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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.1 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

0.1 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been prepared in accordance
with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
procedures. Per the Environmental Quality Improvement Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.S.C.
4371 et seq.), the purpose of the Environmental Assessment is to determine if an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is necessary, and to meet compliance with NEPA when an EIS is not
required.

The FTA is considering a grant application for financial assistance to the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) for the Perris Valley Line project pursuant to 49 U.S. C.
5309 Small Starts. The project is a potential federal action and must comply with NEPA and
FTA procedures.
0.1.1 Format of the Final SEA
The PVL SEA is organized as follows:
Section 0.1 Introduction

This section describes NEPA requirements and content of this Final SEA.

Section 0.2 Revisions, Updates, and Corrections

This section lists revisions, updates, and corrections made to the Draft SEA and
its supporting Technical Reports subsequent to its release for public review.

Section 0.3 Responses to Comment Received on the Draft SEA
This section presents comment letters received and individual responses to

written comments. The responses will conform to the legal standards established
by FTA for environmental documents.
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

This section of the Final SEA lists revisions to information included in the Draft SEA December,
2010 based upon: (1) additional or revised information required to prepare a response to a
specific comment; (2) updated information required due to the passage of time; and/or (3)
typographical errors.

0.2.1 Schedule Revisions

The anticipated start of construction in 2011 and opening year of PVL service in 2012 were
revised following public circulation of the Draft SEA to 2012 and 2014, respectively. The
analyses were reviewed and it was determined the schedule revisions do not result in any
substantive changes that warrant revising the analyses; therefore, these analyses remain valid.
It should be noted that the revised construction year and opening year are reflected throughout
the document as appropriate.

0.2.2 Selection of Hunter Park Station Location

Three station sites were analyzed and considered for the Hunter Park Station in the SEA. The
Palmyrita option was proposed for the east side of the SJBL track at lowa Avenue between
Palmyrita and Columbia Avenues. The Columbia and Marlborough options were proposed for
the west side of the SJBL track, with entry and exit from Columbia and Marlborough Avenues,
respectively. Each of the three options were evaluated in the SEA, subsequently, RCTC during
the development of the Final SEA has selected the Marlborough site to be the Hunter Park
Station.

The environmental setting and existing site conditions for each of the three proximate sites is
described herein. The Palmyrita site is currently under development with the construction of a
warehouse building. A second track for the Palmyrita site would need to be constructed east of
the existing SJBL to accommodate freight activities. The Columbia site is currently hosts
industrial facilities and a citrus orchard. The citrus orchard at the Columbia station site is
bordered on three sides by commercial buildings. Low levels of pesticides were detected in the
soil at this site, and any off-site soil disposal may need to be managed as hazardous waste.

The Marlborough site is located on cleared, disturbed vacant land. The current owner obtained
approval of a development plan for multiple office buildings for the site from the City of
Riverside. After a thorough review of the potential sites, while weighing the site access,
engineering and cost considerations for all sites, the Marlborough site has been identified as the
most suitable site location for the Hunter Park Station.
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

0.2.3 Corrections, Revisions, and Additions

Table 0.2.3-1

Corrections, Revisions, and Additions

Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Table of Contents,
Technical Reports

Page viii

Added Technical Report | — Zeta Tech
Report.

Acronyms and Abbreviations Page xiii Corrected acronym for State Office of
Historic Preservation.

Executive Summary, Page ES-1 Revised the construction and opening

Section 1.0 year date for the project.

Executive Summary Page ES-2 Updated text regarding comment period

Section 1.0 for the Draft SEA and public review period
for the Final SEA.

Executive Summary Page ES-5 Updated Figure ES.2-1 to reflect the

Section 2.0 Proposed Project Figure ES.2-1 selected Hunter Park Station site.

Executive Summary, Pages ES-7 to ES-8 As part of Noise and Vibration Mitigation

Section ES.2.0 Proposed Project | Table ES.2-1 Measure NV-1, corrected length of Noise

Barrier #7.

Clarified Noise and Vibration Mitigation
Measures NV-1, NV-3, and NV-4.

Executive Summary,
Section ES.2.0 Proposed Project

Pages ES-9 to ES-10
Table ES.2-1

Clarified Traffic and Parking Mitigation
Measures TP-1 through TP-4.

Revised Traffic and Parking Mitigation
Measure TP-1 in response to comments
on the Draft EIR received from
representatives of Riverside Unified
School District.

Traffic and Parking Mitigation Measure
TP-3 was eliminated as a result of project
refinement subsequent to circulation of
the Draft SEA. With the San Jacinto
Avenue crossing improvements in place,
the intersection of San Jacinto Avenue
and C Street would not experience any
significant traffic impacts. Therefore,
mitigation at this intersection would not be
needed.

Traffic and Parking Mitigation Measure
TP-4 was eliminated as a result of project
refinement subsequent to circulation of
the Draft SEA. The signalization of the
San Jacinto Avenue and D Street
intersection is now proposed as a PVL
project feature. Therefore, mitigation at

92666/SDI9R076
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

this intersection would not be needed.

Renumbered and clarified Traffic and
Parking Mitigation Measures TP-5 and
TP-6 to TP-3 and TP-4, respectively, due
to the elimination of two mitigation
measures (TP-3 and TP-4).

Revised text to reflect fewer intersections
requiring mitigation as a result of fewer
intersections experiencing significant
traffic impacts. Clarified text regarding
mitigation measures expected to be
implemented by other projects unrelated
to the PVL.

Executive Summary, Page ES-10 Clarified Aesthetics Mitigation Measure
Section ES.2.0 Proposed Project | Taple ES.2-1 AS-1.

Executive Summary, Pages ES-10to ES-11 Reorganized Cultural Resources
Section ES.2.0 Proposed Project | Tgple ES.2-1 Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 for

clarity and enforceability.

Also added a Native American monitor to
CR-1 in response to a comment letter.

Clarified Mitigation Measure CR-3.

Executive Summary,
Section ES.2.0 Proposed Project

Pages ES-11 to ES-12
Table ES.2-1

Clarified Hazards and Hazardous
Materials Mitigation Measures HHM-1
through HHM-4.

Also, included addition of coordination
with local emergency response agencies
(HHM-3).

Mitigation Measure HHM-4 was deleted
as a separate measure. Instead, revisions
to HHM-3 adequately address HHM-4. As
such, HHM-3 is referenced.

Executive Summary,

Pages ES-13 to ES-15

Clarified Biological Resources Mitigation

Section ES.2.0 Proposed Project | Tgple ES.2-1 Measures BR-1 through BR-17.

Executive Summary, Page ES-16 Clarified Paleontological Resources

Section ES.2.0 Proposed Project | Taple ES.2-1 Mitigation Measures P-1 and P-2.

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project Page 1-1 Updated text regarding comment period

Section 1.1 Introduction for the Draft SEA and public review period
for the Final SEA.

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project Page 1-2 Updated text regarding certification of the

Section 1.2 ldentification of the
Proposed Project

EIR for the project. Revised the opening
year date. Updated text to indicate which
site was selected for the Hunter Park
Station.
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project
Section 1.3 Project Area and
Background

Page 1-3

Defined the acronym for CEQA.

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project
Section 1.3 Project Area and
Background

Pages 1-3to 1-9

Updated text to reflect the Highgrove
Station option.

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project Page 1-12 Updated text to include the Federal

Section 1.6 Regional and Local Transportation Improvement Program and

Planning Context when the project met air quality
conformance.

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project Page 1-15 Revised the opening year date.

Section 1.7 Project Details

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project
Section 1.7 Project Details

Pages 1-15, 1-19 and
1-20

Updated text to reflect current project
features and locations.

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project

Section 1.7.2 Stations and
Layover Facility

Pages 1-20 to 1-21

Revised the opening year date. Updated
text to indicate which site was selected for
the Hunter Park Station. Updated text for
Moreno Valley/March Field Station.

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project

Section 1.7.2 Stations and
Layover Facility

Pages 1-31, 1-33, 1-35,
and 1-37

Figures 1.7-6, 1.7-7,

Updated figures to indicate which site was
selected for the Hunter Park Station.

1.7-8, and 1.7-9
Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project Page 1-51 Revised the opening year date. Corrected
Section 1.7.2 Stations and the acronym for CPUC since it was
Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project Page 1-52 Clarified text regarding the closure of an
Section 1.7.5 Grade Crossings existing grade crossing at Poarch Road
and added text regarding the closure of
Commercial Street due to project
refinement subsequent to circulation of
the Draft SEA. Clarified text regarding the
closure of the grade crossing at 6" Street.
Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project, Page 1-53 Clarified text for the landscape walls
Section 1.7.8 Landscape Walls related to the schools.
Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project Page 1-65 Revised the construction and opening

Section 1.7.9 Construction

year dates.

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project
Section 1.7.10 Operations

Pages 1-66 to 1-67
Table 1.7-1

Revised the opening year date within the
text and in Table 1.7-1 heading.
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project,

Pages 1-69 to 1-70

Added text to further explain acquisitions

Section 1.8 Acquisitions and Table 1.8-1 for the PVL project that resulted from
Relocations project refinement subsequent to
circulation of the Draft SEA. In addition,
text was revised to indicate the site
selected for the Hunter Park Station.
Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project Page 1-73 Updated figure to indicate which site was
Section 1.8 Acquisitions and Figure 1.8-2 selected for the Hunter Park Station.

Relocations

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project,

Pages 1-81 to 1-82

Reorganized Agency Actions and

Section 1.9 Environmental Table 1.9-1 Approvals table.

Permits

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3-1 Updated text to explain revisions to the
Evaluation construction and opening year dates.
Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.1-2 Updated text to include the Federal

Evaluation,

Section 3.2 Agricultural
Resources

Transportation Improvement Program and
when the project met air quality
conformance.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental

Pages 3.2-4, 3.2-5 and

Updated text and figure to indicate which

Evaluation, 3.2 Agricultural 3.2-9 site was selected for the Hunter Park
Resources Figure 3.2-1 Station.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-1 Revised publishing date of Air Quality
Evaluation, Technical Report B.

Section 3.3 Air Quality

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-3 Provided a reference to the new Appendix
Evaluation, F in the Air Quality Technical Report,
Section 3.3 Air Quality which includes the TCWG review form.
Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-16 Revised explanatory text regarding air

Evaluation
Section 3.3 Air Quality

quality impact determination.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation
Section 3.3 Air Quality

Pages 3.3-16 to 3.3-17

Updated discussion on construction
period air quality evaluation based on soll
export information.

Corrected a misspelling.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-18 Deleted two bullets under “other project

Evaluation _ control measures” as the same

Section 3.3 Air Quality information is shown on Page 3.3-16 in
the Draft SEA.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-20 Typographical error corrected regarding

Evaluation
Section 3.3 Air Quality

level-of-service. Revised publishing date
of Traffic Technical Report D.
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation
Section 3.3 Air Quality

Pages 3.3-21 to 3.3-22

Typographical errors (numerical)
corrected in distances described between
certain sensitive receptors and PVL
alignment.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-24 Provided a reference to the new Appendix

Evaluation _ F in the Air Quality Technical Report,

Section 3.3 Air Quality which includes the TCWG review form.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-25 Clarified text regarding the health risk

Evaluation assessment.

Section 3.3 Air Quality

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-26 Deleted third footnote as it is not relevant

Evaluation . Table 3.3-7 to the table.

Section 3.3 Air Quality

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-27 Deleted 2012 due to revised opening year

Evaluation date.

Section 3.3 Air Quality

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-31 Revised publishing date of Traffic

Evaluation . Table 3.3-8 Technical Report D.

Section 3.3 Air Quality

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-33 Deleted text regarding the reference to

Evaluation _ Table 3.3-11 as the correct reference to

Section 3.3 Air Quality Table 3.3-11 is already provided on this
page.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-34 Corrected numerical value for greenhouse

Evaluation _ Table 3.3-11 gas related to passenger vehicles.

Section 3.3 Air Quality

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.3-35 Updated quantities for construction

Evaluation _ Table 3.3-12 emissions table and text based on soil

Section 3.3 Air Quality export information. Clarified text regarding
soils.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.4-1 Revised publishing date of Noise and

Evaluation o Vibration Technical Report C.

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.4-6 Clarified project construction activities.

Evaluation

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.4-22 Clarified school name in table.

Evaluation Table 3.4-7

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.4-23 Clarified the reduction in noise with the

Evaluation o use of wayside applicators. Typographical

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration error corrected.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.4-24 Updated opening year text.

Evaluation
Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation
Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Pages 3.4-25, 3.4-31,
3.4-48, and 3.4-50

Typographical error corrected regarding
reference to Highland Elementary School.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation
Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Page 3.4-30
Table 3.4-11

Typographical error in table corrected
regarding the tabulated train speeds
nearby Highland Elementary School. All
noise and vibration calculations for this
school were performed using the speed of
60 mph in the Draft SEA. Based on the
Zeta Tech Report subsequent to
circulation of the Draft SEA, train speeds
nearby Highland Elementary School
would be limited to 30 mph, which does
not result in new impacts or mitigation.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Pages 3.4-31 and
3.4-32

Added text regarding soil export
information.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Pages 3.4-32 to 3.4-33

Added text regarding project construction
activities and examples of noise control
measures. Clarified Noise and Vibration
Mitigation Measure NV-1.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Page 3.4-34 to 3.4-35

Corrected length of Noise Barrier #7.

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration Table 3.4-12
Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.4-43 Typographical error corrected regarding
Evaluation, Table 3.4-13 footnotes.

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Pages 3.4-47 to 3.4-48
Tables 3.4-15, 3.4-16,
and 3.4-17

Clarified heading in table.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.4-48 Typographical error in table corrected

Evaluation, o Table 3.4-17 regarding the tabulated train speeds

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration nearby St. James School. All noise and
vibration calculations for this school were
performed using the speed of 46 mph in
the Draft SEA.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.4-49 Added text regarding construction period

Evaluation, o vibration impacts.

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.4-50 Clarified Noise and Vibration Mitigation

Evaluation, o Measure NV-3. Clarified text regarding

Section 3.4 Noise and Vibration implementation of the vibration mitigation
measures.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-1 Revised publishing date of Traffic

Evaluation, _ _ Technical Report D.

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-1 Clarified heading for level-of-service table.

Evaluation, Table 3.5-1

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-3 Updated text and figure to indicate which

Evaluation, _ _ Figure 3.5-1 site was selected for the Hunter Park

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking ' Station.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-13 Added text to clarify that SR-74 is known

Evaluation, _ _ as 4" Street in downtown Perris.

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-16 Deleted 2012 due to revised opening year

Evaluation, date. Added a description of the 3rd Street

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking grade separation project (already included
in Section 3.19, Indirect and Cumulative
Effects). Revised the completion dates of
the grade separation projects.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-18 Added name of a major roadway

Evaluation, improvement project to widen Cactus

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking Avenue (project already included and
described in the Draft SEA and Traffic
Technical Report). Added description of
proposed roadway changes by 2012 for D
and C Streets in Perris.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-20 Corrected error (direction) and level-of-

Evaluation, service.

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-21 Revised text to include a definition of

Evaluation, modal split. Peak periods for morning and

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking afternoon are defined.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-22 Clarified heading in auto-trip generation

Evaluation, Table 3.5-4 table.

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-24 Clarified text regarding the closure of an

Evaluation, existing grade crossing at Poarch Road

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking and added text regarding the closure of
the northern end of Commercial Street
due to project refinement subsequent to
circulation of the Draft SEA. Clarified text
regarding the closure of the grade
crossing at 6™ Street.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-25 Clarified level-of-service conditions.

Evaluation,
Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Chapter 3.0 Environmental

Pages 3.5-27, 3.5-29,

Added table headings. Added footnotes to

Evaluation, and 3.5-31 table to clarify traffic terminology.

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking Table 3.5-5

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.5-32 Typographical error corrected regarding
Evaluation, Table 3.5-6 the VI/C ratio in the PM peak hour for
Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking Alessandro Boulevard.
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0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Pages 3.5-33 and

3.5-35
Table 3.5-7

Revised text — Downtown Perris Station.
Updated roadway system changes to be
implemented by 2012 in the City of Perris
in response to comments on the PVL
Draft EIR and a subsequent email (dated
June 28, 2010) received from the City of
Perris Public Works Department that
provided new information related to the
signalization of D Street and San Jacinto
Avenue and the striping plans at the D
Street/SR-74 and C Street/San Jacinto
Avenue intersections. This new
information required updating the level-of-
service analyses (including text and
tables) for the Downtown Perris Station
area 2012 conditions without and with the
project. Also, incorporated PVL project
features to be implemented for the
improvement of the San Jacinto Avenue
crossing into the 2012 conditions with the
project. This analysis did not reveal any
new significant impacts and did not show
an increase in severity of an
environmental impact.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Page 3.5-35
Table 3.5-7

Added San Jacinto Avenue at D Street —
Signalized. Removed Unsignalized.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Page 3.5-36

Corrected mitigation measure numbering.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Page 3.5-37

Clarified PVL station parking demand for
opening year.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Page 3.5-38

Clarified construction period. Revised the
discussion under Construction Period
Impacts based on soil export information.
Revised Traffic and Parking Mitigation
Measure TP-1 in response to comments
on the Draft EIR received from
representatives of the Riverside Unified
School District.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Pages 3.5-38 to 3.5-40

Renumbered Traffic and Parking
Mitigation Measure TP-5 to TP-3 due to
the elimination of two mitigation measures
at Downtown Perris Station (TP-3 and

TP-4).

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Pages 3.5-39 Traffic and Parking Mitigation Measure
Evaluation, TP-3 was eliminated as a result of project
92666/SDI9R076 0.2-12 February 2012




SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.2 REVISIONS, UPDATES, AND CORRECTIONS

Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

refinement subsequent to circulation of
the Draft SEA. With the San Jacinto
Avenue crossing improvements in place,
the intersection of San Jacinto Avenue
and C Street would not experience any
significant traffic impacts. Therefore,
mitigation at this intersection would not be
needed. Traffic and Parking Mitigation
Measure TP-4 was eliminated as a result
of project refinement subsequent to
circulation of the Draft SEA. The
signalization of the San Jacinto Avenue
and D Street intersection is now proposed
as a PVL project feature. Therefore,
mitigation at this intersection would not be
needed. Renumbered and clarified Traffic
and Parking Mitigation Measures TP-5
and TP-6 to TP-3 and TP-4, respectively,
due to the elimination of two mitigation
measures (TP-3 and TP-4).

Revised text to reflect fewer intersections
requiring mitigation as a result of fewer
intersections experiencing significant
traffic impacts. Clarified text regarding
mitigation measures expected to be
implemented by other projects unrelated
to the PVL.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,
Section 3.5 Traffic and Parking

Pages 3.5-41 to 3.5-44
Table 3.5-9

Renumbered Traffic and Parking
Mitigation Measure TP-5 to TP-3 due to
the elimination of two mitigation measures
(TP-3 and TP-4). Typographical error
corrected regarding the overall
intersection control delay in the PM peak
hour for Bonnie Drive and southbound I-
215 Ramps. Deleted 2012 due to revised
opening year date.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.6-3 Added text to indicate Hyatt Elementary
Evaluation School as a sensitive resource.

Section 3.6 Aesthetics

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.6-10 Updated text to indicate which site was

Evaluation
Section 3.6 Aesthetics

selected for the Hunter Park Station.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation
Section 3.6 Aesthetics

Pages 3.6-12 to 3.6-13

Added text to further explain the
landscape wall at Hyatt Elementary
School. Added text to indicate landscape
wall would block view of railroad right of
way and 1-215 from Nan Sanders School.
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Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.6-18 Clarified Aesthetics Mitigation Measure
Evaluation, AS-1.

Section 3.6 Aesthetics

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.7-1 Corrected the name and acronym for
Evaluation, State Office of Historic Preservation.
Section 3.7 Cultural Resources

and Section 106 Compliance

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.7-4 Defined acronym for National Register of
Evaluation, Table 3.7-1 Historic Place in table heading. Updated
Section 3.7 Cultural Resources text regarding historic properties

and Section 106 Compliance determination for the project.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.7-5 Deleted footnote in Table 3.7-2.
Evaluation,

Section 3.7 Cultural Resources

and Section 106 Compliance

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.7-7 Updated text to reflect that no adverse

Evaluation,
Section 3.7 Cultural Resources
and Section 106 Compliance

effects were proposed and no additional
historic properties identified within the
revised DEER.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Section 3.7 Cultural Resources
and Section 106 Compliance

Pages 3.7-8 t0 3.7-9

Corrected acronym spelling. Updated text
to reflect the process RCTC underwent
with SOHP for the project.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Section 3.7 Cultural Resources
and Section 106 Compliance

Pages 3.7-9 to 3.7-10

Reorganized Cultural Resources
Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 for
clarity and enforceability. Also added a
Native American monitor to CR-1 in
response to a comment letter. Clarified
Mitigation Measure CR-3.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.8-7 Updated figure to indicate which site was

Evaluation, Figure 3.8-1 selected for the Hunter Park Station.

Section 3.8, Hazards and

Hazardous Materials

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.8-10 Updated text to indicate which site was

Evaluation, selected for the Hunter Park Station.

Section 3.8, Hazards and Updated text to include information from

Hazardous Materials additional testing that was done for the
Citrus Connection and Marlborough site.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.8-11 Updated text to include Positive Train

Evaluation,
Section 3.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Control as a project feature.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Section 3.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Pages 3.8-12 to 3.8-15

Text added to include the conditions of
approval from the Riverside County
Airport Land Use Commission.
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Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Section 3.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Pages 3.8-16 to 3.8-17

Clarified Hazards and Hazardous
Materials Mitigation Measures HHM-1
through HHM-4. Also, included addition of
coordination with local emergency
response agencies (HHM-3). Mitigation
Measure HHM-4 was deleted as a
separate measure. Instead, revisions to
HHM-3 adequately address HHM-4. As
such, HHM-3 is referenced.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.10-7 Updated text for Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat

Evaluation, Habitat Conservation Areas.

Section 3.10, Section 4(f)

Evaluation and Parklands

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.10-8 Corrected typographical error in the

Evaluation, Table 3.10-2 numbering of the table. Corrected the

Section 3.10, Section 4(f) footnote in the table since concurrence

Evaluation and Parklands from SOHP has been obtained for the
project.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.10-10 Corrected typographical error in the

Evaluation, numbering of the table.

Section 3.10, Section 4(f)

Evaluation and Parklands

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.10-11 Updated text to reflect that no property

Evaluation, takes or easements (permanent or

Section 3.10, Section 4(f) temporary) as a result of the PVL being

Evaluation and Parklands located near park areas. Added text
“direct or” to indicate no direct or
constructive use of a wildlife area.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.10-12 Corrected the acronym for State Office of

Evaluation, Historic Preservation.

Section 3.10, Section 4(f)

Evaluation and Parklands

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.10-13 Updated text to indicate which site was

Evaluation,
Section 3.10, Section 4(f)
Evaluation and Parklands

selected for the Hunter Park Station.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Section 3.11 Environmental
Justice and Socioeconomics

Pages 3.11-1t0 3.11-2

Added text to describe USDOT Order
5610.2.
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Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Section 3.11 Environmental

Justice and Socioeconomics

Pages 3.11-2t0 3.11-4

Clarified text regarding the study area and
methodology for the EJ analysis.

Added a reference for Figure 3.11-1.

Added text to clarify the appropriateness
of using Census determinations of poverty
status (by individual) rather than using
HHS guidelines (weighted by family size)
for use in determining the percentage of
total population living in poverty.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation, Section 3.11
Environmental Justice and
Socioeconomics

Pages 3.11-4 to 3.11-5

Revised text based on the determined
thresholds for low-income and minority
communities.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.11-6 Revised text to clarify public involvement
Evaluation, Section 3.11 effort.

Environmental Justice and

Socioeconomics

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.11-7 Updated figure based on the determined
Evaluation, Section 3.11 Figure 3.11-1 thresholds for low-income and minority
Environmental Justice and communities.

Socioeconomics

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.11-9 Inserted “quality” after air for clarification.
Evaluation, Section 3.11

Environmental Justice and

Socioeconomics

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.11-10 Identified improvements related to the

Evaluation, Section 3.11
Environmental Justice and
Socioeconomics

project. Added statement that project
acquisitions do not require displacements.
Added statement that County and City
land use plans have included the PVL in
local planning documents.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental

Pages 3.11-11 to

Defined acronym for BMPs. Added

Evaluation, Section 3.11 3.11-12 section 3.11.4 Summary.
Environmental Justice and

Socioeconomics

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.11-12 Included text regarding noise, vibration,

Evaluation, Section 3.11
Environmental Justice and
Socioeconomics

and traffic mitigation measures relative to
the EJ assessment.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Section 3.12 Safety and Security

Pages 3.12-2 t0 3.12-3

Added text regarding the Mini-High
Platform features of the PVL project.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.12-3 Clarification of grade crossing device type.
Evaluation, Table 3.12-1

Section 3.12 Safety and Security
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Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.12-5 Clarified text regarding the closure of an

Evaluation, existing grade crossing at Poarch Road

Section 3.12 Safety and Security and added text regarding the closure of
the northern end of Commercial Street
due to project refinement subsequent to
circulation of the Draft SEA.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.13-2 Updated text regarding the Mini-High

Evaluation, Platform features of the PVL project.

Section 3.13 ADA Compliance

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.14-2 Added a footnote to include Section 7

Evaluation, requirements and process for the project.

Section 3.14, Biological

Resources

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.14-3 Clarified text related to non-Federal

Evaluation, projcets..

Section 3.14, Biological

Resources

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.14-13 Updated information regarding the

Evaluation, Stephens Kangaroo Rat Conservation

Section 3.14, Biological Areas.

Resources

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.14-17 Updated Figure 3.14-5 to indicate the

Evaluation, Figure 3.14-5 selected Hunter Park Station.

Section 3.14, Biological
Resources

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Section 3.14, Biological
Resources

Pages 3.14-24 to
3.14-28

Updated text to include Western Riverside
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan, Narrow Endemic Plant Species,
Western Burrowing Owl, and riparian bird
surveys that were performed for the
project. Added Table 3.14-3 to identify
Narrow Endemic and Criteria Area Survey
Plant Species.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.14-28 Updated text for Jurisdictional
Evaluation, Determination analysis done for the
Section 3.14, Biological project.

Resources

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.14-33 Updated text in the table to describe the
Evaluation, Table 3.14-5 type of culverts.

Section 3.14, Biological
Resources

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation,

Section 3.14, Biological
Resources

Pages 3.14-34 to
3.14-36

Clarified Biological Resources Mitigation
Measures BR-1 through BR-17.
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Draft SEA Section

Page Number(s)

Action

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.15-9 Revised table heading to define acronym
Evaluation, Table 3.15-1 for NRCS.

