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Coachella Valley Passenger Rail EIS/EIR Document Public Comment
Hello everyone,

| want to first thank RCTC, FRA, and other stakeholders for completing the first stepin a project 3
that will not only benefitthe Coachella Valley but also transform it. | am excited to see that the

third track proposal has not only been analyzed but has been deemed feasible. Regardless of

whetherthe train endsin Coachella or Indio, | strongly believe that a complete third track with 1-168-1
sidings from Colton to the endboundary of the project is crucial not only for the success of the
train service but for also future service growth. As is mentioned in the document, the
agreements neededfrom the freight railroads (BNSF/Union Pacific) to start design studies and
to ultimately start train service will continue to be the number one issue that must be tackled
to unlock the full potential of the train corridor. Without a complete third track and sidings,
Coachella Valley train service would still be subject to potential freight train interreference, 1-168-2
would still require Union Pacific negotiations to expand service in the future, and would limit
the number of Coachella Valley train slots, similar to the Metrolink Riverside Line.

J

While this documentis just an initial assessmentof the environmental impacts of the train
service, | listed some suggestions and comments below that would help realize the full benefits
and potential of the train service, as well as ideas that could be studied in the Tier 2 EIS/EIR.

1. In terms of the third track proposal | would highly recommend that RCTC partner with the ~
state and federal governmentin studying the possibility of the acquiring the undeveloped

southern portion of the Union Pacific Yuma Subdivision from Colton Crossing/BNSF Junction to

the end project boundary. This acquisition would make it possible to build the third track with

sidings within the existing right of way that RCTC would be able to control and maintain. This

would mean that RCTC not Union Pacific would have the control to design the track and signal
equipment to its own specifications, as well as the ability to maintain and dispatch the third

track. The benefits of this acquisition include the following: ability to construct the third track in

a straighter alignment with fastertrain speedsand reduced travel times, complete dispatch

control of the third track allows RCTC the ability to guarantee on time train performance

without the impediment of Union Pacific freight traffic, allows the projectto be built on a 1-168-3
cheaper and more efficient time scale as RCTC has greater control of design and construction
costs, allows RCTC the ability to obtain more favorable insurance coverage through lower
assumption of risks (if RCTC didn't own the third track they would have to negotiate insurance
coverage that would be more favorable to Union Pacific but result in more insurance risk to
RCTC, LOSSAN, and Amtrak), and most importantly would allow RCTC the ability to increase
future train service levels without having to negotiate with Union Pacific. As a commenter

mentioned in their testimony, if you are willing to invest the money to build a third track, ~
please don'tlet yourself be limited to just two roundtrip train slots and please don't put

; : : o p ; P 1-168-4
yourself in a situation where any future service increase rests in Union Pacific's hands. Because
Amtrak would be providing the train service, RCTC has the golden opportunity to utilize b
Amtrak’s eminent domain right to acquire the undeveloped southern portion of the right of 11685

way at fair market value,as determinedby the STB. This would fit in with the eminent domain
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principles that the proposed projectis in the public's best interest (serves as a backup to the I-
10 and thus is a lifeline corridor, fits in with Amtrak's Connect Us Program/future expansion to
Phoenix, and reduces freeway traffic and reduces greenhouse gases by shifting commuters
from cars to trains), provides fair and just compensation (fair market value given to Union
Pacific as well as the opportunity to sell some freight slots to Union Pacific), and results in the
least private injury to the owner of the property (Union Pacific would still control and owniits
two main tracks. Acquisition doesn'taffect current or future freight service).

2. Regarding the corridor between Colton and Riverside Downtown, | would highly suggest that
RCTC investigate constructing a third track on the BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision from
Riverside Downtown to the Colton Crossing as well as construct a flyovertrack at the Colton
Crossing (see attached picture). The construction of a third track from Riverside to Colton
Crossing would allow RCTC the ability to control dispatching of trains on the third track from
Riverside to Colton. This is crucial because the existing corridor from Riverside-Highgrove to
Colton contains two tracks which limits train movements between these two points. With these
existing two main tracks, capacity is further reduced when Union Pacific freight trains use this
section when traveling from the Yuma Subdivision to the Los Angeles Subdivision/Riverside
Line. When Union Pacific trains travel from one subdivision to the other theyconduct a
crossover movementfrom the eastern track/main track 2 to the western track/main track 1
near the Colton Crossing as well as occupy main track 1, thus resulting in a single-track
operation. The remaining track must be shared with BNSF and Metrolink trains, thus limiting
train slots. Constructing a third track and a Colton Crossing flyoverwould allow RCTC to
increase future train slots from the current 2 slots mentioned in the document to infinite slots,
subjectto the track capacity and infrastructure. While the documentassumes no infrastructure
improvements would be needed for this segment, | would encourage RCTC to investigate the
third track and flyover as these would alleviate any concerns BNSF and Union Pacific might have
of the project while allowing RCTC the ability to expand future train service as demand
warrants. With the third track and flyover having benefits not only to RCTC but to BNSF, Union
Pacific, and Metrolink | would encourage RCTC to pursue a cost sharing agreementwith these
threerailroads for the flyover track as the flyovertrack eliminates the need for Union Pacific
crossover movements, frees up space on the “Yuma Connector Track” that RCTC can use for
Coachella Valley trains (see attachment), and increases train capacity and train slots that BNSF,
Union Pacific, and Metrolink could use in the future. | would also encourage RCTC to partner
with Metrolink in a cost sharing agreementfor the third track as the third track would allow for
the ability to increase Metrolink service on the [E-OC Line to San Bernardino and increase
Metrolink service on the 91-Perris Valley Line to South Perris. Because RCTC is a member
agency of Metrolink, RCTC would be able to take advantage Metrolink's design and operation
standards for track, signal, and PTC equipment, as well as take advantage of Metrolink’s
dispatching and maintenance services. Adding the third track would allow for increased
Metrolink service, increased Coachella Valley train service, and guaranteed on time train
performance for passengerand commuter trains by eliminating freight train interference
between Riverside and Colton.

)\
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3. Overall, the two main suggestions would not only help increase on time train performance
and increase train slots for future service growth but would also help alleviate some of the
concerns that other commenters and stakeholders have mentionedin their testimonies.

-In one testimony a commenter mentioned the concern that adding the third track would allow
Union Pacific to increase freight service resulting in train delays at grade crossings. If RCTC were
to own its own dedicated passengertrack, the concern of increased freight traffic would be
alleviated. If RCTC owned its own dedicated track, it would be able to control the leveland type
of traffic that uses the dedicated track. Because the dedicated track would be built and is notan
existing track Union Pacific uses, Union Pacific would not have any existing rights to use this
track and would not have any existing freight train slots on this track, other than what RCTC and
Union Pacific would mutually agree to. This would allow RCTC greater control of who has access
to the track as any non RCTC service would need to be negotiated with RCTC.

-In a RCTC Commission Meeting, a commissioner expressedthe concern thata third track could
resultin increased train traffic and could result in traffic delays at Cabazon's grade crossings
with potential risks to first responderresponse times. If RCTC were to own its own dedicated
passengertrack, this concern would be alleviated as having a dedicated track allows RCTC the
ability to control the design and construction process. In the design process RCTC would have
the greater control and input to study grade separated crossings for crossings with high traffic
levels and/or crossings were first responder movementmust not be delayed. This would ensure
that any Coachella Valley train impacts to grade crossing traffic and first responderresponse
times would be mitigated to the fullest extent possible.

