose and Need for the SR 79 Realignment Project. The purpose of the Project, included in Section 1.1.6 of 
the Final EIR/EIS, is to: 

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley  

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and 
upgrading the facility  

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 
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Response to Comment I-135.1 
Southbound traffic on Sanderson Avenue, Warren Road, and State Street currently uses SR 79 south of Florida 
Avenue to Murrieta and Temecula.   The Project in San Jacinto and Hemet would not affect traffic operations in 
Murrieta and Temecula.  Furthermore, Sanderson Avenue, Warren Road, and State Street are not designed for or 
adequate to handle the volume of traffic, including truck traffic, that currently uses those local roads. The purpose of 
the Project, included in Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to:  

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley  

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and 
upgrading the facility  

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 

Many alternatives have been considered for the SR 79 Realignment, as shown in Appendix J of the Final EIR/EIS 
(Exhibit H).  The reasons alternatives were eliminated from discussion and analysis are described in Section 2.2.5 of 
the Final EIR/EIS. 

 

 

Response to Comment I-136.1 
The Project has balanced the constraints of the San Diego Canal, sensitive vernal pools, and the desire to have the 
Florida Avenue interchange moved eastward. In order for access to remain along Devonshire, a grade-separated 
structure will need to be built over the SR 79 alignment. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify 
the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-137.1 
Noise barriers were considered for the subdivision on Warren Road, between Devonshire Avenue and Tres Cerritos 
Avenue.  A barrier is not warranted because a noise impact is not expected.  The distance to the proposed roadway 
would be relatively far, and the subdivision includes a masonry wall that would partially block traffic noise.   Noise 
barriers were also considered for the homes in the Tres Cerritos/Hyatt area.   A noise barrier there was not found to 
be reasonable because few homes would benefit.  The cost to build a barrier to protect these sensitive receivers was 
estimated to be 1,375 percent above the reasonable allowance.   

The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative.  The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-138.1 
The Project would not impact any of the properties on Three Springs Road, particularly since the Tres Cerritos 
Avenue interchange has been eliminated from consideration. RCTC and the Department must operate under strict 
guidelines when property must be acquired for transportation projects. The process is complex and designed to 
protect property owners. If a decision is made to acquire your property, discuss the process with a Project relocation 
advisor. For now, a summary of the Department's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. Additional information is available from the following 
websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-139.1 
Domenigoni Parkway and SR 74 are the primary east-west routes. Traffic volume on SR 74 would be reduced 
significantly (30 to 50 percent) between Winchester Road and Sanderson Avenue by a realigned SR 79. Similarly, 
traffic volume on Domenigoni Parkway between Winchester Road and Sanderson Avenue would be reduced by 55 
to 75 percent. Traffic conditions in this area would improve significantly with the Project. An interchange is 
proposed at Ranchland Avenue for additional access to Hemet and Sun City in the future Bridges will be built over 
Simpson Road and Stowe Road so east-west access to Winchester will remain. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-140.1 
Your expectation that the Project will benefit the city of San Jacinto has been included in the Project record. The 
process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 
2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-141.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-142.1 
Your support for Alternative 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-143.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I-144.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative 

 

 

Response to Comment I-145.1 
 Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS according to applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and guidance.  The analysis demonstrated that the Project conforms with the 
State Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not expected.  Air quality analysis was 
not performed for a specific location or community because this level of analysis is not typically required under 
NEPA or CEQA for a transportation project.  Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would 
be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3, MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be 
lower than existing conditions because of improvement in level of service with the Build alternatives and the use of 
cleaner vehicles in the future.  Terrain features and meteorological conditions would have the same effects on 
highway emissions with or without the Project.  The Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease 
vehicle emissions in the Project area, so air quality in the surrounding area would be expected to improve. 

According to the California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (2005), studies conducted to 
evaluate health risks due to highway traffic show the strongest association within 300 feet of the highways. The 
Four Seasons at Hemet community would be more than 304.8 meters (1,000 feet) away from the Project, so 
particulate levels would be similar to other areas that are farther away (see Section 3.2.6 of the Partially Recirculated 
Draft EIR/EIS for more information). Similarly, although noise levels within a few hundred feet of a roadway might 
justify noise barriers, there would not be a comparable effect on more distant locations. Your opposition to the 
Project has been included in the Project record. 

The comment does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis and so no further response is possible. 

 

Response to Comment I-146.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2a and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. The profile of the proposed roadway is designed to 
achieve appropriate grades to minimize rock cuts and allow safe truck use. Both the elevations and brake use were 
incorporated in the traffic noise analysis. The use of truck brakes would need to comply with local regulations. 

 

Response to Comment I-146.2 
Noise barriers would be warranted at the Florida Avenue interchange. The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not 
included in the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
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alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 

274 | K - 1  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-147.1 
Your preference for the No Build Alternative because of concerns about noise, air quality, and traffic, as well as the 
number of on-ramps and off-ramps, has been included in the Project record.  The Tres Cerritos interchange was 
eliminated from the project, reducing the number of ramps.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify 
the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.    
 
The noise, air quality, and traffic impacts were analyzed, but the comment does not raise any specific concerns with 
the analysis.  No further response is possible.
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Responses to Comment Letter I-148 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-148.1 
Build Alternative 1b, with refinements, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.  One of those refinements 
provides a connection to SR79 at Winchester Road that would enhance circulation in the community.  In addition, 
bridges will be built over Simpson Road and Stowe Road so that east west access to Winchester will remain as is.  
These refinement were discussed in the Partially Recirculated DEIR/SEIS, in part, in response to this and similar 
comments.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is 
described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  For detailed traffic information, please refer to Section 3.1.6. 

 

Response to Comment I-148.2 
The Preferred Alternative, which is Build Alternative 1br, would not require any changes to the existing intersection 
of Winchester Road and Domenigoni Parkway. 

 

Response to Comment I-148.3 
Olive Avenue would be bridged over SR 79 with the base condition of all Build alternatives (including the Preferred 
Alternative) and would remain an east-west route. 

 

Response to Comment I-148.4 
Simpson Road would remain open with the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative 1b with Refinements) and with 
Build Alternative 1a, 1b, 2a, or 2b. Only Design Option 1b1 or 2b1, which is not the Preferred Alternative, would 
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have the impact noted in this comment. 
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Response to Comment I-148.5 
SR 79 would bridge over Stowe Road with all Build alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, and Stowe 
Road would remain an east-west route. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

Response to Comment I-148.6 
The planning process being implemented does not result in inverse condemnation.  Once the project is approved, 
then the implementing agency can begin acquiring the necessary property. RCTC and the Department must operate 
under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for transportation projects. The process is complex and 
designed to protect property owners. If a decision is made to acquire your property, discuss the process with a 
Project relocation advisor. For now, a summary of the Department's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is 
included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS. Additional information is available from the following 
websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comment Letter I-149 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-149.1 
Alternative 1br was identified as the preferred alternative and parcel APN 465020005 will be impacted by the 
project. 

 

Response to Comment I-149.2 
A relocation advisor will contact you to discuss the acquisition process and your rights.  RCTC and the Department 
must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for a transportation project.   The process is 
complex and designed to protect property owners.  For more information about the real estate process, a summary of 
the Department's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS and review 
the Project Development Guide available at: 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/practitioners/right-of-way/corridor_management/ 

 

Response to Comment I-149.3 
The Project noise study was based on the presence of noise-sensitive receivers that would be adjacent to the 
proposed roadways (within 500 feet).  Noise policy identifies such potential sensitive receivers as existing 
developments (such as residences or other areas of frequent human use) and pending developments that have been 
planned and approved but not yet constructed.  Areas that had no existing sensitive receivers or platted development 
plans did not need to be and were not modeled in the noise study, and sound walls are not proposed at those 
locations at this time. 

 

Response to Comment I-149.4 
Using data reported in the EIR/EIS (Tables 3.1-48 and 3.1-50), traffic volumes on Warren Road are projected to be 
reduced by 40 to 90 percent with the Project, and volumes on Winchester Road would be more than 90 percent 
lower with the Project.  Florida Avenue volumes would also be reduced significantly (30 to 50 percent) between 
Winchester Road and Sanderson Avenue, so traffic conditions would improve significantly with the Project. 
Intersection operations at locations east and west of the California Avenue/Florida Avenue intersection would 
improve to level of service (LOS) C or better with the Project.   Therefore, traffic volumes would be lower at 
California Avenue as well, and intersection operations would not deteriorate with the Project, but would likely 
improve. 
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Response to Comment I-149.5 
Your concern about visual impacts has been included in the Project record. Please refer to Section 3.1.7, 
Visual/Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR/EIS for further discussion on the impact on the viewshed. The Corridor Master 
Plan and more detailed mitigation measures will be provided prior to the end of construction for each phase of the 
Project to reduce impacts. 

 

Response to Comment I-149.6 
Elevated vehicle and air toxics emissions often occur where traffic congestion is characterized by idling or slow 
moving vehicles. The Project has been designed to improve traffic conditions in the study area and, therefore, is 
expected to reduce congestion, which would improve air quality. Although traffic volume would increase with the 
Project compared to existing conditions due to the regional growth, emissions would be lower than the existing 
conditions because most vehicles that use the new roadway would be cleaner and more fuel efficient as a result of 
federal mandates. In addition, the Project Build alternatives would have fewer vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
improved traffic conditions over the No Build Alternative, which would result in lower air pollutant emissions. 
Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to MSAT emissions. As shown in 
Section 3.2.6.3 of the Recirculation Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the MSAT emissions from the Project would 
be lower than the existing conditions or the emissions in the future without the Project. 

 

Response to Comment I-149.7 
The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS examines impacts to property using the updated land use and 
general plan data from affected communities.   By policy, environmental impacts are studied at the community level, 
rather than for individual parcels and property owners. 

RCTC and the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for transportation 
projects.  The process is complex and designed to protect property owners.   If a decision is made to acquire your 
property, discuss the process with a Project relocation advisor.  For now, a summary of the Department's Relocation 
Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS.  Additional information is available 
from the following websites: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

 

Response to Comment I-149.8 
Your more specific comments are addressed in responses to Comments I-149.1 through I-149.7 and in revisions to 
the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Responses to Comment Letter I-150 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment I-150.1 
The Alternative 1br alignment does cross through APN 436-170-016. Detailed alternative analysis has balanced the 
constraints described. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the 
Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified 
as the Preferred Alternative.  
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Comment from: Zeny Ward Response To: Zeny Ward 
 

Response to I-151.1 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  During final design, properties that require acquisition will be identified.  Property areas and street 
access will also be determined, and property owners will be notified.  Property acquisition and relocation assistance 
and compensation are complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation 
advisor after Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a 
property.  A summary of the RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft 
EIR/EIS.   Additional information is available from the following websites: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

 

Response to I-151.2 
If the Project must acquire all or part a property, the property owner will receive just compensation at a fair and 
equitable price.  RCTC and the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for 
transportation projects.  The process is complex and designed to protect property owners.   If a decision is made to 
acquire your property, discuss the process with a Project relocation advisor.  For now, a summary of the Department's 
Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS.  Additional information is 
available from the following websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

 

Response to I-151.3 
RCTC and the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for transportation 
projects.  The process is complex and designed to protect property owners. If a decision is made to acquire your 
property, discuss the process with a Project relocation advisor.  For now, a summary of the Department's Relocation 
Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS. Additional information is available from 
the following websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/  

 

Response to I-151.4 
Your preference for Build Alternative 1a has been included in the Project record.  In that Build alternative, the 
primary access to the community of Winchester from the south would have been from a rebuilt local street at 
Ranchland Road.  Access from the north would have been unchanged.  Winchester Road would have been blocked at 
the realigned SR 79.  The Locally Preferred Alternatives shown in the Draft EIR/EIS are the alignments that were 
formally adopted by the cities of Hemet and San Jacinto.  The design options, which this comment refers to as the 
low-profile alternatives, shown for Build Alternative 1b (Design Option 1b1) and Build Alternative 2b (Design 
Option 2b1), were developed in response to comments from the Winchester community in 2009.   The Preferred 
Alternative (Build Alternative 1b with Refinements) would maintain local access at Winchester Road. 
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Response to I-151.5 
Your comments and concerns have been noted for the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  The preferred alternative has a higher 
profile with structures built to span over the existing east-west local streets and maintain connectivity to the 
community of Winchester.  The lower profile, formally referred to as the design options, was in response to 
comments from the Winchester community in 2009 and is not part of the preferred alternative. 
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Comment from: Jannette Curti Response To: Jannette Curti 
  

Response to I-152.1 
Your support of Design Option 1b1 has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the 

Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as 
the Preferred Alternative. 

 
Response to I-152.2 
Your opposition to Build Alternatives 2a and 2b has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate 
the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 
Response to I-152.3 
If a project isolates a parcel and reasonable alternate access is not practicable, the owner is entitled to compensation, 
the same as any other property acquired for a project. The discussion in Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the Draft 
EIR/EIS supports your concern with the impact on the viewshed. The Corridor Master Plan and more detailed 
mitigation measures that will be provided prior to the end of construction for each phase of the Project will reduce the 
impact. 

 
Response to I-152.4 
The rights of an owner of real property to be acquired for a federally funded program or project are discussed on the 
Federal Highway Administration Office of Real Estate Services website: www.fhwa.dot.gov/realestate. RCTC and 
the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for transportation projects. The 
process is complex and is designed to protect property owners. If a decision is made to acquire your property, discuss 
the process with a Project relocation advisor. For now, a summary of the Department's Relocation Assistance 
Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS. Additional information is available from the 
following websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

See Response to I-152.2Comment from: Hemet Warren  
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Comment from: Hemet Warren Reponse to: Hemet Warren 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-153.1 
The concerns raised in this comment are not related to the project’s environmental effects or the analysis in the 
document.  No response required.  However, if it becomes necessary to acquire a property for the Project, RCTC and 
the Department must operate under strict guidelines.  The process is complex and is designed to protect property 
owners. If a decision is made to acquire a property, the owner should discuss the process with a Project relocation 
advisor. The rights of an owner of real property to be acquired for a federally funded program or project are discussed 
on the Federal Highway Administration Office of Real Estate Services website: www.fhwa.dot.gov/realestate. 