Section 3.15, Geology and Soils

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.15-20 Corrected misspelling of liquefaction.
Evaluation,

Section 3.15, Geology and Soils

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Page 3.18-5 Clarified Paleontological Resources

Evaluation,
Section 3.18, Paleontological
Resources

Mitigation Measures P-1 and P-2.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation

Section 3.19 Indirect and
Cumulative Effects

Pages 3.19-3t0 3.19-5

Added text to clarify the Riverside Grade
Separation projects. Added No Build
projects (already described in Section 3.5,
Traffic and Parking) to the list of
cumulative projects in Section 3.19,
Indirect and Cumulative Effects.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation

Section 3.19 Indirect and
Cumulative Effects

Page 3.19-9

Corrected typographical error.

Chapter 3.0 Environmental
Evaluation

Section 3.19 Indirect and
Cumulative Effects

Page 3.19-10

Clarified text.

Chapter 4.0 Agency Coordination

Page 4-1

Corrected a typographical error.
Added Riverside Unified School District to
the list of Regional/Local Agencies.

Chapter 5.0 Public Outreach

Pages 5-2 to 5-3

Update text to reflect the status of the
CEQA and NEPA process for the project.

Chapter 7.0 References Page 7-3 Corrected a typographical error.

Chapter 7.0 References Page 7-6 Revised publishing dates of the technical
reports for Air Quality, Noise and
Vibration, and Traffic.

Appendix C — Environmental Appendix C Reformatted the table to show summary

Justice

totals for Study Area Block Groups and
correct typographical errors.
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0.2.4 Corrections, Revisions, and Additions to Technical Reports

Technical Reports for Air Quality, Noise and Vibration, and Traffic were revised since the
publication of the Draft SEA on December 1, 2010. The revisions to the Technical Reports are
based upon: (1) additional or revised information required to prepare a response to a specific
comment; (2) updated information required due to of the passage of time; and/or (3)
typographical errors.

Table 0.2.4-1
Corrections, Revisions, and Additions to Technical Reports

SEA Technical Report Page Number(s) Corrections and Additions

Air Quality Technical Report — Technical Report B

Air Quality Technical Report Cover page Updated publishing date based on
revisions made in response to comments
on the Draft EIR and Draft SEA.

Air Quality Technical Report Pagei Updated the list of Appendices based on
the addition of a new appendix (Appendix
F — SCAG TCWG Interagency Review
Form For PVL Project).

Air Quality Technical Report Pages 3, 22, and 31 | Provided a reference to the new
Appendix F in the Air Quality Technical
Report, which includes the TCWG review

form.

Air Quality Technical Report Page 16 Clarified the air quality evaluation
methodology.

Air Quality Technical Report Page 18 Typographical error corrected regarding

Level-of-Service.

Revised publishing date of Traffic
Technical Report.

Air Quality Technical Report Pages 19 to 20 Typographical errors (numerical)
corrected in distances described
between certain sensitive receptors and
PVL alignment.

Air Quality Technical Report Page 23 Clarified text regarding the health risk
assessment and the construction period.

Corrected a misspelling.

Air Quality Technical Report Page 24 Updated discussion on construction
period air quality evaluation based on sail
export information.
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SEA Technical Report

Page Number(s)

Corrections and Additions

Air Quality Technical Report

Page 25

Deleted two bullets under “other project
control measures” as the same
information is shown on Page 24 in the
Air Quality Technical Report.

Air Quality Technical Report Page 33 Updated construction emissions table
Table 13 and analysis based on soil export
information.
Clarified text regarding soils.
Air Quality Technical Report Page 14 Updated construction emissions table
Appendix D based on soil export information.
Air Quality Technical Report Page 28 Added the new 90% Mass Haul Diagram

Appendix D

Exhibit.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report — Technical Report C

Noise and Vibration Technical Report

Cover page

Updating publishing date based on
revisions made in response to comments
on the Draft EIR and Draft SEA.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report

Page 12
Table 2

Added to third footnote under Table 2 to
clarify length of noise measurement
period.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report

Page 27
Table 7

Typographical error in table corrected
regarding the tabulated train speeds
nearby Highland Elementary School. All
noise and vibration calculations for this
school were performed using the speed
of 60 mph in the Noise and Vibration
Technical Report. Based on the Zeta
Tech Report subsequent to circulation of
the Draft SEA, train speeds nearby
Highland Elementary School would be
limited to 30 mph, which does not result
in new impacts or mitigation.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report

Page 35

Clarified the reduction in noise with the
use of wayside applicators.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report

Pages 37 to 38
Table 13

Clarified text regarding noise mitigation
measures.

Corrected length of Noise Barrier #7.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report

Page 40

Added a new discussion regarding soll
export under Construction Noise
Impacts.
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SEA Technical Report Page Number(s)

Corrections and Additions

Noise and Vibration Technical Report | Pages 40 to 42

Added text regarding project construction
activities and examples of noise control
measures.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report | Page 45

Added text regarding the construction
noise assessment.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report | Page 46

Clarified the noise impacts of the total
project construction period.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report | Page 54

Typographical error in table corrected
regarding the tabulated train speeds
nearby St. James School. All noise and
vibration calculations for this school were
performed using the speed of 46 mph in
the Noise and Vibration Technical
Report.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report | Page 57

Table 21

Typographical error corrected regarding
footnotes.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report | Page 59

Clarified text regarding vibration
mitigation measures.

Typographical error corrected regarding
reference to Highland Elementary
School.

Noise and Vibration Technical Report | Page 60

Added text regarding construction
vibration impacts.

Traffic Technical Report — Technical Report D

Traffic Technical Report

Cover page

Updated publishing date based on
revisions made in response to comments
on the Draft EIR and Draft SEA.

Traffic Technical Report

Page 7 and 56

Added text to clarify that SR-74 is known
as 4" Street in downtown Perris.

Traffic Technical Report

Pages 23 to 24

Added a description of the 3" Street
grade separation project.

Revised the completion dates of the
grade separation projects.

Added name of a major roadway
improvement project to widen Cactus
Avenue (already included and described
in the Draft SEA and Traffic Technical
Report).
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SEA Technical Report

Page Number(s)

Corrections and Additions

Traffic Technical Report

Pages 25, 30, 32 to
38, 56, 58 to 69, and
7210 75

Tables 3,7, and 8

Updated roadway system changes to be
implemented by 2012 in the City of Perris
in response to comments on the Draft
EIR and a subsequent email (dated

June 28, 2010) received from the City of
Perris Public Works Department that
provided new information related to the
signalization of D Street and San Jacinto
Avenue and the striping plans at the D
Street/SR-74 and C Street/San Jacinto
Avenue intersections. This new
information required updating the level-
of-service analyses (including text and
tables) for the Downtown Perris Station
area 2012 conditions without and with
the project. Also incorporated PVL
project features to be implemented for
the improvement of the San Jacinto
Avenue crossing into the 2012 conditions
with the project. This analysis did not
reveal any new significant impacts and
did not show an increase in severity of an
environmental impact.

Traffic Technical Report

Page 30

Corrected error (direction).

Traffic Technical Report

Page 39

Clarified the AM and PM peak periods for
the modal split of passengers.

Added definition for modal split of
passengers.

Traffic Technical Report

Page 40
Table 6

Clarified heading in auto-trip generation
table.

Traffic Technical Report

Page 42

Clarified text regarding the closure of an
existing grade crossing at Poarch Road
due to project refinement subsequent to
circulation of the Draft SEA. Clarified text
regarding the closure of the grade
crossing at 6™ Street.

Traffic Technical Report

Page 43

Added text to reflect the closure of the
northern end of Commercial Street due
to project refinement subsequent to
circulation of the Draft SEA.

Deleted the paragraph about the existing
grade crossings at 2" and 5™ Streets in
downtown Perris as the same information
is now shown in a footnote on Page 42.
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SEA Technical Report

Page Number(s) Corrections and Additions

Traffic Technical Report

Pages 56, 72 to 75 Renumbered Traffic and Parking

Table 8 Mitigation Measure TP-5 to TP-3 due to
the elimination of two mitigation
measures at Downtown Perris Station
(TP-3 and TP-4).

Traffic Technical Report

Pages 70 to 71 Clarified Traffic and Parking Mitigation
Measures TP-1 through TP-4.

Revised Traffic and Parking Mitigation
Measure TP-1 in response to comments
on the Draft EIR received form
representatives of the Riverside Unified
School District.

Traffic and Parking Mitigation Measure
TP-3 was eliminated as a result of project
refinement subsequent to circulation of
the Draft SEA. With the San Jacinto
Avenue crossing improvements in place,
the intersection of San Jacinto Avenue
and C Street would not experience any
significant traffic impacts. Therefore,
mitigation at this intersection would not
be needed.

Traffic and Parking Mitigation Measure
TP-4 was eliminated as a result of project
refinement subsequent to circulation of
the Draft SEA. The signalization of the
San Jacinto Avenue and D Street
intersection is now proposed as a PVL
project feature. Therefore, mitigation at
this intersection would not be needed.

Renumbered and clarified Traffic and
Parking Mitigation Measure TP-5 to TP-3
due to the elimination of two mitigation
measures (TP-3 and TP-4).

Revised text to reflect fewer intersections
requiring mitigation as a result of fewer
intersections experiencing significant
traffic impacts. Clarified text regarding
mitigation measures expected to be
implemented by other projects unrelated
to the PVL.

Added Traffic and Parking Mitigation
Measure TP-4 (Traffic Management
Plan) to the Traffic Technical Report
(already included and described in the
Draft SEA).
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SEA Technical Report

Page Number(s)

Corrections and Additions

Traffic Technical Report

Page 76

Clarified construction period impacts and
Traffic and Parking Mitigation Measure
TP-4.

Revised the discussion under
Construction Period Impacts based on
soil export information.
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0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

0.3.1 Master Responses

These Master Responses address several of the recurring topics raised in comments on the
SEA:

#1. Quiet Zones

#2. Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland Elementary School

#3. Derailment (General)

#4. Hazardous Materials Transport

#5. Freight Operations

#6. Noise

#7. Emergency Planning and Response

#8. Grade Crossings

#9. Highland and Hyatt Elementary Schools (Increased Train Traffic)

#10. Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby Residences Supplemental Protection
(Derailment)

o #11. Grade Separations

It should be noted that these Master Responses provide additional information on key project
topics and do not propose any additional mitigation measures.

Master Response #1 — Quiet Zones

Many of the comment letters submitted in response to the SEA raised concerns regarding the
noise impacts of the PVL project. Specifically, the comments encouraged RCTC to consider
quiet zones at grade crossings within the City of Riverside. In addition, some comments
questioned why RCTC donated money to the City of Riverside to study the potential for
establishing quiet zones rather than unilaterally establishing and implementing quiet zones as
part of the PVL project.

Implementation of quiet zones, defined as designated areas where train horns (the primary
source of train noise) would not be sounded at highway/rail grade crossings, is hot part of the
PVL project. The noise analysis in the SEA shows that all potentially significant project-related
noise impacts are mitigated with the construction of noise barriers and implementation of noise
insulation measures, as outlined at the end of Sections 3.4.4 and 3.4.8. Additionally, the train
tracks will be improved through new rail/ballast and lubrication, both of which will reduce the
project’s operational noise. Because the noise impacts of the PVL project can be mitigated, it is
unnecessary for RCTC to provide additional noise mitigation measures.

Chapter 40 in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) requires lead agencies to adopt all
feasible and practicable mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize environmental harm
caused by a proposed project (40 CFR 881502.14][f], 1502.16[h], and 1505.2[c]). Since the
mitigation measures for the PVL project would reduce project noise to below FTA criteria levels,
no further actions are required.
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However, because RCTC is sensitive to the concerns of residents, RCTC voluntarily increased
the project scope to include design and construction of the physical improvements necessary for
supporting the implementation of quiet zones (which for the PVL project would be considered
“New Quiet Zones” according to 49 C.F.R. § 222.43) at the Marlborough Avenue, Spruce Street,
Blaine Street, and Mount Vernon Avenue grade crossings in the UCR neighborhood, should
quiet zones be implemented in the future. Section 3.4.1 and 3.4.5 of the SEA introduces the
federal regulations governing noise emissions from transit sources and Section 1.3 explains that
RCTC has previously donated $26,000 to the City of Riverside to study the potential for
establishing quiet zones at grade crossings in the City of Riverside.

Establishing a New Quiet Zone involves coordination between multiple entities regarding two
main types of requirements: administrative work and the construction of physical structures.
Administrative work includes: providing a written Notice of Intent (49 C.F.R § 222.43[a][1] and
§ 222.43[b]) to the railroads that operate over the proposed quiet zone, the state agency
responsible for highway and road safety and the state agency responsible for grade crossing
safety; inviting the State agency responsible for grade crossing safety and all affected railroads
to participate in a diagnostic review of pedestrian crossings; and, if using the Public Authority
Application to FRA method of obtaining a New Quiet Zone (the other option is to designate a
New Quiet Zone without FRA approval), compiling an application to FRA for approval of a quiet
zone (49 C.F.R. Appendix C to 49 C.F.R Part 222).

According to the Locomotive Horn Use Rules, the administrative work must be completed by a
Public Authority (Appendix C to 49 C.F.R Part 222), only a “Public Authority may establish quiet
zones,” and quiet zones may only be established at “public highway-rail grade crossings.” (71
Fed. Reg. 47640; 49 C.F.R. § 222.37.) A “Public Authority” is a public entity responsible for
traffic control or law enforcement at the public highway-rail grade or pedestrian crossing. (71
Fed. Reg. 47636; 49 C.F.R 222.9). The construction of physical structures can be completed by
any entity but can only be submitted for approval by the Public Authority. In the case of the PVL
project, the Public Authority is the City of Riverside.

RCTC is a special district that does not have broad police powers and is not responsible for
traffic control or law enforcement at public highway-rail grade or pedestrian crossings. Instead,
cities and counties have the general type of police powers referred to in the definition of “Public
Authority.” Consequently, cities and counties would most likely have authority under the federal
rules to establish quiet zones. Therefore, under a strict reading of the federal rule, RCTC is not
considered a Public Authority and therefore does not have authority to complete the
administrative work necessary to establish quiet zones. Accordingly, RCTC’s previous donation
of funding to the City of Riverside was appropriately intended to assist the City, as the “Public
Authority” under the Locomotive Horn Use Rules, to establish the quiet zones that RCTC lacks
the authority to establish itself.

Assuming, however, that the definition of “Public Authority” could be broadly interpreted to
include RCTC, as stated in the SEA, RCTC does not have authority to unilaterally establish
quiet zones at highway-rail grade crossings (71 Fed. Reg. 47640; 49 C.F.R §222.37))
According to the Locomotive Horn Rules, if more than one Public Authority would have authority
and control over the highway-rail grade crossing where a quiet zone is proposed, then the
Public Authorities must agree to establishing the quiet zone and must jointly, or by delegating
their authority to one another, take actions required by the federal rules to implement the quiet
zone (71 Fed. Reg. 47640; 49 C.F.R. § 222.37). Hence, in order to establish and implement a
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New Quiet Zone within the PVL project area, the City of Riverside, RCTC, and any other Public
Authority with responsibility for traffic control or law enforcement at the public highway-rail grade
or pedestrian crossing would have to jointly agree to the New Quiet Zone and jointly take action
to establish it.

As stated above, RCTC is able to, and has agreed to, include in the engineering design for the
PVL project the physical structures required for the establishment of a New Quiet Zone.
According to the plans, these designs include pedestrian swing gates, pedestrian warning
devices and gates, pedestrian barricades and metal hand railings, concrete raised medians,
double yellow medians and island noses, warning devices, safety lighting, and signs. Because
these improvements are considered part of the design for the PVL project, they were included in
the environmental analysis, which found that no significant, unmitigable impacts are anticipated
as a result of the PVL project. RCTC does not have control over the administrative work that
also must be completed in order to establish a New Quiet Zone. However, the City of Riverside
has agreed to undertake that administrative work pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding
with RCTC.

The PVL project would have no noise impact with mitigation measures incorporated and
therefore no further mitigation is required under NEPA. RCTC would complete one of two main
requirements necessary for the establishment of quiet zones by constructing the necessary
physical safety and crossing improvements. The second main requirement, the administrative
component, is the responsibility of the City of Riverside. Specifically, the City of Riverside has
the obligation to file a Notice of Intent (“NOI”) with the Federal Railroad Administration, which
would allow for the completion of this administrative component.

Master Response #2 — Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland Elementary
School

Several comments submitted in response to the SEA raised concerns regarding the potential for
hazard and safety impacts caused by adding commuter trains to the existing rail line. A portion
of the existing SIBL/RCTC ROW contains a six-inch jet fuel line owned and operated by Kinder-
Morgan. The pipeline operates within the SIBL/RCTC ROW under a lease agreement and
extends from the Colton Terminal to the March Air Reserve Base (SEA, Section 3.8.2). In one
limited location, the jet fuel line is approximately 50-feet west of an existing school, Highland
Elementary School (e.g., RUSD Comment Letter [dated January 6, 2011] at page 3; SEA,
Section 3.8.2). The railroad tracks are approximately 45 feet beyond the pipeline, making them
a total of approximately 95 feet from the school. Based upon a field survey in which potholes
were dug above the fuel pipeline in order to confirm the pipeline’s depth, the pipeline is buried at
depths ranging to 5’-2” in the area near Highland Elementary School. The concerns expressed
by the comments regarding the pipeline center around the potential for the PVL project (during
construction and operation) to damage the existing pipeline and to result in rupture and release
of jet fuel.

In response to concerns raised about the proximity of the rail line to the existing Kinder Morgan
pipeline, RCTC commissioned a focused technical study to evaluate potential safety and/or
hazard impacts specifically associated with the pipeline. (Analysis of Safety Issues for the
Proposed Commuter Rail Service on the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s Perris
Valley Line in the Vicinity of Highland and Hyatt Schools, dated March 22, 2011 (the “Zeta Tech
Report”) included as Technical Report I).
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The Zeta Tech Report evaluated two questions. For purposes of this Master Response, the
relevant question addressed in the Zeta Tech Report was whether the addition of commuter ralil
to the existing line would significantly increase the safety risks in the vicinity of the Highland
Elementary School and the Kinder-Morgan pipeline near that school (Zeta Tech Report,

page 2).

Zeta Tech’s evaluation of the risks in the vicinity of Highland Elementary School were based on
a derailment risk analysis (Zeta Tech Report, page 5). The derailment risk analysis examined
general derailment risk related to Class 1 railroad (e.g., BNSF) operations, as well as derailment
risk associated with the introduction of passenger trains; Zeta Tech further considered
derailment risk in the context of a derailment energy analysis. The derailment energy analysis
compared the maximum available energy at the time of derailment of a freight train to that of a
passenger train on the Perris Valley Line (Zeta Tech Report, page 7). This analysis took into
account the mass of a given train as well as the speed of that train.

With regard to derailment risk associated with current BNSF operations, the Zeta Tech Report
used derailment classes in the Federal Railroad Administration’s (“FRA”) accident database for
years 2007-2009. (Id.) Based upon this analysis, Zeta Tech determined that the average
derailment probability for these four Class 1 railroads, which include BNSF, is approximately
0.00084 total derailments per million gross ton miles per year (total derailments/MGTM/year).
Further, Zeta Tech considered the risk of Class 1 railroad derailment in the vicinity of each
school. By applying these data to operations within one half mile of the school, in each direction,
Zeta Tech determined that the total risk of BNSF derailment under current operations is
approximately 0.000672 risk per train mile in the vicinity of each school, which, in other words,
would approximate 1 derailment every 1500 years (Zeta Tech Report, page 6).

With regard to passenger train derailment risk, the Zeta Tech analysis used all derailment
classes in the FRA accident database for the years 2007-2009. Based on this analysis, the
passenger train average derailment probability is approximately 0.00032 total
derailments/MGTM/year. This represents the incremental increase in risk associated with the
introduction of passenger service. By applying these data to operations within one half mile of
the school, in each direction, Zeta Tech determined that the risk of derailment associated with
passenger service is approximately 0.00032 total derailments/MGTM in the vicinity of each
school, which, in other words, would approximate 1 derailment every 3,000 years (Zeta Tech
Report, page 6). Zeta Tech concluded that the increased risk is “small” (Zeta Tech Report, page
6) and supports the Zeta Tech conclusion that “...the addition of commuter rail to the existing
railway line does not significantly increase the safety risks in the vicinity of the Highland
Elementary School and the Kinder-Morgan pipeline near that school” (Zeta Tech Report,

page 5).

The conclusions regarding “safety” risk are based on consideration of both the risk for
derailment and the likelihood that the Kinder-Morgan pipeline compromised if a derailment were
to occur in its proximity. Thus, notwithstanding the foregoing assessment of derailment risk,
since both the school and the pipeline are adjacent to the railroad right of way, Zeta Tech also
performed a derailment energy analysis to assess the risk associated with the additional
passenger trains (Zeta Tech Report, page 6). The derailment energy analysis compared the
maximum available energy at the time of derailment of a freight train to that of a passenger train
on this line (Zeta Tech Report, page 7). As a result of this analysis, Zeta Tech concluded that if
a derailment were to occur adjacent to Highland Elementary School, the passenger train would
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develop 63% of energy that would be developed by a freight train (i.e., approximately 37% less
energy). Thus, Zeta Tech concluded, “This more than compensates for the small increase in
derailment risk associated with the addition of the passenger trains, with a resulting combined
risk of the order of 90% of the current freight operations” (Zeta Tech Report, page 7).

Accordingly, the Zeta Tech Report concludes that the addition of commuter rail to the existing
railway line would not significantly increase the safety risks in the vicinity of Highland
Elementary School and the Kinder-Morgan pipeline near that school (Zeta Tech Report,

page 7).

School Siting Requirements

Comments were received stating that RCTC had an obligation under state law to prepare a
particular type of safety study discussing the potential risks to the school from the existing
railroad and pipeline operations. The basis for these comments appears to be current state law,
which provides that newly proposed schools may be sited within 1,500 feet of a railroad track or
within 1,500 feet of a hazardous pipeline easement only upon the completion of certain safety
studies (5 CCR § 14010). The responsibility for preparing those safety studies falls — not on the
railroad or pipeline operator — but on the school district that is proposing the location of the new
school (see ibid.; Educ. Code, § 17213). Highland Elementary School is not a newly proposed
school, but rather one that has been in this location for over 50 years. Accordingly, the plain
language of these regulations and code requirements make clear that they do not apply to the
PVL project.

Additionally, comments were received stating that RCTC “must” prepare a railroad safety study
and pipeline risk assessment in the manner provided for in the California Department of
Education’s (CDE) Guidance Protocol for School Site Pipeline Risk Analysis (see Enclosure to
RUSD Comment Letter [dated January 6, 2011]). However, the CDE Protocol is, by its own
terms, inapplicable to the PVL project. First, the Protocol states that it is only “recommended
guidance,” and is not mandatory (California Department of Education Guidance Protocol for
School Site Pipeline Risk Analysis (February 2007) at p. i available at:
http://www.cde.ca.gov/lIs/fa/sf/protocol07.asp)’. It also states that “its sole purpose” is to assist in
analyzing the potential location of new schools (Ibid.) Further, the Protocol states that it “is not
directly required by any regulation or code.” (Ibid.) These limitations are confirmed by the
sample analysis provided by in the comment letters, in that the specific Risk Analysis provided
by RUSD states (1) it was prepared in order to analyze potential risks to future residents of a
new project, not to analyze existing conditions, (2) it was based on the CDE'’s recommended
protocol, not on any statutory or regulatory requirement, and (3) it was based on CDE’s 2002
protocol, not on the 2007 protocol that CDE currently recommends. Finally, the Protocol makes
clear it is “for use by California local educational agencies,” and not for general use by all
agencies proposing projects nearby existing schools (Protocol at p. ii).

In summary, neither the Education Code nor its implementing regulations require the
preparation of any particular type or format of study; the Protocol referenced by the comments is
not binding and does not apply to the PVL project; and to the extent that either the law or the

! Per a discussion with the California Department of Education’s Protocol Director, Michael O’Neill, the
February 2007 version of the Protocol is the most recent version of the Protocol. (Pers. Communication
12/13/10).
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Protocol can be read to impose a duty to study impacts in a particular way, that duty falls upon
the local educational agency — the Riverside Unified School District — and not RCTC. Ultimately,
and as discussed below, RCTC's analysis of potential hazard and safety impacts was thorough,
complete, and fully complies with applicable requirements.

Pipeline Compliance With Existing Safety Regulations

Comments were received claiming that the pipeline was buried at an insufficient depth to ensure
that it could continue to be operated safely during PVL project operations.

Federal law extensively regulates the maintenance and operation of fuel pipelines, including the
Kinder-Morgan fuel pipeline. Although these regulations do not appear applicable to existing
pipelines like the one at issue here, the Code of Federal Regulations does state that all new
hazardous materials pipelines — including those carrying fuel — must be located at least three
feet below the surface of the ground in all residential, commercial, and industrial areas (49 CFR
§ 195.248). This standard was developed and imposed by the Department of Transportation’s
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration in order to “prescribe safety standards
and reporting requirements for pipelines” (49 CFR 8§ 195.0). Because there are exceptions to
this three-foot minimum depth under federal law in the event of certain engineering constraints,
such as where pipelines cross waterways, a pothole study was conducted by RCTC, in early
2010, to verify the actual depth to the top of the Kinder-Morgan pipeline in the area of the
Highland Elementary School. The results of that study show that for the most part the depth to
the top of the pipeline ranges to 5’-2” in the area adjacent to the school. If during construction
the pipeline is found to be buried less than three (3) feet beneath the ground surface, a non-
permeable material will be placed over the fuel line where soil erosion has taken place. This will
reduce further erosion in the immediate area of the pipeline. This Project feature will not result in
any new environmental impacts, given that the area around the pipeline is already disturbed and
compacted. This verifies that the pipeline is being maintained in the manner required by federal
safety regulations.

Duffy Street Accident

It should also be noted that several comments referenced the “Duffy Street Accident” and
expressed concern that a similar pipeline accident could occur along the SIBL-RCTC owned
ROW. The Duffy Street occurrence, however, is readily distinguishable from the PVL project,
and has no bearing on the PVL project’s potential impacts for several reasons.

First, the Duffy Street pipeline carried a different fuel type, gasoline, rather than jet fuel.
Gasoline has a National Fire Protection Association (“NFPA”) Flammability rating of 3 and a
flashpoint (the lowest temperature at which a volatile liquid can vaporize to form an ignitable
mixture in air) of less than -49° F. In contrast, the jet fuel carried in the Kinder-Morgan pipeline
(JP5) has a NFPA Flammability rating of 2 (moderate) and a flashpoint of 100° F. This means
that, even in the speculative event that a pipeline breach occurred, the fuel in the Kinder-
Morgan pipeline has a much lower likelihood of causing a fire than would the gasoline in the
Duffy Street pipeline.