-In a third testimony, a commenter mentioned the concern that a third track could cause
increased train noise and vibration levels. If RCTC ownedits own track, these concerns would
be alleviated. If RCTC owned its own track, RCTC would have greater control and inputin the
design and construction of treatments (sound walls, modified grade crossing warning
equipment, etc.) that would help reduce any train noise and vibration. Another benefit of
owning its own track is that RCTC can coordinate with Union Pacific to construct quiet zones
where trains are not required to sound their horns at grade crossings. RCTC would have greater
control and input in the design, construction, and maintenance of the grade crossing
equipmentand treatments neededto make a grade crossing eligible for a quiet zone
designation. If RCTC were to construct and own its own track, RCTC would be able to coordinate
with Union Pacific in becoming the "primary railroad" in charge of posting Emergency
Notification Signs (ENS)at all RCTC/Union Pacific shared crossings. This designation, under FRA
rules, allows motorists and pedestrians the ability to call a dedicated crossing hotline that RCTC
would have control of, instead of calling a Union Pacific number and having to go through
several steps to report a crossing issue. This would allow for faster dispatching of RCTC, and
Union Pacific provided technicians to grade crossings to allow for fasterremediation of any
grade crossing malfunctions or hazards. This would decrease any traffic delays caused by
malfunctioning crossing equipment, would reduce train horn noise, and would reduce traffic
delays caused by trains having to stop and flag the crossing. Owning and constructing a
dedicated track would also allow RCTC the ability to police the track and the ability to clean up
any trash or debris on or near the track, therebyreducing trespasser-train strikes and

alleviating any community concerns over blighted conditions. If RCTC didn’t own its own track,
it would be reliant on Union Pacific to police the right of way and to remove any trash or debris

J \

1-168-10

1-168-11

1-168-12

-168-13



Comment Letter I-168, cont

1-168-13
cont.

1-168-14




Comment Letter 1-169

} 1-169-1



Comment Letter 1-170

i| 1-170-1



Comment Letter 1-171

] -171-1



Comment Letter 1-172

] 1-172-1



Comment Letter 1-173

1-173-1



Comment Letter 1-174

1-174-1



Comment Letter 1-175

1-175-1



Comment Letter 1-176

] 1-176-1



Comment Letter 1-177

J 1-177-1



Comment Letter 1-178

] 1-178-1



Comment Letter 1-179

] 1-179-1



Comment Letter 1-180

} 1-180-1



Comment Letter 1-181

} 1-181-1



Comment Letter 1-182

1-182-1




Comment Letter 1-183

1-183-1



Comment Letter 1-184

1-184-1




Comment Letter 1-185

i| 1-185-1



Comment Letter 1-186

1-186-1

1-186-2

1-186-3




Comment Letter 1-186, cont.

1-186-3,
cont.



Comment Letter 1-187

1-187-1



Comment Letter 1-188

i| 1-188-1



Comment Letter 1-189

] 1-189-1



Comment Letter 1-190

) 11901



Comment Letter 1-191

] 1-191-1



Comment Letter 1-192

1-192-1



Comment Letter 1-193

1-193-1



Comment Letter 1-194

1-194-1



Comment Letter 1-195

] 1-195-1



Comment Letter 1-196

] 1-196-1



Comment Letter 1-197

] 1-197-1



Comment Letter 1-198

] 1-198-1



Comment Letter 1-199

} 1-199-1



Comment Letter 1-200

1-200-1



Comment Letter 1-201

1-201-1



Comment Letter 1-202

] 1-202-1



Comment Letter 1-203

i| 1-203-1



Comment Letter 1-204

1-204-1

1-204-2

J\ ) \

1-204-3




Comment Letter 1-205

1-205-1

1-205-2




Comment Letter 1-206

1-206-1




Comment Letter 1-207

1-207-1



Comment Letter 1-208

1-208-1



Comment Letter 1-209

] 1-209-1



Comment Letter 1-210

} 1-210-1



Comment Letter [-211

1-211-1




Comment Letter 1-212



Comment Letter 1-212, cont.

-212-1

1-212-2




Comment Letter 1-212, cont.

2
Highland: 55049
Colton: 54824
Rialto: 103045
Bloomington: 21847
Fontana: 210759
representinga combined population of 757,005 (or over % of a million) people who are not
represented politically/governmentally in deciding the outcome of the rail route, service
characteristics etc.
If you expand the radius from the Loma Linda Station only another 5-10 miles to include
Ontario, {185010) which includes Ontario International Airport, and Ontario Mills, and Rancho
Cucamonga (177603) , which includes Victoria Gardens, you're looking ata San Bernardino
Valley Population of 1,119,618 (or over 1.1 million) people without political/governmental 1-212-2
representation on this key regional transportation project. cont.

This is in comparison with the city of Riverside with a population of: 326414 which is dwarfed
hy the SBV population.

Giventhis glaring gap in political/governmental representation, it is inappropriate, and
undemocratic that RCTC should isolate itself from the rest of the Inland Empire region,
particularly the San Bernardino Valley, to apparently carry forward a political agenda that
harms not only Pass Area, Hemet Valley, and Coachella Valley Residents (all of which in
Riverside County), who needto commute daily westbound to San Bernardino/Los Angeles
county “foothill” communities and city centers, but also San Bernardino Valley Residents who
would benefitfrom nearby (less than 5 mile to station) service that could transport them
westerlyto western San Bernardino County communities or LA County, or easterly to the Pass
Area and Coachella Valley for employment, commerce, retail, education, recreation etc. and
also SBV residentswho could benefit from accessing the Coachella Valley Rail, to reach
Coachella Valley.

Il. LACK OF CONNECTIVITY/LINKAGE/ACCESS TO SAN BERNARDINO
VALLEY, ONTARIO AIRPORT, POMONA VALLEY, SAN GABRIEL
VALLEY, “FOOTHILL COMMUNITIES”

» This lack of SBV representation, and other factors, have glaringly negative
consequences for SBV and Pass Area Residents which include:

» SBTC BECOMES THE KEY TRANSIT HUB FOR CVSGPRCS: Passenger Rail service in 1-212-3
the Redlands/San Bernardino Area includes, Amtrak (Southwest Chief [San Bernardino
Depot] Sunset Ltd/Texas Eagle[Ontario, Pomona Depots]), Metrolink (San Bernardino Line,
Inland Empire/Orange County Line:SBTC) and ARROW Route (Redlands Downtown
Station/San Bernardino Transit Center (SBTC). A big problem here is that all three services
do NOT connect at one transit hub. Thankfully San Bernardino Transit Center (SBTC) was
completed in 2017 and directly connects Metrolinks San Bernardino/Inland Empire:Orange
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County Lines and the ARROW line. Unfortunately passengers of Amtrak’s Southwest Chief
cannot board at SBTC, creating a gap in connectivity/linkage and significantt bottlenecks
and time delays. Also Amtrak’s Sunset Limited/Texas Eagle does not have station stops at
SBTC or San Bernardino Santa Fe Depot. RCTC and SBCTA need to create a consolidated
transit connection at SBTC that allows passengers using Amtrak, Metrolink, ARROW AND
CVSGPRCS to conveniently transfer from one service to the others at ONE LOCATION, again
SBTC seems the likely choice, unless another location is under consideration. Putting the
only Redlands/San Bernardino CVSGPRCS station in Loma Linda, as the ONLY CVSGPRCS
station in the Redlands/San Bernardino area, is a poor choice as it creates an transit “island”
which causes connectivity/linkage gaps between CVGPRCS and the other aforementioned
Passenger Rail Services which converge at SBTC. The CYSGPRCSstation needsto be located
at the SBTC. An CVGPRCS station at SBTC will dramatically improve
connectivity/linkage/accessibility/ridership to the millions of people in the Redlands/San
Bernardino Valleys, who can access CVSGPRCS at SBTC. Also Passengers who board
CVGPRCSin the Coachella Valley and San Gorgonio Pass Communities will be able to
transfer to/board Metrolink, Amtrak, ARROW trains at SBTC. This will transform rail
connectivity in the Redlands/San Bernardino valleys for generations. RCTC cannot ignore
the importance of building the CYSGPRCS station at SBTC, as it coincides with established
transit planning principles of connectivity, linkage, accessibility, and increased ridership for
regional passengerrail in the Inland Empire and Southern California. Putting the CVSGPRCS
station at SBTC, creates tremendous passenger choice, flexihility, and convenience. For
example, by putting the CVSGPRCS station at SBTC, CVSGPRCS passengers could disembark
at SBTC and take the other passenger rail services to reach other Inland Empire and Los
Angeles County Destinations, or eventhe High Desert/Las Vegas. Afterstopping at SBTC, the
CVSGPRCS could still continue to Riverside and Orange County. But this now becomes a
choice among many passenger rail choices at SBTC. Riders/Passengers are given far more
options/choices at SBTC to travel overfar more route options. The greater the
options/choice, creates a force-multiplier which dramatically drives up ridership. As we
know in 2021, passengerrail ridership is crashing, due to the slow times, constant
interruptions/delays in service, lack of travel options, poor linkage and connectivity.