 

Response to I-153.2 
Because it was not practicable, nor required, to create simulations for every on-ramp or for every place the proposed 
highway would cross over a road, representative views were simulated to show the kinds of visual effects the Build 
alternatives would have on a range of situations in the Project area. The visual simulations in Figures 3.1-44 through 
3.1-76 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS have been determined to be adequate for this purpose, and no new 
simulations have been created.  The commenter does not present any evidence that the areas of concern to the 
commenter are not adequately represented by the key viewpoints selected. 

 

 

Response to I-153.3 
A new simulation has not been created, and no changes have been made to Table 3.1-57. 
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Response to I-153.4 
A new simulation has not been created, and no change has been made to Table 3.1-58. 

 

Response to I-153.5 
The callout box in Figure 3.1-12 has been extended to cover Segments J and K. 

 

Response to I-153.6 

The callout box in Figure 3.1-13 has been extended to cover Segments J and K. 
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Comment from: Judy Chow Response To: Judy Chow 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to I-154.1 
Your support of the City of Hemet's Locally Preferred Alternative has been included in the Project record, which at 
the time the comment was submitted was Alternative 2b.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify 
the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.
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Comment from: Leo Wesselink Response To: Leo Wesselink 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-155.1 
Your support of Design Option 1b1 has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the 

Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as 
the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to I-155.2 
Your opposition to Build Alternatives 2a and 2b has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate 
the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to I-155.3 
If a project isolates a parcel and reasonable alternate access is not practicable, the owner is entitled to compensation, 
the same as any other property acquired for a project. The discussion in Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the Draft 
EIR/EIS supports your concern with the impact on the viewshed. The Corridor Master Plan and more detailed 
mitigation measures that will be provided prior to the end of construction for each phase of the Project will reduce the 
impact. 

 

Response to I-155.4 
The rights of an owner of real property to be acquired for a federally funded program or project are discussed on the 
Federal Highway Administration Office of Real Estate Services website: www.fhwa.dot.gov/realestate. RCTC and 
the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for transportation projects. The 
process is complex and is designed to protect property owners. If a decision is made to acquire your property, discuss 
the process with a Project relocation advisor. For now, a summary of the Department's Relocation Assistance 
Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS. Additional information is available from the 
following websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Comment from: Betty Wesselink Response To: Betty Wesselink 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-156.1 
Your support of Design Option 1b1 has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to I-156.2 
Your opposition to Build Alternatives 2a and 2b has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate 
the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to I-156.3 
If a project isolates a parcel and reasonable alternate access is not practicable, the owner is entitled to compensation, 
the same as any other property acquired for a project. The discussion in Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the Draft 
EIR/EIS supports your concern with the impact on the viewshed. The Corridor Master Plan and more detailed 
mitigation measures that will be provided prior to the end of construction for each phase of the Project will reduce the 
impact. 

 

Response to I-156.4 
The rights of an owner of real property to be acquired for a federally funded program or project are discussed on the 
Federal Highway Administration Office of Real Estate Services website: www.fhwa.dot.gov/realestate. RCTC and 
the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for transportation projects. The 
process is complex and is designed to protect property owners. If a decision is made to acquire your property, discuss 
the process with a Project relocation advisor. For now, a summary of the Department's Relocation Assistance 
Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS. Additional information is available from the 
following websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Comment from: Drew Feldmann Response To: Drew Feldmann 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-157.1 
Your preference for an alternative located east of Sanderson Avenue rather than along Odell Street has been included 
in the Project record. The Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative 1b with refinements) would be east of Sanderson 
Avenue. 
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Comment from: Lisa McCullough Response To: Lisa McCullough 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-158.1 
Your preference for Design Option 2b1 has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment from: Erik Good Response To: Erik Good 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-159.1 
The concerns raised in this comment are not related to the Project’s environmental effects or the analysis in the 
environmental document.  No response is required.  However the following information is provided.  The Alternative 
1br alignment does cross through APN 436-170-001 and 436-030-001, but doesn't touch the other three APN's. 

1) If the Project must acquire all or part a property, the property owner will receive just compensation at a fair 
and equitable price. RCTC and the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be 
acquired for transportation projects.  The process is complex and designed to protect property owners.   If a 
decision is made to acquire your property, discuss the process with a Project relocation advisor.  For now, a 
summary of the Department's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final 
EIR/EIS.  Additional information is available from the following 
websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 

2) The alignment of SR79 is planned to be built on the west side of the property and will include a roadside ditch 
along the east side of the alignment and culverts that will run under the road and drain to the west.  In addition, 
retaining wall will be built to keep the slopes within the environmental footprint for the project.  

3) As for any utilities, coordination will be developed during final design.  If the Project must acquire all or part a 
property, the property owner will receive just compensation at a fair and equitable price. 
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Comment from: Bruce Thomas Response To: Bruce Thomas 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-160.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment from: William Muncie Jr Response To: William Muncie Jr 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-161.1 
Section 3.1.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, in the Draft EIR/EIS details the 
substantial improvement in traffic conditions on virtually all the important roads in the Valley.  The potential for 
future development outside of the Project's right-of-way is the prerogative of the local government.  Neither the 
Caltrans nor RCTC would initiate any business development, the Project is being designed in response to planned and 
forecasted growth in the area. Please refer to Section 3.1.2 of the Final EIR/EIS for further discussion of growth 
impacts. The comment does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis and so no further response is possible. 

Air quality and noise impacts were also analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS.  The commenter did not raise any specific 
concerns with these analyses, and so no further response is possible. 

Your opposition to the Project has been included in the Project record.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment from: Robert Boening Response To: Robert Boening 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-162.1 
Your belief that the realigned SR 79 would be disastrous for the small town feel of Winchester has been included in 
the Project record.   Warren Road is a local north-south road and by widening it would only help the local 
community. The Purpose of the SR 79 project is to help move regional movement of vehicles throughout the entire 
valley and to divert the regional and truck traffic off of local roads and onto this new facility.   Rebuilding and 
widening Warren Road would not address the issues specified in the Purpose and Need for the Project.  The purpose, 
included in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, is to:  

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 
the facility  

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads  

 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads  

An extensive series of studies have reviewed alternatives and determined that the Project is necessary and that it is the 
most appropriate way to address the purpose. Many of these studies are available from the Project website at 
http://www.sr79project.info/library-links.The commenter has not raised specific concerns with these studies or 
the purpose and need and no further response is possible. 
The commenter is also concerned about community impacts, which were analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS.  
The commenter, however, does not raise specific concerns with this analysis and no further response is 
possible. 
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Comment from: Dirk Meredith Response To: Dirk Meredith 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-163.1 
None of the Project alternatives includes widening of Grand Ave.  Any Build alternative would alter the view, as 
discussed in Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR/EIS.  The mitigation measures discussed in that 
section will minimize, but not eliminate, this impact. The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with 
the analysis or measures and no further response is possible.  Any associated changes in noise levels, air quality, 
or runoff are carefully regulated and will not be significant, as discussed in Section 3.2.2, Water Quality and Storm 
Water Runoff, Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, and Section 3.2.7, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR/EIS.  The 
commenter does not raise any specific concerns with these analyses and no further response is possible. 
 



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 
 

301 | K - 1  
 

Comment from: Sandy Fleming Response To: Sandy Fleming 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-164.1 
The purpose of the Project, included in Section 1.2.1 of the EIR/EIS, is to: 

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 

 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 
the facility 

 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads Reduce the diversion of traffic 
from state routes onto local roads 

 Most of the traffic on realigned SR 79 would be the traffic that currently travels on existing SR 79 or local 
streets such as Warren Road and Sanderson Avenue, not traffic coming from Menifee. 

The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the purpose and need and no further response is 
possible. 
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Comment from: Cliff Fleming Response To: Cliff Fleming 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-165.1 
Your opposition to Build Alternatives 1b and 2b and Design Options 1b1 and 2b1 has been included in the Project 
record.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described 
in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

If the Project must acquire all or part a property, the property owner will receive just compensation at a fair and 
equitable price. RCTC and the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for 
transportation projects. The process is complex and designed to protect property owners. If a decision is made to 
acquire your property, discuss the process with a Project relocation advisor. For now, a summary of the Department's 
Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS. Additional information is 
available from the following websites:http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Comment from: Patricia Stocking Response To: Patricia Stocking 
 
Response to I-166.1 
Your opposition to the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Response to I-166.2 
There are no regional air quality monitoring stations in Hemet or elsewhere in the San Jacinto Valley.  Perris and 
Lake Elsinore are the nearest regional monitoring stations, and they provide reliable and representative data about 
regional air quality in the valley, including Hemet.  As shown in Section 3.2.6, Air Quality, in the Draft EIR/EIS, the 
Project would not cause or contribute to any new localized PM10 or PM2.5 violations, and it would not delay timely 
attainment of the PM10 or PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standards.   Regional Mobile Source Air Toxics 
emissions are anticipated to improve by 2040 because of USEPA national control programs. At the Project level, all 
Build alternatives would have lower emissions than the No Build Alternative because of improved levels of service. 
 
Response to I-166.3 
Noise levels decrease rapidly with distance from the source, and reflected noise does not increase in intensity but 
continues to decay with distance.  The nearest Four Seasons residence would be more than 488 meters (1,600 feet) 
from the Project.  Although roadway noise would be audible, noise levels from the Project would not constitute a 
noise impact (levels greater than 66-67 dBA).  The noise barrier proposed south of Florida Road (2B-H1, which is 
proposed for the Preferred Alternative) will attenuate traffic noise levels at the Four Season community. 
 
Response to I-166.4 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.3.1, Natural Communities, discusses biological communities rather than individual plant or 
animal species.  The section includes information about wildlife corridors (habitat areas used by wildlife for seasonal 
or daily migration).  Table 3.3-7, Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area, lists 25 birds that nest or 
winter in the study area.  All proposed project alternatives must comply with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
as such, impacts to bird species were analyzed as part of the environmental documentation process. 
 
Response to I-166.5 
An extreme rain event can create a potential for rapid runoff and flooding.  Section 3.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, 
and Section 3.2.2, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, of the Draft EIR/EIS address runoff and flooding.  The 
potential for extreme storm events is a standard measure taken into account during the design phase of the selected 
alternative.  Comment does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis and no further analysis is 
possible. 
 
Response to I-166.6 
The Project will conform to current Department Bridge Design Specifications and American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) seismic design standards, which will minimize the potential for 
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impacts from seismic ground shaking. Four Seasons Boulevard and California Avenue would provide alternate means 
of egress. 
 
Response to I-166.7 
Highway bypasses are seldom either devastating or the savior of a community business district. The Project would 
reduce congestion and remove some traffic from the principal commercial thoroughfares in Hemet, thus improving 
conditions for pedestrians and local traffic, but this could reduce the pass-by traffic on which some businesses 
depend.  The size of the Hemet-San Jacinto area would limit the potential for negative impacts on local businesses 
because the large economic base would continue to draw people to the area to purchase goods and services. Shifting 
traffic from local routes can cause some existing businesses to turn over or relocate, but net economic impacts on the 
broader community are usually relatively small (positive or negative). A substantial amount of traffic would remain 
on Florida Avenue and San Jacinto Street, which would provide a customer base for businesses that depend on pass-
by traffic. 

Response to I-166.8 
Although your concern about the impact on property values has been included in the Project record for consideration 
by Project decision makers, it does not address the project’s environmental impacts or the analysis in the 
environmental document, so no response is required.  Additionally, there is no credible evidence that the Project 
would impact property values, particularly because Four Seasons would be at least a quarter of a mile from the 
Project. 
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Comment from: Thomas Johnson Response To: Thomas Johnson 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to I-167.1 
The Preferred Alternative has been located as far to the east as practicable and would be more than a quarter of a mile 
from the Four Seasons at Hemet community. As early as the Route Concept Report in 1991 
(http://www.sr79project.info/uploads/media_items/route-concept-report-1992.original.pdf), the Department identified 
the need for a limited-access expressway to address the existing and growing local traffic congestion and traffic 
problems on SR 79 from Newport Road to Gilman Springs Road. The purpose of the Project includes reducing the 
diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads, but analyses show that neither noise nor air quality impacts 
would be significant.  The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis and no further 
response is possible. 
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Comment from: Sandy Mann Response To: Sandy Mann 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-168.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment from: Michael Naumowich Response To: Michael Naumowich 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-169.1 
Your support of the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment from: Dee Hydinger Response To: Dee Hydinger 
 

 

 
 
 
Response to I-170.1 
If it becomes necessary for the Project to acquire a property, or a portion of it, an appraiser will make an appointment 
to inspect the property.  The appraiser is responsible for determining the initial fair market value of the property, or if 
a partial take will leave a viable property.  The property owner, or a designated representative, will be invited to 
accompany the appraiser when the appraiser inspects the property.  Any unusual or hidden features of the property 
that the appraiser could overlook, such as those mentioned in the comment, can be pointed out at that time.  The 
acquisition process is explained at: 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/practitioners/uniform_act/acquisition/real_property.cfm. 