Second, the National Transportation Safety Board's (“NTSB") official report on the Duffy Street

incident confirms that among the major reasons for derailment were that the train did not have
functioning dynamic brakes and that, given the inadequacy of the brakes, the train was too
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heavy for the incline down which it was traveling (NTSB'’s Railroad Accident Report [addressing
derailment on May 12, 1989] at p. vi). Further, one of the major contributing causes to the
subsequent breaching of the pipeline was the failure to exercise sufficient care during wreckage
clearing operations, the repeated driving of excessively heavy machinery (e.g., cranes etc.) over
the top of the pipeline, and the failure to verify the strength of the pipeline prior to conducting
cleanup operations (id. at pp. vii, 25, 36). It was the combination of all of these factors that led to
the pipeline explosion. The breach of the pipeline was not caused by the derailment itself, but
instead by the wreckage cleanup activities occurring after the derailment (see id). It is
speculative to assume that the PVL project Metrolink trains (which are much lighter than the
Duffy Street freight train) will derail from the track (particularly given that the Zeta Tech Report
found derailment to be unlikely and that the PVL project includes track upgrades to increase the
track’s safety and that (as described in the Zeta Tech Report), passenger trains have a much
lower rate of derailment as compared to freight trains), travel the approximately 45 feet to the
pipeline, and dig five feet into the ground.

Third, the Duffy Street incident occurred in 1989, over twenty years ago. Since that time,
additional regulations have been placed on train and pipeline operations to increase safety, as
follows. As a result of the Duffy Street incident, Assembly Bill 385 was passed and signed into
law in 1989. This bill called for the State Fire Marshal to conduct and prepare a risk assessment
study addressing hazardous liquid pipelines within 500 feet of a railroad track. The results of this
study indicated that pipelines within 500 feet of a railroad do not pose a higher risk of breach
than those located further away from a railroad (Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Risk Assessment,
California State Fire Marshal, March 1993). Other factors, such as external corrosion and age of
the pipeline, caused the majority of leak incidents. In the years since, additional federal and
state regulations have been implemented to further monitor, protect, and enforce pipeline
safety. One example of this is the Pipeline Inspection, Protection, Enforcement, and Safety Act
of 2006 (Pub. Law 109-468). This Act states that participating agencies have the responsibility
for ensuring that the elements of the program (research, development, demonstration, and
standardization to ensure the integrity of pipeline facilities — 49 CFR Chapter 601 § 60101) are
implemented in accordance with the law. These elements include materials inspection, stress
and fracture analysis, detection of cracks, abrasion, and other abnormalities inside pipelines
that lead to pipeline failure, and development of new equipment or technologies that are
inserted into pipelines to detect anomalies (49 CFR Chapter 601, § 60101).

Likewise, improved technology with regard to track construction and train safety features have
also increased overall operating safety. Examples of these features include: wayside detectors,
which identify defects on passing rail cars, including overheated bearings and wheels,
deteriorated bearings, and cracked wheels; improved metallurgy and fastening systems to
enhance track stability, which reduces the risk of track failure that may lead to derailments; and
trains with electronically-controlled pneumatic brakes, an electronic signal that applies the
brakes immediately and results in shorter stopping distance, reduced slack, and improved train
control (High-Tech Advances Improve Safety & Efficiency, Association of American Railroads,
May 2009).

For all these reasons, it is not reasonably foreseeable that a repeat of the Duffy Street incident
would occur in connection with the PVL project.

The SEA’s Analysis of Potential Pipeline Risks Complies with NEPA
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NEPA regulations state that the lead agency has an obligation to consider the direct and
reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts of their proposed projects (e.g., 40 CFR 1508.8). The
SEA for the PVL project does just that, providing an analysis of potential derailment and
pipeline-associated risks (e.g., SEA, Sections 1.7.12 and 3.8). Based on that analysis, the SEA
concluded that there would be “no impact” from the PVL project with regard to these issues.

In contrast to NEPA requirements, the concerns raised in comments do not seem to focus on
potential risks associated with the PVL project, but instead center on perceived risks associated
with existing freight usage on the track — usage that has been ongoing for many years, and
which will not be affected or altered by the PVL project (see discussion in SEA, Section 1.7.12).

Finally, some mitigation measures recommended in comments included relocating the pipeline
away from the school and neighborhood or outside of the SJBL; protecting the pipeline in place
by increasing the depth of cover over the pipeline (either by adding additional material on top or
by burying it deeper); encasing the pipeline; or by placing a protective concrete slab over the
pipeline. NEPA only requires the imposition of mitigation measures for potentially significant
impacts (e.g. 40 CFR §81502.14][f], 1502.16[h], and 1505.2[c] requires lead agencies to adopt
all feasible and practicable mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize environmental
harm caused by a proposed project) and, here, the analysis in the SEA confirms that there are
no potentially significant impacts. Accordingly, no mitigation is required to address perceived
derailment or pipeline risks. Moreover, the pipeline already complies with applicable safety
requirements, as discussed above, such that burying the pipeline deeper underground or
providing additional casing is not required. Additionally, relocating the pipeline is infeasible
because it would inflict significant environmental impacts on the surrounding community, as a
new pipeline would require trenching through or under existing homes and businesses.

Master Response #3 — Derailment (General)

A number of concerns were raised regarding the possibility of project-induced derailments. The
presumption evidenced in the comments is that implementation of the PVL project would
contribute to an increased possibility for derailments. A derailment generally may include one of
the following; a train leaving the tracks, just one set of wheels leaving the tracks, side swiping
another train, or general damage to a train while on the tracks.

Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the SEA discussed derailment statistics that
were calculated for the PVL project based on data up to fiscal year 2006/2007. This section
stated that, based on information obtained from the FRA Safety Database
([http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/officeofsafety/]) and local resident information, there were 4.5
million freight train miles on SCRRA tracks since 1993, and that there have been three freight
train derailments in this time period. This equates to approximately one derailment per 1.5
million train miles or 0.000000667. The derailment risk for BNSF freight trains on the SJBL
alignment is 0.00801, which equates to a derailment approximately once every 124 years.

Since the SEA was submitted to the public for review, additional statistics were calculated for
fiscal year 2007/2008. These updated data also are used to compute the derailment exposure
risk on SCRRA’s lines and to compare this risk to the estimated risk currently experienced by
the SJIBL with freight only. Relevant findings include:
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First, the SCRRA had 455,684 freight train miles operated over their lines in fiscal year
2007/2008, and this is assumed to be typical of operations since the start of SCRRA operations.
This yields a freight history of about 6.8 million freight train miles since 1993 (first full year of
operation). There have been three main track freight train derailments (not counting the collision
at Chatsworth because this was a collision and not a derailment).

Second, this calculates to an exposure ratio of about one derailment per 2.28 million train miles
or 0.00000044.

Third, the BNSF operated 11,440 freight train miles on the SJBL in fiscal year 2007/2008, and
this rate of train miles has been consistent over the years. From 1993 to 2008, this would total
171,600 train miles.

Fourth, the annual future (after completion of the project) freight train derailment risk is then the
product of 0.00000044 (risk per train mile) and 11,440 annual train miles, or 0.00502.

Fifth, assuming that there have been two freight train derailments on the main line of the PVL
since 1993, the risk is two divided by 171,600 (the total train miles BNSF has operated since
1993) or 0.0000116 per train mile.

These calculations show that the SCRRA derailment risk is 0.00000044, while the BNSF freight
train derailment risk is 0.0000116. The reason for this difference is that, because the SCRRA
tracks are used for commuter rail, the tracks are maintained to high standards of safety and ride
quality due to their role in public passenger transport.

The PVL project includes track improvements throughout its length because a commuter train
would be added to the track (see SEA, Section 1.7.1). These track improvements would
upgrade the existing physical condition of the rail line, which would result in a stronger
infrastructure, a higher level of maintenance, and enhanced operational safety. Therefore, not
constructing the PVL project continues the much higher risk of freight train derailment exposure.

The comments also referenced a third derailment in BNSF history, which occurred in 1990 near
Hyatt Elementary School. As the derailment occurred outside of the 17-year window of SCRRA
experience, it was not included in the analyses. However, even if it were included in the
derailment calculations, it would increase the freight train risk factor, further strengthening the
argument that the PVL project benefits the community by improving infrastructure on which
existing freight would continue to travel. Therefore, the analysis in the SEA is correct and no
additional analysis is required.

Derailment Risks Near Schools

Notwithstanding the foregoing, and in an abundance of caution, RCTC commissioned a focused
technical study to specifically evaluate the potential risk of derailment that would result from the
proposed project’s addition of commuter trains to the existing Perris Valley Line. (Analysis of
Safety Issues for the Proposed Commuter Rail Service on the Riverside County Transportation
Commission’s Perris Valley Line in the Vicinity of Highland and Hyatt Schools, dated March 22,
2011 [the “Zeta Tech Report™).

The Zeta Tech report evaluated the following two questions (Zeta Tech Report, page 2):
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1. Will the addition of commuter rail to the existing line significantly increase the safety risks
in the vicinity of the Highland Elementary School and the Kinder-Morgan pipeline near
that school?

2. Will the addition of commuter rail to the existing line significantly increase the safety risks
in the vicinity of Hyatt Elementary School?

Highland Elementary School

Zeta Tech’s evaluation of the risks in the vicinity of Highland Elementary School were based on
a derailment risk analysis (Zeta Tech Report, p. 5). The derailment risk analysis examined
general derailment risk as well as derailment risk specific to passenger trains. The derailment
energy analysis compared the maximum available energy at the time of derailment of a freight
train to that of a passenger train on the Perris Valley Line (Zeta Tech Report, page 7).

With regard to derailment risk associated with current BNSF operations, the Zeta Tech study
used derailment classes in the Federal Railroad Administration’s (“FRA”) accident database for
years 2007-2009. (Id.) Based upon this analysis, Zeta Tech determined that the average
derailment probability for these four Class 1 railroads, which include BNSF, is approximately
0.00084 total derailments per million gross ton miles per year (total derailments/MGTM/year).
Further, Zeta Tech considered the risk of Class 1 railroad derailment in the vicinity of each
school. By applying these data to operations within one half mile of the school, in each direction,
Zeta Tech determined that the total risk of BNSF derailment under current operations is
approximately 0.000672 risk per train mile in the vicinity of each school, which, in other words,
would approximate 1 derailment every 1500 years (Zeta Tech Report, page 6).

With regard to passenger train derailment risk, the Zeta Tech analysis used all derailment
classes in the FRA accident database for the years 2007-2009. Based on this analysis, the
passenger train average derailment probability is approximately 0.00032 total
derailments/MGTM/year. This represents the incremental increase in risk associated with the
introduction of passenger service. By applying these data to operations within one half mile of
the school, in each direction, Zeta Tech determined that the increased risk of derailment
associated with passenger service is approximately 0.00032 total derailments/MGTM in the
vicinity of each school, which, in other words, would approximate 1 derailment every 3,000
years (Zeta Tech Report, page 6). Zeta Tech concludes that this increased risk is “small” (Zeta
Tech Report, page 6) and supports the Zeta Tech conclusion that “...the addition of commuter
rail to the existing railway line does not significantly increase the safety risks in the vicinity of the
Highland Elementary School and the Kinder-Morgan pipeline near that school” (Zeta Tech
Report, page 5).

The conclusions regarding “safety” risk are based on consideration of both the risk for
derailment and the likelihood that the Kinder-Morgan pipeline would be compromised if a
derailment were to occur in its proximity. Thus, notwithstanding the foregoing assessment of
derailment risk, since both the school and the pipeline are adjacent to the railroad right of way,
Zeta Tech also performed a derailment energy analysis to assess the risk associated with the
additional passenger trains (Zeta Tech Report, page 6). The derailment energy analysis
compared the maximum available energy at the time of derailment of a freight train to that of a
passenger train on this line (Zeta Tech Report, page 7). As a result of this analysis, Zeta Tech
concluded that if a derailment were to occur adjacent to Highland Elementary School, the
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passenger train would develop 63% of energy that would be developed by a freight train (i.e.,
approximately 37% less energy). Thus, Zeta Tech concludes, “This more than compensates for
the small increase in derailment risk associated with the addition of the passenger trains, with a
resulting combined risk of the order of 90% of the current freight operations” (Zeta Tech Report,

page 7).

Accordingly, the Zeta Tech Report concludes that the addition of commuter rail to the existing
railway line would not significantly increase the safety risks in the vicinity of Highland
Elementary School and the Kinder-Morgan pipeline near that school (Zeta Tech Report,

page 7).
Hyatt Elementary School

The derailment risk analysis performed for Hyatt Elementary School used all derailment classes
in the FRA accident database for years 2007-2009 for Class 1 freight railroad operations and for
passenger rail operations. Given the severe nature of the track alignment, the severe grade,
and the severe curvature conditions in the vicinity of Hyatt Elementary School, the derailment
risk analysis for Hyatt Elementary School focused on key potential high severity derailments
(Zeta Tech Report, pages 10-11).

According to the derailment risk analysis, focusing on high severity derailments, the derailment
risk for passenger train operation in all cases was less than the derailment risk for freight
operations. In most instances, the passenger train derailment risk was 5-10 times lower than the
freight train risk (Zeta Tech Report, page 12). The Zeta Tech study focused on three major
types of derailments: Mechanical Caused Derailments, Human Factor Caused Accidents and
Derailments, and Track Caused Derailments (Zeta Tech Report, pages 12-13). In all cases, the
passenger trains would have less derailment risk as compared to the freight trains.

Finally, with regard to Track Caused Derailments, the Zeta Tech report concluded that in the
vicinity of Hyatt School, the increase in derailment associated with the addition of passenger
trains on the existing route is 0.0001255 total derailments/MGTM per year or, in other words,
approximately one derailment every 8000 years (Zeta Tech Report, page 13).

Thus, the Zeta Tech report supports the conclusion that the addition of commuter rail to the
existing railway line does not significantly increase the derailment risk at or near Hyatt
Elementary School.

Master Response #4 — Hazardous Materials Transport

A number of comments were received regarding the movement of and potential release of
hazardous materials within the corridor. The concern is not with the PVL project commuter rail
service, but with the existing BNSF freight operations. This issue is addressed in the SEA in
Section 3.8.3: “As a commuter rail line, PVL service is passenger only. As such, there would
never be an occasion when hazardous materials would be transported on the commuter trains.”

The BNSF currently uses the SJBL for freight deliveries to its customers within the corridor and
would continue to do so, regardless of whether or not the PVL commuter rail project goes
forward. As such, the comments are not relevant to the PVL project because NEPA requires
lead agencies to analyze the impacts of their proposed projects and to mitigate for any potential
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significant impacts (e.g., 40 CFR 88§ 1508.8, 1502.14]f], 1502.16[h], and 1505.2[c]), not on
alleged risks resulting from existing freight usage on the track — usage that has been ongoing
for many years, and which will not be affected or altered by the PVL project (see discussion in
SEA, Section 1.7.12 and 3.8).

However, the PVL project is expected to contribute to the reduction of the existing, baseline risk
associated with occasional freight train transport of hazardous materials. This is because PVL
project implementation includes replacing existing track, welding the rail, replacement ties, and
improving the overall condition and safety of the rail (see SEA, Section 1.7.1).

Additionally, see Master Response #5, Freight Operations for further information regarding
BNSF freight operations.

Master Response #5 — Freight Operations

Several comments on the SEA claimed that PVL project improvements to the track would
encourage additional freight traffic or allow existing freight traffic to increase their speed. Both of
these issues were discussed in the SEA, Section 1.7.12, Freight Usage.

The SEA, in Section 1.7.12 describes the freight study that was conducted in 2008 to “inventory
the current freight usage along the SJBL and to determine whether track improvements planned
for commuter rail service would facilitate the expansion of freight service along the SJBL.” The
study found that track improvements and other upgrades proposed as part of the PVL project
are not needed to accommodate existing freight operations, “as the existing SJBL track and
sidings can already carry the heaviest car weight of 286,000 pounds. Because no additional
weight capacity would be added, or is even needed for existing users of the BNSF, PVL-related
track improvements would not create conditions that could either increase the volume of freight
shipped per carload or the number of weekly carloads” (SEA, Section 1.7.12).

Freight operations are based on the economics of providing the service, the controlling factor
being customer demand, a direct function of economic conditions. The PVL project does not
influence the economic conditions that dictate increased or decreased freight operations. Future
economic conditions and demand for freight service are speculative and would occur regardless
of whether or not the PVL project is implemented. The PVL project would add and operate six
trains twice a day, making a total of 12 trips per day (six trains in each direction). Under terms of
its joint use agreement with RCTC, BNSF is authorized to operate freight trains on the existing
SJBL and would continue to do so after project implementation with the only limitation being that
commuter rail would have priority over freight. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated and the
SEA was not changed.

The SEA, Section 1.7.12 also discusses the PVL project’s potential impact on train speeds on
“... freight trains are limited to traveling at 20 miles per hour (mph) north of Perris. Southbound
freight trains would continue to operate at lower speeds to maneuver the climb through Box
Springs Canyon. The current freight inventory indicates that freight shipments often travel
thousands of miles, and therefore any upgrades to the existing 21-mile-long SIBL segment to
allow for even minor increases in train speed have little overall impact on the total travel time of
the shipment.” Since a maximum 20 mph speed limit is currently in place, the terrain in certain
areas of the track necessitate a slower speed, and there are no additional economic incentives

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.1-12 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE To COMMENTS
0.3.1 MASTER RESPONSES

for freight trains to travel at faster speeds, the PVL project would have no impact on the speeds
of freight trains.

Master Response #6 — Noise

Three environmental clearance efforts for the PVL project have been prepared between 2004
and 2010 for which noise monitoring data were collected and analyzed. These three evaluations
included a NEPA Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared in 2004, a CEQA Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared in 2010, and a NEPA Draft Supplemental
Environmental Assessment (SEA) prepared in 2010. Both the 2010 Draft EIR and the 2010
Draft SEA represent the most recent updates to the 2004 Draft EA. The Draft SEA, prepared for
the Federal Transportation Administration, relies upon the same noise baseline information and
analyses as those included within the Draft EIR.

Each of the separate noise analysis efforts was based on the use of representative and up-to-
date environmental noise data. Existing noise conditions in the field were collected for a 24-hour
period at sensitive residential properties and for a 1-hour period at institutional land uses (such
as schools and churches). In addition, ongoing and developing engineering design elements
associated with the project were also incorporated into the analyses. As such, these noise
analyses have relied upon information that has evolved as the project has progressed. A history
of noise analyses and documentation is provided here.

The noise analysis for the 2004 EA followed the FTA’s general assessment methodology (see
the 1995 FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessment Manual, nhow superseded by
FTA’s 2006 Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessment, the “FTA Manual,” page 5-1) and
used a very conceptual level of engineering design for the analysis of potential impact, the only
available level of engineering design at the time. With use of the FTA general assessment
methodology, this represented a very broad and conceptual first approach at determining
potential noise impacts. The 2004 EA noise study was conducted utilizing monitoring data
collected in 2002. However, the 2002 noise-monitoring program only included short-term noise
measurements and did not include the collection of 24-hour monitoring data. The results of the
assessment indicated that 111 homes in the UCR area would be potentially affected by PVL
train noise. As no detailed calculations for precise mitigation were conducted for this
assessment, only a generalized list of recommended mitigation measures was included in the
draft report (i.e., no mitigation was developed for specific properties). Consequently, while this
was an acceptable procedure for determining potential noise impacts at this conceptual stage of
design, when noise impacts have been predicted, more accurate monitoring data is typically
required to refine the noise assessment and more accurately disclose potential impacts.

For the 2005 EA, the principal changes over the 2004 EA included: (1) utilizing the FTA detailed
assessment methodology (1995 FTA Manual, page 5-1) and (2) incorporating additional noise
measurements collected in 2005 (which included more accurate 24-hour monitoring data at
numerous locations along the entire corridor). The 2005 EA detailed noise assessment results
indicated that 74 residences would be impacted by train operations (Perris Valley Line Noise
and Vibration Technical Report, March 2006). These impacts were predicted to occur at
properties at various locations along the alignment. These impacts also included impacts along
the BNSF to SJBL connection option alternatives, which were under consideration at that time
(though no longer considered in the latest Draft SEA).
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The decrease in the number of impacted properties predicted in the 2005 EA, compared to the
2004 EA, represents the increased refinement in the assessment which was based on more
accurate noise measurements and input data than had been utilized in the 2004 EA. This
allowed for a more accurate identification of potentially affected properties so that specific
mitigation measures could be developed. Mitigation measures for potential noise impacts were
recommended in the form of noise barriers, wayside applicators, and sound insulation.
However, sound insulation was only recommended for one property in Perris and, although the
use of wayside applicators is mentioned, no exact criteria pertaining to its use were
incorporated.

For the Draft SEA, the baseline noise monitoring data included several measurements of noise
sensitive locations previously monitored for the 2004 and 2005 EAs. However, the
overwhelming majority of the noise monitoring data utilized for the Draft SEA was monitored and
collected in 2008 and 2009 and included data acquired at new locations or re-measurements of
locations monitored for the 2005 EA. Specifically, for the noise monitoring program in 2008 and
2009, schools (during the school session) and homes along the SJBL alignment were re-
monitored to ensure the most recent data was used. In addition, noise monitoring data was
collected at new residential and institutional locations to ensure more complete coverage of
sensitive neighborhoods. Consequently, all monitoring data utilized for the Draft SEA were
reasonable and consistent with the existing noise environment.

Changes in both the number of trains that would operate on the PVL alignment and the PVL
train schedule were also incorporated into the new 2010 assessment. While the FTA detailed
assessment methodology was used again for the Draft SEA, based on a specific request from
the FTA, it was slightly altered to follow more conservative assessment procedures than had
been utilized for the 2005 EA. Accounting for the updated input data and PVL project
information, including preliminary engineering drawings developed to the 30 percent level, the
refined noise assessment methodology of the Draft SEA predicted that a total of 83 residential
units would be impacted by noise from the proposed PVL project. At the 30% engineering level,
no appreciable changes to the project layout will occur. Thus, the analysis of noise impacts
based on the 30% drawings provides a detailed and accurate assessment of potential project
impacts.

The noise mitigation analysis conducted for the Draft SEA in Section 3.4.4 indicated that the use
of noise barriers and sound insulation would be required at certain locations along the PVL
alignment to mitigate for operational noise impacts (see Draft SEA, Tables 3.4. 9, 3.4.10 and
3.4.11). While not proposed as mitigation, a wayside applicators program to reduce wheel
squeal would also be implemented as part of the PVL project. Once the FTA noise criteria were
re-applied to the noise sensitive properties mitigated by the proposed noise barriers, it was
determined that no impacts would result with the noise barriers in place (see SEA, Table
3.4.12). Sound insulation was also proposed for seven homes and St. George’s Episcopal
Church (eight properties in total) at locations where noise barriers are not feasible and/or would
not totally eliminate potential impacts, a condition resulting from the topographic and
engineering constraints on some of the noise sensitive properties near rail crossings. Building
sound insulation typically involves caulking and sealing gaps in the building envelope, wall
insulation and installation of acoustical windows and solid-core doors. Because sound insulation
often requires a complete closed window condition to be effective, the sound insulation process
may also involve the installation of a central conditioning system. Improving the sound insulation
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of these properties will reduce interior noise levels to below the FTA impact criteria, such that
there would be no impacts.

Although the Draft SEA proposes sound insulation at only seven homes and one church, this
represents a notable increase in the number of properties recommended for sound insulation,
compared to the 2005 EA report (no specific properties were recommended for sound insulation
in the 2004 EA). As part of the implementation of the project, wayside applicators are required
at all short radius curves to reduce noise from wheel squeal. These short-radius curves are
specifically defined in the Draft SEA as having a radius of curvature less than 900 feet, in
accordance with FTA determinative methodologies (see Draft SEA, Section 3.4.3 and
Table 3.4.8).

As a result, based on the subsequent improvements and refinements in the analysis
procedures, data assumptions, and methodologies, the results of the 2004 EA, 2005 EA and
Draft EIR are not directly comparable. Rather, each subsequent analytical effort represents a
refinement over its predecessor. With respect to the prediction of noise impacts and the
identification of focused noise mitigation, the Draft EIR presents a complete analysis and
disclosure of potential impacts.

Section 4.10.4 of the Draft SEA discusses the potential noise and vibration impacts predicted as
a result of the PVL project. The FTA criteria was used in all PVL noise analyses as it was
deemed to be the most appropriate for assessing rail noise impacts. Unlike local noise
ordinances, which are based solely on absolute noise limits, the FTA criteria is based on both
absolute and relative noise annoyance levels for humans and is specifically tailored towards
noise impacts related to rail transportation projects such as the PVL (FTA Manual, Figures 2-9
and 10). The criteria are based on extensive human response noise study data conducted by
the EPA and other federal agencies. In addition, because the FTA Manual represents a uniform
noise assessment procedure meant to be utilized on a national level, it applies a factor of
conservatism to its criteria to encompass a variety of conditions that local jurisdictions would not
require. Accordingly, the use of the FTA impact criteria was deemed most appropriate for
determining any potentially significant operational and construction noise impacts from the PVL
project (see Draft SEA, Section 3.4.1). The FTA impact criterion is related to exterior community
annoyance noise levels (FTA Manual, Figures 2-9 and 2-10). For residential properties where
project noise levels fall below this noise criteria, it is assumed that noise sensitive activities
within the home would not be significantly impacted. This conclusion would be valid whether the
property had an open window condition or not. However, as stated above, for those properties
where impacts were projected and noise barriers could not be provided as feasible mitigation,
sound insulation was proposed for mitigation. In these cases only, an absolute maximum interior
noise level (FTA Manual, page 6-44) was then used as the criteria for effective mitigation.

With respect to PVL construction noise, although the FTA Manual noise criteria were used for
the construction noise assessment, local noise ordinances were also consulted to determine the
allowable hours of day during which PVL construction activities would be permitted and the
maximum noise levels that construction activities should not exceed. Construction would be
limited to the hours permitted by local ordinance. Because these local codes allow construction
only during day-time hours, if any project-related night-time construction activity would be
required, RCTC shall obtain from the municipality written consent for an exemption, or variance,
from these local noise requirements. In addition, although no impacts from construction were
predicted with respect to the FTA criteria, individual construction activities around noise
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sensitive areas such as residences and schools could result in temporary noise increases.
However, these increases would not be considered a significant noise impact. These increases
would be based on potential occurrences of atypical events, given the inconsistent and
transitory nature of some construction activities and equipment usage, and would not constitute
a significant impact. However, for all construction activities contractors will use standard
construction noise control measures such as temporary construction noise barriers, low noise
emission equipment, and the use of acoustic enclosures for particularly noisy equipment to
reduce the likelihood of any increases in construction noise above the local noise ordinance
maximum levels.