212-3
ont.

= I'mincluding the following for review and emphasis. Needto build and service
adjacent/direct/nonstop/physical connectivity to key SBV transit hubs/nodes such as

- Downtown Redlands Arrow Station: ARROW commuter rail, which is over 80%
complete and scheduled for service in early 2022. RCTC has not examined direct rail
connection to ARROW stations such as the Downtown Redlands Station, or San
Bernardino Transit Center

— San Bernardino Transit Center (SBTC) which services the ARROW line, Metrolink San
Bernardino Line, numerous bus lines, such as Omnitrans, RTA, Beaumont Transit,
and MARTA. The CVSGPRCSrail should connect directly to the SBTC, so that
CVSGPRCS commuters can unboard from their train, and take only a few stepsto
board the Metrolink San Bernardino line, and other transit services at SBTC, rather
than being required to unboard onto a transit island in Loma Linda, that might
require CVSGPRCS passengersto use up an additional % hour or more of time to
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transfer to other modes, which wastes precious time that could be avoided with a
direct connection at the SBTC. Also Metrolink Trains at SBTC have more frequent
arrivals/departures at SBTC, creating more passenger choice/options.

San Bernardino Rail Depot servicing Amtrak Sunset Limited/Texas Eagle, via the UP
Alhambra Subdivision, and San Bernardino Metrolink via SCRRA owned tracks from
San Bernardino to Union Station.

Ontario Airport Terminals and parking lots and existing rail tracks oriented northerly
and most conveniently reachable via 110, the UP Alhambra Subdivision, which is
designed for northern access via 110.

Amtrak Ontario Station Servicing Amtrak Sunset Limited and Texas Eagle using UP
Alhambra Subdivision Route.

Recently approved Boring Company Tunnel that will Connect Ontario Airport to
Rancho Cucamonga Metrolink Station.

= Needto create enhanced connectivity to other modes of transit such as Bus, Alternative

Transit.

lll. To improve connectivity to millions of people and dramatically
increase ridership, need to incorporate (all or portions of) UP
Alhambra Subdivision, UP Los Angeles Subdivision, Metrolink San
Bernardino Line Right-of-Way, Amtrak Stations, Ontario Airport
Tunnel Project, Gold Line, OR completely new right of way
(near/over highways freeways, tunnels) to access:

San Bernardino Valley: Over 1.1 million population from Redlands to Montclair
Pomona Valley: incl: Claremont, Pomona, La Verne, San Dimas

San Gabriel Valley: incl: Covina, Baldwin Park, City of Industry, El Monte, Rosemead,
San Gabriel, Temple City, Alhambra, Pasadena.

Utilization of the Alameda East Corridor Project, completed San Gabriel Trench (San
Gabriel Valley Association of Governments) which can provide access to San Gabriel
Valley Communities.

Use design/build expertise and construction experience gained from the San Gabriel
Trench and apply it to potential Trench build through portions of San Bernardino
Valley, notably Ontario Airport Access.

Userail right-of-way adjacent to San Gabriel Trench that was abandoned as part of
San Gabriel Trench Construction.

Also: scour the landscape for any abandoned right-of-ways, vacant lands, or other
features, that could be usedalong this proposedroute.

Consider developing new right-of-ways including viaducts and tunnels to connect
CVSGPRCS to above valleys and communities, perhaps using abandoned or
underutilized rail right-of-ways or over/nexttofreeways or highways such as
Interstate 10 Interstate 210, Route 66, Arrow Highway, Holt Ave

Please note UP Alhambra Subdivision tracks and UP Los Angeles Subdivision tracks
Converge closely at Amtrak Ontario California Station [Sunset Ltd/Texas Eagle] (only
a fewhundred feetapart), and notably, Pomona Downtown station, where Amtrak

1-212-3
cont.

212-4
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5
and Metrolink trains are literally running adjacentto each other. RCTC needs to look
both these stations along this stretch of converging track to incorporate a CVSGPRCS
Station! The integration here of 3 converging passenger rail services, Metrolink, ::gr::.t24
Amtrak, and CYSGPRCS, can dramatically improve connectivity/linkage and
therefore, significantly drive up ridership, for all 3 services. Dramatically increased
ridership should be a central objective of designing building CVSGPRCS. ]
IV.Given that the Coachella Valley Rail Infrastructure, once built will
impact the region for decades, if not centuries, it is worth the additional
investment, given the extraordinary long-term impact of this project, to build rail tracks and
routes in the fastest most passenger convenient manner. Given that any rail project of this 1-212-5
magnitude will cost billions of dollars, its important to put the quality and long-term
benefits of the project ahead of cost concerns. Regional rail projects are extremely
expensive, buteverybody knows that. In short, don’t nickel and dime on this project if it
creates a defective system that will permanently impair ridership, speed, convenience and
public benefit. J
Key Connectivity is neededfor:
= Direct connections, and where possible, incorporate into the existing infrastructure
for, to the following:
- Downtown Redlands ARROW station
- San Bernardino Transit Center 1-212-6
— San Bernardino Depot
— Ontario Airport
- Claremont
- Cal Poly Pomona z
= Anticipate HSR stations in Inland Empire and build infrastructure connections 1-212-7
accordingly. J
V. BUILD INTERMODAL TRANSIT CENTER IN SAN GORGONIO PASS
(PASS IMTC)
=  Model after LA Union Station, Anaheim, ARTIC, Santa Ana Regional Transportation
Center, San Bernardino Transit Center.
= Centerwill Service Pass Area Communities of Whitewater, Cabazon, Banning, Cherry 1-212-8
Valley, Beaumont, Calimesa, San Timoteo Canyon.
=  Supports Retail/Commercial Hubs in the Area
= Pass IMTC needsto be strategically located to equally serve both Westbound (San
Bernardino Valley, Moreno Valley) and East Bound (Coachella Valley) Pass area
commuters, and out-of town ridership that wants to patronize the Pass Area retail
and recreational centers.
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= May need more than one transit center/station in the Pass, one for East Bound daily 1-212-8
commuters to the Coachella Valley (Near Highland Springs Rd?), the other for cont.
commuters commuting daily to San Bernardino, Los Angeles, and Orange Counties.

VI.NEED FOR A SEGREGATED AND SEPARATELY OWNED RIGHT-OF-
WAY FOR THE CVSGPRCS

CVSGPRCS needs to have 100% ownership and control of tracks and right-of-way through
the entire rail route!

CVSGPRCS needs to purchase/acquire its own separate set of (preferably double/triple)
tracks for the entire route.