The effects on the businesses within the area of potential effect were analyzed and considered in the community 
impact section of the Final EIR/EIS.  The commenter does not raise any specific concern with that analysis and so no 
further response is possible.   
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Comment from: Dee Hydinger Response To: Dee Hydinger 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-171.1 
Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to Mobile Source Air Toxics 
(MSAT) emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the MSAT emissions from the Project would 
be lower than existing conditions or in the future if the Project Is not built. 
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Comment from: Dee Hydinger Response To: Dee Hydinger 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-171.2 

Your preference for additional noise studies has been included in the Project record. 
Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited 
specialists for all noise sensitive land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted 
to evaluate traffic noise. A Noise Study Report (NSR) was conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses 
and if traffic noise impacts are expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was prepared to 
assess the reasonability and feasibility of noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a 
traffic noise impact.  Finally, the project changes associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in 
an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire noise evaluation is summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR. 
The commenter does not raise specific concerns or provide evidence supporting the need for additional 
studies.  No further response is possible. 
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Comment from: Dee Hydinger Response To: Dee Hydinger 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-171.3 
Access at Florida Avenue and Esplanade Avenue would adequately serve the central portion of the Project area (the 
Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative). The preferred alternative also includes 
an interchange at Grand Avenue in 2040. Other interchanges would serve areas north and south of the central portion 
of the Project. 
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Comment from: Dee Hydinger Response To: Dee Hydinger 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-171.4 
Your concern has been noted.  Formal public outreach began in 2004 with a series of Q&A Fact Sheets that were 
distributed to the public at critical points in the project development process. The fact sheets and other early public 
outreach efforts are available from the Project website at: http://www.sr79project.info/library-links The two public 
hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS were only the latest in a series of outreach efforts that have characterized the Project. 
Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS include summaries of public outreach efforts prior to circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Comment from: Dee Hydinger Response To: Dee Hydinger 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to I-171.5 
The proposed location of SR 79 near Florida Avenue and California Avenue has been reviewed along with many 
other alternatives that were ultimately eliminated from consideration. The 0.80-kilometer (0.5-mile) radius would put 
the realignment east of the canal, in an area that is environmentally sensitive and caused the elimination of several 
earlier alternatives. 
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Response to I-172.1 
In the Draft EIR/EIS, Tables 3.2-40 through 3.2-43 for Build Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b, respectively, show that a 
sound wall would be reasonable and feasible to protect a location south of Florida Avenue and east of California 
Avenue.  The modeled and measured noise receiver locations are varying distances from the highway alignments and 
are southeast of the intersection of Florida Avenue and California Avenue.  Baseline noise levels and increases in the 
residential areas that are northwest of Florida Avenue and California Avenue (e.g., Four Seasons at Hemet and KB 
Homes) would be less than in areas southeast of the intersection. 

 

Response to I-172.2 
The Project has balanced the constraints of the San Diego Canal, sensitive vernal pools, and the desire to have the 
Florida Avenue interchange moved eastward. Build Alternative 1b with refinements has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The modifications include moving the interchange closer to the canal than initially. This is as 
close to the canal as feasible. 

 

Response to I-172.3 
This characterization of sound level intensity decreasing with distance is correct. 

 

Response to I-172.4 
Comment is acknowledged. 

 

Response to I-172.5 
The proposed location of SR 79 near Florida Avenue and California Avenue has been reviewed along with many 
other alternatives that were ultimately eliminated from consideration.  The 0.80-kilometer (0.5-mile) radius would put 
the realignment east of the canal, in an area that is environmentally sensitive and caused the elimination of several 
earlier alternatives. 

The Preferred Alternative is Build Alternative 1b with refinements.   

 

Response to I-172.6 
The Tres Cerritos Avenue interchange is not included in the Preferred Alternative. 

 

Response to I-172.7 
These petitions have been included in the Project record. 
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Response to I-172.8 
Consideration of the discussions with residents of the Four Seasons at Hemet community yielded the following 
points: 

• People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas 

• Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural noise 
barrier. 

• For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors.  Department noise policy 
specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a roadway.  The nearest 
Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) away from realigned SR 79. 

• Given the distance, the traffic noise coming directly from the proposed highway is not expected to rise to the 
level of a traffic-noise impact to the Four Seasons at Hemet community. 

• Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 

• Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to the level of a traffic-noise impact. 

• The roadway would be audible.  However, based on the design year projected peak hour traffic volumes, noise 
levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact – approaching or exceeding the Noise Abatement Criteria 
(66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses. 
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Response to I-172.9 
The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledged the unavoidable impacts from NOX emissions during construction. Construction 
impacts would be temporary and would last less than 4 years for the entire Project. Once the Project is built, the 
realigned corridor is expected to have improved traffic conditions, which would result in long-term regional air 
quality benefits. Nevertheless, every effort will be made to minimize air quality impacts during construction, and 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the Final EIR/EIS to further reduce emissions.  Section 3.2.6.4, 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, discusses the measures. 
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Response to I-172.10 
The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledged the unavoidable impacts from NOX emissions during construction. Construction 
impacts would be temporary and would last less than 4 years for the entire Project. Once the Project is built, the 
realigned corridor is expected to have improved traffic conditions, which would result in long-term regional air 
quality benefits. Nevertheless, every effort will be made to minimize air quality impacts during construction, and 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the Final EIR/EIS to further reduce emissions.  Section 3.2.6.4, 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, discusses the measures. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to I-172.11 
As discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, although traffic volume would increase after the Project is built when compared to 
existing conditions and the No Build Alternative, traffic conditions in the area would improve because the Project 
would reduce traffic congestion and increase vehicle speeds, which typically results in lower emissions and is 
beneficial to regional air quality.  

Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related to mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
emissions.  As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be 
lower than existing conditions because of improvements in level of service and the use of cleaner vehicles in the 
future. 
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Response to I-172.12 
The potential alignments have been extensively studied since 1991.  Alternatives to the east were eliminated in 2005. 
Section 2.2.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS describes the process undertaken and the alternatives considered but eliminated. 
Appendix J provides still more information. For more information, see the 2005 Q&A Fact Sheet, which is available 
from the Project website at: 

http://www.sr79project.info/uploads/media_items/q-a-fact-sheet-2-october-2005-1.original.pdf 

 

Response to I-172.13 
The Preferred Alternative is Build Alternative 1b with refinements. The interchange with Florida Avenue has been 
moved to the east without affecting sensitive vernal pools and causing additional mitigation with the resource 
agencies. 

 

Response to I-172.14 
A minimum 5-dBA reduction is required for abatement measures such as noise barriers to be feasible.  Noise barriers 
would be feasible in the area south of Florida Avenue and east of California Avenue.  The noise barriers would be in 
the same location regardless of Build alternative, but the labels differ according to alternative.  These labels are 1A-
G1, 1B-G2, 2A-H1, and 2B H1.  In all cases, the number of properties protected would be sufficient to make the 
barriers reasonable. 
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Response to I-172.15 
In the Draft EIR/EIS, Tables 3.2-40 through 3.2-43 for Build Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b, respectively, show that a 
noise barrier would be reasonable and feasible at a location south of Florida Avenue and east of California Avenue.  
The modeled and measured noise receiver locations are varying distances from the proposed highway alignments and 
are southeast of the intersection of Florida Avenue and California Avenue.  Noise levels from the Project in the 
residential areas that are northwest of Florida Avenue and California Avenue would be less than the levels to the 
southeast. 
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Response to I-172.16 
Build Alternative 1b with refinements has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by the Project Development 
Team (PDT). 

Potential alignments for the Project have been studied extensively since 1991. 

 

Response to I-172.17 
Potential alignments considered through this area are shown in Appendix J, Alternatives Evaluated for the Project, in 
Volume 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  As currently designed, the SR 79 realignment (Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and 
Design Option 2b1) would be about 1.6 kilometers (1 mile) from the canal after crossing Stowe Road.  Running an 
alignment along the canal would violate Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) restrictions on 
building near this valuable source of drinking water, and the material from the hill that is needed to build 
embankment for the entire length of the Project would not be available. 

 

Response to I-172.18 
Ownership of parcels is public data that is available from Riverside County. 
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Response to I-172.19 
This would put the SR 79 alignment on top of the San Diego Canal, which would not be accepted by MWD.  See also 
the response to Comment I-172.17. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to I-172.20 
The Preferred Alternative is Build Alternative 1b with refinements include increasing the loop ramp radii at Florida 
Avenue and moving the interchange to the east without impacting the vernal pools and San Diego canal. 

NOX emission impacts from construction would be temporary, and additional mitigation has been proposed in the 
Final EIR/EIS to further reduce these emissions.  

CO emissions are expected to be the highest at congested intersections when a large number of vehicles are idling. 
The Draft EIR/EIS demonstrated that even the worst-case intersections in the Project area would not cause violations 
of air quality standards. 

 

Response to I-172.21 
The Preferred Alternative has been refined to move the realigned SR 79 closer to the San Diego Canal and farther 
from the Four Seasons at Hemet community. This is the maximum shift possible without affecting sensitive vernal 
pools and causing additional mitigation with the resource agencies. 

  



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 

330 | K - 1  
 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to I-172.22 
The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and state standards are set at a level that protects public 
health with a margin of safety. They are subject to periodic review and revision. 
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Response to Comment I-172.23: 
This comment is the opening to one of two similar petitions advocating selection of the No Build alternative.  The 
petition is included in the Project record. The "No Build" Alternative would neither satisfy the Project purpose nor 
fulfill the identified need (Draft EIR/EIS Section 1.2).  With a Build Alternative, air quality would improve because 
the Project would reduce or eliminate congestion at many intersections (Section 3.2.6) . Noise levels would increase, 
but with noise barriers, would remain below thresholds that constitute a significant impact.  Although hard surfaces 
such as adjacent mountains can reflect noise, they would not increase the intensity.  Reflected noise continues to 
degrade following the doubling with distance principle. The nearest Four Seasons residence would be at least 487 
meters (1,600 feet) from the Project.  The project team has balanced a number of competing constraints to arrive at 
Alternative 1br as the Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the project is described in Chapter 2 of  the Final EIR/EIS. 

All of the topics raised in the preamble were addressed in the in the draft and recirculated documents, but the 
comment does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis so no further response is possible. 

 

I-172.23 
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Comment Letter I-172, Nick Orlandos, Resident of Four Seasons at Hemet  
 

 

Response to Comment I-172.24: 
This comment is the preamble to one of two similar petitions advocating selection of the No Build alternative.  The 
petition has been included in the Project record.  The "No Build" Alternative would not satisfy the Project purpose or 
fulfill the identified need (Draft EIR/EIS Section 1.2).  Air quality would improve because the Project would reduce 
or eliminate congestion at many intersections (Section 3.2.6).  Noise levels would increase, but with noise barriers, 
would remain below thresholds that constitute a significant impact.  Although hard surfaces such as adjacent 
mountains can reflect noise, they would not increase the intensity.  Reflected noise continues to degrade following the 
doubling with distance principle.  The nearest Four Seasons residence would be at least 487 meters (1,600 feet) from 
the Project. The project team has balanced a number of competing constraints to arrive at Alternative 1br as the 
Preferred Alternative. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the 
project is described in Chapter 2 of  the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Comment from: Harold Townend Response To: Harold Townend 
 

 
Response to I-173.1 
The Project would reduce traffic on local streets.  For example, in 2040 without the Project, traffic on Florida 
between Winchester Road and Warren Road would average 63,200 vehicles a day.  With the realignment, that would 
decrease to 32,400 vehicles, or roughly half the traffic that would be there otherwise.  Traffic on Warren Road 
between Florida Avenue and Devonshire Avenue would decrease from 17,000 vehicles a day to 2,000 vehicles a day.  
More comprehensive traffic data are available in Section 3.1.6 Partially Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 
EIS.  Please also see the Traffic Analysis for State Route 79 Realignment, July 2005 (revised January 2006 and 
November 2009) and the SR 79 Realignment Project Supplemental Traffic Report September 2014.   All technical 
reports are available from the Project website at http://sr79project.info/library-links/technical-reports. 

According to the California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (2005), studies conducted to 
evaluate health risks due to highway traffic show the strongest association within 300 feet of the highways. The Four 
Seasons at Hemet community would be more than 304.8 meters (1,000 feet) away from the Project, so particulate 
levels would be similar to other areas that are farther away (see Section 3.2.6 of the Partially Recirculated Draft 
EIR/EIS for more information).  

Similarly, although noise levels within a few hundred feet of a roadway might justify noise barriers, there would not 
be a comparable effect on more distant locations, such as the Four Season community. The project changes associated 
with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire noise evaluation is summarized 
in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR. 

The comment does not raise any specific concerns with the analyses on these topics and so no further response is 
possible. 

 

Response to I-173.2 
Providing an alignment along the canal would violate Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) 
restrictions on building near this valuable source of drinking water.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 
Response to I-173.3 
The Preferred Alternative does not include an interchange at Tres Cerritos Avenue. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 

  



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 
 

395 | K - 1  
 

 

 
 
 
 
Response to I-173.4 
The alignment has moved as far east, closest to the canal, as it can without impacting existing vernal pools. Vernal 
pools are a sensitive biological resource and if impacted, the project would not be able to acquire the permits needed 
to build the project.    

 

The "No Build" Alternative would not satisfy the Project purpose or fulfill the identified need (Draft EIR/EIS Section 
1.2).  Build Alternative 1br has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by the Project Development Team. This 
required balancing a number of competing concerns including protection of drinking water. The evaluation process is 
described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Comment from: Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Response To: Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to T-1.1 
The Tribe has been and will continue to be invited to consult in the entire CEQA/NEPA/Section 106 environmental 
review process for the duration of the Project. The Tribe is currently on all distribution lists for public notices and 
circulation of all documents, including environmental review documents, archaeological reports, and other Project 
documents. The Tribe will continue to be notified of all public hearings and scheduled Project approvals. All Tribal 
comments have been included in the Project record. 