With respect to limiting construction noise near schools, some of the comments on the SEA
included requests that PVL construction activities be limited to non-school hours. However, this
type of noise control measure would neither be reasonable nor feasible given the resulting
limited time within which the project would have to be constructed. In addition, the hours of
operation for a typical school are not limited to the school day, and subsequently may include
evening and early morning hours thus further reducing available construction time. As a result, if
the hours of allowable operation for construction activities were to be restricted, the construction
period would be extended and the ability to complete the proposed project within a reasonable
period of time would be significantly compromised.

The construction activity that would create the most noise and vibration is pile driving associated
with the bridge replacements near the South Perris Layover Facility, around the San Jacinto
River. However, since there are no noise sensitive receptors located within almost one mile of
the proposed Layover Facility and the pile driving sites, construction-related noise impacts
would not occur.

Master Response #7 — Emergency Planning and Response

The issue of emergency planning and response was raised by residents of the UCR
neighborhood. One concern was with regard to the possibility of a train blocking all three
crossings in the neighborhood. The primary concern, however, focused on how an emergency
involving a train along the SJBL would be handled.

With regard to the first concern, with the implementation of the PVL project, the SIBL corridor
will become a shared corridor with the Metrolink and BNSF trains under control of SCRRA.
Because of the shared nature of the operations, it is not anticipated that freight trains would be
allowed to stop in areas of single track and thus block other trains from passing. The added
benefit of this is that the BNSF trains could only stop in the areas of bypass track along the I-
215 corridor and not in the UCR neighborhood. Moreover, PVL project trains will not significantly
worsen access to the UCR neighborhood. This is because, first, the PVL project does not
propose any train stops (at a station or otherwise) in the UCR neighborhood, and second, the
PVL project's trains are commuter trains of only a few cars each. Thus, their length is far too
short to block multiple access points into the UCR neighborhood.

With regard to the primary concern, as stated in the SEA, the PVL project will not significantly
impact emergency access and public services with the implementation of mitigation measures
(HHM-3, HHM-4, and TT-4). The PVL project will be in compliance with applicable requirements
specified by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), Department of Homeland Security
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(DHS) and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to maintain safety and security
along rail corridors.

To comply with Federal and state requirements and to incorporate safety measures and
precautions into system wide rail operations, SCRRA/Metrolink developed a System Safety
Program Plan (SSPP) as a means of integrating safety into all facets of SCRRA (SCRRA,
2009). The SSPP establishes mechanisms for identifying and addressing hazards associated
with the SCRRA commuter rail system. It also produces a means of ensuring that proposed rail
modifications are implemented with thorough evaluation of their potential effect on safety.
Where SCRRA determines an immediate and serious hazard exists, the Director of Operations
or the Manager of Safety and Security has the authority and responsibility to order hazardous
conditions corrected or hazardous practices halted. Accordingly, the Manager of Safety and
Security is empowered to order the cessation of unsafe activities or operations that are
evaluated as created an immediate and serious hazard within the system.

In addition, RCTC, in concert with FTA, is preparing a PVL Safety and Security Management
Plan (SSMP) to continue to integrate safety and security specifically into the PVL project. The
SSMP implements FRA and CPUC required elements for the PVL project (RCTC, 2010). These
elements include adopting and complying with a written emergency preparedness plan
approved by FRA (49 CFR 239.101) and providing a risk assessment to the CPUC (Public
Resources Code § 7665.2). The SSMP confirms the Commission and PVL's commitment to
safety and security as described in FTA's Circular 5800.1, Safety And Security Management
Guidance For Major Capital Projects, published August 1, 2007. The SSMP is also consistent
with the SCRRA/Metrolink SSPP and Metrolink Security and Emergency Preparedness Plan
(SEPP).

RCTC will implement the SSMP (the draft of which is currently in a second revision) to assure
the integration of safety and security into the PVL project design, construction and operational
testing, up to the start of revenue operations. Once in revenue operation, the SSPP and SEPP
define safety and security during PVL operations.

The SSMP shall guide the integration of safety and security into the PVL project development
process including (RCTC, 2010):

e Ensure the safety of the employees, contractor co-workers, passengers and the
communities that the Perris Valley Line will travel through. Use Safety Certification to
ensure that the design, construction, installation and testing of all critical system safety
elements are evaluated for conformance with the PVL project's safety and security
requirements and that all of the PVL project elements are ready and properly functioning
to integrate with the new Metrolink revenue service.

e Promote employees' daily safety and security awareness and work practices. Ensure
that a mechanism is provided to follow to completion the resolution of any restrictions to
full safety and security certification.

e Ensure compliance with requirements specified by the FRA, Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) and the California Public Utilities Commission.
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As with any emergency, the first response to a train-related incident would be the designated
first responders, the fire department with jurisdiction over the affected area. Knowing this, in
addition to the SSPP and SSMP, SCRRA/Metrolink established a Safety and Security Division
that is dedicated to ensuring that the railroad system is prepared to manage disasters (SCRRA,
2010). In support of Metrolink's goal of achieving safety excellence, the Safety and Security
Division is responsible for training and educating the emergency first responders, as well as
Metrolink employees and contractors. Participants are trained in Incident Command principles
and Metrolink's emergency response plan.

In addition to the preparation of a SSMP, there are additional FRA rules for Passenger Train
Emergency Preparedness (49 CFR Part 239). The purpose of 49 CFR 239 is to ensure that
railroads conducting passenger train operations can effectively manage passenger train
emergencies, such as derailments and other unexpected events during service operations.
Under these rules (49 CFR 239.101), each railroad needs to adopt and follow a FRA approved
written emergency preparedness plan, and outlines the standards and provisions for the
preparation, implementation, and administration of railroad emergency preparedness plans.

The plan requires coordination with emergency responders. In order to establish and maintain a
relationship with emergency responders, it is necessary for railroads to develop and offer a
training program for all emergency responders who are likely to respond during an emergency
situation (49 CFR Sec. 239.101). It is further prescribed that the training program shall cover
access to railroad equipment, location of railroad facilities, and an emergency simulation. These
requirements are excerpted below.

§ 239.101 Emergency Preparedness Plan.

(5) Liaison with emergency responders. Each railroad to which this part applies shall
establish and maintain a working relationship with the on-line emergency responders by,
as a minimum:

() Developing and making available a training program for all on-line emergency
responders who could reasonably be expected to respond during an emergency
situation. The training program shall include an emphasis on access to railroad
equipment, location of railroad facilities, and communications interface, and provide
information to emergency responders who may not have the opportunity to participate in
an emergency simulation. Each affected railroad shall either offer the training directly or
provide the program information and materials to state training institutes, firefighter
organizations, or police academies;

(i) Inviting emergency responders to participate in emergency simulations; and

(i) Distributing applicable portions of its current Emergency Preparedness Plan at least
once every three years, or whenever the railroad materially changes its plan in a manner
that could reasonably be expected to affect the railroad's interface with the on-line
emergency responders, whichever occurs earlier, including documentation concerning
the railroad's equipment and the physical characteristics of its line, necessary maps, and
the position titles and telephone numbers of relevant railroad officers to contact.
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The rules even require full-scale emergency simulations (49 CFR Sec. 239.103), as excerpted
below:

§ 239.103 Passenger train emergency simulations

(a) General. Each railroad operating passenger train service shall conduct full-scale
emergency simulations, in order to determine its capability to execute the Emergency
Preparedness Plan under the variety of scenarios that could reasonably be expected to
occur on its operation, and ensure coordination with all emergency responders who
voluntarily agree to participate in the emergency simulations.

These rules prescribe Federal safety standards for the preparation, adoption, and
implementation of emergency preparedness plans by railroads connected with the operation of
passenger trains, and require each affected railroad to instruct its employees on the provisions
of its plan. The rules also prescribe Federal safety standards on how the railroad shall establish
and maintain a working relationship with the on-line emergency responders.

The PVL project also falls under the oversight of the Riverside County and the City of Riverside
emergency management departments. As stated in the SEA, Section 3.8.2, Riverside County
and the City of Riverside have Emergency Operations Plans written to address the planned
emergency responses associated with natural disasters and technological incidents. Each
specifies its own level of response within their jurisdiction.

The Emergency Management Office within the Riverside Fire Department coordinates
emergency response and has prepared an Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) for the City of
Riverside (Riverside Fire Department, 2002). The EOP provides for the mobilization of the
resources of the City, both public and private, to meet conditions constituting a local emergency,
state of emergency or state of war emergency. It also provides for the organization, powers and
duties, services and staff of the emergency organization. Currently the City of Riverside is
updating its EOP and associated evacuation plan (Anthony Coletta, Program Administrator for
the Riverside UASI Regional Homeland Security Program, personal communication).

According to the Fire Department, Disaster Preparedness website, the Emergency Operation
Center (EOC) for the City of Riverside is a secure facility where City department heads are able
to work in the event of a large disaster. The facility provides centralization of City response to
major events. The EOC allows for City departments to work closely together to make recovery
more efficient for the community.

The Riverside County Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), which is an
extension of the State Emergency Program, focuses on defining and coordinating the
appropriate departments that are directly involved with Riverside County emergency response
activities. This plan is a multi-agency plan and also serves as a Multi-Hazard Functional Plan for
the City of Perris. The EOP is designed to establish the framework for implementation of the
California Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) for Riverside County, which
is located within Mutual Aid Region IV as defined by the Governor's Office of Emergency
Services (State OES). By extension, the plan will also implement the National Incident
Management System (NIMS), which is being integrated into SEMS at the Governor’s directive
(Executive Order S-2-05).

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.1-19 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE To COMMENTS
0.3.1 MASTER RESPONSES

The County EOP describes the operations of the Riverside County Emergency Operations
Center (EOC), which is the central management entity responsible for directing and coordinating
the various Riverside County Departments and other agencies in their emergency response
activities. The departments and districts designated by the EOC with authority to implement the
EOP include the County Fire Department, County Office of Emergency Services (OES), Flood
Control, Transportation Department, and the Sheriff's Department.

According to the EOP, the Riverside County EOC is activated when field response agencies
need support. Activation may involve partial or full staffing, depending on the support required.
The EOP is also intended to facilitate multi-agency and multi-jurisdictional coordination,
particularly between Riverside County and local governments, including special districts and
state agencies, in emergency operations. Though unlikely and unanticipated, if an emergency
were to occur near the PVL corridor, the Riverside County EOC and/or the City of Riverside
Emergency Management Office would be activated and trained professionals would be in place
to manage and coordinate the appropriate EOP.

Though not a component of the PVL project, BNSF freight train also travel along the PVL
corridor. In accordance with federal and state regulations, BNSF has implemented a variety of
safety precautions and procedures in order to prevent and prepare for an emergency. Every
BNSF operating division and shop has a Safety Action Plan that provides a complete safety
program, including risk identification procedures, employee participation and safety committees,
safety communication, safety incident reporting procedures, emergency response plan, and
other safety initiatives (BNSF Railway Company, 2010). Performance evaluations of BNSF
division and shop management include a review of the effectiveness of their Safety Action Plan.
No additional analysis was required and no additional mitigation measures were added to the
SEA.

Master Response #8 — Grade Crossings

The CPUC is the regulating authority for railroad grade crossings in the state. As such, the
CPUC has been engaged throughout the development of the PVL project. Each grade crossing
within the project limits was reviewed by the CPUC through on-site Diagnostic Reviews with the
Design Team. These reviews occurred on: September 26, 2008; October 23, 2008; October 28,
2008; July 15, 2009; July 16, 2009; February 18, 2010 and October 19, 2010. The results are
documented in the 90% design drawings. As a result, the PVL project includes improving 15
grade crossings (SEA, Section 1.7.5 and Figure 1.7.20) and closing two grade crossings (the
crossing at 5th Street has been temporarily closed by the City of Perris and will be formally
vacated for this project). Improvements include:

Flashing warning devices and gates
Raised center medians

Pavement striping and marking
Sighage

Crossing safety lighting
Signalization

Pedestrian safety measures
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The crossing improvements at Marlborough Avenue, Spruce Street, Blaine Street, and Mount
Vernon Avenue are the physical requirements to support Riverside County’s potential future
implementation of a quiet zone (See Master Response #1). These improvements include
pedestrian swing gates, pedestrian warning devices and gates, pedestrian barricades and metal
hand railings, concrete raised medians, double yellow medians and island noses, warning
devices, safety lighting, and signs. Poarch Road in Riverside and West 6th Street in Perris
would be closed by the PVL project.

Overall rail corridor safety at grade crossings would also be enhanced by implementation of
“Operation Lifesaver,” a safety education program for schools and communities near tracks
operated by SCRRA/Metrolink (SEA, Section 3.12.3). Operation Lifesaver “is a non-profit
international public education program established in 1972 to end collisions, deaths, and injuries
at rail grade crossings and along railroad ROWSs. The program addresses rail safety and
teaches students at age-appropriate levels to understand rail signage, the importance of
avoiding the railroad ROW, and safe driving skills near railroads. Operation Lifesaver provides
free presentations to schools and community groups.” The majority of the PVL operations would
not occur during the school session because most scheduled runs occur either before the start
of the school day or after its completion. SCRRA/Metrolink with RCTC encourages school and
community group participation in Operation Lifesaver.

Since the PVL project is in full compliance with CPUC regulations regarding grade crossings
and safety, Operation Lifesaver is not required as mitigation but is additional safety education.
The SEA was not changed because the PVL project would not result in significant impacts to
grade crossing locations or operations and no mitigation measures are required.

Master Response #9 — Highland and Hyatt Elementary Schools (Increased Train Traffic)

The PVL project would add and operate six commuter trains twice a day, making a total of 12
trips per day (six trains in each direction). Nine of these trains would operate outside of school
hours. One morning train and two mid-day trains would operate during school operating hours.
The morning train would not impact students arriving at Hyatt Elementary School because the
nearest grade crossing, Mt. Vernon Avenue, is over 0.75 miles away and of great enough
distance that the students would not likely be walking that far to school. Students arriving at
Highland Elementary School may be required to wait no more than 45 seconds at the grade
crossing at W. Blaine Street for a commuter train to pass. Students leaving both schools in the
afternoon would not be significantly impacted because there are no scheduled trains during that
time. In addition, the PVL project includes grade-crossing improvements at Spruce Street,
Blaine Street, and Mt. Vernon Avenue (described in Appendix D of the SEA), which would result
in a safer environment for pedestrian and vehicular movement.

Master Response #10 — Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby Residences Supplemental
Protection (Derailment)

Several comments expressed concern that the location of the existing track relative to the
adjoining Hyatt Elementary School poses a risk to the school from potential derailments;
specifically, the potential that a derailment could result in rail cars and cargo (including release
of hazardous materials) rolling down the slope and onto school property. The same concern
was also expressed by several residents in the immediate area regarding their properties.

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.1-21 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE To COMMENTS

0.3.1 MASTER RESPONSES

This issue is addressed in the SEA, Section 4.7.4: “As a commuter rail line, PVL service is
passenger only. As such, there would never be an occasion when hazardous materials would
be transported on the commuter trains.” Therefore, the PVL project would have no impact
specifically on the transport of hazardous materials or the potential for derailment of a train
carrying these materials. See also Master Response #4.

With regard to train derailments in general, the PVL project would replenish ballast, and replace
ties, and rail next to Hyatt Elementary School, which would improve the current track condition
and subsequently reduce the risk of derailment. Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
in the SEA discussed derailment statistics that were calculated for the PVL project based on
data until fiscal year 2006/2007. This section stated that there were 4.5 million freight train miles
travelled on SCRRA tracks since 1993, and that there have been three freight train derailments
during that same period. This equates to approximately one derailment per 1.5 million train
miles or 0.000000667. The derailment risk for BNSF freight trains on the SJBL alignment is
0.00801, which equates to a derailment approximately once every 124 years.

In the year since the SEA was submitted to the public for review, another set of statistics was
calculated for fiscal year 2007/2008. This updated data also computes the derailment exposure
risk on SCRRA’s lines and then compares this risk to the estimated risk now experienced by the
PVL.

e First, the SCRRA had 455,684 freight train miles operated over their lines in fiscal year
2007/2008, and this is believed to be typical of operations since the start of SCRRA
operations. This yields a freight history of about 6.8 million freight train miles since 1993
(first full year of operation). There have been three main track freight train derailments
(not counting the collision at Chatsworth, which was not a derailment).

e Second, this calculates to an exposure ratio of about one derailment per 2.28 million
train miles or 0.00000044.

e Third, the BNSF operated 11,440 freight train miles on the SJBL in fiscal year
2007/2008, and this rate of train miles has been consistent over the years. Since 1993,
this would total 171,600 train miles.

e Fourth, the annual future (after completion of the project) freight train derailment risk is
then the product of 0.00000044 (risk per train mile) and 11,440 annual train miles, or
0.00502.

e Fifth, assuming that there have been two freight train derailments on the main line of the
SJBL since 1993, the risk is two divided by 171,600 (the total train miles BNSF has
operated since 1993) or 0.0000116 per train mile.

These calculations show that the SCRRA derailment risk is 0.00000044, while the BNSF freight
train derailment risk is 0.0000116. The reason for this difference is that, because the SCRRA
tracks are used for commuter rail, the tracks are maintained to high standards of safety and ride
quality due to their role in public passenger transport.

The PVL project includes track improvements throughout its length because a commuter rail
would be added to the track (see SEA, Section 1.7.1). These track improvements would
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upgrade the existing physical condition of the rail line, which would result in a stronger
infrastructure, a higher level of maintenance, and enhanced operational safety. Therefore, not
constructing the PVL project continues the much higher risk of freight train derailment.

Comments referenced a third derailment in BNSF history, which occurred in 1990 near Hyatt
Elementary School. As the derailment occurred outside of the 17-year window of SCRRA
experience, it was not included in the initial analyses. However, even if it were included in the
derailment calculations, it would increase the freight train risk factor, further strengthening the
argument that the PVL project benefits the community by improving infrastructure on which
existing freight trains would travel.

The distance between the track and school is between 95 and 125 feet, as depicted in the
pictures shown below. Train speeds in that area are estimated at less than 20 miles per hour.
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Therefore, the analysis in the SEA is correct - there are no impacts and no mitigation is
required. The SEA was changed to further clarify this issue. No additional analysis was required
and no additional mitigation measures were added.

Derailment Risks Near Hyatt Elementary

Notwithstanding the foregoing, and in an abundance of caution, RCTC commissioned a focused
technical study to specifically evaluate the potential risk of derailment that would result from the
proposed project’s addition of commuter trains to the existing Perris Valley Line. (Analysis of
Safety Issues for the Proposed Commuter Rail Service on the Riverside County Transportation
Commission’s Perris Valley Line in the Vicinity of Highland and Hyatt Schools, dated March 22,
2011 [the “Zeta Tech Report™).

The Zeta Tech Report evaluated two questions. For purposes of this Master Response, the
relevant question addressed in the Zeta Tech Report was whether the addition of commuter ralil
to the existing line significantly increases the safety risks in the vicinity of Hyatt Elementary
School (Zeta Tech Report, page 2).

The derailment risk analysis performed for Hyatt Elementary School used all derailment classes
in the FRA accident database for years 2007-2009 for Class 1 freight railroad operations and for
passenger rail operations. Given the severe nature of the track alignment, the severe grade,
and the severe curvature conditions in the vicinity of Hyatt Elementary School, the derailment
risk analysis for Hyatt Elementary School focused on key potential high severity derailments
(Zeta Tech Report, pages 10-11).

According to the derailment risk analysis, focusing on high severity derailments, the derailment
risk for passenger train operation in all cases was less than the derailment risk for freight
operations. In most instances, the passenger train derailment risk was 5-10 times lower than the
freight train risk (Zeta Tech Report, page 12). The Zeta Tech study focused on three major
types of derailments: Mechanical Caused Derailments, Human Factor Caused Accidents and
Derailments, and Track Caused Derailments (Zeta Tech Report, pages 12-13). In all cases, the
passenger trains would have less derailment risk as compared to the freight trains.

Finally, with regard to Track Caused Derailments, the Zeta Tech report concluded that in the
vicinity of Hyatt School, the increase in derailment associated with the addition of passenger
trains on the existing route is 0.0001255 derailments per year or one derailment every 8000
years (Zeta Tech Report, page 13).

Thus, the Zeta Tech report supports the fact that the addition of commuter rail to the existing
railway line does not significantly increase the derailment risk at or near Hyatt Elementary
School.

Master Response #11 — Grade Separations

Several comments included requests that RCTC construct grade separation at different
locations along the PVL alignment. According to the BNSF/Union Pacific Rail Road Guidelines
for Railroad Grade Separation Projects, a grade separation project is defined as a project that
includes an overpass or underpass structure that crosses railroad ROW. As explained in the
SEA, all impacts related to traffic, rail, and safety at rail crossings are already fully mitigated.
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Accordingly, no further mitigation in the form of grade separations or other measures is
required. (See 40 CFR 8§81502.14[f], 1502.16[h], and 1505.2[c] - mitigation measures must be
developed where it is feasible and practicable to do so.) Moreover, grade separations are
infeasible along the PVL alignment for engineering, environmental, economic, and legal
reasons.

First, grade separations are infeasible from an engineering perspective, particularly within the
UCR neighborhood. Grade separations are space-intensive and require substantial amounts of
land in order to properly maintain approach distances, roadway grades, and clearance heights.
(23 CFR 646.212(a)(3); 23 CFR Part 646 Appendix to Subpart B.) To provide the space, the
downward slope, and the cut-away areas necessary for a grade separation, the residences
along both sides of the street would have to give up their street access (e.g., the houses would
abut a steep trench containing the roadway undercrossing). Without any street access, and
given that these homes are largely surrounded by other residences such that secondary access
is not available, these residences would have to be acquired, and the residents would have to
be relocated in order to accommodate a grade-separation.

A roadway overpass structure crossing over the track would need to provide a minimum of 23’ —
4" of vertical clearance above the existing track to comply with BNSF/Union Pacific Railroad
Guidelines for Railroad Grade Separation Projects and CPUC clearance requirements. Adding
the depth of the bridge structure, the roadway surface would be in excess of 30’ above existing
grades. Assuming a 6% roadway slope (a general roadway design maximum) and accounting
for minimal length vertical curves, the roadway approaches to the grade separation structure
would extend approximately 600’ to 700’ away from the crossing on both sides before rejoining
existing grades. In all cases (Spruce Street, Blaine Street and Mt. Vernon Avenue), other roads
exist within this range that would also need to be raised to match. Another site-specific factor
that particularly makes a grade separation at Spruce Street and Blaine Street impractical is the
proximity and orientation of Watkins Drive, which runs parallel to (and southwest of) the PVL
track. In addition to Spruce and Blaine Streets having to be reconstructed for a minimum of 600’
(both east and west of the PVL track) to rise to the required 30’ above track elevation, Watkins
Drive would similarly need to be reconstructed for that same length (both north and south of the
crossing locations) to also meet the 30’ rise. Driveway access to businesses and residences
would be cut off in numerous instances.

A roadway underpass crossing under the track would result in slightly fewer property/access
impacts. In this configuration, the roadway would need 16'-6” of vertical clearance as it crosses
under the railroad (which would be supported by a new bridge). The railroad bridge would add
an approximate minimum of approximately 7’-6" of depth, thereby necessitating a lowering of
the roadway surface to approximately 24’ below existing grade. Using a 6% roadway slope to
transition down the required 24’ results in a minimum required 500’ of roadway reconstruction
on each side of the crossing. While this is less than needed for the overpass configuration, it is
still impacts the access to a large number of businesses and residences. Similar to the overpass
option, for the Spruce Street and Blaine Street crossings, Watkins Road would also need to be
lowered (in a trench) by 24’ as it approaches the crossing from both directions to tie in.

Moreover, the construction of a grade separation would result in increased emissions
associated with construction, increased geological impacts due to need to stabilize the
undercrossing and rail lines, and increased construction traffic impacts because the street would
have to be closed during the construction of any grade separation. Due to these space

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.1-25 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE To COMMENTS

0.3.1 MASTER RESPONSES

constraints, the severe impacts to existing private residences, and the increased environmental
impacts that a grade separation would inflict, RCTC determined that the construction of grade
separations would result in greater impacts to the community than would the proposed PVL
project. Accordingly, a grade separation is infeasible both from an engineering and an
environmental impact perspective.

Grade separation is also cost prohibitive for the proposed PVL project. The approximate cost of
an average grade crossing is $25 million. The grade separations at Spruce Street and Blaine
Street would be substantially higher than average due to the complexity of physical and property
impacts as summarized above, and would likely be in the $40 to $60 million range each. The
engineering costs alone for a grade separation would amount to approximately 3% to 4% of the
total project cost. Particularly where all impacts are already fully mitigated, the engineering of a
grade separation is not economically feasible. In addition, the construction, maintenance, and
property acquisition costs would likely amount to between $100 to $150 million for three grade
separations at Spruce Street, Blaine Street and Mt. Vernon Avenue, further evidence the
economic infeasibility of grade separations. Even considering potential external funding
sources, the construction of grade separations would remain economically infeasible.
Specifically, Streets & Highways Code section 2452 requires the CPUC, by July 1 of each year,
to establish the priority list for highway rail crossing projects, including grade separations, and
furnish it to the California Transportation Commission for use in the fiscal year beginning on that
date. Interested local agencies are responsible for submitting nominations of projects to the
CPUC with the required information. Section 190 of the Streets & Highways Code requires the
State’s annual budget to include $15 million for funding qualified projects on the Grade
Separation Priority List Program as ranked by the CPUC. Projects may change in ranking from
one year to the next, as new nominations may show a greater public need for grade separation
or improvement. The system is not one where the first on the list is necessarily the first to be
funded. The current priority list of projects is located at
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/iword_pdf/FINAL_DECISION/102079.pdf and none of the current
projects on the priority list fall along the PVL alignment. Thus, even potential external sources of
funding (such as that provided by the CPUC) are unavailable for the PVL crossings --
apparently because either the CPUC or the local jurisdictions have not designated the rail
crossings in the UCR neighborhood to be priority project.