A study needs to be conducted that compares building the service on a separate right-of-
way vs “sharing” (which almost always means subordinating to) right-of-way with the
UP/BNSFowned tracks that presently characterize the proposed route. This study like all
studies and proposals for CVSGPRCS, should project 50-100 years into the future, minimum.
Public Transit agencies notoriously make the fatal mistake of fretting over multimillion
dollar/hillion dollar initial right-of-way/construction and operating costs without looking at
how these seemingly high initial costs end up benefitingthe 15-20 million southland
residents who will have access to this service over centuries. This study should compare 50-
100 year projections for:

1-212-9

» Initial design/construction/operating costs associated with purchasing separate
right-of-way, vs leasing right of way over same period.

e Speedof service and safety advantages of purchasing/acquiring separate right-of-
way vs “sharing” with freight railroad track owners. For example, a minimum of 45
freight trains travel through San Timoteo Canyon (and likely the rest of the San
Gorgonio Pass) DAILY. Most of these trains are now more than 2 miles long. It will
likely be impossible for CVSGPRCS passenger trains to operate speedily, safely, and
uninterrupted when forced to subordinate/share rail privileges with the freight
railroad companies, such as BNSF and UP, that run freight trains on the same tracks.

e A goal in acquiring this additional separate right of way should include, not only
safety, but also achieving time/speedtargets, such as 45-60 minutes max for Indio-
Union Station:LA non-stopservice, and 75-50 minutes max. for multiple stop service
from Indio to Union Station: LA

VIl. Need guaranteed reliable, speedy, and convenient, multi-modal
connector service from CVSGPRCS to Downtown areas of the

Coachella Valley Communities. The existing freight rail tracks through the 1-212-10
Coachella valley, except for Indio, are miles away from the city centers of Coachella Valley
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Communities of Palm Springs, Cathedral City, Rancho Mirage, Palm Desert, Indian Wells, La
Quinta. Giventhat it will likely be found unreasonable to run new rail tracks through the
center of thesecities (say via SR111), RCTC needstoarrive at reliable, frequent, and speedy 1-212-10
multi-modal connectors from the Coachella Valley Rail Stations to these centers. Examples cont.
are Bus, light rail or monorail shuttles. Also linking to alternative transportation
infrastructure such as the Coachella Valley Link Alternative Transportation Route is a must

VIlIl. NEED TO CONSIDER ROUTING THE CORRIDOR THROUGH THE

“VALLEY” COMMUNITIES IN REDLANDS, SAN BERNARDINO, POMONA, SAN 1-212-11
GABRIEL VALLEYS, VIA THE SAN BERNARDINO LINE RIGHT-OF-WAY, OR THE UP
“ALHAMBRA” SUBDIVISION. J

IX.Need to abandon fossil fuel (diesel/CNG) technologies for rail
“propulsion” in favor of renewable technologies (hydrogen, electrified rail). Also consider
using new technologies such as SBCTA’s Zero-Emission Multiple Unit (ZEMU) rail vehicles
(for usein ARROW rail service). [-212-12

X. Need to consider and adopt22™ century rail technology for cvsGPRCs
such as current or future versions of high speed rail, hyperloops etc. J

XI.CVSGPRCS needs to develop connectivity with Active
Transportation in accordance with WRCOG Western Riverside
County Active Transportation Plan (2018), CVLink, Pass Link, Santa
Ana River Trail, and other Active Transportation Route Systems.

Xll. CVSGPRCS connectivity to future California HS Rail and Las

Vegas/LA HS Rail stations in the Inland Empire.
1-212-13

NOTES:
PRINCIPLES TO ADHERE TO WHEN DESIGNING AND CONSTRUCTING THE CVSGPRCS
LINKAGE/CONNECTIVITY
The more linkage/connectivity you can create in a system, the more useful and efficientit
becomes, and the increased convenience leads to increased ridership throughout the

system, which creates a force-multiplier effect J

ANTICIPATORY PLANNING 1-212-14
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Designing the CVSGPRCS Rail should anticipate future infrastructure that will be built
throughout the systemin ways that directly or indirectly impact and benefitthe CV Rail
system. There is a Southern California version of the 1860s transcontinental railroad race
going on. Los Angeles county is aggressively adding additional right-of-way, additional tracks
(double/triple/quadruple tracks: see SBCTA: Lilac to Ranch double track)) and grade
separations (including Metrolink Fullerton Road and San Gabriel Trench: Alameda Corridor 1-212-14
East project) to speed up, and add capacity for freight and passengerrail. Meanwhile RCTC cont.

is aggressively adding grade separations through Riverside/Jurupa for its Metrolink
Riverside Line to speed up passengerservice. The convergence of these West-to-East, and
East-to-West, multi-billion dollar rail infrastructure improvements, and future rail
infrastructure projects, must be taken into consideration in the design and construction of
CVSGPRCS. Again this is another reason, why the right of ways for the Metrolink Riverside
and San Bernadino lines, and the UP Alhambra Subdivisions must be reconsidered as well as
any “new” right-of-ways currently not under the control of commercial railroads, Metrolink,
or Amtrak {ex: viaducts over freeways).

MUST BEAT OUT THE CAR AS A TRANSIT OPTION; 1-212-15

MUST ACHIEVE USER FRIENDLY TARGETS SUCH AS:
e SPEED OF SERVICE: Mustachieve a 22" century speed of service.

o 2-3 hours each way is UNacceptable. The one-way non-stop trip time from Indio
to DTLA should not exceed 45-60 minutes. With stops the one-way trips should
not exceed 75-90 minutes.

e COMFORT AND CONVENIENCE: Comfort and convenience while on the trains

Examples:
ARROW
Ontario Airport Tunnell 1-212-16
San Gabriel Trench Grade Separation Project

HSR into the Inland Empire.

Double Track along Metrolink San Bernardino Line

Future Pass Transportation Center /

Creating a station in Loma Linda, separates/disconnects CV Rail from nearby transit hubs
such as Redlands ARROW station, SB Transit Center.

It slows down the system, by requiring unnecessary and time consuming transfers from the
Loma Linda Station to the nearby key transit hubs.

1-212-17

RAIL THROUGH COACHELLA VALLEY

Can the rail line run though or within a few blocks of Downtown Palm Springs, PS 1-212-18
Internation Airport, Cathedral City, Palm Desert, Indian Wells, La Quinta, and

Indio/Coachella, rather the current proposed route which is miles away from the nearest

city centers?
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July 6,2021

Federal Railroad Adrinistration

Amanda Ciampolillo, Environmental Protection Specialist
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE

Washingtan, DC 20590

RE: Letter of Support for Palm Desert |-10/Portola Interchange Funding

Dear Federal Railroad Adminstration:

On behalf of Millennium Master Plan, 152 acresatthe NE corner of Portola Streetand Gerald Ford Drive,
| am writing toyou todayto consider Portola as afuture railstationfor the Coachella Valley San Gorgonio
Pass Rail Corridor Service Program. The benefits of this project are numerous, but here are the critical
issues this project addresses:

s Genesis Single Family Home development by this fall will have the final 33 home closings
to complete the 166 new home development at the NE corner of Portola and Gerald Ford
Drive.

e |n2022, we plan to start the construction of the Millennium 330 apartments which
includes 66 affordableapartments.

e Also within the Millennium Master Plan is a 10-acre parcel owned by the City of Palm
Desert for 220 affordable apartments.

e The new 11,000seat arena has been approved by Riverside County and is under
construction near Cook Street and Interstate 10 for the new minor league hockey team
and other concerts and shows, all of which could total 150 events per year whereby the
commuter train would be a valuable mode of transportation.

e Close proximity to both the California State University San Bernardino at Palm Desert and
the University of California, Riverside at Palm Desert campuses would greatly enhance
transportation options.

e The University Park area has two new home developments just under way for new homes
totaling approximately 500. Another minimum of 600 are planned for University Park for
future development.

e Near Portola and Gerald Ford Drive another new home development of 70 homes will
startin 2021. Other area new home developments within 1-2 miles could add 300-

400 homes.