 
 

Response to T-1.2 
Your concern that the evaluation of cultural resources will be deferred until the Preferred Alternative has been 
identified, resulting in the Tribe having less of an ability to review and comment on the potential impacts to cultural 
resources, has been included in the Project record.  For that reason, subsequent to the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, additional consultation under Section 106 has occurred, with evaluation of all cultural resources on all 
proposed alternatives. In consultation with Pechanga and other interested parties, historic properties have been 
identified, and a Finding of Adverse Effect has been rendered. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the 
California Department of Transportation and the California State Historic Preservation Officer to address adverse 
effects of the preferred alternative on historic properties has been negotiated, with tribal input, and signed. The results 
of the Section 106 process have been published in the RDEIR/SDEIS to allow for public disclosure and additional 
tribal and public comment.  See also the response to T-1.1. 

 
Response to T-1.3 
See the response to T-1.2. The Tribe has been fully involved in consultation, including participation in fieldwork to 
assess sites; input on site context, traditional landscapes, traditional cultural properties, and tribal values; review of all 
draft documents pertaining to Native American resources; and input on preservation, avoidance, and mitigation that 
have been incorporated into the Section 106 MOA and the Final EIR/EIS. Tribal input on impacts from the Preferred 
Alternative to cultural resources has been obtained through formal consultation and incorporated into the MOA and 
Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to T -1.4 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have been 
consulting with the Tribe since 2005, in compliance with CEQA, NEPA, and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. The agencies have provided the Tribe a reasonable opportunity to identify its concerns about 
historic properties, advise on the identification and evaluation of historic properties, including those of traditional 
religious and cultural importance, articulate its views on the Project's effects on such properties, and participate in the 
resolution of adverse effects through the Section 106 process. Tribal input on impacts from the Preferred Alternative 
to cultural resources has been obtained through formal consultation and incorporated into the MOA and Final 
EIR/EIS. 

Response to T-1.5 
The Tribe's comment regarding consultation with Indian tribes, regardless of the location of the Project, has been 
noted.  See also responses to T-1.3 through T-1.4. 

Response to T-1.6 
See responses to Comments T-1. 2 through T-1.4. Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, during the Section 106 
process, a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) was identified within the locally preferred alternative. As a result, in 
consultation with the Tribe, Alternative 1br was designed to reduce direct impacts to the TCP. The Section 106 
MOA, developed in consultation with the Tribe, provides additional mitigation measures to address Project impacts 
on historic properties. 
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Response to T-1.7 
It is noted that the Project area is within what has been documented historically as Luiseño territory and the Tribe's 
documented aboriginal territory. Thus, the agencies have consulted and will continue to consult the Tribe, regarding 
their cultural interest in the Project area. 

 
 
 
Response to T-1.8  
See response to Comment T-1.7. 

 
 
 
 
 
Response to T-1.9 
FHWA and Caltrans have continued to consult the Tribe regarding known resources and the potential for subsurface 
resources during Section 106 consultation and negotiation of a MOA. 
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Response to T -1.10 
The Tribe's comment regarding deferring evaluations and mitigation has been noted. See response to T-1.2 and T-1.6 
addressing the actions that have been taken to ensure that significant effects to historic properties has been reduced to 
the extent feasible and that other actions are identified in the Section 106 MOA to further mitigate adverse effects. 

 
 
 
Response to T-1.11 
See responses to T-1.2 through T-1.4 and T-1.6. 

 
 
 
 
Response to T-1.12 
See responses to Comment T-1. 2. 

 
 
Response to T-1.13 
See response to Comment T-1. 4. 
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Response to T-1.14 
The FHWA and Caltrans have continued to consult with the Tribe throughout the Section 106 process to identify 
historic properties, assess the effects of the Project's Preferred Alternative (1br) on those historic properties, and 
determine the necessary and appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects. Those measures 
have been formalized in a Finding of Effect document and in the Section 106 MOA, as documented in the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

 
Response to T-1.15 
The requested provisions of this measure have been included in the Section 106 MOA and the accompanying 
Monitoring and Post-Review Discovery Plan (Attachment E of the MOA). 

 
Response to T-1.16 
The requested provisions of this measure have been included in the Section 106 MOA and the accompanying 
Monitoring and Post-Review Discovery Plan (Attachment E of the MOA) and the ESA Action Plan (Attachment F of 
the MOA). 

 
Response to T-1.17 
The requested provisions of this measure have been included in the Section 106 MOA and the accompanying 
Monitoring and Post-Review Discovery Plan (Attachment E of the MOA). As well, the Monitoring and Post-Review 
Discovery Plan commits to development of a Monitoring Agreement with the Tribe to specify scheduling, levels of 
effort, locations, and compensation for monitoring during Project construction. 

 
Response to T-1.18 
It is Caltrans' standard policy to follow the procedures in the Public Resources Code, as detailed in this comment, if 
human remains are discovered outside a formal cemetery. These procedures, to be followed during construction, are 
detailed in the Monitoring and Post-Review Discovery Plan (Attachment E of the MOA). 
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Response to T-1.19 
The overall provisions of this measure have been included in the ESA Action Plan (Attachment F of the MOA). An 
ESA designation will not be needed for CA-RIV-6907/H, as that site is not within the impact areas of the Preferred 
Alternative 1br. Nonetheless, other archaeological sites (components of a Potential Prehistoric Archaeological 
District) and portions a TCP that fall within the impact area of Alternative 1br will be protected and monitored as 
ESAs, as detailed in the ESA Action Plan (Attachment F of the MOA). Provisions in the ESA Action Plan include 
ESA fencing, professional monitoring, and Native American participation to ensure protection of archaeological 
resources and the TCP during construction. 

 

Response to T-1.20 
Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, FHWA and Caltrans have continued to consult with the Tribe 
throughout the Section 106 process to identify historic properties, assess the effects of all Project Alternatives on 
those historic properties, and determine the necessary and appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
adverse effects. Those findings were presented in a Supplemental HPSR (Delu and Eddy 2014), on which the Tribe 
had the opportunity to comment. A Finding of Adverse Effect, with concurrence from SHPO on March 2, 2015, 
documented the direct and indirect effects of each alternative on identified historic properties. A Section 4(f) analysis 
was also conducted to demonstrate that Alternative 1br is the prudent and feasible alternative that minimizes effects 
to historic properties most effectively. 

Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures have been developed in consultation with the Tribe, and 
formalized in the Section 106 MOA and the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to T-1.21 
The FHWA and Caltrans will continue to consult with the Tribe throughout the implementation of the Section 106 
MOA. 
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Comment from: Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Response To: Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 
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Response to T-2.1 
The Soboba Band's preference that the interchange at Domenigoni Parkway satisfy the three criteria specified has 
been included in the Project record. Build Alternative 1br has been identified as the Preferred Alternative by the 
Project Development Team (PDT) and would not infringe on the Tribe's property. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Response to T-2.2 
The Soboba Tribe's preference for Build Alternative 1b, incorporating Roadway Segment C, has been included in the 
Project record. Build Alternative 1br has been identified as the Preferred Alternative and would not infringe on the 
sensitive area identified by the Tribe. No Native American human remains are expected to be affected by the Project. 
Provisions for treatment of currently unknown cultural resources or human remains discovered in the Preferred 
Alternative are included in the Section 106 MOA. It is Caltrans' standard policy to follow the procedures in the Public 
Resources Code, if human remains are discovered outside a formal cemetery. These procedures, to be followed 
during construction, are detailed in the Monitoring and Post-Review Discovery Plan (Attachment E of the MOA). 

 
Response to T-2.3 
As part of the Section 106 process for compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act, formal FHWA and 
Caltrans consultation with the Native American tribes has been ongoing since 2005. The West Hemet Hills had not 
been identified by any Native American tribe as a culturally significant landmark when the Draft EIR/EIS was 
circulated. Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, during the Section 106 process, a Traditional Cultural 
Property (TCP) was identified within the locally preferred alternative 2b, incorporating roadway segment H. As a 
result, and in consultation with the Tribe, Alternative 1br was designed to reduce direct impacts to the TCP. As well, 
the Section 106 MOA, developed in consultation with the Tribe, provides additional mitigation measures to address 
Project impacts on historic properties. See also responses to T-1.2 through T-1.4. 

  



Appendix K-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR/EIS 
 
 

405 | K - 1  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to T-2.4 
Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures have been developed in consultation with the Tribe, and 
formalized in the Section 106 MOA and the Final EIR/EIS. Measures include: 

 Avoidance of burials and archaeological deposits and artifacts, to the extent feasible 

 Provisions for relocation of sensitive cultural features; curation of all recovered artifacts, except items of 
cultural patrimony 

 Identification of archaeologically sensitive areas, in consultation with the Tribe Establishing ESAs to be 
fenced for protection from construction impacts Native American and professional archaeological monitoring 
at ESAs and other 

 identified culturally sensitive areas 

 Documentation of known archaeological features prior to their destruction or relocation 

 Recovery of significant archaeological deposits discovered during construction 

 
Response to T-2.5 
The FHWA and Caltrans will continue to consult with the Tribe throughout the implementation of the Section 106 
MOA. To ensure that Project impacts to historic properties are avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.F-1 
United States Environmental Protection Agency Region IX 

 
Response to Comment 2.F-1.1 

The following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures have been included in the FEIR/FEIS and will be included in 
the Environmental Commitment Record (Appendix D). These measures are stipulated in the Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) negotiated under Section 106 consultation. The MOA has been reviewed by the Tribes and Caltrans, It was submitted on 
October 21, 2015 to the SHPO and signed by Caltrans and SHPO on March 25, 2016. The first four measures, CR-1 through 
CR-4, were first published in the recirculated DEIS/SEIS:  
 

 CR-1 Provisions for Treatment of Cultural Materials Discovered during Construction.  
 

 CR-2 Provisions for Archaeological and Native American Monitoring.  
 

 CR-3 Protocols in the Event of Discovery of Human Remains.  
 

 CR-4 Establishment of Environmentally Sensitive Areas  
 
The following additional five measures were developed during preparation and negotiation of the Section 106 MOA and are 
included there, as well as in the FEIR/FEIS:II- 
 

 CR-5 Preparation of a Historic Context for the Potential Prehistoric Archaeological District (PPAD).  
 

 CR-6 Spatial and Visual Analysis of Elements of the PPAD.  
 

 CR-7 Photogrammetric Documentation of Elements of the PPAD.    
 
 

Response to Comment 2.F-1.2 
Subsequent to the Draft EIR/EIS, Checkpoint 3 of the NEPA/404 MOU process was completed, and EPA concurred 
with the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for the Project. A qualitative assessment was prepared using the mitigation ratio 
checklist guidelines in January 2016, and the EPA concurred with the findings during a Resource Agency Meeting on 
March 16, 2016. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.F-1 
United States Environmental Protection Agency Region IX 

 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.F-1.3 
One hard copy and one CD will be sent to the requested address when the FEIR/EIS is released for public review. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



Appendix K-2 Comments Received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR / Supplemental Draft EIS 

3 | K - 2  
 

  

Responses to Comment Letter 2.F-2 
FEMA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.F-2.1 
The current Flood Insurance Rate Maps have been reviewed and the portions of the existing floodplain within the 
project area are shown in the DEIR, the Technical Memorandum Floodplain Evaluation Report and in the FEIR. It is 
noted that the City of San Jacinto is a participant of the National Flood Insurance Program and the minimum, basic 
NFIP floodplain management building requirements describe in Vol. 44 code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), 
Sections 59 through 65 have been reviewed. 
As this comment does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis contained in the PRDEIR/SEIS, it is assumed 
that this is for informational purposes only and no further response is possible or required. 
 

 
 

Response to Comment 2.F-2.2 
It is noted that all buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain must be elevated so that the lowest floor is at 
or above the Base Flood Elevation on the effective FIRM map. No buildings are proposed as part of the project. 
As this comment does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis contained in the PRDEIR/SEIS, it is assumed 
that this is for informational purposes only and no further response is possible or required. 

 
Response to Comment 2.F-2.3 

The compliance with FEMA regulations and guidelines will be an integral part of the final design of the selected 
alternative and will be based on a detailed hydraulic analysis. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.F-2 
FEMA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.F-2.4 
Each Build alternative and design option under consideration could encroach on a floodplain.  The proposed 
encroachment associated with any of the Build alternatives or design options would be minimized by the selection, 
design, and construction of appropriate hydraulic structures and drainage facilities.  Although no significant 
floodplain encroachment has been identified, Measure HYDRA-1 through 3 are proposed as part of the project to 
prevent significant adverse impacts to the floodplains and document any changes made to the floodplains by the 
Project. Specifically, a Letter of Map Revision for any changes to existing Special Flood Hazard Areas will be 
submitted to FEMA as outlined in Measure HYDRA -2 Complete a Letter of Map Revision. This measure states that 
the Design Engineer shall complete a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) after the design has been 
finalized and shall complete a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) after construction is finished. Build Alternative 1br 
would result in a 0.85 ft change in water surface elevation in the immediate vicinity of the Sanderson Avenue Bridge 
of the San Jacinto River floodplain.  The impact would be localized and would be minimal compared to the overall 
floodplain and would also be less than the allowable 1.0 ft increase specified in Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) guidelines.  As such, the impact to the floodplain would not be significant. 