Further, the construction of a grade-separation is legally infeasible. The CPUC has jurisdiction
over the safety of highway-rail crossings in California (CPUC, General Order 88-B).
Construction of new grade separation is governed by CPUC General Order 88-B. According to
General Order 88-B, the public agencies with jurisdiction over the roadway must be in
agreement with regard to the grade separation and the grade separation must comport with all
CPUC General Orders. As explained in Master Response #1 — Quiet Zones, RCTC is a special
district that does not have broad police powers and is not responsible for traffic control or law
enforcement at public highway-rail grade or pedestrian crossings. Therefore, RCTC does not
have legal authority to approve a grade separation, nor does it have unilateral land use authority
to construct a grade separation even if approved. Therefore, grade separations were not
proposed for the PVL project.
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No. Commenter Date Page No.
1. Marina Gleeson 12/08/2010 0.3.2-3
2. Austin E. Sullivan 01/03/2011 0.3.2-7
3. Barney Barnett 01/04/2011 0.3.2-31
4. Stephanie Pacheco 01/05/2011 0.3.2-55
5. Gurumantra Khalsa 01/05/2011 0.3.2-57
6. Gareth Funning 01/05/2011 0.3.2-65
7. RTA - Mark Stanley 01/05/2011 0.3.2-69
8. Robert A. Phillips 01/05/2011 0.3.2-71
9. Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover 01/06/2011 0.3.2-85
10. Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens 01/06/2011 0.3.2-103
11. March Joint Powers Authority - Adam Collier 01/06/2011 0.3.2-161
12. Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson 01/06/2011 0.3.2-165
13. Len Nunney 01/06/2011 0.3.2-211
14. City of Moreno Valley - John Terell 01/06/2011 0.3.2-215
15. Carl F. Cranor 01/10/2011 0.3.2-217
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Letter 1

Marina Gleeson
December 8, 2010

> L1-1
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Letter 1 (cont’d)
Marina Gleeson
December 8, 2010
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Letter 1 (cont’d)
Marina Gleeson
December 8, 2010
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Response to Letter 1
Marina Gleeson
December 8, 2010

L1-1. The sounding of horns at a rail grade crossing is required by the FRA (see Noise and
Vibration Technical Report - Section l). Based on Guidance from the FTA, the
SCRRA/Metrolink horns that would be used for the proposed PVL project would not
be as loud as the existing freight train horns that are presently sounded. The PVL
project will introduce commuter rail service within the corridor and will operate at the
times identified in Table 1.7-1 (see Volume 2). The analyses in the Noise and
Vibration Technical Report were used to determine if the proposed PVL project
would result in noise and vibration impacts to sensitive community properties as
defined by the FTA Manual. Noise barriers are proposed as mitigation for impacted
homes along West Campus View Drive. As a result of the noise barrier mitigation,
predicted impacts at this location would be reduced to levels that are not significant.
Because 415 West Campus View Drive is two housing rows away from the
alignment, additional noise attenuation would be provided by the row of existing
homes along West Campus View Drive.

(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)
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Letter 2a

Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

v L2a-1

.

L2a-2

L2a-3

L2a-4

L2a-5

— N~
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Response to Letter 2a
Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

L2a-1.

L2a-2.
L2a-3.

L2a-4.

L2a-5.

The letter refers to comments (dated May 17, 2010) originally prepared for the
California Environmental Quality Act Draft Environmental Impact Report are also
applicable to this SEA. As such, the comments are included as Letters 2a, 2b, and
2c and are addressed as applicable to the SEA.

The 2005 EA proposed to add eight SCRRA/Metrolink trains to the PVL alignment.
See Master Response # 6 - Noise.

See responses L2a-2 and L2a-3, and Master Response # 6 - Noise. The SEA fully
and accurately describes and discloses potential noise impacts to the proposed PVL
project. The identified mitigation measures are adequate to reduce impacts to the
affected properties to levels that are not significant.

The SEA for the PVL project was made available for public review in accordance
with 23 CFR §771.119. In addition, the required 30-day public review period was
extended by approximately one week (December 1, 2010 through January 6, 2011)
to allow for the holiday season. Therefore, the SEA is fully compliant with applicable
regulations.
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Letter 2b

Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

L2b-1

L2b-2

> L2b-3
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Letter 2b (cont’d)
Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

N
> L2b-4 (cont’d)
J
B\

> L2b5
J
N

> L2b-6

J

N

> L2b-7

J
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Letter 2b (cont’d)
Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

} L2b-7 (cont’d)

- L2b-8

L2b-9

. L2b-10

> L2b-11
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Letter 2b (cont’d)
Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

> L2b-11 (contd)
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Letter 2b (cont’d)
Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

> L2b-13

> L2b-14

L2b-15

L2b-16

-
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Letter 2b (cont’d)
Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

> L2b-16 (cont’d)

L2b-17

——
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Letter 2b (cont’d)
Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011
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Response to Letter 2b
Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

L2b-1.

L2b-2.

L2b-3.

L2b-4.

This comment is introductory. No response is necessary.

The environmental analysis completed was for reasonably foreseeable operations as
is required by NEPA. If ridership increases in the future, RCTC may build additional
stations to meet this demand. RCTC has committed to conducting additional
environmental reviews for any additional stations added in the future

See Master Response #5 — Freight Operations. The PVL project is the introduction of
commuter rail service. Freight operations will continue on the SUBL whether the PVL
project is constructed or not. The frequency and quantity of materials, as with all
freight operations, is dependent on customer demand.

The PVL noise study assumes that no time shifting of freight trains to night-time
hours would be required because of the PVL project implementation. This is based
on the 2008 freight study commissioned by RCTC, which found no evidence that
shifting freight trips to night-time hours was a reasonably foreseeable result of the
PVL project. A detailed noise assessment was conducted for project
SCRRA/Metrolink trains at representative sensitive properties along the entire project
rail alignment. Where potential significant noise impacts were predicted, noise
mitigation, including noise barriers and sound insulation, was proposed (see SEA,
Section 3.4.4) to reduce these impacts to levels that are not significant.

See Master Response #6 — Noise. Section 3.4 of the SEA discusses the potential
noise and vibration impacts as a result of the PVL project. Accordingly, the FTA
impact criteria were used to determine significant impacts as a result of the PVL
project. As per the FTA Manual (FTA Manual, page 6-43), sound insulation was
proposed at seven homes and one church along the alignment where the use of a
noise barrier would not be feasible.

(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

The comment suggests that Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) noise standards
be used to assess the PVL project. As an FTA commuter rail project, potential
project-related noise and vibration impacts were analyzed and mitigation measures
were developed in accordance with the prescribed 2006 “Transit Noise and Vibration
Impacts Assessment,” FTA (FTA Manual). The FTA Manual is specific to rail transit
noise and vibration and its use is required by FTA for commuter rail projects. To
apply FAA noise standards to a commuter rail project is inappropriate and contrary to
FTA requirements.

The FAA FAR Part 150 is the recognized federal regulation for aviation noise.
Conversely, the 2006 “Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessment,” FTA (FTA
Manual) is the industry recognized federal guideline for rail transit noise and
vibration. Both regulatory directives are legitimate when properly applied. However,
use of the FAA regulations on a rail project is inappropriate. The very nature of rail
versus airplane noise necessitates different methods of evaluation. As a result, the
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proposed PVL noise and vibration assessment methodology (which includes relevant
noise monitoring procedures and assessment criteria) and the subsequent mitigation
recommendations were based on FTA procedures (FTA Manual, Chapters 3 and 6
as well as Appendix D). (See SEA, Section 3.4.1).
(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

L2b-5. Please see Master Response #6 - Noise and responses L2b-6 and L2b-7. The noise
analysis completed for the PVL project was in accordance with the 2006 “Transit and
Vibration Impacts Assessment,” FTA (FTA Manual). As indicated in Section 3.4 of
the SEA the FTA categorizes land use and designates thresholds as Moderate and
Severe per land use type (FTA Manual, Table 3-1).

L2b-6. With respect to noise descriptors, the FTA Manual calls for the use of Ly, as the
appropriate descriptor for transit-related noise as it relates to residential uses where
sleep is required and Leq for “primary daytime” land uses such as schools and
churches (FTA Manual, Section 255 and Table 3-2). As the comment
acknowledges, the Ly, descriptor (as with CNEL) weighs night-time noise more
heavily than daytime noise. Concerning the CNEL descriptor suggested by the
comment, although it also adds an additional decibel penalty for noise during
evening hours, it is geared primarily towards describing overall community noise for
potential development projects. Therefore, while the project is located in California
where the CNEL descriptor is used in the assessment of many non-transit based
projects, because the PVL project is related to rail usage, the Ly, descriptor based on
FTA Manual guidance was used here. See Master Response #6 - Noise.
(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

L2b-7. The comment includes the statement, “An increase of one dBA cannot be
perceived...,” which is correct in its proper context. However, it is also important to
note that the FTA Manual noise criteria is based on EPA studies which have been
adapted by major federal agencies such as the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) (FTA Manual, Sections 2.4 and 2.5.5). Specifically, the
HUD absolute criteria recognize that 65 dBA and 75 dBA noise levels would result in
acceptable and unacceptable living environments, respectively, which correlate with
FTA criteria (FTA Manual, page 3.1.2). In addition, the FTA noise criteria also
incorporate relative criteria; therefore, the possibility that a cumulative noise increase
of one dB would result in a project noise impact is valid (see SEA, Section 3.4.1).
This results when a community’s existing noise exposure is already high.
(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

Noise monitoring data were updated several times to ensure that the most up-to-date
data were used (see Master Response #6 — Noise). Therefore, although individual
train events may be objectionable to residents, the FTA criteria effectively utilizes
absolute and relative criteria to identify the relationship between the percentage of
highly annoyed people and the noise levels in the community environment. The
incorporation of night-time noise sensitivity is also critically important and is
accomplished by using the Ly, descriptor.

(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)
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L2b-8. See Master Response #6 — Noise. The noise analysis prepared for the SEA predicts
83 residential units would be impacted by noise from the proposed PVL project. This
represents a reduction in the number of impacted properties compared to the
previous 2004 noise study. However, the most recent study includes the use of more
up-to-date noise monitoring data, revisions in the proposed train schedule, and
improvements in the way “wheel squeal” will be handled at short radius curves (see
SEA, Section 3.4.3). The SEA proposes noise barriers for the majority of impacted
homes and sound insulation at seven homes and one church. This represents more
than twice the number of properties recommended for sound insulation as was
proposed in the 2004 report. The identification of eight properties for sound insulation
was based on the fact that these particular properties would either not be properly
protected by noise barriers or the existing terrain would make the use of noise
barriers unfeasible (FTA Manual, page 6-43). All eight properties are located near
grade crossings. Because these grade crossings naturally create noise barrier
discontinuity (since the barrier cannot traverse the intersection), homes nearby the
crossings are often left either unprotected or under-protected — thus the need for
sound insulation at these properties. Where this discontinuity occurred, sound
insulation was recommended. The requirements for building insulation (such as
window sound transmission glass, insulation techniques/materials, required interior
noise decibel reductions and interior noise levels) are further described in the Noise
and Vibration Technical Report and the FTA Manual, pages 6-43 to 6-44. Extensive
industry-wide use of sound insulation products and installation techniques have
demonstrated that sound insulation is an effective mitigation measure for reducing
interior noise levels.

(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

L2b-9. See Master Response #1 - Quiet Zones.

L2b-10. The comment refers to application of aviation noise criteria to a rail project. As
explained in responses L2b-2, L2b-3, and L2b-4, FAA guidance is not applicable.

L2b-11. In predicting where potential noise impacts would occur as a result of the PVL
project, exterior noise criteria described in the FTA Manual, Section 3-1 was used to
assess properties along the entire length of the project. The 45 dBA interior noise
level mentioned in the comment is the basis for the exterior noise level criteria
developed by the FTA (FTA Manual, Section 2.4). However, for those properties that
would be impacted by train noise but could not be mitigated using exterior mitigation
measures (such as noise barriers), sound insulation was proposed. As a result, for
the eight properties where sound insulation is proposed, the FTA interior transit noise
criteria level of 65 dBA is applicable (FTA Manual, page 6-44). This interior criterion
is different from the FTA noise criteria applied to the exterior of properties (FTA
Manual, Section 3-1) because it applies to the required interior noise level for
occurrences of noise from project-related transit sources only (in this case, the noise
from SCRRA/Metrolink trains). Therefore, the 65 dBA interior noise criteria level was
correctly applied to properties where sound insulation was proposed. As a
consequence, sound insulation provided as mitigation must provide a net interior
noise level reduction of at least 5 dBA while also providing an absolute interior noise
level of 65 dBA or less. In addition, because the eight properties proposed for sound
insulation are at grade crossings, the interior noise levels specifically related to train
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horn noise must be 70 dBA or less (FTA Manual, page 6-44). With respect to specific
sound insulation measures, see response L2b-4. Post-operational noise monitoring
is not an FTA requirement.

With respect to central air conditioning, if the installation of sound insulation would
result in residences not having any means of ventilation, then these homes would
require central air conditioning as part of the sound insulation process (FTA Manual,
page 6-43).

(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

Implementation of the proposed PVL project will provide noise mitigation measures
and safety improvements that would not be available to the community under any
other circumstances. It is expected that with the mitigation measures associated with
the PVL project, freight trains impacts would also be reduced and therefore provide
an overall benefit to the community. It should be noted that the comment includes
speculation about changes in neighborhood stability and character due to the PVL
project from inadequate mitigation measures. Thus, no further response is required.

The comment is not relevant to the SEA.

This comment provides no substantial support to the claim that the PVL project is
similar to the New York case. RCTC has studied this project extensively (see
response L2b-13). The comment includes speculation that the PVL project would
induce additional housing development. Instead, however, the project would
accommodate levels of growth assumed in local planning documents.

See Master Response #6 - Noise.

An Express Bus Alternative was considered in the San Jacinto Branchline/I-215
Corridor Study Alternatives Analysis (STV Incorporated, 2004), included as
Technical Report A to the SEA, but was rejected because the Express Bus
Alternative would not reduce highway congestion in the SJBL/I-215 corridor and
automobile and bus modes would still be tied to the congested roadway network.
However, all three commuter rail alternatives would allow commuters to decrease
their travel time in the corridor and decrease personal vehicles usage in the corridor,
reducing congestion. Therefore, a commuter rail option was selected to provide
mobility through the corridor without relying on or adding to the congestion of the
area highways.

The ridership projections for this study were developed using the forecasting for the
Alternatives Analysis that was performed by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) utilizing the existing and approved SCAG regional travel
demand model. The model was run for different scenarios at different time intervals:
base year, start-up year, and forecast year. The forecast year for the study was
2025. Please refer to Technical Report A (Chapter 4) for a discussion of ridership for
the proposed alternatives. Exhibit 25 in Chapter 4 depicts the boardings by stations
for the Express Bus Alternative and three commuter rail alternatives. The selected
commuter rail option shows a ridership in 2025 (7,472 boardings) which is slightly
more than double the ridership for the Express Bus Alternative (3,705 boardings).
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L2b-17. This comment summarizes the concerns raised in the letter. These concerns have
been addressed above.

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-20 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

3

Letter 2c

Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

> L2c-1
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Austin E. Sullivan
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Response to Letter 2¢
Austin E. Sullivan
January 3, 2011

L2c-1.

L2c-2.

L2c-3.

L2c-4.

L2c-5.

L2c-6.

Although this comment letter is in regard to the Draft EIR, the following responses
will address the comments in the context of the SEA. See Master Response
#3 - Derailment (General).

Although the number of freight trains would occasionally fluctuate up or down, based
on the best information available from RCTC along with field observations and
information from local engineers familiar with the SJBL, the SEA’s characterization of
freight movement along the SJBL is accurate.

As described in Section 3.4.8 of the SEA, the proposed vibration mitigation
measures would be effective at mitigating the impacts to below a level of
significance.

The comment refers to the quote “...when assessing vibration mitigation it is
important to consider both the degree of impact and the cost as any mitigation
should be both reasonable and feasible.” A full analysis of vibration impacts was
conducted and the assessment procedure and the resulting outcome were both
influenced only by the available data and not by costs. Further, two separate
vibration mitigation options were provided, independent of costs (see SEA, Section
3.4.4).

See Master Response #3 — Derailment (General) and Master Response #10 — Hyatt
Elementary School and Nearby Residences Supplemental Protection (Derailment).
The PVL project will improve track conditions along the project alignment, and
therefore make it safer for both the commuter and freight operations. These
improvements include tie replacement, welded rail, and ballast replenishment where
necessary. The comment also mentions rodents impacting the tracks berm structure
in the park area. As part of ROW maintenance, BNSF controls vegetation and
removes rodents and fills burrows on the railroad berm that could impact the track.

The ROW has been in existence for over 100 years and the City of Riverside and the
County of Riverside developed these parks without providing access across private
property (the SUBL/RCTC ROW). If unauthorized people enter the ROW to cross the
tracks, they are trespassing. The PVL project does not include adding additional
track in this area or affecting existing access to parks in any way. The existing track
will remain in its current location.

This comment also states that, “the DRAFT EIR [sic.] also ignores the risk which is
inherent in the operation of both freight and passenger trains on a single line,
especially one with this extremely steep grade.” This comment is incorrect. The PVL
project includes track improvements that would upgrade the existing physical
condition of the rail line, which would result in a stronger infrastructure, a higher level
of maintenance, and enhanced operational safety. Therefore, no significant impacts
were identified as a result of this issue area.

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-26 February 2012



L2c-7.

L2c-8.

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

Because existing freight operations would not be affected by the proposed PVL
project, the air quality assessment for the SEA is related only to the future operation
of SCRRA/Metrolink passenger trains. Consequently, Section 3.3 of the SEA (and
the accompanying Air Quality Technical Report) outlines the methods used to
calculate the expected localized and regional emissions due to the implementation of
the PVL project. The air quality analysis for the PVL accounted for all relevant project
parameters and conditions. The analysis was done in compliance with the most up-
to-date local, state, and federal air quality regulations and guidance from the
SCAQMD, CARB, and the USEPA. Tables 3.3-7 to 3.3-12 of the SEA show that
emissions projected for criteria pollutants from sources such as local traffic
intersections (CO hotspots), greenhouse gases, localized mobile source air toxics
(from project locomotives), construction activities and parking operations all fall
below local thresholds of significance for state and federal emissions.

The use of Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) is voluntary (SCAQMD Fact
Sheet LSTs). Based on the SCAQMD Fact Sheet, it is recommended that proposed
projects larger than five acres in area undergo air dispersion modeling to determine
localized air quality. For operational impacts, LSTs are more appropriate for
stationary source projects. With respect to the proposed project, this was applied to
proposed stations and their parking lots. As noted in the above referenced LST Fact
Sheet for construction impacts, LSTs are more appropriate for a medium to large
size project that would have a longer-term influence on specific sensitive receptors
neighboring the construction site. None of the stations to be constructed as part of
the PVL project would be larger than two acres, so the PVL would be considered a
smaller project. The overall project construction is estimated at approximately 18
months. However, because of the linear nature of rail construction, the actual
construction period at any one individual sensitive receptor would be substantially
shorter, approximately two to three months. As a result, the assessment of localized
air quality impacts for the proposed project did not utilize LSTs.

The discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 3.19 of the SEA accurately
assesses cumulative impacts of the proposed PVL project in the context of past,
present, and probable future projects in the PVL study area. Specifically, the
emissions of the existing freight trains are already accounted for by inclusion of the
PVL project in the RTIP since the PVL project is being implemented on an existing
rail line. In addition, emissions from the existing freight trains are included in
measurements taken at local air quality monitoring stations (see SEA, Table 3.3-5),
none of which report a violation of any existing state or federal air quality standard for
any pollutant (see SEA, Table 3.3-5 for standards and evaluation periods). The
SCAG Transportation Conformity Working Group (TCWG) has reviewed the health
risk assessment and determined that the PVL is not a POAQC (Project of Air Quality
Concern), as shown in the TCWG review form in the Air Quality Technical Report,
Appendix F. Therefore, the existing emissions were included in this assessment and
the discussion of air quality within the Indirect and Cumulative Effects section (see
SEA, Section 3.19) is correctly addressed.

As noted in Section 3.3 of the SEA, sensitive receptors were identified using the
criteria outlined by CARB. Some examples of sensitive receptors analyzed in the
study area include Highland, Hyatt, and Nan Sanders elementary schools, UCR

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-27 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

L2c-9.

L2c-10.

L2c-11.

L2c-12.

0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

Child Development Center, Highland Park, and the City of Perris Senior Center. The
air quality analysis accounted for the buildings identified as sensitive receptors and
also included adjacent parking lots, yards, and outdoor play areas. (CEQA does not
require a lead agency to correct conditions in the existing environment.) The lead
agency is only required to mitigate project impacts or cumulative impacts. See
response L2c-7 above.

The air quality analysis performed for the PVL is not “generic” but instead examined
project-specific parameters that could potentially cause an air quality impact. The
schoolyards of the two schools in the UCR area are considered sensitive receptor
areas. The distances from sensitive properties to the proposed PVL alignment
identified in Section 3.3.3 of the SEA are only reference distances that represent the
approximate location of the property. The distances referenced are from the tracks to
the nearest edge of the schoolyards and they do not exclude any segment of the
overall property boundaries. They do not exclude any segment of the overall property
boundaries. In addition, as mentioned in Section 3.3 of the SEA, none of the school
properties are located close to congested intersections or proposed PVL parking
areas. The distances are between the alignment and the schools (approximately 150
feet for Highland Elementary School and 500 feet for Hyatt Elementary School, as
referenced in Section 3.3) are from the tracks to the nearest edge of the schoolyards.
Pollutant concentrations decrease as the distance from the pollutant source to a
receptor increases; therefore, if the analysis determined that there would be no
significant impact at a reference distance from the source, then it is expected that
there would be no significant impacts to receptors located further away from the
source. For example, the health risk assessment shows that near Highland
Elementary School, the maximum pollutant concentration from the rail line occurs at
a distance of 78 feet. As a result, it can be expected that there will not be a
significant impact at Highland Elementary School which is located approximately 150
feet from the rail line. The maximum pollutant concentration is below the threshold
for significant impacts.

The methodology utilized in predicting air quality impacts from the PVL project was
adopted from guidance within the USEPA, California DOT, FHWA and CEQA as is
required in California. Specific aspects of the PVL project, as it pertains to pollutant
emissions, were taken into consideration for all communities abutting the alignment.
This includes but is not limited to pollutant emissions from existing local sources
(highway vehicles, freight trains, industry) and future project related sources (PVL
related locomotive and vehicular emissions.

See Master Response #5 - Freight Operations. The SEA, Section 1.7.12 provides a
description of the freight usage for the corridor. The freight traffic is dictated by local
economic conditions and not the proposed PVL track improvements.

The PVL project is the introduction of commuter rail service. The project is intended
to reduce existing vehicle traffic along the 1-1215 corridor. Additionally, RCTC, as the
regional transportation agency, does not have land use authority and therefore
cannot increase planned land use densities in areas already planned for housing
developments. The claim made in the comment that the PVL project would induce
additional housing development is speculative.
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See Master Response #5 - Freight Operations. The SEA, Section 1.7.12 provides a
description of the freight usage for the corridor. The freight traffic is dictated by local
economic conditions and not the proposed rail, tie, and ballast improvements.

See Comment L2¢c-7. Cumulative noise impacts have been addressed (FTA Manual,
Section 2.5.5). The effects of existing noise (including noise from freight traffic,
vehicular traffic and other environmental sounds) were accounted for in the PVL
noise assessment by utilizing the data collected from the extensive noise monitoring
program conducted for the project (see SEA, Section 3.4.1). These existing noise
levels were then used as a baseline for relative impact criteria (see SEA, Table
3.4.2).

http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

The comment is conclusory in nature and does not raise specific environmental
concerns. Therefore, no response is necessary.
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Response to Letter 3
Barney Barnett
January 3, 2011

L3-1.

The first page of this comment letter provides a list of attachments: copy of letter to
FTA dated December 20, 2010; contents of information submitted to FTA; complaints
against RCTC; copy of February 2009 Highgrove Happenings Newsletter; Press
Enterprise article dated May 13, 2009; color photocopies; SEA coversheet and a
copy of SEA Figure 1.7-7. The Draft SEA in Section 1.3 provides a description of the
Highgrove Station and reasons why it is not being considered as part of the
proposed project. This response provides the most up to date information regarding
why a station at Highgrove is not part of the PVL project.

The submittal is a compilation of material in support of a new Highgrove station. Most
of the materials are signature cards or internet postings or newspaper articles that
express opinion on the need for a station at Highgrove. With regard to those
materials that do raise environmental comments/issues, responses are provided
below. The responses below are presented in a discussion format to avoid repetition.

The concept of a Metrolink Station in the Highgrove area has been raised by
members of the public throughout RCTC’s commuter rail planning process. In
response, RCTC studied the concept on a number of occasions between 1994 and
2010. The evaluations consistently reaffirm that a Highgrove area station is not a
feasible option for the PVL project. Below is an explanation of why the Highgrove
area station is not feasible.

During the planning period for the proposed project, site conditions have changed at
the commenter’s Highgrove area station site. The previously undeveloped 34+ acres
of private land now has an approved Parcel Map and Design Review (Planning Case
P06-1506 and P06-1508) from the City of Riverside (November 2007) for
development of the Citrus Business Park. Improvements to the property will include
constructing four new industrial buildings. Access was approved via Citrus Street;
emergency access is via Villa Street.

With public access to the site limited to Citrus Street, access across Springbrook
Wash is the only way to access the two designated parcels north of the Wash. This
area, north of the wash, was approved for two industrial buildings as part of the
approval for the Citrus Business Park. The approved access is from a new crossing
constructed on the western portion of the site, adjacent to the BNSF right-of-way.
Since the approval of the Citrus Business Park, the two industrial buildings south of
Springbrook Wash have been constructed. As such, the existing condition for the
Highgrove station site proposed in the comment consists of two industrial buildings
with access from Citrus Street and a crossing at Springbrook Wash at the western
boundary of the property adjacent to the BNSF.

The proposed PVL project would construct the Citrus Connection on the two parcels
north of Springbrook Wash. As discussed in the SEA, the Citrus Connection would
connect the BNSF main line with the SIBL/RCTC ROW via a short curved track. It
would replace the two industrial buildings proposed for this northern area.
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In addition to the approved Citrus Business Park, the City of Riverside is scheduled
to start construction of a railroad grade separation at lowa Street on the BNSF main
line. The planned grade separation would allow lowa Street to be raised over the
BNSF main line between Palmyrita Street and Spring Street. Citrus Street would
remain in its current configuration but only a right turn in/right turn out would be
allowed to and from lowa Street.

It should also be noted that construction has started on the Spring Mountain Ranch
development, along the northern section of Pigeon Pass Road. The Riverside
County Transportation Department (RCTD) is currently studying alternatives for
roadway alignment through the development to connect Pigeon Pass Road with the
City of Riverside. Currently, neither Center Street nor Villa Street (Highgrove area)
connect to the east to provide access to the Spring Mountain Ranch area. The
closest connection for Pigeon Pass Road would be at Marlborough Street which
allows access to the Hunter Park Station. These alignments will continue to be
studied by RCTD.