It is very exciting what is going on in the center of the Coachella Valley tothe south of I-10 with a 4-year
University in Cal State San Bernardino (and hopefully CalState Palm Desertyand UCRand a new arena
just north of I-10 for minor league hockey, concerts, and other activities.

1-233-1
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Comment Letter 1-240
Comment Format: Email
Date: 6/28/2021

Commenter: Michael Sloan
Great Idea. So happy to see the proposal after all these years in the IE. Please keep me ]
1-240-1

updated.
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Comment Format: Email
Date:5/21/2021
Commenter: Michael Moore

We need it!

] 1-241-1
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Comment Format: Email
Date: 65/24/2021
Commenter: Christine Caffrey

| hope this project is completed. | drive up to the LA area twice a month and the traffic is

horrible. This would really be a great way to travel without having to deal with all the traffic. -242-1
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Comment Format: Email

Date: 5/25/2021

Commenter: Deborah E. Garbe

What type of train service proposed? Will there be restrooms, club cars, food service, etc?
Like the trains | road in my youth! When is an estimated date for service to begin if approved? 1-243-1

Will there be a discount for seniors?
Thank you.

Deborah E. Garbe
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Comment Format: Email
Date: 5/26/2021
Commenter: Shawn Stoller

Good morning. We are residents of Indio and would support adding rail service to Union
Station and hope it would reduce traffic and the gas burned for people to visit the valley and
the many events, including major music festivals, held here each year. Hopefully, the reduced
emissions from removing those vehicles from the interstate will be seen as a huge benefit of

adding this additional rail service and this environmental win will be factored in to the analysis.
Thank you,

Shawn Stoller

1-244-1
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Comment Format: Email
Date: 5/27/2021
Commenter: Tyson Atwood

Interesting project which would be a great public transportation alternative. This project would

tie in nicely to other public transit project in the Coachella Valley region such as CV Link. -245-1
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Comment Format: Email
Date: 6/1/2021

Commenter: Gordon Edwards

Your map is so unreadable, it should be an embarrassment to post on your web page. ] 1-246-1
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Comment Format: Email

Date: 6/2/2021

Commenter: Andrea Josephson

Will everyone disembark at Union Station or can u stay on til Chatsworth? Will u allow dogs. }
1-247-1

Will u have reserved seats and beverage service?

Thx Andrea
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Comment Format: Email
Date: 6/14/2021
Commenter: Joseph Farley

The CVRP could generate massive "fixed" revenues, that would reduce the unnecessary
waste of conventional debt financing & expose opportunity costs, by offering a cargo "Trunk-
Line-Feeder" service, utilizing cargo-only wagons, (combi units can also be used) & take
advantage of unused capacity (track & off-track hrs./idle, 24/7). The "Feeder" strategies
connect endless lesser "Feeder" vehicles, incl. bus-lanes, & facilities of many functions, for

time/place utility; throughput, & "all that comes with that."

Required: Legions of standardized, very fast on-off, (RFID/I0T/Al), Roll carts, incl. non-motor
cold-chain, for upstream unitization & downstream selectivity, can reduce massive highway
bottlenecks & support community planning for cost reduction & progressive designs for

communal living.

Note the FHWA study reveals that "Bottlenecks cost the US economy more than $42b in
2019...almost 660 million hours of delay on the nation's highways" . Commercial Carriers
Journal May 27, 2021, by Jason Cannon, CCJ chief editor. The mobility/functionality of Roll

carts is not a big problem.

1-248-1
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Comment Format: Email

Date: 6/14/2021

Commenter: Kelly Watson

| fully support this project; as a resident of Palm Springs with family in LA and OC it would be
very valuable to me to have alternative to automobiles to reach LA especially as i get older. 1-249-1
Thanks for everything you are doing.

Dr. Kelly Watson

Palm Springs, CA
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Comment Format: Email
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Nicola Wong

| am very interested in taking the train into LA as often as once a week. ] 1-250-1
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Comment Format: Email
Date: 6/24/2021
Commenter: Alex Croix

| am just a bit confused, is this going to be a high speed railway project?? Because if not, it is
concerning how fast the train will travel and how long it will shorten the time compared to car
travel from Palm Springs to Riverside. | was looking forward to this, thinking it will be a high 1-251-1

speed train. | would just like to know how many mph the train plans to travel. Thank you.
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Comment Format: Email
Date: 6/26/2021
Commenter: Sabina Greco

I’'m very interested in train service being established in the Coachella Valley. | hope the project
moves forward and can be completed — this will be so beneficial to the residents living here
and to visitors. By my way of background | rode the train to work from Orange County to LA

for work for 20 years! | have first hand knowledge of the benefits rail service can provide.

Please keep me updated on the status - if you need comments or thoughts relating to the

project I'd be happy to participate.
Thank you
Sabina Greco

Indio resident

1-252-1
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Comment Letter 1-256

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Brian Yanity

Hi, my name is Brian Yanity, and | am Vice President South of the Railroad Passenger
Association of California and Nevada or RailPAC, and thank you again for this opportunity to
give comments this evening on the Coachella Valley Tier 1 program EIS/EIR, Coachella Valley

Ralil, | should say.

RailPAC is a 501C3 volunteer group of railroad professionals and advocates that have
campaigned for improved personal mobility in California and the west since 1978. RailPAC
applauds the efforts to advance additional intercity rail services in the Los Angeles Union
Station and Coachella Valley, and it has long been a goal of our organization, the California
State Rail Plan and many in Riverside County, and we recognize this is a Tier 1 program
EIS/EIR, which is one step of a multi-phase-iterative process, and details such as passenger
station locations and so forth will be evaluated the next phase; however, RailPAC wants to
emphasize how this project can open the door for future projects and goals much greater than
the proposed or evaluated Tier 1 passenger rail service option of two daily rounds trips

between Los Angeles Union Station and Coachella Valley.

RailPAC fully supports the main feature of the preferred bill alternative option 1, which is
construction of a new third mainline track 76 miles long along Union Pacific Railroad along the

existing Yuma subdivision between Colton and Coachella.

Given the capital costs of the third mainline track proposed from Colton to the Coachella
Valley.-RailPAC wants to emphasize a variety of benefits to passenger and freight rails that

are possible with this investment additional track capacity.

Any proposed service in the Coachella Valley Rail Corridor and capital improvements
associated with it must be a building block for future expansion, and | am just going to briefly
list a few initiatives that would also benefit from this investment and add significant public value
to any capital grant request for a Colton Coachella third mainline track and perhaps we should
evaluate them in the Tier 2 of CIR, that's greater frequency than proposed -- greater frequency,
like much more than two round trips a day, maybe 6 or 12 preferably with higher speeds, a
daily Amtrak sunset limited, which has long been a of our organization, and also many in
Riverside County benefit the Union Pacific Freight rail. With the new third track, UP can run a
lot or conventional freight trains, along with short-haul and medium-haul trains to get trucks off
[-10.

1-256-1

1-256-2

1-256-3



The new California-Arizona passenger service that Amtrack has proposed, extension to the
Imperial Valley as proposed by RCTC's 1991 study that's down to Coachella -- or sorry, to El

Centro, Calexico, and | guess that's the end of my three minutes. Thank you very much.
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Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Reed Alvarado

My name is Reed Alvarado. | am a resident of Palm Springs, and actually a car-free resident
of Palm Springs. | am a frequent user of Amtrak's current three-way bus service to Fullerton,
and | understand the that the interest -- which makes a lot of sense for RCTC -- to want to
serve Riverside. That being said, | think it is incredibly important that in the next EIR, there is
a specific plan outlined that expands on the dedicated shuttle comment, and hopefully
improved access either through BRT or what have you to the SB line or the Arrow Rail for

faster and more convenient access to Metrolink and the Inland Empire.

| also wanted to support Margo's comment about a mid-valley station. As we know in Palm
Springs, the current station is located in a very desolate area, and Agua Caliente, SunLine
Transit Agency, CSUSBPD are all areas that are served in the Mid-Valley area. | just wanted
to echo that support for a Mid-Valley Station option, and, you know, coordinate with the local
transit agency in the future for added connections for people once they get off that line, and
finally | wanted to just support the previous comment for a full corridor third track for increased

frequency.