 
 

Response to Comment 2.F-2.5 
It is noted that many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain management building requirements 
which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44 CFR. The local floodplain 
administrators will be contacted during design of the project and coordination will occur as outlined in Mitigation 
HYDRA-3 Coordinate with Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (RCFC&WCD). Any 
work that affects District facilities or storm drains will be coordinated with the RCFC&WCD during final design. An 
encroachment permit from the RCFC&WCD shall be obtained for any construction that impacts their facilities.  
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-1 
Southern California Edison 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-1.1 
During the design phase of the project, the SR 79 team will coordinate with SCE on the alteration, or relocation of 
facilities and services in the project direct impact area, in order to avoid or minimize any impacts to SCE facilities. 

 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-1.2 
In both views, the transmission structure issues SCE has identified have relatively little effect on the determination of 
the visual effects of the proposed freeway segment on the view because of the relatively small mass of these 
transmission features in relationship to the substantially greater mass and visual dominance of the new 
freeway elements and thus do not change the conclusions about the project's visual impacts in these areas. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-1 
Southern California Edison 

 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-1.3 
The full extent of utility relocations will not be understood until final design of the Project.  To the extent that utility 
relocations will occur within the area of effect studied in the Final EIR/EIS, they have been analyzed in the Final 
EIR/EIS.   If at the final design of the Project it is determined that some utilities will need to be relocated outside the 
area analyzed, then Caltrans will coordinate with the CPUC to ensure that CEQA is complied with for those 
relocations. Caltrans is expected to adhere to the rules and regulations of the CPUC for overhead line design for 
vertical and horizontal clearances within our ROW, discussion of this can be found in Section 3.1.5.2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS.  The SR 79 project team will continue to coordinate with SCE during the final design phase of the Project. 
Please refer to Appendix E, measure UTIL-1 for further information regarding coordination with utility owners and 
operators.  

 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-1.4 
The SR 79 project team will coordinate with SCE to ensure that the proposed improvements would not impose 
constraints on SCE's facilities to access, maintenance, and/or operation of its current and future facilities. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-1 
Southern California Edison 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-2 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-2 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-2.1 
Thank you for your comment.  The final plans for implementation of the minimization measures VIS-1 through 
VIS-29, cannot be developed fully until final design of the Project.  MWD will continue to be consulted throughout 
the design phase of the Project, to avoid and minimize any impacts to MWD owned properties.  Please refer to 
Appendix E, minimization measure UTIL-1 for further information regarding coordination efforts.  

 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-2.2 
RCTC and Caltrans would review and consider all feasible design alternatives during final design and would 
coordinate with MWD at this location. 

 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-2.3 
The Memorandum of Agreement prepared under Section 106 (36 CFR 800) has provisions for disposition of 
recovered archaeological material from both public and private land.  Metropolitan Water District, will maintain full 
control over treatment and disposition of artifacts on their land.  For further information a copy of the MOA can be 
found in Appendix O of the Final EIR/EIS.   

 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-2.4 
The concern raised by this comment is primarily an engineering and design issue and cannot be addressed until 
further design of the Project is performed.  Additional analyses will be performed during final design to alleviate 
any adverse impacts to Metropolitan's facilities and geotechnical exploration and lab testing would be completed 
as part of the design process. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-2 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-2.5 
The concern raised by this comment is primarily an engineering and design issue and cannot be addressed until 
further design of the Project is performed.  Coordination with MWD would occur during final design to address any 
impacts to your facilities, per Section 3.1.5.3 of the Final EIR/EIS and minimization measure UTIL-1.  All of the 
design elements of this Project have conformed to the requirements provided to the SR 79 Project Development 
Team in letters from MWD.  To the extent that effects to MWD facilities are known at this time, they have been 
analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS.  If during further design it is determined that additional impacts will occur, 
Coordination with MWD will occur to ensure that those effects are addressed and CEQA and other requirements are 
complied with. 

 
Response to Comment 2.L-2.6 
The wording was changed on page 3-335 to Colorado River Aqueduct. 

 
Response to Comment 2.L-2.7 
We will coordinate directly with Metropolitan's Substructures manager, Kieran Callanan, for submittal and review of 
design information pertaining to the use of, and impacts to, Metropolitan's property and facilities. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-3 
City of Moreno Valley 

 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-3.1 
The Commenter is raising two questions – about the extent of analysis that was conducted for Gilman Springs Road, 
and about the forecasts for that road.  These points are related, and will be discussed together. 

The study area was developed in consultation with RCTC, Caltrans and the local governments back when the traffic 
analysis was first conducted.    It was developed to incorporate roadway segments and intersections on local streets 
in both Hemet and San Jacinto that are representative of the area.  Not every intersection and segment was analyzed, 
but the ones with the highest volumes and potentially biggest impacts were included. 

The EIR/EIS includes traffic analysis of 30 intersections and 55 roadway segments.  Both intersections and segments 
are analyzed, depending on the nature of the road.  For Gilman Springs Road, the critical portion in the study area is 
the interchange with SR 79.  The key elements of the interchange are the ramp terminal intersections.  These two 
intersections were analyzed for existing, No Build and Build scenarios. 

Table 3.1-41 includes traffic projections for the interchange in lines 20 and 21.  The projected level of service (LOS) 
based on delay, improves from existing conditions to 2040.  However, the primary reason for the improvement is the 
change from unsignalized intersections for existing conditions to traffic signals in 2040.   Traffic signals have much 
higher capacity than unsignalized intersections, so operations improve. 

Since the operations at the Gilman Springs Road/SR 79 interchange are LOS A and B, it was determined that there 
was no need to study Gilman Springs further north, towards SR 60 and Moreno Valley.  That conclusion addresses 
the first part of the commenter’s question. 

The second part of the question is related to the decrease in traffic volumes at the Sanderson Avenue-SR 79/Gilman 
Springs Road interchange. First, note that the traffic volumes on SR 79 south of Gilman Springs Road only have a 
minor increase with the Project. Per Figure 3.1-22, the 2040 projected daily volume is 53,600 in the No Build 
scenario.  The most comparable in Figure 3.1-25 has a volume of 56,400 vehicles/day.  More to the point of the 
comment, traffic volumes are projected to decrease at the interchange (see Figures 3.1-27, 3.1-31, 3.1-34, 3.1-39, and 
3.1-43).  Two things drive the interchange traffic volumes; the through traffic on Gilman Springs Road and the SR 
79/Sanderson Avenue ramp volumes.  The construction of Mid-County Parkway (MCP) which will serve as an 
alternative to SR 60, affect both the through volumes and the ramp volumes.  MCP will reduce traffic on Gilman 
Springs Road, especially to the west of SR 79/Sanderson Avenue. (Not all of the volumes increase.  For example, the 
combined AM and PM peak westbound volumes east of SR 79/Sanderson Avenue are 934 vehicles per hour (vph) in 
2014, 970 vph in 2020, and 1550 vph in 2040.)  Overall, the marked changes in traffic patterns at the Sanderson 
Avenue-SR 79/Gilman Springs Road interchange are consistent with the expected changes in regional travel patterns 
associated with MCP. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-4 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-4.1 
The shapefiles of the existing and proposed District facilities has been received. 

 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-4.2 
The SR 79 Project Team will meet CEQA requirements for the project for portion of the project that occur within our 
right of way.  Your organization is listed as a responsible agency. 

 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-4.3 
Applicable sections of the MSHCP (Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4, 6.3.2, 7.3.7, 7.5.3 and Appendix C BMPs) are 
addressed throughout Section 3.3 of the EIR/EIS for impacts to MSHCP resources within the study area of the 
Project.  All minimization measures required by the MSHCP have also been included.  The commenter does not raise 
any specific concerns with how these sections of the MSHCP were addressed and no further response is possible. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-4 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.L-4.4 
The Final EIR/EIS, including applicable technical studies, the Notice of Determination, proof of payment for the 
CDFW filing fees, and copies of the 401, 404 and 1602 permit will be submitted to your agency with the application 
for an EP and/or TCE. 
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Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
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Response to Comment 2.L-5.1 
At the location of the EMWD facility we actually chose to leave Sanderson at grade and realign SR 79 further to the 
southeast and take it up and over Sanderson. This causes a lot less impacts to their facility than any of our other 
alternatives did in the DEIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment 2.L-5.2 
The concern raised by this comment is primarily an engineering and design issue and cannot be addressed until further 
design of the Project is performed.  During the final design of the selected alternative, the SR 79 project team will 
coordinate with EMWD to ensure that the proposed improvements would not impose constraints on EMWD's facilities 
to access, maintenance, and/or operation of its current and future facilities. 



Appendix K-2 Comments Received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR / Supplemental Draft EIS 
 

17 | K - 2  
 

 



Appendix K-2 Comments Received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR / Supplemental Draft EIS 
 

18 | K - 2  
 

 



Appendix K-2 Comments Received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR / Supplemental Draft EIS 
 

19 | K - 2  
 

 



Appendix K-2 Comments Received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR / Supplemental Draft EIS 
 

20 | K - 2  
 

 



Appendix K-2 Comments Received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR / Supplemental Draft EIS 
 

21 | K - 2  
 

 

Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-5 
Eastern Municipal Water District 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.L-5 
Eastern Municipal Water District 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.CG-1 
Winchester Historical Society 

 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.CG-1.1 
There are provisions in the Memorandum of Agreement, developed under Section 106, to consider transfer of certain 
historical artifacts (depending on their research value) to museums or educational institutions where they would be 
displayed or used for educational purposes.  A local museum has the potential to be considered. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.CG-2 
Winchester Historical Society 

 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.CG-2.1 
The interchange at Grand Avenue will be built in the Planning Horizon phase of the project, prior to the year 2040.   
It will not be built in the initial phase of the project as traffic doesn't warrant it and the area is not yet developed.  
This could be built as a future project by RCTC, Riverside County or the local city depending on jurisdiction and 
need at the time of the build-out. 

 
Response to Comment 2.CG-2.2 
There are provisions in the Memorandum of Agreement, developed under Section 106, to consider transfer of certain 
historical artifacts (depending on their research value) to museums or educational institutions where they would be 
displayed or used for educational purposes. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2.CG-3 
Four Seasons Home Owners Association 

 
Response to Comment 2.CG-3.1 

The noise from the Build Alternatives would result in higher noise levels (roughly the equivalent of a dishwasher 
heard from the next room) at Four Seasons.  Build Alternative 1br has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, 
and was developed to address the issues raised by stakeholders during the Public Involvement/Agency Coordination 
process, including meetings with the Four Seasons Community. 
 
Pursuant to FHWA and Caltrans protocols, a series of noise evaluations were conducted by accredited specialists for 
all noise sensitive land uses within the project area. Three major evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic noise. 
A Noise Study Report (NSR) was conducted to identify noise sensitive land uses and if traffic noise impacts are 
expected. A Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was prepared to assess the reasonability and feasibility of 
noise abatement for those land uses predicted to experience a traffic noise impact.  Finally, the project changes 
associated with Build Alternative 1br were investigated in an Updated NSR/NADR. The entire noise evaluation is 
summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR. 
 
This comment does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis and so no further response is possible. 

 
 

 
Response to Comment 2.CG-3.2 

The concerns stated about the potential effects about the project on views from Four Seasons are understandable. 
The area in which the project-related modifications would take place (the project impact area) would be 1,700 feet 
(approximate 0.3 mile) from the gate. For the most part, the proposed elevated roadway segment would be readily 
visible to Four Seasons residents only when they are on their way out of the community driving south on 4 Seasons 
Boulevard from the front gate toward SR 79. In this view, a small segment of the elevated roadway will be seen in 
the distance. The breadth of this view will be limited by the walls and landscaping that line both sides of 4 Seasons 
Boulevard. From within the Four Seasons Community, views toward the elevated roadway segment will be blocked 
by homes, walls, and landscaping. Even for those homes located on the southern edges of the community closest to 
SR-79, views toward the elevated roadway segment will be substantially blocked by the solid block perimeter wall 
that surrounds the community and by the extensive tree planting in the landscape strip between the wall and the 
edge of SR-79.  The corridor landscape plan that will be prepared for the project will respond to the suggestion that 
"An irrigated landscaping that hides these features would help." The landscaping and other measures that will be 
implemented will address the concerns expressed about the sound wall by partially screening the wall and by 
visually integrating it into the view. 
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Response to Comment 2.CG-3.3 
Traffic volumes under both the No Build and Build (Alternative 1br) conditions are summarized in Section 3.1.6 of 
the Final EIR/EIS.  Large increases in traffic volumes are not expected on local streets as part of this Project. In fact, 
the Project would markedly reduce traffic on many local streets, as it would shift to the new SR 79 alignment.  For 
example, traffic volumes on Warren Road are projected to be reduced by 40 to 90 percent with the Project, and 
volumes on Winchester Road would be more than 90 percent lower with the Project.  Florida Avenue volumes would 
also be reduced significantly (30 to 50 percent) between Winchester Road and Sanderson Avenue, so traffic 
conditions would improve significantly with the Project.  Also, intersection operations at locations along Florida 
Avenue and Winchester Road would improve to level of service (LOS) C or better with the Project. 

 
Response to Comment 2.CG-3.4 
Your preference for Project alternatives 2a and 2b has been included in the Project record. The process used to 
evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the project is described in Chapter 2, Identification 
of the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that section, Alternative 1br was identified as the 
preferred alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-1.1: 
The SR 79 alignment is south of the intersection of Shannon Dr and California Ave and there are no impacts to the 
properties at this intersection.  The project proposes a retaining wall along the south side of Lyn Ave.  In addition, the 
SR 79 alignment would bridge over California Ave near the intersection of California Ave and Lyn Ave. 
 