The planning history of the PVL began in 1988 when RCTC initiated studies of
potential station sites on the BNSF main line to serve future commuter rail service to
Orange County. As a result, RCTC decided to purchase passenger rail operating
rights on the BNSF. As the Metrolink system expanded within Riverside County,
existing stations were reaching capacity and various station selection studies were
undertaken. Unlike other Metrolink member agencies, RCTC takes responsibility to
fund the capital and operating costs for Metrolink Stations within the county. As such,
RCTC takes into account both capital, operation, and maintenance costs when
evaluating station locations.

Commuter rail station siting and selection considerations are based on a number of
factors, including projected ridership and revenue; operational requirements;
geographic spacing in relation to other stations; right-of-way requirements and
availability; local conditions such as surrounding land use and traffic circulation; and
rail configuration. Additionally, both the BNSF and the CPUC prefer the Marlborough
Station location over the Highgrove site. The BNSF is concerned the Highgrove
station location would cause increased congestion on the main line and not be a
feasible option (Project Meeting, February 25, 2009). The CPUC identifies the
Marlborough Station as the preferred location because of the existing roadway
access. The Highgrove station would require two new grade crossings while
Marlborough would not require any (email communication, February 2, 2011).

From an engineering perspective, the Highgrove area station is infeasible for the
reasons enumerated below:

Prior to planning the PVL project, RCTC received public input concerning the
construction of transit facilities in the Highgrove area. The desired facilities included
locating a station on the BNSF main line near Citrus and Villa Streets. RCTC has
revisited the feasibility of this option numerous times in the past (1994, 1999, 2003,
2007, and 2009). In general, the limitations identified by RCTC in early evaluations
have not changed over the years. During a January 2006 evaluation, RCTC
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identified the following key reasons to decline development of a Metrolink commuter
rail station at Highgrove on the BNSF:

1. Public preference was to expand existing stations (38%) compared to
construction of brand new stations (only 6% of the public wanted a Highgrove
option when compared to three other station sites);

2. Constrained Operating Environment — Highgrove weekday volume ranks the
lowest in comparison to the current train volumes for the five existing RCTC
Metrolink stations. The closest station (existing Riverside Downtown Station) to
the Highgrove area is only 3.7 miles away. The Riverside Downtown Station
train volume is more than 4 times that of a potential Highgrove option. Riverside
Downtown serves three commuter lines while Highgrove would serve just one
line.

3. It was determined that the opportunity to have a station site on the RCTC owned
SJBL alignment, at a location just south of the Highgrove area (Hunter Park
region), would be a better solution instead of purchasing property from BNSF.

The Hunter Park Station would allow for commuters from the Spring Mountain Ranch
the shortest access via Marlborough Avenue or Palmyrita Street (which connects to
the Ranch development directly). Neither Citrus Avenue nor Villa Street connect east
across the SUBL/RCTC ROW to allow access to a station from the east.

After the January 2006 presentation, members of the public requested additional
evaluations to determine the viability of the Highgrove station option as part of the
PVL project. In February 2009 RCTC requested STV Incorporated to prepare a
Highgrove Station Site Plan Study. The results of this study indicated 13
impediments to the construction of a Highgrove Station. On September 19, 2009,
Barney Barnett submitted a letter rebutting STV Incorporated’s study. STV
Incorporated prepared a response to Mr. Barnett’s rebuttal by letter dated January
11, 2010. A summary of STV’s response is outlined below:

1. Reconfiguration of the Villa Street grade crossing would be necessary. This
would include extensive and costly safety and engineering enhancements and
poses potential vehicular and pedestrian safety issues. In addition, the City of
Riverside will not allow regular truck and vehicular access from Villa Street to
the northern parcels in the Parcel Map and Design Review document dated
November 8, 2007 (Planning Cases P06-1506 and P06-1508) that would cause
adverse impacts the existing adjacent residential neighborhood. The CPUC has
indicated, in a project email, dated February 2, 2011, that they will not allow a
station at Highgrove because of the need to improve two at-grade crossings
when none require improvements at Hunter Park.

2. Extending Spring Street westward through an existing vacant residential
property and creating a new vehicular and pedestrian grade crossing creates
risks of train and vehicular/pedestrian collisions and is not feasible for the same
reasons as accessing the site from Villa Street. In addition, the CPUC has
reviewed the Highgrove alternative and prefers the Hunter Park Station
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(Marlborough alternative) because of the close proximity of the two sites and
existing crossings provide access to the Hunter Park Station (Marlborough
alternative). The CPUC implementation practice for General Order Number 88-B
is to not allow the construction of new at-grade crossings when not absolutely
necessary. The CPUC views new at-grade crossings at Spring Street or over
the Citrus Connection track as not absolutely necessary because of the option
for a station to be located at Hunter Park (email communication, February 2,
2011).

3. The existing topography and evidence of substantial ponding on either side of
the crossing within the right-of-way (ROW) indicate serious drainage and
visibility problems that would need to be addressed by extensive excavation and
grading. Such work would add substantial construction and
operational/maintenance costs and would also introduce new impacts to soils,
geology and air quality during excavation.

4. Diverting traffic into the Villa Street neighborhood to access the station parking
on the northern parcels is not viable because the City of Riverside will not allow
regular truck and vehicular access from Villa Street to the northern parcels. This
limitation was stated as a condition of approval in the Parcel Map and Design
Review document dated November 8, 2007 (Planning Cases P06-1506 and
P06-1508). The City of Riverside indicated that Villa Street could only be used
for emergency access into the site.

5. The original estimate in the 2009 Site Plan Study of 7 acres of available land for
parking was based upon utilizing only the parcel north of the Citrus Connection
track. Due to further design development and moving the Citrus Connection
track further north to avoid the Springbrook Wash conservation easement, the
northern parcel area available for parking has been reduced. STV Incorporated
has reevaluated the available land for parking and included a portion of the
parcel south of the Citrus Connection track in parking land area calculation
netting approximately 9.3 acres total available land for parking. Considering the
size, shape and configuration of the parcels available, a less than efficient
parking plan would be the result. The current total area north of Springbrook
Wash is 17.22 acres. This 17.22 acres would then have the Citrus Connection
track through the center of it which would result in a net usable area of 6.6
acres. Access to the approximately 6.6 acres on the north parcel would be
dependent upon a vehicular undercrossing beneath the Citrus Connection track
due to the access restrictions at Villa Street discussed above. The land area
needed for an undercrossing would severely restrict the 6.6 acres available.

6. RCTC cannot limit access to the western driveway to only Metrolink passengers.
The existing western driveway is shared access with the current property owner
of the parcels (currently an existing industrial warehouse use) south of the
Springbrook Wash, forcing passenger traffic to mix with semi-truck traffic and
creating an unsafe condition for access to the station parking. Per an easement
in the Covenants, Codes and Restrictions for the purchase of the property by
RCTC, access from this western driveway must be maintained for the owner of
existing warehouse development. Any parking facilities located within the parcel
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area south of the Citrus Connection track are limited by the California
Department of Fish and Game 50 foot setback from the Springbrook Wash due
to Condition 22 of the Agreement Regarding Proposed Stream or Lake
Alteration imposed on the subject property dated 5/30/08.

7. The only viable location for disabled parking is immediately adjacent or in the
near vicinity of the platform and the ticket vending machine which would be in
the western drive and does not fit due to the placement of the adjacent
warehouse building. The alternative is to place the disabled parking north of the
Springbrook Wash which would impose an unreasonable travel distance (in
excess of 800 feet) from the closest parking spaces to the ticket vending
machine and platform for disabled passengers.

8. BNSF representatives have stated that they prefer not to have a platform in their
ROW in this location due to operational congestion and track capacity because
of the high volume of freight traffic on their Main Line (Project Meeting, February
25, 2009).

9. The Highgrove station would require an inner-track fence to separate the station
track (4th track) from the three BNSF Main Line tracks for safety reasons. This
would move the 4th track further east, thus requiring a design modification to the
Citrus Connection curve increasing the degree of the curve causing decreased
train speed, higher wheel noise, and higher maintenance due to the increased
wear on the track. In addition, the minimum width with required clearances
(approximately 44 feet) would force the platform to encroach into the driveway.
Per an easement in the CC&R’s for the purchase of the property by RCTC,
access from this western driveway must be maintained for the owner of the
warehouse development on the southern parcels.

10. There is adequate bus service to the area proposed for the Highgrove station
alternative, but there would be no on-site bus drop-off area near the platform
because of the constrained space between the platform and the existing open
access driveway. Bus passengers would be dropped off curb-side on either
lowa Avenue or Citrus Street.

11. Reconfiguration of Citrus Street would be required. It is agreed that the Citrus
Street connection to lowa Avenue will remain unchanged. Because of the length
of the platform and the required distance (150’) from the switch for the Citrus
Connector track, reconfiguration, including real property acquisition on the east
side of the street, would be required to move Citrus Street eastward where it
curves adjacent to the BNSF Main Line ROW. This would result in an increase
in project cost related to the property acquisition and the road reconfiguration.
These costs would not be required for the Hunter Park station location.

12. A possible option to attempt to accommodate a station in the Highgrove location
just south of the Citrus Connection is for RCTC to purchase the western-most
building and property of the existing warehouse development on Parcel 4,
demolish the building, and convert the property to on-site bus drop-off, disabled
parking, and kiss-and-ride (drop off area with no parking) drop-off. This option
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presents traffic and congestion challenges due to the single entry and exit for
passenger vehicles and buses. This would also require the demolition of the
newly constructed industrial buildings at the site. Additionally, the vehicular
access issues discussed above for the parcels north of the Citrus Connection
would remain unchanged due to restrictions from the City of Riverside and
CPUC.

As a result of additional study subsequent to the Site Plan Study prepared by STV
Incorporated dated 2/27/09, the difference in cost to locate a station at this
Highgrove site is now estimated at an additional $35 Million to $45 Million.

Some comments suggested that the “existing” depot in Highgrove could be used as
a station site to avoid the cost of constructing a new station. However, there is no
existing Highgrove depot. The Highgrove depot was originally located just south of
Center Street and was demolished in 1953 (Applied Earthworks, 2009). The former
depot location is located approximately 2,300 north of Citrus Street and adjacent to
where the BNSF mainline and the SJBL currently connect. This location would only
allow for access to the BNSF mainline and not the proposed PVL project, since the
PVL project does not travel that far north. Additionally, this area is an environmental
justice community that would be significantly and adversely impacted by moving
services north of Villa Street.

For all the above stated reasons, the Highgrove station option was not included as a

component of the PVL project or as a feasible alternative, and therefore is not
evaluated further within this SEA.
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Stephanie Pacheco
January 4, 2011
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Response to Letter 4
Stephanie Pacheco
January 4, 2011

L4-1.

L4-2.

L4-3.

L4-4.

This comment is introductory in nature. No response is required.

Section 3.11 (Environmental Justice and Socioeconomics) of the SEA addresses
issues of environmental justice (EJ) and evaluates the proposed PVL with respect to
Executive Order 12898. As all potential impacts from the PVL would be avoided or
mitigated through measures to address specific impacts, there would be no
disproportionately high or adverse effects on EJ communities. Significant adverse air
quality impacts would not occur, and there would be a net benefit to regional air
quality through the reduction of greenhouse gases. In addition, positive
environmental consequences are also considered in an EJ analysis. The most
significant positive impact from the PVL would be the provision of a new mode of
transportation.

The study area for the EJ analysis represents the physical range within which
environmental effects of the PVL may be experienced by the resident population.
The study area comprised 28 whole census tracts that intersect or are contiguous
with the alignment and the proposed stations and Layover Facility. Additionally, the
study includes each tract having at least 50 percent of its area located within one
mile of the PVL alignment. The schools lie within the study area for the EJ analysis,
and the students attending Hyatt and Highland Elementary Schools are considered
in the EJ analysis if they are part of the resident population identified within the
census tracts.

The SEA for the PVL project was made available for public review in accordance
with 23 CFR §771.119 and was properly identified as prescribed under NEPA.
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Letter 5
Gurumantra Khalsa
January 5, 2011
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Letter 5 (cont’d)
Gurumantra Khalsa
January 5, 2011

L5-10

L5-11
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Letter5 (cont’d)
Gurumantra Khalsa
January 5, 2011

L5-17 (cont'd)

L5-18

L5-19

L5-20

L5-21

L5-22
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Response to Letter 5
Gurumantra Khalsa
January 5, 2011

L5-1.

L5-2.

L5-3.

L5-4.

L5-5.

This comment is introductory in nature. No response is required.

See Master Response #6 - Noise. Vibration related issues with respect to the
proposed PVL project were assessed in accordance with methodologies contained
within the FTA Manual.

Section 3.3 of the SEA (and the accompanying Air Quality Technical Report) outlines
the methods used to calculate the expected emissions due to the implementation of
the PVL project. The air quality analysis for the PVL accounted for all relevant project
parameters and conditions and ensured that the analysis was done in compliance
with the most up to date local, state, and federal air quality regulations and guidance.
Tables 3.3-7 thru 3.3-12 of the SEA show that emissions projected for criteria
pollutants, local intersections (CO hotspots), greenhouse gases, mobile source air
toxics, construction activities and locomotive and parking operations all fall below
local thresholds of significance and state and federal emissions standards.

See Master Response #4 - Hazardous Materials Transport and Master Response
#5 - Freight Operations. There are no significant impacts as a result of this issue
area.

See Master Response #11 - Grade Separations and Master Response
#7 - Emergency Planning and Response. This comment expresses concern that
freight trains can block every grade crossing in the UCR neighborhood. The project’s
trains would be commuter trains of only a few cars. These trains are too short to
block more than a single crossing. Thus, even in the unlikely event that a PVL train
stops in the neighborhood, there would be no significant impact because only one of
three ingress/egress locations would be affected.

Additionally, with the implementation of the PVL project, the corridor will become a
shared corridor with the Metrolink and BNSF under control of SCRRA. Due to the
shared nature of the operations, it is not anticipated that trains would be allowed to
stop in areas of single track (including the UCR neighborhood) because this would
block other trains from passing through. Instead, trains would stop in the areas
where there is a bypass track (between MP 7.50 to MP 16.90) and not in the UCR
neighborhood.

See Master Response #2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School, Master Response #4 - Hazardous Materials Transport, and
Master Response #5 - Freight Operations. This comment also states that, “we have
an earthquake fault line.” The City of Riverside General Plan, Public Safety Element
states that “There are no identified geologic hazards pursuant to Government Code
65302[g] in the Planning Area” and that “no known faults traverse the City or its
sphere of influence.” Therefore, the statement in the SEA, Section 3.15.3 is correct:
“Because no known faults intersect the existing rail corridor, implementation of the
PVL commuter rail service would not expose people or structures to adverse effects
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related to surface fault rupture. Therefore, there would be no impacts from a known
earthquake fault.”

See Response to Comment L5-4 and Master Response #2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline
Segment Near Highland Elementary School and Master Response #3 - Derailment
(General). The PVL project is proposing to improve track conditions along the project
alignment. These improvements include tie replacement, welded rail, ballast
replenishment where necessary. These improvements will improve the safety of both
the Metrolink and freight trains. The improved operating conditions are anticipated to
reduce the risk of derailment.

See Master Response #7 — Emergency Planning and Response. Currently, the
RCTC ROW is used exclusively by BNSF freight trains. With the implementation of
the PVL project, the corridor will become a shared corridor with the Metrolink and
BNSF under control of SCRRA. Because of the shared nature of the operations, it is
not anticipated that any trains would be allowed to stop in areas of single track and
thus block other trains from passing. The added benefit of this is that BNSF trains
would only stop in the areas of bypass track along the |-215 corridor and not in the
UCR neighborhood. Therefore, response by emergency personnel would not be
impeded by the proposed project.

See Master Responses #4 — Hazardous Materials Transport and #5 — Freight
Operations. The PVL project is a commuter rail project that will not transport
hazardous materials along the route. However, hazardous materials will likely
continue to be shipped along the RCTC ROW by freight whether the PVL project
moves forward or not. The frequency and quantity of materials, as with all freight
operations, is completely dependent on customer demand. The track improvements
provided as part of the PVL project would also reduce the noise and vibration from
the freight trains, and improve overall safety along the corridor.

See Master Response #7 — Emergency Planning and Response and Master
Response #12 — Grade Separations. Grade separations, where roadways go under
or over railroad tracks, require a specific approach distance to maintain appropriate
grades and clearance heights for the tracks. For grade separations to be possible
within the UCR neighborhood, many houses would lose driveways and vehicular
access.

See Master Response #4 - Hazardous Materials Transport and Master Response
#3 - Derailment (General). As stated in the SEA in Section 3.8.3: “As a commuter
rail line, PVL service is passenger only. As such, there would never be an occasion
when hazardous materials would be transported on the commuter trains.” There are
no significant impacts associated with this issue area and therefore mitigation
measures are not required.

See responses L5-4 through L5-10. The SEA found that there are no significant
impacts as a result of these issues.

See responses L5-4 through L5-11. Safety is a primary concern of both RCTC and
SCRRA (the operators of the Metrolink service) for implementation and operation of
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the project. The PVL project does not increase safety risks. Instead, the project
would upgrade the existing physical condition of the rail line, which would result in an
enhanced infrastructure, more consistent maintenance, and improved safety.

Additional safety measures would be provided as well, though not required as
mitigation. Grade crossing improvements would enhance safety and include
pedestrian swing gates, pedestrian warning devices and gates, pedestrian
barricades and metal hand railings, concrete raised medians, double yellow medians
and island noses, warning devices, safety lighting, and signs. Overall rail corridor
safety at grade crossings would also be enhanced by implementation of “Operation
Lifesaver,” a safety education program for schools and communities near tracks
operated by SCRRA/Metrolink (SEA, Section 3.12.3). Operation Lifesaver is not
required as mitigation but is offered by RCTC as a gesture of “good will” and to
provide additional safety education. The SEA found that there are no significant
impacts as a result of these issues.

L5-13. See Master Response #7 - Emergency Planning and Response. A coordinated
master emergency plan, as this comment requests, does not exist even at a regional
level. A disaster could occur on highways, streets, or in the air as well, but there are
no coordinated emergency plans specific to any such transportation means. First
responders are trained uniformly across the region for all emergencies, not on
individual SCRRA segments of track. Since first responders in the state have this
universal training, the response to emergencies anywhere in the state would be the
same.

L5-14. See response L5-4.

L5-15. There are at least two identified drainages that flow into Islander Park from Box
Springs Reserve. These drainages are contained on the west side of the tracks and
directed to Box Springs Road. There is no underground drainage; runoff water is
conveyed via a concrete swale between the east and west bound lanes. There are
existing culverts at approximately Mile Post 3.40 and 3.90. If these culverts were
enlarged, or new culverts added, to allow the full volume of runoff through, there
would be flooding downstream in residential areas within the City of Riverside.

The track has been in existence for over 100 years. If large mudflows were a
continuing problem, measures would have already been taken to minimize the risk.
This mudflow is therefore an unusual and unforeseeable event that is unlikely to
occur frequently.

L5-16. The SJBL has existed on its current alignment for more than 100 years, well before
the establishment in 1965 of Box Springs Mountain Park as a recreational resource.
The main park entrance is located at 9699 Box Springs Mountain Road in Moreno
Valley, approximately 14,000 feet east of the SUBL. Crossing the SJBL at other than
a legal crossing is unsafe and is trespassing, regardless of circumstances.

The PVL project does not include adding additional track in this area or affecting

existing access to parks in any way. The existing track will remain in its current
location.
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See Master Response #6 - Noise.

See Master Response #2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School; Master Response #9 - Highland and Hyatt Elementary Schools
(Increased Train Traffic); and Master Response #10 - Hyatt Elementary School and
Nearby Residences Supplemental Protection (Derailment).

See Master Response #8 - Grade Crossings. The PVL project would enhance grade
crossings with improvements including pedestrian swing gates, pedestrian warning
devices and gates, pedestrian barricades and metal hand railings, concrete raised
medians, double yellow medians and island noses, warning devices, safety lighting,
and signs (SEA, Section 1.7.5).

See Master Response #8 - Grade Crossings and response L5-19. The PVL project is
designed in full compliance with CPUC regulations regarding grade crossings and
safety. No significant impacts to grade crossing safety were identified in the SEA and
no mitigation measures are required.

The comment suggests that RCTC should install air quality monitoring equipment at
the two elementary schools to establish pre- and post-project data concerning rail
related particulate matter. As indicated in the SEA, the proposed project is not
considered a project of air quality concern with respect to PM2.5 and PM10
emissions as defined by 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) (SEA, Section 3.3.1) Moreover,
according to the health risk assessment, the calculated risk at point of greatest
concentration of diesel exhaust particulate and acrolein was below the threshold of
significance (SEA, Table 3.3-10.) Therefore, the SEA did not identify a significant
impact with regard air quality and no mitigation was required.

Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code places specific responsibility for air
pollution control at the local level on air pollution control and air quality management
districts. According to the Health and Safety Code, the air pollution control and air
quality management districts have primary responsibility for controlling air pollution
from non-vehicular sources (Health & Safety Code §§ 39002, 40000). A "non-
vehicular source" includes all sources of air contaminants, including the loading of
fuels into vehicles, except vehicular sources (Health & Safety Code § 39043). A
"vehicular source" is a source of air contaminants emitted from motor vehicles (/d. at
§ 39060). A "motor vehicle" is a device that is self-propelled and by which a person
or property may be propelled, moved or drawn on a highway, except for a device
moved exclusively by human power or used exclusively on stationary rails or tracks
(Id. at § 39039). A locomotive is a device that moves on a stationary rail or track and
is therefore not considered a "motor vehicle" and is consequently a "non-vehicular
source." As a result, regulation and control of air pollution from locomotives falls
within the purview of the air quality management district, subject to the limitations set
forth in the Clean Air Act § 209(e)(1). (42 U.S.C. § 7543(e)(1).)

In addition, the SCAQMD regularly monitors air quality within its jurisdiction, which
includes the PVL alignment. According to SCAQMD's Annual Air Quality Monitoring
Network Plan dated July 2010, the District operates 35 permanent monitoring sites
for purposes of collecting data on air quality. The Network Plan includes monitoring
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sites in Perris and Riverside (Magnolia). The Annual Air Quality Monitoring Network
Plan is submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency annually.

Functional landscaping will be provided at the four stations. As a railroad owner,
RCTC is not required to comply with local specific plans because of the potential to
limit commerce.

The SEA in Section 1.3 provides a description of the suggested Highgrove Station
and reasons why it is not being considered as part of the PVL project.

The SEA in Section 1.3 provides a description of the Highgrove Station and reasons
why it is not being considered as part of the PVL project. The project designers
evaluated a number of factors for considering commuter rail station siting and
selections and found that the Highgrove Station Option failed to adequately meet
these considerations.

See response L5-24. The PVL project was proposed to meet the need of an
improved transportation system independent of the ever growing and increasingly
congested roadway system. The Locally Preferred Alternative was chosen because it
most closely meets the purpose and need of the project, while having fewer
environmental impacts than the other options.
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Gareth Funning
January 5, 2011

L6-1

L6-2
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92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-65 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

3

Letter 6 (cont’d)
Gareth Funning
January 5, 2011

L6-5 (cont'd)

L6-6
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Response to Letter 6
Gareth Funning
January 5, 2011

L6-1.

L6-2.

L6-3.

L6-4.

See Master Response #6 - Noise. A detailed noise assessment (FTA Manual, page
3-10) was conducted for project SCRRA/Metrolink trains at representative sensitive
properties along the entire project rail alignment. Where impacts were predicted,
noise mitigation including sound insulation and noise barriers were proposed at
specific locations (see SEA, Table 3.4-10) to reduce impacts to levels that are not
significant. Second row buildings from the alignment were also considered. Second
row residences, such as 795 Glenhill Drive, have the benefit of an intervening
building between itself and the proposed alignment. As a result, noise levels at this
type of receiver would be reduced in three ways: 1) the proposed noise barrier, 2)
the intervening building that also acts to attenuate noise, and 3) the added distance
between the PVL alignment and the property that increases the noise attenuation for
the property. By definition, noise barriers are effective when they block the line of
sight between the receiver and the noise-generating source (FTA Manual, Section
6.8.3). Although no noise impacts were projected to occur at 795 Glenhill Drive, a
noise barrier is proposed in the vicinity of 795 Glenhill Drive along Kentwood Drive
(see Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Appendix D). This barrier will reduce
predicted impacts along Kentwood Drive to levels that are not significant. As an
added benefit, it will also result in a reduction in PVL and existing freight train noise
levels at 795 Glenhill Drive.

(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

See response L5-1 above. The sounding of horns at a rail grade crossing is required
by the FRA (see SEA, Section 3.4.1). However, while train horns represent the
loudest component of train noise, based on guidance from the FTA, the
SCRRA/Metrolink horns that would be used for the proposed PVL project would not
be as loud as the existing freight train horns that are presently sounded.

See Master Response #5 - Freight Operations and Master Response #9 - Highland
and Hyatt Elementary Schools (Increased Train Traffic). The PVL project would add
and operate six commuter trains twice a day, making a total of 12 trips per day (six
trains in each direction). The SEA evaluated the potential impacts that could occur as
a result of this increase and found no significant impacts with mitigation measures
incorporated. As stated in the SEA, Section 1.7.12, freight operations are dictated by
customer demand; in turn, customer demand is a function of economic conditions.
The business decision to provide freight service along the alignment is profit driven.
As long as the customer demand for freight service is low, there is no reason to
assume BNSF would increase operations on the SJBL, regardless of the PVL project
(SEA, Section 1.7.12).

Representative noise measurements were conducted in the area of Glenhill Drive
along Kentwood Drive (see SEA, Table 3.4-7). Concerning potential impacts to
homes along Kentwood Drive and Glenhill Drive, a comparison of the two locations is
not relevant since the distance from 795 Glenhill Drive to the proposed PVL
alignment (approximately 315 feet) would be almost three times that of homes along
Kentwood Drive (approximately 80 feet). This results in homes along Glenhill Drive
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having more noise attenuation due to distance and thus, based on noise
fundamentals, they would not be affected by PVL train noise to the same degree as
homes along Kentwood Drive. Consequently, the PVL noise assessment did not
result in the prediction of noise impacts for any home along Glenhill Drive and
therefore, mitigation was not required or proposed.

However, the FRA’s new horn rule (see Noise and Vibration Technical Report,
Section I) was taken into account when designing the noise barriers in the Kentwood
Drive location. Consequently, the placement of the proposed noise barriers along
Kentwood Drive would shield homes along both Kentwood and Glenhill Drives from
PVL horn noise even though the homes along Glenhill Drive do not require noise
mitigation.