As we all know, two daily round trips won't suffice the desire to be able to live in this region
car-fee and access the second largest city in the country, but it is a great starting point, and |
fully support this project, and | just wanted to see more car-free transit options and accessibility

for the Coachella Valley. Thank you very much.

1-257-1

1-257-2

1-257-3
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Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Anthony Tristan

| am a long term resident of the Coachella Valley, but | have also lived in Orange County, LA,
and the San Francisco Bay Area, and | have had the opportunity of taking the BART, which is
very convenient from Berkeley to San Francisco state. | am an educator from Palm Springs
Unified School District, and | am very excited to know this is finally being talked about. | mean,

considering Walt Disney had the first monorail in the western hemisphere back in the 60s.

| did commute recently a couple years ago to USC three or four times a day -- | mean three or
four time as week for my Master's in public administration, and prior to that in the early 2000s,
| had to commute to Cal State Long Beach, so | am very excited that a rail system is going to

be implemented hopefully soon.

It is much needed, especially since Palm Springs has been a destination since the 20s, and |
worked at a place in Desert Hot Springs where supposedly Al Capone was visiting in the 20s,
so this place has been well known for people coming from LA, and I think it is long overdue.
Japan has been building monorails since the 1960s.-1 am grateful that you guys are working

on this. | appreciate it. Thank you for allowing me to comment.
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Comment Letter 1-259

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Peter Green

| am Peter Green. | am a resident of Palm Desert.

| support the proposal.

| would like to reiterate that besides having a station at Bob Hope, | would hope they would

consider a station in University Park where the proposed Cal State campus is going.

Across from that, there is a 100 -- or a 10,000-seat arena being built as we speak, and the

Seattle Kraken Minor League team will be based there.

Also, | would like to see in the final report if additional trains could be provided for special

events like Coachella or athletic events or other things.

My other concern, which | also put in writing is | believe that the North Palm Desert residents
will want either a sound wall or some other mitigation like landscaping for additional rail noise.
They are already upset about the rail noise as it is. But, again, | support the project and thank

you for your time.
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Comment Letter 1-260

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Timothy Papandreou

Thank you. My name is Timothy Papandreou. | am a resident of Palm Springs, and | am a
transportation planner. As well, so | really applaud the efforts to try to get this corridor under
way. Let's figure out how to get this expedited to get this service from LA to this area as quickly

as possible. | do want to highlight two things.

One is that we want to make sure that the access to and from stations really look at the
surrounding street designs focusing on making sure there are prioritized areas for bicycles and

transit bus access.

We also want to mention that in Palm Springs their recent climate action work has basically
identified that regional trips are growing much faster than they can handle, which is increasing
their carbon footprint impact. So this is a regional corridor with regional trips reduction
prospects, but only if they are really connected to the areas that they serve, so | really want to
see much stronger connections with the street design from the tourism stations, the transit
access, the bicycle access with parking, and more interoperability designed for how it links in
with the Metrolink system, but, overall, | think this is fantastic, and | am so glad you guys are

moving forward in this. Thank you.
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Comment Letter 1-261

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Barbara DoCouto

Hi, my name is Barbara DoCouto, and | am so excited about this transaction that is being
done. | have lived here in Sun Lakes for 21 years, and the last 16 years, like | said, | take the
train every weekend in the summer because | am originally from Rhode Island, and | miss the
ocean, and | drive down to the Riverside downtown station and do that every weekend.
Unfortunately we have had a lot of mishaps, like a lot of trains having to be stopped because
of people trying to commit suicide and all, and | don't know if there is anything that can be done
about that. That is very discouraging, which | have sometimes had to come home late at night,
but I am so happy that this is being done. | have been talking about it to the conductors every
time 1 go on the train. | am going to be 80 years old in August, and | don't know how long | can

be driving down to the Riverside station.

Me living in Banning, it would be so convenient for me to get my beach bag on that train and
hop on and get off really quickly, and | appreciate all of the work that you folks are doing, and
we really, really need it in this area because Banning and Beaumont area is really growing and
there is a lot of senior communities here, and this would be so convenient for the elderly to get
on a train to go to LA to concerts or go to a ball game, and we so appreciate what you guys

are doing, and good luck in your endeavor.

Thank you for listening to me.
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Comment Letter 1-262

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Margo Bell

Well, | just commented on the Palm Springs station as is, which is terrible, and a lot of people
don't even know it is there, but another gentleman also commented on that, so | think we have
looked at that issue that we certainly need something better than what is there that most people
don't know about. And | do like that place at Bob Hope Drive at the corner, near Agua Caliente,
but the other place near the college, | think that is on Cook Street, that's an excellent spot too,
but | think they were keeping that for further expansion and for parking places for the college,

which is going to grow and grow.
I have nothing more to say except that | am excited about this wonderful train.

| think you are doing a great job, and | am so glad that Donna Reed a representative for Indian
Wells is spearheading it here and getting us all excited about it in Indian Wells. Thank you,
Donna. Good bye.
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Comment Letter 1-263

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Lisa Middleton

Thank you. | am Lisa Middleton, member of Palm Springs City Council, as well as member of
the Riverside County Transportation Commission. All of us in Palm Springs are very well aware
of the need for improvement of the Palm Springs train station. | can tell you that council will
look very enthusiastically at making those improvements as we progress toward achieving the

kind of train service that is being envisioned here this evening. Thank you.
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Comment Letter 1-264

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Gary Levin

Good afternoon, this is Gary Levin. | live in Riverside. | have spent quite a bit of time living in
the desert for about 10 years, and | think this is a great idea. It is quite ambitious. | am sure
there are a lot of hurdles to get over. Living in the Coachella Valley sort of is a different

experience. It is a different environment, a different community.

You do feel cut off from the rest of Southern California at times, but | think this is a great idea
because I think it will help with the people that feel isolated out there. It will certainly help senior

citizens to get back and forth.

| agree with the comment about where the train stations are located. That has to be a critical
thing. One thing | think we have to consider is how much growth there will be for the next 25

to 100 years.

Palm Springs used to be isolated. Now there is a lot of commercial educational going up along
the 1-10 railroad corridor. There were a couple other things | wanted to comment on. Oh, |
wonder how much support you are getting from our elected state representatives in this

endeavor, and that's about it.
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Comment Letter 1-265

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Brian Yanity

| won't take too much time on the second comment, but an additional thing we wanted to
comment on, we being RailPAC, the Rail Passenger Association of California and Nevada.
When it comes to noise and vibration of the passenger rail operations, at least one speaker
brought that up earlier and in relation to section 3.6, that is mitigation strategy LU3, Land Use
Consistency in the draft EIR documents, RailPAC recommends that sound walls and sound
dampening ballast in the rail beds should be implemented where the track passes close to

residential area. | think someone mentioned north Palm Springs.