During final design, properties that require acquisition will be identified.  Property areas and street access will also be 
determined, and property owners will be notified.  Property acquisition and relocation assistance and compensation are 
complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation advisor after Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a property.  A summary of the 
RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Additional 
information is available from the following websites: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-2.1: 
 
During final design, properties that require acquisition will be identified.  Property areas and street access will also be 
determined, and property owners will be notified.  Property acquisition and relocation assistance and compensation are 
complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation adviser after Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a property.  A summary of 
RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS.   Additional 
information is available from the following websites:   
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf  
 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-3.1: 
 
Your support for the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-4.1: 
 
Your support for the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-5.1: 
 
Your support for the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-6.1: 
 
Your involvement in the comment period has been included in the Project record. 
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Responses to Comment Cards Submitted at the Public Hearing on September 10th 

2015 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-7.1 
Your involvement in the comment period has been included in the Project record. 
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Responses to Comment Cards Submitted at the Public Hearing on September 10th 

2015 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-8.1 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Additionally, the Project’s community impacts were analyzed.  The comment does not raise concerns 
with this or any other analysis, so no further response is possible 
 
During final design, properties that require acquisition will be identified. Property areas and street access will also be 
determined, and property owners will be notified. Property acquisition and relocation assistance and compensation are 
complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation advisor after Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a property. A summary of the 
RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS. Additional 
information is available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-9.1 
The comment does not raise any concerns and no further response is possible.  Project information, however, can be 
found online at http://sr79project.info 



Appendix K-2 Comments Received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR / Supplemental Draft EIS 
 

35 | K - 2  
 

Responses to Comment Cards Submitted at the Public Hearing on September 10th 

2015 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-10.1 
Your participation in the comment period has been included in the Project record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-11.1 
Thank you for the support of the project. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br 
was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comment Cards Submitted at the Public Hearing on September 10th 

2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-12.1 
Your participation in the comment period has been included in the Project record. The name associated with this 
address will be changed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-13.1 
Your support for the Project Alternative 1br has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the 
alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.   As 
discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-14.1: 
 
Alternative 1br was chosen as the Preferred Alternative. This alignment of SR 79 will bridge over existing Simpson 
Rd so that the east-west access will remain and not have any impacts to existing conditions. The process used to 
evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS.   
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-15.1: 
 
The comment does not raise any concerns about the Project’s environmental effects or the analysis in the 
environmental document, and no further response is required.  It is noted, however, that both of your parcels are 
located east of Diamond Valley Lake while the project will intersect Newport Road west of Diamond Valley Lake.     
 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-16.1: 
We acknowledge your comment. Build Alternative 1br was developed to address the issues raised during the Public 
Involvement/Agency Coordination process. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-16.2: 
Under Build Alternative 1br, the Newport Road overpass was changed to an at-grade traffic signal. Newport Road will 
also be realigned to Winchester Road to provide direct access to the community of Winchester. The changes proposed 
will not affect the noise analysis in this area. In fact, this change will tend to reduce traffic noise in the area.  The 
commenter does not raise any specific concerns with that analysis and no further response is possible. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-17.1: 
 
 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.   
 
Potential impacts to the community are discussed in Section 3.1.4 of the Final EIR/EIS.  During final design, 
properties that require acquisition will be identified. Property areas and street access will also be determined, and 
property owners will be notified. Property acquisition and relocation assistance and compensation are complex 
processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation advisor after Riverside County 
Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a property. A summary of the RCTC's 
Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS. Additional information is 
available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-18.1: 
 
Your preference to not have to move is included in the project record.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives 
and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in 
that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. Relocation and community impacts were 
analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS.  No specific concerns will the analysis are raised and so no further response is possible. 
 
During final design, properties that require acquisition will be identified. Property areas and street access will also be 
determined, and property owners will be notified. Property acquisition and relocation assistance and compensation are 
complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation advisor after Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a property. A summary of the 
RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS. Additional 
information is available from the following websites: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-19.1: 
As presented in the Noise Study Report/Noise Abatement Decision Report, the nearest homes in the existing 
residential subdivision (Stoney Mountain Ranch) along Esplanade Avenue are over 600 feet from the proposed 
highway lanes associated with all of the proposed Build Alternatives.  Department noise policy specifies monitoring 
and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a roadway.   Nevertheless, noise modeling was conducted in 
this area because Esplanade Road will experience higher traffic volumes and the proposed SR-79 northbound off-ramp 
will be in the general vicinity.  Modeling determined that the proposed SR-79 highway will not generate noise levels 
that would constitute a traffic noise impact within the Stoney Mountain Ranch.  Consequently, noise barriers along 
SR-79 were not considered further.   Noise modeling found that the predominant noise source, affecting the Stoney 
Mountain Ranch community, will come from Esplanade Avenue.   A traffic noise impact is expected to occur among 
the first row of houses along Esplanade Avenue. Consequently, a noise barrier along Esplanade Avenue was 
evaluated.  Because of the intersection of Alabaster Avenue, the modeled noise barrier consisted of two segments.   
For a noise barrier to be considered for further consideration, it must be both Feasible and Reasonable.  Modeling 
found that a barrier could reduce noise levels, for the first row of homes, sufficient to be considered Feasible.  
However, the cost to construct that barrier is too high to be considered Reasonable.  The entire noise evaluation is 
summarized in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR.  The commenter raises no specific concerns with this analysis, and 
so no further response is possible. 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-19.2: 
As presented in this environmental document, it is true that as the alignment of Alternative 1br travels north along 
Warren Road, the roadway will become elevated, reaching a height of approximately 30-feet at the crossing of 
Esplanade Avenue. In this area, the elevated roadway will be located approximately one quarter of a mile to the west 
of the subdivision to the south of Esplanade Avenue and east of Warren Road within which the commenter's home is 
located. The commenter presents no evidence to support the claim that views from his house toward the hills to the 
west will be diminished. Based on evaluation of sightlines from this subdivision toward the hills to the west, we have 
determined that from within this subdivision, views toward the elevated freeway segment and overpass will be 
screened by the residential structures in the foreground of the view. As a consequence the elevated freeway will have 
little to no effect on the views over the rooftops of the nearby homes toward the mountains to the west, which will 
remain essentially the same as they are now.  The commenter raises no specific concerns with this analysis, and so no 
further response is possible. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-20.1: 
 
Your concerns have been included in the Project record.  The Project’s impacts on the community and those 
associated with relocation were analyzed.  This comment does not raise any specific concerns with that analysis and so 
no further response is possible.  During final design, properties that require acquisition will be identified.  Property 
areas and street access will also be determined, and property owners will be notified.  Property acquisition and 
relocation assistance and compensation are complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent 
and/or relocation advisor after Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to 
acquire a property.  A summary of the RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of 
the Draft EIR/EIS.   Additional information is available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-21.1: 
 
Your concerns have been included in the Project record. During final design, properties that require acquisition will be 
identified.   The Project’s impacts on the community and those associated with relocation were analyzed.  This 
comment does not raise any specific concerns with that analysis and so no further response is possible.  Property areas 
and street access will also be determined, and property owners will be notified.  Property acquisition and relocation 
assistance and compensation are complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or 
relocation advisor after Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire 
a property.  A summary of RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  Additional information is available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-22.1: 
 
Your concerns have been included in the Project record. During final design, properties that require acquisition will be 
identified. Property areas and street access will also be determined, and property owners will be notified. Property 
acquisition and relocation assistance and compensation are complex processes that are best discussed with a Project 
acquisition agent and/or relocation advisor after Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines 
whether it needs to acquire a property. A summary of the RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in 
Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS. Additional information is available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-23.1: 
 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  
The project schedule was extended in order to further study and incorporate comments made by agencies and the 
public, which is a critical component of the environmental process.  Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the Final EIR/EIS include 
summaries of public outreach efforts. 
During final design, properties that require acquisition will be identified.  Property areas and street access will also be 
determined, and property owners will be notified.  Property acquisition and relocation assistance and compensation are 
complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation advisor after Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a property.  A summary of the 
RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS.   Additional 
information is available from the following websites: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-24.1: 
 
Your concerns have been included in the Project record.  The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  
 
During final design, properties that require acquisition will be identified.  Property areas and street access will also be 
determined, and property owners will be notified.  Property acquisition and relocation assistance and compensation are 
complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation advisor after Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a property.  A summary of the 
RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS.   Additional 
information is available from the following websites: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-25.1: 
 
Alternative 1br would skirt the southern edge of parcels 465040018/019/020.  The City of Hemet's general plan has 
plans for a north south connection between SR 74/Florida Ave and Domenigoni Pkwy. This connection, per the 
general plan, shows the road along future California Ave and then curves to the west along the north side of Hemet 
Hills. Alternative 1br has provided a future bridge at California Ave as part of the project so that this north south 
connection could connect at California Ave instead of at Four Seasons Blvd. 
This was coordinated with the city of Hemet. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-25.2: 
 
Frontage roads are not anticipated as part of the SR 79 realignment. The Project right-of-way (ROW) with Alternative 
1br would be coterminous with Lyn Avenue. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-25.3: 
 
As presented in the environmental document, noise impacts and barriers were evaluated for all existing areas of 
frequent human use and for all such areas within the site approval process prior to the project's date of public 
knowledge. Build Alternative 1br will run south and parallel to Lyn and a retaining wall is proposed along the south 
side of Lyn Ave and a soundwall along the north side of proposed SR 79 to mitigate for the noise. The noise barrier 
will vary between 10 and 14 feet in height and will be approximately 4000 feet in length along the alignment. 
Noise effects are detailed in Section 3.2.7 Noise and Vibration of the Final EIR/EIS and in the Supplemental Noise 
Study Report and Noise Abatement Decision Report, February 2015 that is available at: 
http://sr79project.info/uploads/2015documents/SR79_NoiseTechMemo_Rev%20-%20February%202015.pdf".  This 
comment does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis and so no further response is possible. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-26.1: 
 
Your support for the Project has been included in the Project record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that 
Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-27.1: 
 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  
 
As part of Build Alternative 1br, Devonshire Avenue will be constructed as an overpass over SR-79. As discussed in 
the Noise Study Report/Noise Abatement Decision Report, noise impacts and barriers were evaluated for all existing 
areas of frequent human use. The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the analysis, and no further 
response is possible. It should be noted, however, that the hills will not amplify the sound from the freeways. 
Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural noise barrier. 
Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it continues to 
degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-28.1: 
As presented in the environmental document, traffic noise impacts were identified at nearly all residential land uses 
within 500 feet of the proposed highway. Noise barriers were evaluated in all areas with traffic noise impacts. In the 
vicinity of Esplanade Avenue and Alabaster Avenue, the primary noise source is predicted to come from Esplanade 
Avenue. Noise Barriers were not found to be Reasonable and Feasible.  Noise effects near Esplanade Avenue and 
Alabaster Avenue are detailed in Section 3.2.7 Noise and Vibration of the RDEIR/RDEIS and in the Supplemental 
Noise Study Report and Noise Abatement Decision Report, February 2015 that is available at: 

http://sr79project.info/uploads/2015documents/SR79_NoiseTechMemo_Rev%20-%20February%202015.pdf 

Regional and local air quality and air toxics impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS according to applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and guidance.  The analysis demonstrated that the Project conforms with the State 
Implementation Plan, and localized air pollutant impacts (hot spots) are not expected.  Air quality analysis was not 
performed for a specific location or community because this level of analysis is not typically required under NEPA or 
CEQA for a transportation project.  Health impacts to nearby residents and other sensitive receptors would be related 
to MSAT emissions. As shown in Section 3.2.6.3, MSAT emissions from the Build alternatives would be lower than 
existing conditions because of improvement in level of service with the Build alternatives and the use of cleaner 
vehicles in the future.  Terrain features and meteorological conditions would have the same effects on highway 
emissions with or without the Project.  The Project is expected to improve traffic conditions and decrease vehicle 
emissions in the Project area, so air quality in the surrounding area would be expected to improve. 

The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the analyses presented in the environmental document, and 
not further response is possible. 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-28.2: 
Your concerns have been noted. Unfortunately, compensation is not paid to property owners whose parcels are not 
physically impacted by the project. Research projects have been conducted in an effort to determine how greatly 
residential property values are affected due to highway and freeway projects. Results have been consistently 
inconclusive mainly due to the many economic factors that contribute to property value. Please refer to the following 
reference to this recent study: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol4/downloads/chap_appdx/AppendixD_PropertyValues_21102011.pdf 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-28.3: 
Your concerns have been noted. Unfortunately, compensation is not paid to property owners whose parcels are not 
physically impacted by the project. Research projects have been conducted in an effort to determine how greatly 
residential property values are affected due to highway and freeway projects. Results have been consistently 
inconclusive mainly due to the many economic factors that contribute to property value. Please refer to the following 
reference to this recent study:  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol4/downloads/chap_appdx/AppendixD_PropertyValues_21102011.pdf 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-29.1: 
The SR 79 project team has coordinated with the City of Hemet to provide a north/south access point at California 
Ave instead of curving the alignment to the west and connecting to Four Seasons. The project has a bridge that goes 
over California Ave so that connectivity to the north and south can continue to Florida Ave to the north and 
Domenigoni Pkwy to the south.  Any future unnamed roadways indicated within the Project documents have the 
potential to be further considered during the design phase of the selected alternative, and would be consistent with any 
local requirements and circulation plans.  Consistency with local plans was analyzed as part of the environmental 
document. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-30.1: 
 
Your opposition to the Project has been included in the Project record. Traffic on Sanderson Avenue, Warren Road, 
and State Street currently uses SR 79 south of Florida Avenue to Murrieta and Temecula. The Project in San Jacinto 
and Hemet would not affect traffic operations in Murrieta and Temecula because this project is not expected to 
generate additional traffic in those communities. The purpose of this project is to reduce the diversion of traffic from 
state routes onto local roads and to allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads. 