We were also thinking the Loma Linda area. And then on the station location, one comment
we had about the Cabazon station, so far in the Tier 1 EIR/EIS, it was identified
Beaumont/Banning/Cabazon as a single station opportunity, or at least a single, kind of, a
long, you know, corridor along the map; however, we believe there is enough reasons to
explore two stations, one for Beaumont and Banning and the other specifically for Cabazon.
There are several attractions located specifically at Cabazon, which merit a stop. | think we all
know what those are. However, it is somewhat disconnected from Beaumont and Banning, so
| would likely see more commuter traffic in Beaumont and Banning versus tourist to Cabazon,
and we are trying to force either group to use one or the other station for an entire area will

depress ridership from both, so | think we should have two stations in that area. Thank you.
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Comment Letter 1-266
Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/22/2021

Commenter: Genevieve Judge

Oh, okay. | just have a question. | just want to send this information to other people in other
counties that might be impacted, Orange County specifically. Is there a place where | can get
a copy of this presentation that you gave, the one we just saw and the one we went through

previously?
| am very excited about this.

| have often wondered why we don't have rail service between here and LA. | live in Palm

Desert. So is it possible to get this to send to somebody and prep them for the next meeting?
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Comment Letter 1-267

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/26/2021

Commenter: Dan Wentzel

Good morning. | wanted to thank you for this great presentation. | understand the project a lot
better now, and | fully support it. | -- if | could make one recommendation, it is that it would
have a longer same-day turn-around time in Los Angeles, if that is possible, instead of three

hours, maybe four or five hours.

Other than that, | think the project should be built in such a way that it allows for further
extensions to, as was stated, to Yuma, Phoenix or to Imperial County, EL Centro, Calexico,
Mexicali, and should allow for more frequency. | think this is going to be a very, very popular

service, and | am excited about it, and | look forward to riding it.

So thank you very much for your time, and it -- | would like to be able to -- that discussion of
why it is Amtrak rather than Metrolink, if someone could provide a link to that, | would love to
be able to get to that. | get asked that question a lot when | get asked about this project, and
it has to do with funding. | would love to have a link to read that and understand that more fully.

Thank you.
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Comment Letter 1-268

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/26/2021

Commenter: Tom Liebman

Yes. Good morning, everybody. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment. My
name is Todd Liebman, and | am the president of All Aboard Arizona. We are a non-profit
group here in Arizona that advocates for improved passenger rail in Arizona and throughout

the southwest.

| just wanted to express our whole-hearted support, of course, for your program and your

looking at this. It was an excellent presentation, and | appreciate it.

We would like to advocate, though, that you not forget about one of our top priorities, which is
the Daily Sunset Limited. Some of the question — comments and questions have centered on
the fact that obviously getting the same-day return from LA would be nice. Well, the Sunset
Limited on its current schedule leaves late in the evening, so that would help to accommodate
that at least with -- perhaps, you know, two stops at least, maybe three stops along the route.

Obviously, Amtrak's working towards service improvement.

Going beyond the Daily Sunset, which is really a major priority, and | would urge you not to
lose sight of that because that would really increase your mobility in the corridor without the
additional operating expense, but, also, we feel it is very important to keep extensions to Yuma,
Phoenix and Tucson in the mix. And one of the reasons we are so supportive of your project

is because that would allow that to really come to fruition.

Again, it was mentioned in the frequency. | think your two roundtrips add to a -- several —
couple of roundtrips, perhaps to Tucson, Phoenix, Yuma, would really increase service in the
corridor, and we feel there are a lot of Arizona travelers that would be traveling to the Coachella
Valley, and this would be a tremendous opportunity to link one of the country's largest
metropolitan areas and a large metropolitan in the form of Tucson and Phoenix to LA and also

the Coachella Valley region.

Again, we are wholeheartedly supportive. We would like to see the schedule moved up faster
to get the service going as quickly as possible, and extensions. Thank you for the opportunity

to comment this morning, and | wish you all the success with your project. Thank you.
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Comment Letter 1-269

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/26/2021

Commenter: Brian Yanity

Hello. Good morning, everyone. Thank you again for this presentation, and, of course, the
opportunity for us to speak. My name is Brian Yanity. | am vice president south of the Rail
Passenger Association of California and Nevada or RailPAC. RailPAC is a 501(c)(3) volunteer
group of railroad professionals and advocates that has campaigned for improved mobility and

improved passenger rail in particular in California and Nevada since 1978.

| will -- wanted to follow up on what my colleague at All Aboard Arizona, Todd Liebman, just
said about keeping the Sunset Limited on the radar for this project, even though we do
recognize that, you know, Amtrak negotiations with UP are technically separate from RCTC
and FRA's negotiations on the Coachella Valley Rail Service, but the reality is they would be
using the same infrastructure, and the same Daily Sunset Limited as Todd mentioned could

compliment the Regional East Coachella Valley Rail Service very well.

Around the country one of the markets that are served by a long distance train, like the Sunset
Limited, are shorter distanced trips within that corridor.- For example, the Sunset Limited could
add extra schedules off peak for someone with a roundtrip ticket going through the Coachella
Valley during the day, and then they can go back to LA late at night or vice versa on the Sunset
Limited, because people complain about the Sunset Limited stopping in Palm Springs between
12:30 and 2:00 in the morning or 5:00 in the morning if it is late. But that could actually be an
advantage if you are complimenting service during more quote/unquote bankers hours that

the Coachella Valley rail could be doing.

But back to really the focus of this EIR, RailPAC fully supports the main feature of the preferred
option, build alternative option 1, and that is construction of a new third mainline track from 76
miles -- with 76 miles in length from Colton to Coachella Valley along the Union Pacific

Railroad's existing Yuma subdivision.

You know, we would like it to be more, of course -- more passenger track everywhere, that's
our organization's position, but we do think this is a good start, and we want this record and
decision to happen soon, that way we can get building and to doing extensions to it, like the
greater frequency and speed people are desiring, more than two partnerships a day and faster

service, which we hope will be planned for.
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Comment Letter 1-269, cont

Along with that, back to Arizona service, yes, RailPAC also fully supports regional trains, and
Amtrak has recently proposed between Tucson, Phoenix, Yuma, Coachella Valley, and LA on
top of this Coachella Valley Rail Service and on top of the Daily Sunset and we fully support

an Imperial Valley extension to Calexico.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment.
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Comment Letter I-270

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/26/2021

Commenter: Mariela Loera

Hello, | am Mariela. | am a public advocate with Leadership Council, which is a state-wide
community-based organization. | am based in the Coachella Valley, and most of our work

focuses on the unincorporated communities in the Coachella Valley, like Thermal and Mecca.-

| am very excited to see a project like this. It is very exciting to see transportation being
expanded to those unincorporated communities who have a very hard time reaching those

areas. So that's very exciting.
And like the previous comment, | also think the Option 1 is the best option.

So in regard to the service, fully supportive of this project, very excited to see it being planned.
| am aware the comment is only for the service, but | do want to mention the importance of
considering green and zero-emission technology, at least at the station in Coachella Valley,
because as your EIR mentioned, these communities are very vulnerable and already have a
lot of pollution in the area, especially from the Salton Sea. That would be a very important

feature to keep in mind.

But fully supportive and excited for this project. Thank you.
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Comment Letter 1-271

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/26/2021

Commenter: Tom Tokeim

| am Tom Tokeim. | live in Rancho Mirage, middle of the Coachella Valley, and | think it is

important to have a mid valley station and be very convenient.

The Amtrak station in Palm Springs is somewhat removed. It is three or four miles from
downtown. It is -- got some safety issues depending upon time of day and weather issues. |

really think that a mid valley location in Palm Desert would be most functional.

There is a new 11,000-seat arena approved and started in development off Cook Street, and
it will host a Minor League Hockey team, and there will be concerts and other events, you
know, totaling about 150 a year from what they have said. And so, you know, being able to get
on and off the train and get to them, it would be more convenient. There is also hotels, two or
three hotels off of Cook Street, and it is near the university, the Cal State San Bernardino Palm
Desert campus and the UC Riverside campus. So | think that it is a safe area and there is
adequate parking. I think it would be very functional. | think a lot of people would utilize it there,
so hopefully that will be taken into consideration when sites are looked at. Thank you for having

this presentation, it has been very helpful for me.
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Comment Letter 1-272

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/26/2021

Commenter: Heather Ross

Hi, my name is Heather Ross. | want to follow-up regarding the other two questions | have
posed that have not been answered. The first is with regard to the 1-10 having originally been
designed to have a train corridor included, and has this not been investigated as an option.
And the other question is with regard to the Ontario Airport Hyperloop development. Has this

also been considered as a transportation link to Palm Springs and Los Angeles?
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Comment Letter 1-273

Comment Format: Public Hearing Official Comment
Date: 6/26/2021

Commenter: lan Stewart

My name is lan Stewart. | am president of Rail Propulsion Systems. | want to make sure | stay
on the scope of this meeting and give our support as the Option 1 that has been supported by
some of the other speakers, and | want to show our support for the expansion of passenger
rail on all forms, be it our focus, which is commuter rail and improving metropolitan areas, and

its interface with the larger projects and interstate projects such as this one.

Thank you all for your efforts, and if there is anything we can do to support zero-emissions
locomoatives in any of these projects, we are more than happy to do so and speak with you

about it. Thank you for your time.
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Comment Letter 1-274
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Comment Letter 1-275
Comment Format: Email
Date: 7/7/2021

Commenter: John Harris

| am just a bit confused, is this going to be a high speed railway project?? Because if not, it is
concerning how fast the train will travel and how long it will shorten the time compared to car
travel from Palm Springs to Riverside. | was looking forward to this, thinking it will be a high 1-275-1

speed train. | would just like to know how many mph the train plans to travel. Thank you.



Comment Letter [-276
Comment Format: Email
Date: 7/7/2021

Commenter: Howard Hoffenberg
To bring in tourist, the money is better spent expanding the Palm Springs airport. The rail line }
1-276-1

is not consistent with character of the Coachella Valley tourists.



Comment Letter |-277
Comment Format: Email
Date: 7/7/2021

Commenter: Richard McCurdy

This rail system would greatly benefit all of California as cars will come off the roads and more
people will ride trains. We all hate traffic. Bringing in the rail will HELP students get to classes
and concert goers to hopefully a Cook street stop where the new 10,000 seat stadium is
currently under construction not to mention UC-Riverside located off Cook Street. As well as
desert folk who are mostly retirees who would love to get a a train and take it to the beaches.
This rail line will also relieve congestion for the BPN tennis tourney, Coachella Music fest and
well as Stagecoach festival. Please help get this train through. We ALL NEED IT
DESPERATELY!!!
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Comment Letter 1-278
Comment Format: Email
Date: 7/7/2021
Commenter: Jerry Rutledge

A train to Palm Springs from Los Angeles is decades overdue. Do it now. ] 1-278-1



Comment Letter [-279
Comment Format: Email
Date: 7/7/2021

Commenter: Ross Wittman

Good morning. At last night's City Council meeting (7/6/2021), the Redlands City Council
approved the submittal of a public comment on behalf of the City for the CVR Project. Upon
this approval, which occurred late last night, staff attempted to upload the comment to the site
and was unable to do so as the link had been removed prior to midnight. City has submitted a

hard copy of the public comment to:

Federal Railroad Administration

Amanda Ciampolillo, Environmental Protection Specialist
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE

Washington, DC 20590

However, we would like to ensure our comment is received. Can you please provide me with

a method to submit this letter to ensure it is received and included within public comment?
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Comment Letter [-280
Comment Format: Email
Date: 7/7/2021

Commenter: Esmeralda Sanchez
This project would bring a lot of great things for our cities in the Valley, and would bring a lot
more entertainment culture. It would also benefit anyone that wants to just explore more cities

in a safe and convenient way.
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Comment Letter |-281
Comment Format: Email

Date: 7/11/2021

Commenter: Friedrich Bellermann

After reading about this project today in the Press Enterprise, | visited your web page. It's nice
to see that you posted public hearing dates and times. Too bad you forgot to indicate WHERE
they were being held! Please be sure to get that right the next time and request media, such
as the PE to publish them.

| see that Redlands / Loma Linda may get a station and that's nice because the impending
Redlands line will require a non-sensical transfer in San Bernardino for most trips to Union
Station. | further note, to my dismay, that your proposal also fails to serve Ontario airport, even

though a rail corridor is adjacent. | strongly urge you to consider this.
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Comment Letter |-282
Comment Format: Email
Date: 7/12/2021
Commenter: Ken Alan

| applaud the effort to bring much needed rail service to the Coachella Valley. However, let's
not make the same mistake we usually make with rail transit — putting stations out in the

middle of nowhere that require a transfer.

When the Bay Area Rapid Transit System (BART) was built in the 1970s, to save costs many
of the stations were built in the middle of the freeways (non-destinations) and required some
kind of transfer to get to a final destination. Any airline traveler will tell you they prefer non-stop
flights because connections dramatically increase the uncertainty and problems with travel.
Airline delays can make you miss a flight, luggage gets transferred to the wrong plane or

misses the flight, etc.

Currently the Coachella Valley-San Gorgonio Pass Rail Corridor Service calls for using the
existing AMTRAK station off Indian Canyon Road near I-10. This station is literally out in the
middle of nowhere in a high wind, blowing sand area. Indian Canyon is regularly closed due
to flooding and the alternative route via Gene Autry adds a good half hour to travel into Palm
Springs. There is no overnight parking at this location so riders would have to take some kind
of expensive taxi or UBER service to the station. The last time | was out there there were no
public phones and no live transit workers. There is no water or food service. It's basically a
bus stop in an extremely hostile environment. Safety is going to ba a major concern. It will
only take one group of thugs coming in a van to hold up a trainload of riders at gunpoint to kill
the service. Even so, there’s no positive word-of-mouth that will come of using this station as
the stopping point for Palm Springs. Indio is not a destination and Coachella is only a
destination for the 3 weekends of the music festivals. No doubt those cities are eyeing rail
service as a way to attract tourists but the simple fact is there is no tourist draw beyond the

seasonal festivals to attract riders.

For the CVSGPRCS to be successful you must have a destination train staton in the valley.
“Destination” meaning the place you get off the train and stay, without having to make any kind
of connection. For the reverse travel, desert residents traveling to Union Station in Los
Angeles, you must have safe & secure overnight parking. It's too long a trip for a day trip. So,
there’s a rather obvious solution to these problems at hand — build a train station that connects
to the Agua Caliente Casino in Rancho Mirage. There is ample secured parking for train

raiders and many LA visitors need go no further than the resort to vacation in the valley. Those

)
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wishing to venture beyond the resort can find reliable transportation down Bob Hope which,
unlike Indian Canyon, has never been closed for flooding or blowing sand. The resort offers
food, beverage, shelter and security for train riders. Other amenities, like shopping centers,
could be built inside of a train station.

To the best of my knowledge all of the area Indian Tribes routinely bus in tourists from Los
Angeles to shop at their outlet stores (Cabazon) and play at their casinos. In particular, they
target groups that do no drive/don’t have cars. So | would infer the tribes (I’'m including
Morongo Casino as another destination stop) would see the value of investing in station
construction to help realize the train service.

| have covered business in the Coachella Valley for over 20 years, so | know what I'm talking

about. Please feel free to contact me if you need additional information.
Regards,

Ken Alan

Managing Editor, The Public Record

Host, The Public Record Podcast

1-282-4,
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Comment Letter 1-283
Comment Format: Email
Date: 8/26/2021
Commenter: Jeffrey Mihalik

Why are only two round trips a day being considered? Shouldn't the alternatives analysis include 4,
8, 16, even 20 trips a day? More people will ride if they have more times to choose from and will still
have an option if they miss the first train or it doesn't leave at quite the right time. In places where
trains are popular, intercity trains commonly leave once an hour. As it is, I'm afraid you will spend a
lot of money on a project no one will use because it is too inconvenient.

1-283-1

| also question the decision to avoid the San Bernardino Metrolink line in favor of routing via
Fullerton. The San Bernardino Metrolink link route would produce much faster trip times. Higher 1-283-2
speeds are important and will produce much larger ridership.
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