Appendix K-2 Comments Received on the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR / Supplemental Draft EIS 
 

54 | K - 2  
 

Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-31.1: 
 
Health impacts to residents and other sensitive receptors in the Project area would be related to Mobile Source Air 
Toxics (MSAT) emissions.  As shown in Section 3.2.6.3 of the Final EIR/EIS the overall MSAT emissions from the 
Project in the area would be lower than the existing conditions or emissions in the future without the Project due to the 
implementation of stringent vehicle emission standards, and people use cleaner and more fuel efficient vehicles in the 
future years.  In addition, the Project Build Alternative would have fewer vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and improved 
traffic conditions over the No Build Alternative in the project area, which would result in lower air pollutant 
emissions. 
 
There may be localized areas where VMT would increase, and others where VMT would decrease.  Therefore it is 
possible that localized increases and decreases in MSAT emissions may occur.  The localized increases in MSAT 
emissions would likely be most pronounced along the realigned SR 79 roadway sections.  However, even if these 
increases occur, they will be substantially reduced in the future due to implementation of the U.S. EPA vehicle and 
fuel regulations. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-31.2: 
 
Widening Warren Road would not address the issues specified in the Purpose and Need for the Project.   Discussion of 
the elimination of this option can also be found in Section 2.2.5 of the Final EIR/EIS.  The purpose, included in 
Section 1.1.3 of the Final EIR/EIS, is to: 
 

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley 
 Improve operational efficiency and enhance safety conditions by maintaining route continuity and upgrading 

the facility 
 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to adequately bypass local roads 
 Reduce the diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-32.1: 
We acknowledge your position.  As presented in the environmental document, traffic noise impacts will occur as a 
result of the project.  Where ever impacts were identified, abatement measures were investigated.  Several noise 
barriers are recommended for further consideration.  The meeting notification process conformed to state and federal 
requirements.   The project team is available to discuss this project, through the project website. We encourage you to 
contact us.  Finally, we think it's important to mention why the project is being investigated.   The purpose of the 
proposed action is to provide a transportation facility that will effectively and efficiently accommodate regional north-
south movement of people and goods between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs Road. The Project will:  

 Improve traffic flow for local and regional north-south traffic in the San Jacinto Valley.  
 Improve efficiency and safety by maintaining route continuity and upgrading the facility. 
 Allow regional traffic, including truck traffic, to bypass local roads.  
 Reduce diversion of traffic from state routes onto local roads. The existing SR-79 facility has inadequate 

capacity to accommodate both local and regional travel demand associated with the projected growth in the 
San Jacinto Valley. 

No specific concerns with this analysis are identified and so no further response is possible. 
 
Formal public outreach began in 2004 with a series of Q&A Fact Sheets that were distributed to the public at critical 
points in the project development process. The first in the series of fact sheets showed that the easternmost corridor 
under consideration ran near Sanderson Avenue. By the 2005 fact sheet, this eastern corridor had been eliminated due 
to public concerns about impacts to homes, businesses, and schools. The fact sheets and other early public outreach 
efforts are available from the Project website at: http://www.sr79project.info/library-links. The two public hearings on 
the Draft EIR/EIS were only the latest in a series of outreach efforts that have characterized the Project. Sections 5.3 
and 5.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS include summaries of public outreach efforts prior to circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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October 8, 2015 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.33.1: 
 
The Preferred Alternative has been modified to reduce impacts to the West Hemet Hills.  If the Emerald Acres 
development is completed before construction begins, this project would be responsible to adjust the alignment to be 
consistent with the development and would build a bridge if needed. 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.33.2: 
 
The SR 79 Realignment project has continued to coordinate with local developments and has made modifications to 
the design if developments have been approved. Without approval of a tract map the project has to move forward until 
approval is received. The SR 79 Project has the capability of providing a bridge over this spine road if the 
development is approved prior to the final design of the SR 79 project.  Emerald Acres is recognized in Appendix H of 
in Vol. 2 of the FED, it mentions that this development was part of the studies and refers to it as SP 05-01. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 
through October 8, 2015 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 
21 through October 8, 2015 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 
21 through October 8, 2015 

 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-34.1: 
Your support for the elimination of the Tres Cerritos has been included in the project record. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-34.2: 
While topography can affect noise distribution, it is not expected to produce a significant noise effect for homes as 
distant as Maze Stone Village.   For any individual noise receptor, relative position and distance are key factors.  
Caltrans noise policy specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a 
roadway.  The nearest Maze Stone Village residence would be more than 2,150 meters (7,050 feet) away from 
realigned SR 79.  Traffic noise levels this distant from the highway alignment are not expected to constitute a traffic 
noise impact (approaching or exceeding the Noise Abatement Criteria of 67 dBA for residential land uses).  While any 
traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Maze Stone Village community is not expected to rise to the level of a 
traffic-noise impact, the roadway would be audible. Based on the design year's projected peak hour traffic volumes, 
noise levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact – approaching or exceeding the Noise Abatement 
Criteria (66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses.  Thus, the Noise Study Report/Noise Abatement 
Decision Report concluded that noise abatement barriers are not warranted due to the minor nature of the change and 
distance between the design elements and while taking into consideration topography. 
 
Wind does not carry traffic noise as suggested by the comment.  According to the Technical Noise Supplement to the 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (September 2013), the effects of wind on noise are mostly confined to noise paths close 
to the ground because of what is called the wind shear phenomenon. Present policies and standards ignore the effects 
of wind on noise levels. Unless wind conditions are specifically identified, noise levels are always assumed to be for 
zero wind. The Noise Study Report/Noise Abatement Decision Report analyses assumed zero-wind conditions. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
Response to Comment 2.I-35.1: 
Noise impacts and barriers were evaluated for all existing areas of frequent human use and for all such areas within the 
site approval process prior to the Project's date of public knowledge.  Most of the land uses protected by the noise 
barriers recommended for further consideration, do not currently exist. That is not the case in the vicinity of Florida 
Avenue. In the vicinity of Florida Avenue, noise barriers were investigated around the Donaldson Avenue 
Subdivision/Roseland Mobile Home Estates (a noise barrier was found to be feasible/reasonable) and in the vicinity of 
Calvert Avenue (a noise barrier was not found to be feasible/reasonable).  The entire noise evaluation is summarized 
in Section 3.2.7 in the Final EIS/EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-35.2: 
Using data reported in the EIR/EIS (Tables 3.1-48 and 3.1-50), traffic volumes on Warren Road are projected to be 
reduced by 40 to 90 percent with the Project, and volumes on Winchester Road would be more than 90 percent lower 
with the Project.   Florida Avenue volumes would also be reduced significantly (30 to 50 percent) between Winchester 
Road and Sanderson Avenue, so traffic conditions would improve significantly with the Project. Intersection 
operations at locations east and west of the California Avenue/Florida Avenue intersection would improve to level of 
service (LOS) C or better with the Project.   Therefore, traffic volumes would be lower at California Avenue as well, 
and intersection operations would not deteriorate with the Project, but would likely improve. 
 
For traffic analysis and impacts, please see the Traffic Analysis for State Route 79 Realignment, July 2005 (revised 
January 2006 and November 2009) and the SR 79 Realignment Project Supplemental Traffic Report September 2014.   
All technical reports are available from the Project website at http://sr79project.info/library-links/technical-reports. 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-35.3: 
Construction of an elevated roadway segment in this area would block views toward the hills to the northwest from the 
portions of this property in close proximity to it.  Planned landscape treatment of the slopes of the elevated roadway's 
berm, would, over time, improve the appearance of the elevated road segment as seen from nearby views.  This 
analysis was provided in the environmental document.  The commenter does not raise any specific concerns with the 
analysis and so no further response is possible. 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-35.4: 
As discussed in Section 2.2.1.21 of the Draft Final EIR/EIS, all Build alternatives include drainage facilities that result 
in less than significant effects to water quality, maintain onsite drainage, and direct offsite storm water away from the 
Project during operation.  This comment does not raise any specific concerns with this conclusion, and so no further 
response is possible. All of the Project’s drainage facilities would be inside the Project right-of-way (ROW) except for 
connections to existing flood control facilities.   Discussion of this can be found in "Connections to Hemet Channel 
outside the Project ROW" in the Final EIR/EIS section 2.2.1.3, Unique Features of Build Alternatives page 2-19. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-35.5: 
As presented in the environmental document, the Project would permanently relocate cable television, electricity, 
natural gas, sewer, telephone, and water utilities to local streets or designated utility corridors outside the Project 
ROW.  The Project has been closely coordinated with federal, state, regional, and local agencies, including Riverside 
County.  The Project design would incorporate existing utilities to the extent feasible, including extension of existing 
lines as necessary, for Project use.  Implementation of the measures discussed in the Final EIR/EIS Section 3.1.5.3, 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures (page 3-165), would address these impacts. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-35.6: 
Access to and from properties will be maintained throughout construction.  A detailed Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) will be prepared during the plans, specifications, and estimate (PS&E) phase of the Project, once staged 
construction and traffic-handling details have been developed.  During final design, properties that require acquisition 
will be identified.  Property areas and street access will also be determined, and property owners will be notified.  
Property acquisition and relocation assistance and compensation are complex processes that are best discussed with a 
Project acquisition agent and/or relocation advisor after Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) 
determines whether it needs to acquire a property.  A summary of RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is 
included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Additional information is available from the following websites:  
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 

. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-36.1: 
The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.   
 
The concern about the potential take of a parcel is not in and of itself an environmental impact.  Thus no further 
response is required.  Please be aware, however, that the viability of any parcel, including Parcel 448-060-001, for 
interim or future development, the potential for any remnant land to be available for development, and the other parcel 
specific analysis that you suggest cannot be developed for any parcel at this time.  That analysis requires the 
completion of more detailed engineering, which will occur during the design phase of the Project, not through the 
environmental documentation process.  To provide uniform and equitable treatment for persons whose property is 
acquired for public use such as a transportation project, Congress passed the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, and amended it in 1987 (the Uniform Act).  Rules for the Uniform Act 
were published in the Federal Register in 2005 and are reprinted each year in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 
Title 49, Part 24.  The Uniform Act rules govern acquisition of real property for the Project, including Parcel 448-060-
001 if that is necessary.  If the Project must to acquire a property, or a portion of it, a qualified appraiser would make 
an appointment to inspect the property.   The appraiser would be responsible for determining the initial fair market 
value of the property.   The landowner, or a representative designated by the landowner, would be invited to 
accompany the appraiser when the appraiser inspects the property.  Any unusual or hidden features of the property that 
the appraiser could overlook, such as those mentioned in this comment, could be pointed out at this time.  The 
acquisition process is explained at:  
 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/practitioners/uniform_act/acquisition/real_property.cfm. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-36.2: 
Caltrans has design standards that have to be met when designing a freeway.  There are two types of design standards 
called Mandatory and Advisory.  Mandatory design standards are those considered most essential to achievement of 
overall design objectives.  Many pertain to requirements of the law or regulations.  Advisory standards are important 
also, but allow greater flexibility in application to accommodate design constraints or be compatible with local 
conditions.  At Esplanade Ave, the design shown in the Draft EIR/EIS had the southbound loop off ramp tie directly 
into Esplanade Ave.  This is a mandatory design standard for access control.  During the preparation of the final 
design for the Final EIR/EIS, Caltrans requested for this ramp to be re-designed so that direct access onto Esplanade 
was eliminated.  The southbound off ramp now comes off and ties into Esplanade along the north side of the road in a 
diamond shape interchange.  This eliminated the mandatory design standard, but incurred an advisory design standard 
for super elevation transition along the horizontal curves.  This was acceptable by Caltrans and they approved the fact 
sheets for the project.  
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-36.3: 
Table 3.1-4 (page 3-26) identifies the acreage inside the right-of-way (ROW) line that would be required for the 
project.   In many cases this is only part of a parcel.  Zoning of the area outside the ROW would be unchanged and the 
owner may decide to proceed with development on the remaining portion of the parcel.   
 
RCTC and the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for transportation 
projects.  The process is complex and designed to protect property owners.   If a decision is made to acquire your 
property or a portion of it, discuss the process with a Project relocation advisor.  For now, a summary of the 
Department's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS.  Additional 
information is available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-36.4: 
 
It is true that the proposed elevated freeway alternatives would be visible in the foreground views toward the west 
from the commenter's property and will partially block views toward the hills. At present, there are no residences on 
this property and no activities occur there that would place viewers on the site. The statement in the visual analysis 
that "these changes would be seen by some (although relatively few) residents." Is not incorrect. In addition to there 
being no viewers on the commenter's property, in the Stoney Mountain Ranch Subdivision, to the east, resident views 
toward the elevated freeway segments will be limited by the distance (a quarter mile and more) and by the residential 
structures in the foreground of the view. As a consequence from much of this subdivision, the elevated freeway will 
have little to no effect on the views over the rooftops of the nearby homes toward the mountains to the west, which 
will remain essentially the same as they are now. 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-36.5: 
 
Review of the existing set of simulations and of mapped data and air photos has provided a sufficient basis for 
evaluating the potential aesthetic effects of the Roadway Segments being considered in the this area. 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-36.6: 
 
The nearest homes in the existing residential subdivision (Stoney Mountain Ranch) along Esplanade Avenue are over 
600 feet from the proposed highway lanes associated with all of the proposed Build 
Alternatives.   Department noise policy specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 500 feet of 
a roadway. Nevertheless, noise modeling was conducted in this area because Esplanade Road will experience higher 
traffic volumes and the proposed SR-79 northbound off-ramp will be in the general vicinity.  Modeling determined 
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that the proposed SR-79 highway will not generate noise levels that would constitute a traffic noise impact within the 
Stoney Mountain Ranch. Consequently, noise barriers along SR-79 were not considered further. Noise modeling 
found that the predominant noise source, affecting the Stoney Mountain Ranch community, will come from Esplanade 
Avenue. A traffic noise impact is expected to occur among the first row of houses along Esplanade Avenue.  
Consequently, a noise barrier along Esplanade Avenue was evaluated.  Because of the intersection of Alabaster 
Avenue, the modeled noise barrier consisted of two segments. For a noise barrier to be considered for further 
consideration, it must be both feasible and reasonable. Modeling found that a barrier could reduce noise levels, for the 
first row of homes, sufficient to be considered feasible.  However, the cost to construct that barrier is too high to be 
considered reasonable. 
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Responses to Comments Submitted via the Project Website, August 21 through 
October 8, 2015 
 
 
Response to Comment 2.I-37.1: 
 
We will remove you from the mailing list 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-A.1 
Your complaint that the public hearing for the Project was located in East Hemet has been included as part of the 
Project Record. The location of the hearing was based on the schedule and availability of venues accessible, at the 
time the hearing was planned. The location of the meeting also took into account that SR79 is a regional route and 
East Hemet is part of the region as well. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.PT-1.1 
Your preference for an alternative as far from Lyn Avenue as possible is included in the project record. Alternative 
1br, the Preferred Alternative, would pass immediately south of Lyn Avenue.  No reason for the commenter’s 
preference is provided and no further response is possible. 
 

2.PT 
–A.1 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-2.1 
Thank you for support of the project. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred 
alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 
1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-3.1 
Your support for Alternatives 2a and 2b1 is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-4.1 
Your preference for Alternatives 2a and the 2b1 because they are further away from you is included in the project 
record. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the Project is described 
in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-5.1 
Your support for Alternatives 1b and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-6.1 
Your support for Alternatives 1b and 2b is noted. The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the 
preferred alternative for the Project is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in that Chapter, 
Alternative 1br was identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.PT-6.2 
Soundwalls are proposed along the north side of the alignment, which is along the south side of Lyn Ave, to protect 
the existing homes from the noise. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-7.1 
Your concern has been included in the Project record. There are many factors that contribute to the process and 
timing of right of way acquisitions and funding schedules. RCTC is committed to making efforts to streamline this 
process to make this as smooth as possible. 
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? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.PT-8.1 
Coordination between Caltrans, the County other interested agencies has been ongoing and will continue throughout 
the design process. The responsibility for coordination of the alignment, bridges and any ingress or egress points is 
currently under the jurisdiction of Riverside County and they will be. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-8.2 
Circulation of the surrounding area has been coordinated with Riverside County and the City of Hemet. A bridge will 
be placed at California Ave for the future north south connection along California Ave from Florida to Domenigoni 
Pkwy. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.PT-8.3 
Noise impacts and barriers were evaluated for all existing areas of frequent human use and for all such areas within 
the site approval process prior to the project's date of public knowledge.  Most of the land uses protected by the noise 
barriers recommended for further consideration, do not currently exist. That is not the case in the vicinity of Florida 
Avenue.  In the vicinity of Florida Avenue, Noise barriers were investigated in the vicinity of the Donaldson Avenue 
Subdivision/Roseland Mobile Home Estates (a noise barrier is found to be feasible/reasonable) and in the vicinity of 
Calvert Avenue (a noise barrier is not found to be feasible/reasonable). 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-8.4 
Noise impacts and barriers were evaluated for all existing areas of frequent human use and for all such areas within 
the site approval process prior to the project's date of public knowledge.  Most of the land uses protected by the noise 
barriers recommended for further consideration, do not currently exist. That is not the case in the vicinity of Florida 
Avenue.  In the vicinity of Florida Avenue, Noise barriers were investigated in the vicinity of the Donaldson Avenue 
Subdivision/Roseland Mobile Home Estates (a noise barrier is found to be feasible/reasonable) and in the vicinity of 
Calvert Avenue (a noise barrier is not found to be feasible/reasonable).  In the vicinity of the Florida and California 
Avenues, the barrier varies from 10 to 14-feet tall and, depending on the alternative, the barrier is roughly a mile 
long.  Noise levels will be substantially reduced at the Donaldson Street subdivision and the Roseland Mobile Home 
Estates, since they are immediately adjacent to the proposed alignment of SR-79. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.PT-8.5 
The City of Hemet's General Circulation Plan shows a north/south connection along California Ave, from 
Domenigoni Pkwy to Florida Ave.  On the Hemet's circulation plan the connection at Florida Ave is shown at Four 
Seasons Blvd. This project has coordinated this connection with the City of Hemet to provide the connection at 
California Ave and the project has provided a bridge over California Ave for the future connectivity. 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.PT-8.6 
The bridge is proposed to be built at California Ave and will be approximately 400' long.  It will be approximately 
48' above existing ground with a vertical clearance over future California Ave of about 40'.  A retaining wall will be 
built along the south side of Lyn Ave so that existing Lyn Ave will not be affected.   
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                Response to Comment 2.PT-8.7 
Formal public outreach began in 2004 with a series of Q&A Fact Sheets that were distributed to the public and local 
agencies at critical points in the project development process, which were revised based on public comments and 
resubmitted in 2005.  The fact sheets and other early outreach efforts are available from the Project website at: 
http://www.sr79project.info/library-links.  The two public hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS, and one held for the 
Partially Recirculated DEIR/SDEIS, were only the latest in a series of outreach efforts that have characterized the 
Project. Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the Final EIR/EIS include summaries of public and local agency outreach efforts 
prior to circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Additionally a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR/EIS was 
published February 8, 2013 and a NOA for the Partially Recirculated DEIR/SDEIS was published on August 21, 
2015. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-8.8 
This is the maximum point the alignment will move to the north in order to meet the purpose and need of the project 
as defined in Section 1.1.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.PT-8.9 
The concern about Lyn Avenue is unclear and no further response is possible.  However, as general background 
information, a retaining wall will be built along the south side of Lyn Ave so that existing Lyn Ave will not be 
affected, and the properties along the north side can remain as is.  There is no existing access to Calvert Ave and the 
project does not support a new access to Calvert Ave with Build Alternative 1br. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-8.10 
The alignment of the alternatives, including the preferred alternative, was provided in the environmental document.  
The concern about Lyn Avenue disappearing is unclear.  The project does not design or provide for the extension of 
Lyn Ave to the west, but modifications can be made during final design to move the retaining wall closer to the SR79 
alignment and provide room that a frontage road could be built by the County or City in the future.  A retaining wall 
will be built along the south side of Lyn Ave so that existing Lyn Ave will not be affected, and the properties along 
the north side can remain as is.   
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Response to Comment 2.PT-8.11 
The environmental document provided an evaluation of the alternatives and presented data, including supporting 
technical reports and coordination with stakeholders as well. Also, many alternatives have been considered for the 
SR 79 Realignment, as shown in Appendix J of the Final EIR/EIS (Exhibit H). The reasons this and other alternatives 
were eliminated from discussion and analysis are described in Section 2.2.5 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-9.1 
The comment does not raise any specific concerns with the environmental effects of the project or the analysis in the 
environmental document and no further response is required.  However , properties that require acquisition will be 
identified. Property areas and street access will also be determined, and property owners will be notified. Property 
acquisition and compensation are complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent after 
RCTC determines whether it needs to acquire a property. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.PT-9.2 
The alignment and design of the Cottonwood interchange is located to align with the existing development at the SE 
corner of the interchange and to provide an alignment that ties in to existing ground prior to the San Diego Canal. 
 
If the Project must acquire all or part a property, the property owner will receive just compensation at a fair and 
equitable price. RCTC and the Department must operate under strict guidelines when property must be acquired for 
transportation projects.  The process is complex and designed to protect property owners.   If a decision is made to 
acquire your property, discuss the process with a Project relocation advisor.  For now, a summary of the 
Department's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS.  Additional 
information is available from the following websites: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Response to Comment 2.PT$-9.3 
During final design, properties that require acquisition will be identified.  Property areas and street access will also 
be determined, and property owners will be notified.  Property acquisition and relocation assistance and 
compensation are complex processes that are best discussed with a Project acquisition agent and/or relocation advisor 
after Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) determines whether it needs to acquire a property.  A 
summary of the RCTC's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is included in Appendix D of the Draft 
EIR/EIS.   Additional information is available from the following websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/owners_and_tenants/ 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-10.1 
The noise impacts were presented in the environmental document.  The commenter does not raise any specific issues 
with the analysis, so no further response is possible.  To summarize the information already provided, in the vicinity 
of the Florida and California Avenues, a noise barrier is proposed for further consideration. This barrier varies from 
10 to 14-feet tall and, depending on the alternative, the barrier is roughly a mile long. Noise levels will be 
substantially reduced at the Donaldson Street subdivision and the Roseland Mobile Home Estates, since they are 
immediately adjacent to the proposed alignment of SR-79. Although noise barriers become less effective as distances 
increase, residual benefits can be expected at the communities further from the proposed alignment of SR-79.Further, 
during discussions with the residents of the Four Seasons community the following points were presented to examine 
the concerns that they presented:  
 

 People in quiet areas notice equivalent noise increases more acutely than people in louder areas  
 Topography can affect noise distribution; reflection is a valid concept. Topography can also be a natural noise 

barrier.  
 For any individual receptor, relative position and distance would be the key factors. Department noise policy 

specifies monitoring and modeling for all sensitive receptors within 152 meters (500 feet) of a roadway. The 
nearest Four Seasons residence (Playa Court) would be roughly 488 meters (1,600 feet) away from realigned 
SR 79.  

 Given the distance, the traffic noise coming directly from the proposed highway is not expected to rise to the 
level of a traffic-noise impact to the Four Seasons at Hemet community.  

 Reflected noise does not increase in intensity (except immediately adjacent to a hard reflective surface); it 
continues to degrade according to the doubling-of-distance principle. 

 Using this principle, any traffic noise reflected from hillsides back to the Four Seasons community is not 
expected to rise to the level of a traffic-noise impact.  

 The roadway would be audible. However, based on the design year projected peak hour traffic volumes, noise 
levels are not expected to constitute a traffic-noise impact; approaching or exceeding the Noise Abatement 
Criteria (66-67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) for residential land uses. 

 

Response to Comment 2.PT-10.2 
As presented in the environmental document, it is true that the elevated roadway segment will be visible to Four 
Seasons residents as they drive out the front gate of the community on 4 Seasons Boulevard, toward SR-79.  
However, the degree of impact to this view will be moderated by a number of factors.  One is that the elevated 
roadway segment will be 1,700 feet (approximately 0.3 mile from the main gate and 1,300 feet (approximately one 
quarter mile) from the point that 4 Seasons Boulevard intersects with SR-79).  In addition, on 4 Seasons Boulevard 
between the main gate and SR-79, the view looking south toward the elevated roadway segment will be constrained 
by the walls and trees that border the boulevard so that only a relatively small segment of the elevated roadway will 
be visible in the distance.  An additional factor to consider is that over time, as the proposed plantings on the slopes 
of the roadway berms grow and mature, the berms will, to some degree, be visually integrated into their landscape 
backdrop.  The comment does not raise any specific concerns with this analysis and no further response is possible. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-10.3 
SR 74 (Florida Avenue) and Domenigoni Parkway are the primary east-west routes.  Traffic volumes on SR 74 
would be reduced significantly (30 to 50 percent) between Winchester Road and Sanderson Avenue by a realigned 
SR 79. Similarly, traffic volumes on Domenigoni Parkway between Winchester Road and Sanderson Avenue would 
be reduced by 55 to 75 percent. Traffic conditions in this area would improve significantly with the Project. 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment 2.PT-10.4 
A goal of the Project is to reduce congestion and improve traffic flow.  This would involve diverting some traffic 
from the principal commercial thoroughfares in Hemet and San Jacinto and onto the new, more direct alignment.  
Diverting regional traffic would improve conditions for pedestrians and local traffic, but could reduce the pass-by 
traffic on which some businesses depend.  For businesses that do not depend on pass-by traffic, improved traffic 
conditions could increase patronage in local shops, resulting in a net benefit.  The size of the Hemet-San Jacinto area 
would limit the potential for negative impacts on local businesses because the large economic base would continue to 
draw people to the area to purchase goods and services.  A review of many bypass studies note that highway 
bypasses are seldom either devastating or the savior of a community business district (see the Environmental 
Consequences section of Section 3.1.4 in the Final EIR/EIS).  Shifting traffic from local routes can cause some 
existing businesses to turn over or relocate, but net economic impacts on the broader community are usually 
relatively small (positive or negative).  A substantial amount of traffic would continue to use Florida Avenue and San 
Jacinto Street, which would provide a customer base for businesses that depend on pass-by traffic.  Local businesses 
and residences along existing SR 79 would continue to be accessible, and the portion on Florida Avenue would 
continue to be designated as a state highway (SR 74). 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-11.1 
The steps need to start project construction are to ensure that environmental impacts, design and capital outlay 
project right-of-way and construction estimates are evaluated. Much of the engineering detail, analyses and possible 
additional studies, fact sheet for exceptions to design standards, and other approvals are completed at several phases 
up to construction. 
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Response to Comment 2.PT-12.1 
Whether or not the project will traverse your property requires a final decision on the alignment. This decision will 
be announced in the Notice of Decision/Record of Decision that will be prepared following approval of the Final 
EIR/EIS.  The property acquisition process will start following that decision. 
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ua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

 
 

Responses to Comment Letter 2.T-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment2.T-1.1 
Caltrans/FHWA has been consulting with the Soboba Band regarding cultural resource issues during the Section 106 process, 
and will continue consultation throughout the implementation of the stipulations in the Memorandum of Agreement. 
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