See responses L5-1, L5-2 and L5-4 above. The proposed noise barrier along
Kentwood Drive was not designed in an arbitrary manner. It was designed
specifically to shield homes that would be impacted by project-related train noise.
The length of the noise barriers was based primarily on where the proposed PVL
locomotives would begin blowing their horns (see SEA, Section 3.4.2), in addition to
the position of the horns on the trains and existing site topography and constraints.
This determination was made utilizing the FRA new horn rule and procedures within
the FTA manual (see Chapter 6). The home at 795 Glenhill Drive would not
experience noise impacts as defined by the FTA Manual and, as a result, any design
modification to proposed PVL noise barriers is not required.

See Master Response #1 - Quiet Zones.
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Letter 7

RTA - Mark Stanley
January 5, 2011

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-69 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS
3

Response to Letter 7
RTA - Mark Stanley
January 5, 2011

L7-1. Comment is introductory. No response is necessary.

L7-2. The SEA evaluated three Hunter Park Station options and RCTC with FTA
concurrence eventually selected the Marlborough Station option. According to the
90% plans, the Hunter Park Station at the Marlborough site will also have a bus loop.

L7-3. Intersection control measures are currently in place at intersections along Columbia,
Marlborough, and Palmyrita Avenues. In addition, as part of the project, RCTC
proposes to install traffic signals at the station entrance/exits at Palmyrita and
Columbia Avenues for the Palmyrita Station option and at Columbia Avenue for the
Marlborough and Columbia Station options.

L7-4. This comment does not raise specific environmental concerns. Therefore, no
response is necessary.
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Letter 8

Robert A. Phillips
January 5, 2011

} L8-1

> 18-2
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Letter 8 (cont’d)
Robert A. Phillips
January 5, 2011

> L8-4

> 185

- 186
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Letter 8 (cont’d)
Robert A. Phillips
January 5, 2011

} L8-6 (cont’d)

> L8-7
/
N

> 188
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Letter 8 (cont’d)
Robert A. Phillips
January 5, 2011

} L8-8 (cont’d)

> 18-9

S 18-10

L8-11

(18-12

© L8-13
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Letter 8 (cont’d)
Robert A. Phillips
January 5, 2011

~ L8-13 (contd)

L8-14

> L8-15

> 18-16

} L8-17

L8-18
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Letter 8 (cont’d)
Robert A. Phillips
January 5, 2011

> L8-18 (cont'd)

> L8-19
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Response to Letter 8
Robert A. Phillips
January 5, 2011

L8-1.

L8-2.

L8-3.

This comment is introductory. No response is necessary.

The comment raises specific issues with regard to the SEA, which are addressed in
the following responses L8-3 through L13-5. In accordance with § 1501.4 of the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA, as
well as 23 CFR 771.119 of FTA’s NEPA implementing regulations, an Environmental
Assessment (EA) was prepared for the proposed project. Because the project-
related impacts were either found to not be significant, or would be mitigated to a
level that is not significant, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) does not
appear appropriate for this project, and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is
anticipated. However, the final determination will be made after the public review
period for the Final SEA has ended.

The expectation that existing roadway facilities would not be able to keep pace with
projected demand, is based on the historical population growth in Riverside County
along with the forecasted projected growth to 3 million persons in Riverside County
by 2025. On page 3.5-20, it is noted that the PVL is expected to carry 3,705
passengers during each of the AM and PM peak periods in 2012 based on ridership
projections.

The SJBL/I-215 corridor has been the focus of several studies that have examined
transportation needs and solutions for the growing population and that address the
associated traffic congestion problems. In the San Jacinto Branchline/I-215 Corridor
Study Alternatives Analysis (STV Incorporated, 2004), included as Technical Report
A to the SEA, it is described that the major transportation facilities in the corridor, |-
215 and State Route 60 (SR-60), are currently experiencing unsatisfactory levels of
services, a measure based on factors such as travel times and speed, and
evidenced by increasingly poor volume/capacity (V/C) ratios. V/C ratios are a
measure of traffic demand on a facility (expressed as volume) compared to its traffic-
carrying capacity so that a V/C ratio over 1.0 indicates that a facility is over capacity.
As stated in the Alternatives Analysis, between 1997 and 2025, traffic volumes are
forecasted to increase up to a 68.8% increase on the combined segments of I-215; a
91.4% increase on SR-60 (East Junction to Gilman Springs Road); and an 85.1%
increase on 1-215 (East Junction to Perris/Romoland) further increasing congestion
on the roadways. Similarly, the V/C ratios are expected to range from 1.02 to 1.3 on
I-215/SR-60, from 1.2 to 1.44 on |-215 and are predicted to increase by up to 0.59 on
some segments of SR-60. These facilities are forecasted to continue with
unsatisfactory levels of service even with programmed roadway improvements over
the coming years, including additional lanes and the implementation of HOV lanes.
As existing freeway facilities have not been able to accommodate the growing trip
volumes without experiencing extensive congestion, a new transportation alternative
will be needed to accommodate the future growth. With most major highways in the
corridor having limited expansion potential, the PVL offers a public transit option to
accommodate current and future mobility needs that would be independent of the
ever growing and increasingly congested roadway system. In addition, with the PVL,
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travel choices and utilization of existing transportation facilities in the corridor would
be improved.

L8-4. Neither the No Project Alternative nor the Express Bus Alternative would reduce
highway congestion in the SJBL/I-215 corridor as automobile and bus modes would
still be tied to the congested roadway network. However, all three commuter rail
alternatives would allow commuters to decrease their travel time in the corridor and
decrease personal vehicles used in the corridor reducing congestion. Therefore, a
commuter rail option was selected to provide mobility through the corridor without
relying on or adding to the congestion of the area highways.

The ridership projections for this study were developed using the forecasting for the
Alternatives Analysis that was performed by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) utilizing the existing and approved SCAG regional travel
demand model. The model was run for different scenarios at different time intervals,
base year, start-up year, and forecast year. The forecast year for the study was
2025. Please refer to Technical Report A (Chapter 4) for a discussion of ridership for
the proposed alternatives. Exhibit 25 in Chapter 4 depicts the boardings by stations
for the Express Bus Alternative and three commuter rail alternatives. The selected
commuter rail option shows a ridership in 2025 (7,472 boardings) which is slightly
more than double the ridership for the Express Bus Alternative (3,705 boardings).

L8-5. The UCR Station was not evaluated for impacts in the SEA (see Section 1.3) and is
not part of the proposed project. It should be noted that consideration of that station
was specifically removed in response to public comments after the initial CEQA
IS/MND was circulated. However, the General Plan for the City of Riverside does
identify a station in the UCR neighborhood. RCTC has committed to new
environmental review should the UCR station be proposed in the future.

A detailed noise assessment was conducted for project SCRRA/Metrolink trains at
representative sensitive properties along the entire project rail alignment (FTA
Manual, page 3-10). This includes several locations near 3511 Watkins Drive. Where
impacts were predicted, noise mitigation including sound insulation and noise
barriers were proposed at specific locations (see SEA, Section 3.4.4) to reduce
potential impacts to levels that are not significant. Locations of proposed noise
barriers were based on the project as defined in the SEA. Nonetheless, based on the
locations of grade crossings in the UCR area, and the FRA horn blowing requirement
(see SEA, Section 3.4.1), horns from PVL trains would not be sounded within the
gap in question between civil stations 311+00 and 322+00. As a result, the noise
assessment indicated that predicted future noise levels at 3511 Watkins Drive would
not result in any noise impact and therefore would not trigger a requirement for any
mitigation.

L8-6. See Master Response #7 — Emergency Planning and Response and Master
Response #12 — Grade Separations. Grade separations, where roadways go under
or over railroad tracks, require a specific approach distance to maintain appropriate
roadway grades and clearance heights for the tracks. For grade separations to be
possible within the UCR neighborhood many homes would lose vehicle and driveway
access. This comment also expresses concern regarding the fact that freight trains

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-78 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

can block every grade crossing in the UCR neighborhood. The project’s trains would
be commuter trains of only a few cars. These trains are too short to block more than
a single crossing. Thus, even in the unanticipated event that a PVL train stops in the
neighborhood, there would be no significant impact because only one of three
ingress/egress locations would be affected.

Additionally, with the implementation of the PVL project, the corridor will become a
shared corridor with the Metrolink and BNSF under control of SCRRA. Due to the
shared nature of the operations, it is not anticipated that trains would be allowed to
stop in areas of single track (including the UCR neighborhood) because this would
block other trains from passing through. Instead, trains would stop in the areas
where there is a bypass track (between MP 7.50 to MP 16.90) and not in the UCR
neighborhood.

This comment also states that the “SEA fails to address these inevitable increases”
in freight traffic caused by industrial development along the 1-215 corridor. This
comment is based on an unsupportable assumption. As explained in the SEA,
Section 1.7.12 and Master Response #5 - Freight Operations, freight trains are not a
part of the PVL project and RCTC has no jurisdiction over freight traffic. Freight
operations are dictated by customer demand; in turn, customer demand is a function
of economic conditions. The business decision to provide freight service along the
alignment is profit driven. As long as the customer demand for freight service is low,
there is no reason to assume BNSF would increase operations on the SJBL,
regardless of the PVL project (SEA, Section 1.7.12). Therefore, the PVL project will
have no significant impact on freight traffic.

L8-7. See Master Response #3 - Derailment (General) and Master Response #5 - Freight
Operations. Freight trains are not a part of the PVL project and RCTC has no
jurisdiction over freight traffic. The PVL project includes track improvements that
would upgrade the existing physical condition of the rail line, which would result in an
enhanced infrastructure, more consistent maintenance, and improved operational
safety.

L8-8. See Master Response #4 — Hazardous Materials Transport, Master Response #5 —
Freight Operations, and Master Response #7 — Emergency Planning and Response.
The SEA discusses freight operations in Section 1.7.12. This comment indicates
disagreement with the findings of the Wilbur Smith Associates 2008 study and
suggests it should have included interviews with potential freight customers. As
stated in the SEA, Section 1.7.12, freight operations are dictated by customer
demand; in turn, customer demand is a function of economic conditions. The
relationship between track improvements and increased freight operations is
tenuous, at best. The business decision to provide freight service along the
alignment is profit driven. As long as the customer demand for freight service is low,
there is no reason to assume BNSF would increase operations on the SJBL,
regardless of the PVL project (SEA, Section 1.7.12). For the reasons discussed
above, the SEA, and the Wilbur Smith Associates 2008 freight study that was used
to evaluate the potential environmental impacts are considered valid. - There are no
significant impacts and no mitigation is required for this issue. In response to the
request that RCTC “establish an upper limit for freight traffic ...,” this is not feasible.
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The freight is delivered by BNSF as part of interstate commerce. This cannot be
constrained on a local level. It should also be noted that freight will not be shifted to
the night because there is time available during the day for freight deliveries.

L8-9. The comment incorrectly indicates that the UCR intramural fields are located the

same distance from the alignment as the UCR Child Development Center and the
UCR intramural fields should have been included in the list of receptors which are
closest to the PVL alignment.

The alignment is located approximately 175 feet from the UCR Child Development
Center and, is located approximately 225 feet away from the closest edge of the
intramural fields. As a result, the UCR intramural fields are approximately 30% (50
feet) further away from the alignment than the UCR Child Development Center.
Pollutant concentrations decrease as distance from the pollutant source to a receptor
increases; therefore, if an analysis determines that there would not be an impact at a
sensitive receptor closest to the alignment, then it is expected that there would be no
impact to receptors located further away from the emissions sources. Therefore,
because impacts were not predicted to occur at the UCR Center, impacts would not
occur at the intramural fields which are much further away. As shown in Section
3.3.3 of the SEA, the UCR Child Development Center and intramural fields are both
located beyond the distance of maximum concentration of diesel particulates as
noted in the health risk assessment.

L8-10. Section 3.3 of the SEA (and the accompanying Air Quality Technical Report) outlines
the extensive methods used to calculate the expected emissions due to the
implementation of the PVL project. The air quality analysis accounted for all relevant
project parameters and conditions. The analysis was done in compliance with the
most up-to-date local, state, and federal air quality regulations and guidance from the
SCAQMD, CARB, and the USEPA. Tables 3.3-7 to 3.3-12 of the SEA show that
emissions projected for criteria pollutants, local intersections (CO hotspots),
greenhouse gases, mobile source air toxics, construction activities and locomotive
and parking operations all fall below local thresholds of significance and state and
federal emissions standards. The discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 3.19 of
the SEA accurately assesses cumulative impacts of the proposed PVL project in the
context of past, present, and probable future projects in the PVL study area.
Specifically, the emissions of the existing freight trains are already accounted for due
to the project being included in the RTIP. All potential emissions from projects
included in a RTIP meet the transportation conformity requirements outlined in that
RTIP. This means that all of the emissions from projects included in the RTIP have
been accounted for in the regional emissions burden. The proposed PVL project is
included in SCAG’s 2008 RTIP (Project ID RIV520109), as shown in Appendix A of
the Air Quality Technical Report, which means the project’s operational emissions
(including the O3 precursor emissions reactive organic compounds [ROC] and NO,)
meet the transportation conformity requirements imposed by USEPA and SCAQMD.
Emissions from the existing freight trains are also measured by the local air quality
monitoring stations which do not report a violation of any existing state or federal air
quality standard for any pollutant. The SCAG Transportation Conformity Working
Group has reviewed the health risk assessment and determined that the PVL is not a
POAQC (Project of Air Quality Concern). Therefore, the existing emissions were
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included in this assessment and the discussion of air quality within the Indirect and
Cumulative Effects section (see SEA, Section 3.19) are fully addressed.

L8-11. The proposed project would add twelve (12) passenger commuter train trips to the
proposed PVL alignment. Freight train trips were not included in the health risk
assessment because they are not a part of the proposed PVL project. Additional
SCRRA/Metrolink trains, above those proposed for the PVL project year 2012, were
correctly not included in the health risk assessment, as they too are not a part of the
PVL project. Please refer to response L8-10, above.

L8-12. Although the number of freight trains would occasionally fluctuate up or down, based
on the best information available from RCTC along with field observations and
information from local engineers familiar with the SJBL freight line, the SEA’s
characterization of freight movement along the SJBL is considered accurate.

L8-13. See Master Response #6 - Noise and response L7-5 above. The comment asserts
that noise measurements were not taken on Watkins Drive, between West Blaine
Street and Valencia Hill Drive. This assertion is incorrect, because as part of the
2009 noise monitoring program, noise measurements were taken at the UCR Day
Care located at 3338 Watkins Drive between West Blaine Street and Valencia Hill
Drive (see SEA, Table 3.4-7).

The comment states that heavy trains “shake windows” while the noise makes
communication difficult. Existing vibration in this area is based on freight traffic, with
each train containing several older locomotives that include suspension systems that
are in general stiffer than the newer SCRRA/Metrolink passenger locomotives. Rigid
locomotive suspension systems often translate into higher levels of vibration (FTA
Manual, Section 7.2.1). This stiffer suspension in turn causes more vibration. A
vibration assessment based on FTA vibration criteria (see SEA, Table 3.4-13) was
also performed for the entire PVL alignment. The results demonstrated that the
proposed PVL project rail operations would not result in any vibration impacts in the
area of 3511 Watkins Drive (see SEA, Table 3.4-15). However, as part of the PVL
project, the tracks along the entire project alignment will be improved to all welded
rail which will reduce wheel vibration and noise from both future PVL trains and
existing freight traffic.

The comment states that train whistles (which are from freight trains) are alarmingly
loud. However, the sounding of horns at a rail grade crossing is required by the FRA.
In addition, while train horns represent the loudest component of train noise, based
on Guidance from the FTA, the SCRRA/Metrolink horns that would be used for the
proposed PVL project would not be as loud as the existing freight train horns that are
presently sounded.

L8-14. See Master Response #6 - Noise. A detailed noise assessment (FTA Manual, page
3-10) was conducted for project SCRRA/Metrolink trains at representative sensitive
properties along the entire PVL alignment. Where impacts were predicted, noise
mitigation including sound insulation and noise barriers were proposed at specific
locations (see SEA, Section 3.4.4) to reduce impacts to levels that are not significant.
Cost was not a consideration during the development of noise mitigation measures.
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The data utilized to assess the potential noise and vibration impacts from the
proposed PVL project were taken for what they were; there was no manipulation of
data.

The PVL project is the introduction of commuter rail service. As such, freight
movement is not a part of the proposed project and freight operations will continue
on the SJBL whether the PVL project is constructed or not.

See response L8-14 above. The comment states that future noise conditions at
locations West Campus View 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 (see Noise and Vibration Technical
Report - Appendix A) would be identical and questions why mitigation would be
provided for homes along West Campus View 1, 3 and 4 and not provided for West
Campus View 2 and 5. The comment incorrectly states here that noise conditions
would be the same. The primary reason that noise mitigation is not proposed for
locations West Campus View 2 and West Campus View 5 is that these two sections
represent areas where there would not be any horn blowing by PVL trains, hence
they would not be the same. This assumption is based on the FRA’s new horn rule
(see Noise and Vibration Technical Report - Section I). Second, horns represent one
of the loudest noise elements with respect to train operations. Therefore, at the two
locations where horns would not be blown (West Campus View 2 and 5), residents
would only be directly exposed to noise from PVL SCRRA/Metrolink train wheel rail
interaction and locomotive engine noise. As such, the noise assessment did not
predict any noise impacts at these two locations and therefore, no noise mitigation
was required.

A vibration assessment based on FTA vibration criteria (see SEA, Table 3.4-13) was
performed for the PVL project. This assessment did not result in the prediction of any
vibration impacts for the areas adjacent to West Campus View 2 and 5 (see Noise
and Vibration Technical Report - Appendix A) and 3511 Watkins Drive (see SEA,
Table 3.4-15). As a result, vibration mitigation was not required at these locations.

With regard to the concern over the approximate 1,100 foot gap near West Campus
View 2 and 5, and whether or not potential noise impacts were thoroughly analyzed,
please see response L8-5 above. The PVL does not include the construction of a rail
station for the UCR area near West Campus View 2 and 5.

The comment refers to the 2005 EA where it asserts that the vibration assessment
did not include properties along Watkins Drive. However, the SEA provides several
locations along Watkins Drive at which potential for vibration impacts were
considered (see SEA, Table 3.4-15). No impacts were predicted for any of the
studied locations along Watkins Drive. Vibration impacts were predicted to occur
along portions of Kentwood Drive east of the alignment, just south of Spruce Street
and north of Highland Park. As a result, mitigation measures were recommended to
reduce predicted vibration impacts for these properties to levels that are not
significant (see SEA, Section 3.4.8). As stated, no vibration impacts were predicted
for properties along Watkins Drive, however, some properties along Watkins Drive
which are to the west of the PVL alignment and opposite the residences along
Kentwood Drive would benefit from the vibration mitigation proposed for residences
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along Kentwood Drive (approximately from civil station 263+00 to 275+00). This
would represent an added benefit to several properties along Watkins Drive.

Concerning comments about existing freight trains, please see responses L8-12 and
L8-13 above.

L8-17. See Master Response #2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School and Master Response #5 - Freight Operations.

L8-18. See Master Response #3 - Derailment (General), Master Response #4 - Hazardous
Materials Transport, and Master Response #5 - Freight Operations. The PVL project
is proposing to improve track conditions along the project alignment. These
improvements would include tie replacement, welded rail, ballast replenishment
where necessary. These improvements will provide for a safer operating
environment for both Metrolink and freight trains.

L8-19. See Master Response #4 - Hazardous Materials Transport and Master Response
#5 - Freight Operations. As stated in the SEA, Section 1.7.12 freight operations are
not part of the PVL project but would benefit from it by improving the rail, ties, and
ballast. Freight operations are tied to local economic conditions and would increase
or decrease as a result of goods shipment, not the PVL project or track condition.

It should also be noted that the City of Riverside, General Plan does not identify an
earthquake fault at the intersection of Watkins Drive and Valencia Hill Drive.

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-83 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-84 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

3

Letter 9

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

\

> L9-2

> L9-3

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-85 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

3
Letter 9 (cont’d)

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

> L9-3 (cont'd)

> L9-5
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Letter 9 (cont’d)

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

> L9-5 (cont'd)
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Letter 9 (cont’d)

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

> L9-5 (cont'd)
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Letter 9 (cont’d)

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

> L9-5 (cont'd)

(N

L9-6
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Letter 9 (cont’d)

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

} L9-6 (cont’d)
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Letter 9 (cont’d)

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

> 19-10

> L9-11

L1912

> L9-13
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Letter 9 (cont’d)

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

} L9-13 (cont'd)

N

L9-14

> L9-15

L L9-16

} L9-17
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Letter 9 (cont’d)

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

L9-17 (cont’d)

} L9-18
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Letter 9 (cont’d) - Attachment

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011
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Letter 9 (cont’d) - Attachment

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011
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Letter 9 (cont’d) - Attachment

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011
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Letter 9 (cont’d) - Attachment

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011
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Letter 9 (cont’d) - Attachment

Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011
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Response to Letter 9
Pechanga Cultural Resources - Anna Hoover
January 6, 2011

L9-1.

L9-2.

L9-3.

L9-4.

L9-5.

L9-6.

L9-7.

L9-8.

FTA and RCTC will continue to notify the Tribe of public hearings and scheduled
approvals concerning the PVL project. The comments provided in this letter are
addressed in the following responses L9-2 through L9-18.

FTA and RCTC agree with this comment.

FTA and RCTC will continue to include the involvement of and consultation with the
Pechanga Tribe in the environmental review process for the PVL project.

FTA and RCTC have conducted adequate Section 106 consultation with the
Pechanga Tribe and will continue to consult as necessary throughout the
development of the PVL project.

This comment relates to the Tribal history of the project area. FTA and RCTC have
evaluated the project area and conducted adequate Section 106 consultation with
the Pechanga Tribe.

This comment is informational.

Mitigation measure CR-1 was revised to include tribal and archaeological monitoring,
as warranted, during construction.

FTA and RCTC understand that inadvertent discoveries are possible. Subsurface
deposits were analyzed for their potential to yield cultural resources, in addition to
the archaeological surveys that were conducted along the surface. As a result,
mitigation measure CR-3 and CR-4 are in place to mitigate potential inadvertent
discoveries.

CR-3 states: “In the event cultural resources are encountered during construction,
ground-disturbing activity shall cease in the immediate area. A qualified
archaeologist shall be retained to examine the materials encountered, assess
significance, and recommend a course of action to further investigate and/or mitigate
adverse impacts to those resources that have been encountered.”

CR-4 states: “In the event that unanticipated discovery of human remains occurs
during project construction, the procedures outlined in §15064.5(e) of the CEQA
Guidelines shall be strictly followed. These procedures specify that upon discovery,
no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains can occur. The county coroner must
be contacted to determine if the remains are Native American. If the remains are
determined to be Native American, the coroner shall contact the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC shall identify the Most
Likely Descendent (MLD). The MLD shall make recommendations for the appropriate
treatment and disposition of the remains and any associated grave goods in
accordance with PRC §5097.98.”
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See response L9-8.

FTA and RCTC understand the concerns presented in this comment. The SEA has
identified three mitigation measures (CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3) to reduce potential
impacts to cultural resources to less than significant levels.

CR-1 states: “A qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor shall monitor
ground disturbing construction activities between MP 3.50 and 4.50, and between
MP 5.60 and 6.50. The monitors shall also be present at the Citrus Connection,
South Perris Station and Layover Facility where excavation is anticipated to be
greater than four feet.

CR-2 states: “The archaeological monitors shall have the authority to temporarily halt
or divert construction equipment to examine potential resources, assess significance,
and offer recommendations for the procedures deemed appropriate to either further
investigate or mitigate any adverse impacts. CA-RIV-2384, CA-RIV-4497/H, and AE-
CB-2 sites shall be avoided during project construction through the establishment of
ESA and delineated by exclusionary fencing.”

CR-3 states: “In the event cultural resources are encountered during construction,
ground-disturbing activity shall cease in the immediate area. A qualified
archaeologist shall be retained to examine the materials encountered, assess
significance, and recommend a course of action to further investigate and/or mitigate
adverse impacts to those resources that have been encountered.”

CR-4 states: “In the event that unanticipated discovery of human remains occurs
during project construction, the procedures outlined in §15064.5(e) of the CEQA
Guidelines shall be strictly followed. These procedures specify that upon discovery,
no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains can occur. The county coroner must
be contacted to determine if the remains are Native American. If the remains are
determined to be Native American, the coroner shall contact the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC shall identify the Most
Likely Descendent (MLD). The MLD shall make recommendations for the appropriate
treatment and disposition of the remains and any associated grave goods in
accordance with PRC §5097.98.”

The discrepancy identified has been corrected as indicated in comment responses
L9-12 to L9-17. These changes only clarify the mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measure CR-1 has been revised. These changes only clarify the mitigation
measures.

Mitigation Measure CR-2 has been revised. These changes only clarify the mitigation
measures.

A Cultural Resource Treatment and Monitoring Agreement will be developed jointly
by RCTC and the Tribes. This Agreement will be executed by both parties and will
include the condition that the Tribes be notified a minimum of thirty (30) days before
any ground-disturbing construction activities occur.
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As indicated above, a Cultural Resource Treatment and Monitoring Agreement will
be developed jointly by RCTC and the Tribes. Additionally, Mitigation Measure CR-1
states that a qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor shall monitor in
specified locations and shall have the authority to temporarily halt or divert
construction equipment while the significance of any discovery can be determined.
Significance of any discovered cultural artifact will be completed by; the project
archeologist, Native American representatives, RCTC and FTA. It is anticipated that
the process of determining significance will be outlined within the monitoring
agreements.

This comment restates mitigation measure CR-4, with regards to the unanticipated
discovery of human remains.

Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 are in place to mitigate for inadvertent
discoveries of cultural resources. FTA and RCTC will continue consultations with the
Pechanga Tribe throughout the remainder of the project life (final design and
construction) and will remain in compliance with applicable regulations. It is
anticipated that within the monitoring agreements with the local Tribes a process for
determining significance of discoveries will be outlined. These processes will be in
compliance with both NEPA and CEQA.

FTA and RCTC will continue consultations with the Pechanga Tribe throughout the
remainder of the project life (final design and construction).
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Letter 10

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011

> L10-14 (cont'd)
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Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011

> L10-18

> L10-19

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-107 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

3

Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011

> L10-27 (cont’d)
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Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d)

Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-132 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

3

Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Letter 10 (cont’d) - Attachment
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011
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Response to Letter 10
Gresham & Savage - Tracy Owens
January 6, 2011

L10-1.

L10-2.

L10-3.

L10-4.
L10-5.
L10-6.

L10-7.

L10-8.

RUSD will receive responses to its comments on the Draft EIR through the CEQA
process.

Please see Master Response # 2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School, Master Response # 3 - Derailment (General), Master Response
#7 - Emergency Planning and Response, Master Response #9 - Highland and Hyatt
Elementary Schools (Increased Train Traffic), and Master Response #10 - Hyatt
Elementary School and Nearby Residences Supplemental Protection (Derailment).
The upgrades proposed by the PVL project would provide for safe operation of both
the commuter rail as well as the existing freight trains.

The Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the PVL project was prepared in
accordance with § 1501.4 of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing NEPA, as well as 23 CFR 771.119 of FTA’'s NEPA
implementing regulations. Because the project-related impacts were either found to
not be significant, or would be mitigated to a level that is not significant, an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) does not appear to be appropriate for this
project, and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is anticipated. However, the
final determination will be made after the public review period for the Final SEA has
ended.

RUSD will receive responses to its comments on the Draft EIR through the CEQA
process.

This comment is informational. No response is necessary.
This comment is informational. No response is necessary.
This comment is informational. No response is necessary.

The comment indicates “[a] FONSI is only appropriate where the Environmental
Assessment determines that the action has no potential for significant effects.”40
CFR 1501.4(e) and 1508.13 are referenced as support for this statement. Per the
CEQ and FTA NEPA implementing regulations (23 CFR 771), an Environmental
Assessment (EA) is prepared to evaluate whether a proposed project has significant
environmental impacts and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be
required, or whether the proposed project has no significant environmental impacts
and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be prepared. Therefore, a FONSI
is actually only appropriate if there would be no significant environmental impacts (as
opposed to no potential for these impacts), based on the EA.

The SEA identified and analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed project and
did not identify any significant environmental impacts, as the project design
incorporates a number of features to reduce or eliminate many potentially significant
impacts. Examples include: use of continuously welded rail and wayside applicators
to reduce noise and vibration; upgrading grade crossings by providing the necessary
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infrastructure for any future establishment of quiet zones in the City of Riverside (this
entails additional improvements and safety features that would only be provided with
quiet zones and not for a routine grade crossing improvement); as well as provision
of noise barriers and sound insulation where appropriate.

Additionally, the SEA for the PVL project was prepared in accordance with § 1501.4
of the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA, as well as 23 CFR 771.119 of
FTA’'s NEPA implementing regulations. Because the project-related impacts were
either found to not be significant, or would be mitigated to a level that is not
significant, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) does not appear to be
appropriate for this project, and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is
anticipated. However, the final determination will be made after the public review
period for the Final SEA has ended.

L10-9. The comment indicates RUSD has “serious concerns” over safety, air quality, and
noise impacts and that “these specific concerns” are expressed as comments that
follow (L10-10 through L10-50).

L10-10. See Master Response #2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School, Master Response #3 — Derailment (General), Master Response
#7 - Emergency Planning and Response, and Master Response #10 - Hyatt
Elementary School and Nearby Residences Supplemental Protection (Derailment).
Kinder Morgan operates a jet fuel (JP5) line that supplies fuel to the March Air
Reserve Base. The six-inch pipeline is located within the RCTC ROW adjacent to the
Highland Elementary School. The pipeline is considered an existing condition and
the PVL project would not relocate or interact with this pipeline in any way (SEA,
Section 3.8.3). During construction, a non-permeable material will be placed over the
fuel line where soil erosion has taken place in areas within RCTC ROW where the
fuel line is found to be less than three feet deep. This will reduce further erosion.

The addition of commuter rail to the existing railway line does not significantly
increase the safety risks in the vicinity of Highland Elementary School and the Kinder
Morgan pipeline near that school (Zeta Tech Report, page 7). As indicated in the
SEA, the PVL project would not create significant hazards to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving
the release of hazardous materials into the environment.

L10-11. This comment reiterates text from the SEA but does not identify specific
environmental issues. Therefore, no response is necessary.

L10-12. See Response L10-10 and Master Response #2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment
Near Highland Elementary School, Master Response #7 - Emergency Planning and
Response, and Master Response #10 - Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby
Residences Supplemental Protection (Derailment).

By agreement, the Kinder Morgan pipeline is within a “work exclusion zone”,

meaning only Kinder Morgan can conduct work on the pipeline. Therefore, FTA
cannot obtain information regarding the pipeline beyond what is provided by Kinder

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-144 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

Morgan. The Kinder Morgan pipeline was required to be initially installed at a depth
of three feet.

The pipeline within the RCTC/SJBL right of way was installed according to the
applicable regulations and standards. The placement of the pipelines was an
approved action by the appropriate licensing and permitting regulatory agencies. The
approved installation within operating railroad right of way, in proximity to active
tracks, leads directly to the conclusion that safety issues, such as risk of derailment
and resultant damage to the pipelines, was considered.

The concern regarding risk associated with the operation of the PVL in proximity to
both the Kinder Morgan pipeline and the Highland School is discussed in Master
Response #2, as noted above. The pipeline is also discussed in the SEA Section
3.8.2.

L10-13. Please see Master Response #2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School, Master Response #3 - Derailment (General), and Master
Response #7 - Emergency Planning and Response. As indicated in the SEA, the
PVL project would not create a reasonably foreseeable significant hazard to the
public or the environment through upset or accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the environment. Per the Zeta Tech Report, the risk of a
derailment of a commuter train in the vicinity of each school is approximately one
derailment every 3,000 years. This statistic demonstrates that derailment near the
schools is not reasonably foreseeable.

In addition, the improvements proposed by the PVL project would improve the overall
safety of rail operations within the corridor. This would include both the existing
freight traffic as well as the future commuter trains. By improving the existing track
conditions, the current statistics regarding derailment are not representative of future
operating conditions. Therefore, the analysis in the SEA is correct.

L10-14. See Master Response #2 Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School. Attached to the comment letter is a report, “Railroad Safety
Study and Pipeline Risk Analysis” (Kleinfelder, November 2005, for Christopher
Joseph & Associates). This study was prepared in accordance with the California
Department of Education’s Guidance Protocol for School Site Rail and Pipeline Risk
Analysis. This guidance protocol is used for determining the risk associated with
siting a new school, not determining the risk at an existing school location. (See
Master Response # 2 — Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland Elementary
School.) Additionally, the potential school site discussed in the study provided by the
comment is located in northern California, which does not provide any local
information about derailment risk in the Riverside area. Further, the RUSD schools
were sited adjacent to this active rail corridor over 50 years ago. Therefore, although
the study provided in the comment is not relevant to the PVL project.

Further discussion of the report can be found within Response to Comment L10-50.

L10-15. This comment recites a section from the SEA and does not raise specific
environmental concerns. Therefore, no further response is necessary. See
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Response to Comments L10-16 and L10-17 for further discussions on pipelines and
construction.

See response L10-17 and Master Response #2 — Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment
Near Highland Elementary School, Master Response #3 — Derailment (General),
Master Response #7 — Emergency Planning and Response, and Master Response
#10 — Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby Residences Supplemental Protection
(Derailment). The depth of the pipeline within the ROW varies. In some places it is as
deep as 10 feet and in other places it is as shallow as 2 feet 4 inches. In the vicinity
of Highland School, the pipeline ranges to a depth of 5 feet 2 inches. The reason for
this range of depths is that erosion and weathering slowly remove topsoil and
therefore reduce the overall depth of the line. Therefore, the description of the
pipeline is not inconsistent or inaccurate.

Per Kinder Morgan's construction oversight and safety requirements described in
SEA Section 3.8, Master Response #2, and L10-17, the engineering and
construction activities will not impact the pipeline. However, during construction,
areas where the fuel line is less than three feet deep, a non-permeable material will
be placed over the fuel line where soil erosion has taken place, this will reduce
further erosion. Kinder Morgan has specific requirements for work within their
pipeline easement. One requirement is that a company representative monitors
construction activity within 25 feet of a pipeline. RCTC will fully comply with Kinder
Morgan’s standard requirements, including monitoring of construction activity.

See Master Response #2 — Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School, Master Response #3 — Derailment (General), and Master
Response #10 — Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby Residences Supplemental
Protection (Derailment), and SEA Section 3.8. As stated in Response to Comment
L10-16, no engineering or construction activities are expected to impact the pipeline
during construction. It should also be noted that the drilling associated with the
foundation for the landscape walls and noise barriers will require a non-permeable
barrier be placed over the fuel line in areas where the pipeline is found to be less
than three feet deep. In addition to the wall work, new rail ties and the placement of
new ballast would be added to the existing ballast (which is not anchored to the
ground) to provide the appropriate support to the ties. The ballast replenishment, and
tie replacement (or re-leveling) occurs with the use of a track car that travels on the
rails and carries all the materials necessary to install and maintain the track.

Kinder Morgan has specific requirements that must be met if construction is
conducted within their easement. These requirements are outlined in Kinder Morgan
Guidelines for Design and Construction near Kinder Morgan Hazardous Liquid
Operated Facilities (November, 2007), which includes (but is not limited to), the
following:

Design:
e Kinder Morgan shall be provided sufficient notice of planned activities involving

excavation, blasting, or any types of construction on Kinder Morgan rights-of-way
to determine and resolve any location, grade, encroachment problems and
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provide protection of Kinder Morgan facilities and the public before the actual
work takes place.

e Encroaching entity shall provide Kinder Morgan with a set of drawings for review
and a set of final construction drawings shall all aspects of the proposed facilities
in the vicinity of Kinder Morgan’s right-of-way. The encroaching entity shall also
provide a set of as-built drawing showing the proposed facilities in the vicinity of
Kinder Morgan’s right-of-way.

These Guidelines continue to address specific design issues as well as construction
issues including (but not limited to) the following:

Construction:

e Contractors shall be advised of Kinder Morgan's requirements and shall be
contractually obligated to comply.

e The continued integrity of Kinder Morgan's pipelines and the safety of all
individuals in the area of proposed work near Kinder Morgan's facilities are of the
utmost importance. Therefore, contractor must meet with Kinder Morgan
representatives prior to construction to provide and receive notification listings for
appropriate area operations and emergency personnel. Kinder Morgan's on-site
representative will require discontinuation of any work that, in his opinion,
endangers the operations or safety of personnel, pipelines or facilities. The
Contractor must expose all Kinder Morgan pipelines prior to crossing to
determine the exact alignment and depth of the lines. A Kinder Morgan
representative must be present. In the event of parallel lines, only one pipeline
can be exposed at a time.

e A Kinder Morgan representative shall be on-site to observe any construction
activities within 25 feet of a Kinder Morgan pipeline or aboveground
appurtenance. The contractor shall not work within this distance without a Kinder
Morgan representative being on site. Only hand excavation shall be permitted
within two feet of Kinder Morgan pipelines, valves and fittings unless State
requirements are more stringent, however, proceed with extreme caution when
within three feet of the pipe.

e A Kinder Morgan representative will monitor construction activity within 25 feet of
Kinder Morgan facilities during and after the activities to verify the integrity of the
pipeline and to ensure the scope and conditions agreed to have not changed.
Monitoring means to conduct site inspections on a pre-determined frequency
based on items such as: scope of work, duration of expected excavator work,
type of equipment, potential impact on pipeline, complexity of work and/or
number of excavators involved.

Because construction for the PVL project would comply with all applicable Kinder

Morgan construction requirements, the project would not have significant impacts for
construction work around the pipeline and no mitigation measures are required.
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Please see Master Response #2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School and Master Response #3 - Derailment (General). The analysis in
the SEA is correct - there are no anticipated significant impacts as a result of this
issue.

See responses L10-16 and L10-17 and Master Response #6 — Noise. With respect
to limiting construction noise near schools, some of the comments on the SEA have
included the request that PVL construction activities be limited to non-school hours.
However, this type of noise control measure would neither be reasonable nor
feasible given the resulting limited time within which the project would have to be
constructed. In addition, the hours of operation for a typical school are not limited to
the school day, and subsequently may include evening and early morning hours thus
further reducing available construction time. As a result, if the hours of allowable
operation for construction activities were to be restricted, the construction period
would be extended and the ability to complete the proposed project within a
reasonable period of time would be substantially compromised.

See Master Response #3 - Derailment (General). The SEA evaluates the risk of
derailment associated with all people, not just students, in several places (Section
1.7.8, Section 3.6.3, Section 3.8.3, and Section 3.12.3). According to the SEA, if a
SCRRA/Metrolink train derails on the SJBL corridor there is a potential that the diesel
fuel within the fuel tanks could spill. In the unlikely event that a derailment were to
occur, the amount of diesel in a full tank (2,500 gallons) would not be expected to
flow outside of the RCTC ROW. Spill cleanup would consist of containing any
ponded fuel, and then clean-up the contaminated soil. Therefore, the analysis in the
SEA is correct - there are no significant impacts and no mitigation is required for this
issue.

See Master Response #2 — Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School and Master Response #3 — Derailment (General). The SEA is
correct - there are no significant impacts and no mitigation is required for this issue.
However, it should be noted that the master responses describe a more recent risk
analysis that was completed, the Zeta Tech Report. This report takes into account
train speeds of approximately 30 mph at Highland Elementary School and less than
30 mph at Hyatt Elementary School.

It should also be noted that the statistics prepared for the SEA only included freight
operations because that is the current condition within the corridor. Since currently
there is no Metrolink service on the SJBL corridor the operating risk of derailment
could only be inferred from other areas that Metrolink operates.

Please see Master Response #3 - Derailment (General) and Master Response
#10 - Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby Residences Supplemental Protection
(Derailment).

A supplemental risk analysis was completed and reached the conclusion that the
introduction of commuter rail service on the SJBL does not result in a significant
impact at Hyatt Elementary School.
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It should also be noted that the statistics prepared for the SEA only included freight
operations because that is the current condition within the corridor. Since currently
there is no Metrolink service on the SJBL corridor the operating risk of derailment
could only be inferred from other areas that Metrolink operates.

Please see Master Response #3 - Derailment (General) and Master Response
#10 - Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby Residences Supplemental Protection
(Derailment). Additionally, the distance between the rail and Hyatt Elementary
School is between 95 and 125 feet away from the school property. The photograph
within the Master Response #10 — Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby Residences
Supplement Protection (Derailment), illustrates a view that accurately represents the
distance relationship between the rail and the school.

The comment correctly refers to inconsistencies between tabulated train speeds near
Highland Elementary School, as printed in the Draft SEA; a typographical error in the
form of mislabeling caused this apparent inconsistency, where speeds for Highland
Elementary School in the SEA, Table 3.4-11 were incorrectly labeled (Typo). They
should both be 60 mph which is consistent with what is in shown in Table 3.4-17 in
the SEA. Although the SEA, Table 3.4-11 was mislabeled, all noise and vibration
calculations for the SEA were correctly performed near the Highland Elementary
School using the 60 mph speed. Therefore, the analysis in the SEA is correct and
the typographical error has been corrected for the Final SEA.

Subsequent to the publication of the Draft SEA, a safety report was completed for
RCTC by Zeta Tech that recommended reduced train speeds near Highland
Elementary School. An additional analysis was performed using the lower 30 mph
speed limit and it was confirmed that although the train speed in the UCR area, near
Highland Elementary School (Spruce and Blaine Streets) was reduced from 60 mph
to 30 mph, it would not affect or change any of the current PVL project noise
mitigation requirements.

This comment recites a section from the SEA and does not raise specific
environmental concerns. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

This comment recites a section from the SEA and does not raise specific
environmental concerns. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

Please see Master Response #3 - Derailment (General). The no significant risk of
derailment; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.

See responses L10-20 and L10-21, and Master Response #3 - Derailment (General).
The derailment risk is not significant; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.
However, in response to the RUSD comment regarding derailment, RCTC chose to
engage the services of an independent railroad design/safety professional to review
the situation and provide recommendations to specifically address the RUSD
concerns. This is not a requirement due to any identified potential impact and any
supplemental measures that may be considered or undertaken are exactly that-
supplemental, and beyond the requirements of NEPA. Should any supplemental
measures be provided, they would not be due to an impact and should not be
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categorized as mitigation. There must be an impact in order to apply mitigation.
Without an impact, there is no mitigation.

L10-28. The commitment to provide a “landscape wall” at Hyatt School is a supplemental
measure provided in response to RUSD’s concerns. The wall would not be mitigation
for any identified potential impact. RCTC intends to construct a landscape wall along
the east side of the school, forming a visual barrier between the school and the
SJBL. This landscape wall will be built to Caltrans requirements identified in
“Soundwall Design Criteria with Vehicular Collision Load”. Since this comment does
not raise environmental concerns, no further response is required.

L10-29. See Master Response #3 - Derailment (General) and Master Response #8 - Grade
Crossings. The statistics this comment cites raises broader issues of safety beyond
derailments. For example, the statistic “accidents involving trains running on
Metrolink’s system killed 218 other people for a total of 244 fatalities” refers to all
accidents, including at grade crossings and suicides.

For a discussion of grade crossings, see Response to Comment L10-30.
Additionally, to further increase the awareness of trains and increase safety Metrolink
provides “Operation Lifesaver,” a safety education program. Operation Lifesaver
provides age appropriate programs for communities and schools within the
SCRRA/Metrolink service area. For additional information regarding the program,
see the SEA, Section 3.12.3.

Therefore, the analysis in the SEA is correct - there are no significant impacts and no
mitigation is required for this issue.

L10-30. See response L10-29, Master Response #1 - Quiet Zones and Master Response
#8 - Grade Crossings. With regard to grade crossings, safety is a primary concern of
FTA, CPUC and SCRRA (the operators of the Metrolink service) for implementation
and operation of the project. Grade crossing improvements are identified along the
PVL corridor in the SEA, Section 1.7.5. Two grade crossings, at W. Blaine Street and
Mt. Vernon Avenue, are located near Highland (approximately 950 feet away) and
Hyatt Elementary Schools (approximately 0.75 miles away), respectively.
Improvements to these two grade crossings include pedestrian swing gates,
pedestrian warning devices and gates, pedestrian barricades and metal hand
railings, concrete raised medians, double yellow medians and island noses, warning
devices, safety lighting, and signs. Please note that these grade crossing
improvements are not mitigation for an impact; the SEA found no significant,
unmitigable impacts as a result of the PVL project. The project does not increase
safety risks. Instead, the PVL project would upgrade the existing physical condition
of the rail line, which would result in a stronger infrastructure, a higher level of
maintenance, and enhanced safety.

To further increase the awareness of trains and increase safety Metrolink provides
“Operation Lifesaver,” a safety education program. Operation Lifesaver provides age
appropriate programs for communities and schools within the SCRRA/Metrolink
service area. For additional information regarding the program, see the SEA, Section
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3.12.3. Therefore, the analysis in the SEA is correct - there are no significant impacts
and no mitigation is required for this issue.

Please see response L10-29 and L10-30, and Master Response #8 - Grade
Crossing. The grade crossing warning systems are being upgraded along the entire
PVL corridor. These upgrades are approved by the CPUC and incorporate the most
up-to-date safety requirements. The comment includes two examples of accidents
that did not occur along the PVL alignment. RCTC will implement the most current
Metrolink standards for all grade crossings along the PVL project alignment, but
SCRRA/Metrolink cannot control individuals who willfully bypass or ignore safety-
warning devices and trespass onto the tracks. The SEA stated that there are no
significant impacts as a result of the PVL project and no mitigation is required. For
information on the specific grade crossing improvements see Appendix D of the
SEA.

Please see response L10-20 through L10-31 and Master Response #9 - Highland
and Hyatt Elementary Schools (Increased Train Traffic). The SEA found no
significant safety impacts at grade crossings as a result of the PVL project, with the
implementation of mitigation measures.

Please see Master Response #3 - Derailment (General) and Master Response
#9 - Highland and Hyatt Elementary Schools (Increased Train Traffic). Regardless of
when the trains pass the school, the SEA did not identify a significant risk to Hyatt
Elementary School from the PVL project. The SUBL/RCTC ROW is located behind
the school and would not interfere with students entering the school from the
entrance, which is located at the front of the school. The distance from the closest
classroom building at Hyatt Elementary School to the rail line is approximately 350
feet. It is also almost 100 feet from the basketball courts at the school to the nearest
rail. Additionally, there are no crossings near the school that would direct children to
access the school from the back of the property and across the tracks. It should also
be noted, because of the curvature of the track near Hyatt Elementary School, that
the train speeds will be limited to less than 30 mph.

See Master Response #10 - Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby Residences
Supplemental Protection (Derailment), and SEA Section 1.0 and 3.6. There are no
project induced potential significant impacts regarding derailment and no mitigation
measures are required.

The landscape walls have been integrated into the project as design features, and
are provided in response to input received from RUSD, as opposed to being
implemented as a mitigation measure.

At Hyatt Elementary School, the landscape wall is anticipated to be located near the
RCTC property boundary with the school. The school property boundary/wall location
is approximately 95 feet away from the closest rail. The elevation difference between
top of the wall to existing ground will be approximately 10 feet. Parallel to the wall will
be an excavated ditch on the rail side of the wall. This landscape wall will be built to
Caltrans requirements identified in “Soundwall Design Criteria with Vehicular
Collision Load”. The landscape wall at Highland Elementary School is expected to fill
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in the break in the noise barrier wall and be of the same height as the noise barrier
(between 8 and 10 feet). However, the landscape wall is not intended to serve as
noise mitigation. The landscape wall will also be made of the same materials as the
noise barriers so as to create the visual effect of a continuous and uniform visual
structure.

RCTC is not planning to provide any vegetation with landscape walls or the noise
barriers. RCTC does not have irrigation water available within the ROW to allow for
watering of landscaping on the RCTC side of the barrier. The schools and other
property owners that abut a noise barrier or landscape wall would be able to provide
landscaping on the side of structure that fronts their property, and the landscape
irrigation and maintenance would be the responsibility of that local property owner.

See Response to Comment L10-34 and L10-36.

See Master Response #3 — Derailment (General). The SEA explains that there is no
significant risk associated with derailment potential for a commuter train. Therefore,
mitigation measures are not required.

The objective of the wall at Hyatt Elementary School has changed slightly from the
initial preparation of the SEA because of an agreement reached between RUSD and
RCTC in July 2011. The wall is currently being designed to Caltrans standards so
that in the event material falls from a passing train it will not leave the RCTC ROW
and enter the school property. The wall will be constructed very near the outer limit of
the ROW. The elevation difference between top of the wall to existing ground will be
approximately 10 feet. Paralleling the wall will be an excavated ditch on the railway-
side of the wall. This wall is a supplemental measure only. As stated above, this is
not designed as a mitigation measure.

Please see Master Response #7 - Emergency Response and Planning. Emergency
access to Hyatt Elementary School would be available by Central Avenue and
Watkins Drive from the south and along Watkins Drive from the north. Neither of
these main roads is bisected by the RCTC ROW. In the unlikely event of a
derailment near Hyatt Elementary School, emergency response crews would be able
to reach the site of the emergency situation by entering the RCTC ROW at Poarch
Road (south of the school), or by entering the ROW at Manfield Street (north of the
school).

Emergency access to Highland Elementary School could come from either Spruce
Street (north of the school) or from Blaine Street (south of the school). The PVL
project’s trains would be commuter trains of only a few cars. These trains are too
short to block more than a single crossing. Thus, even in the unlikely event that a
project train stops in the neighborhood, there would be no significant impact because
only one of three ingress/egress locations would be affected.

If either Spruce Street or Blaine Street is blocked for any reason, the other street
could be used for access into or out of the area. Emergency response would be able
to reach the derailed train by entering the RCTC ROW at the same grade crossings
and not having to travel through the school.
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Additionally, with the implementation of the PVL project, the corridor will become a
shared corridor with the Metrolink and BNSF under the responsibility of SCRRA. Due
to the shared nature of the operations, it is not anticipated that trains would be
allowed to stop in areas of single track (including the UCR neighborhood) because
this would block other trains from passing through. Instead, trains would stop in the
areas where there is a bypass track (between MP 7.50 to MP 16.90, the section
that is parallel and adjacent to 1-215) and not in the UCR neighborhood.

L10-38. Please see Master Response #8 - Grade Crossings. There are no reports of student
deaths as a result of train traffic along the SJBL in over 150 years of operation.
SCRRA/Metrolink provides a safety and awareness program called Operation
Lifesaver (SEA, Section 3.12.3). This program is designed to increase awareness of
the trains and the extreme hazards created by illegally crossing the tracks. The
program is designed for both students and the general public. It should also be noted
that students do not have to cross the ROW, legally or illegally, to reach Hyatt
Elementary School. The main road into the area is Watkins Drive.

Contrary to the statement in the comment, there is no record of any student fatalities
at crossings near Hyatt Elementary School.

Section 3.8 does not support the conclusion that an EIS must be prepared for the
project. Section 3.8 indicates that there should be further investigation of specific
areas to determine if construction activities will be impacted. Since the preparation of
the SEA, these identified areas have been further investigated and they will not
impact the construction, operation, or maintenance of the project.

L10-39. For the proposed PVL project, a health risk assessment was conducted, following
CEQA air quality guidelines, to take into account the effects of air toxic contaminants
on human health (see SEA, Section 3.3.3). The results of the health risk assessment
are shown in Table 3.3-10 of the SEA and are presented in full detail in the Air
Quality Technical Report, Appendix C. Based on the results shown in Table 3.3-7,
there would be no exceedances of the impact thresholds for any of the criteria
pollutants arising from the operation of the proposed PVL project. Therefore, the
SEA adequately considers potential health impacts to children at the elementary
schools.

Concerning air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in specific locations, the SEA
evaluated carbon monoxide hot spots at six specific locations. Included in those six
locations were Highland and Hyatt Elementary Schools (see SEA, Section 3.3.3).
The hot spot analysis evaluated the potential impacts to sensitive receptors near
congested intersections and parking lots (see Tables 3.3-8 and 3.3-9 of the SEA).
Additionally, the health risk assessment evaluated potential impacts to sensitive
receptors as a result of diesel emissions (see SEA, Table 3.3-10). Based upon the
hot spot analysis and the health risk assessment, it was determined that the risk to
sensitive receptors would be below the SCAQMD threshold of significance.

L10-40. The results of the assessment of construction emissions from the proposed project

are shown in Table 3.3-12 (see SEA, Section. 3.3.3). No daily construction activity
would exceed SCAQMD’s daily construction emissions thresholds and result in an
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impact (see SEA, Section 3.3.3). Although significant adverse impacts would not
occur during construction, contractors would be required to implement BMPs during
the construction period to control fugitive dust emissions in accordance with
SCAQMD Rule 403 (see Section 3.3.3 of the SEA and the Air Quality Technical
Report).

Information regarding construction is provided in the SEA, Section 1.7.9.
Performance standards related to air quality, noise and vibration, and traffic would be
applied during construction.

L10-41. The proposed project would add twelve (12) passenger commuter train trips to the
PVL alignment. The addition of 12 passenger commuter train trips was taken into
account in the health risk assessment and was found to have a negligible effect on
emissions in the vicinity of nearby homes, schools, and businesses along the PVL
alignment. Concerning pollutant emissions from existing freight trains, because the
PVL project is already included in the RTIP (see Appendix A of the Air Quality
Technical Report), existing freight emissions are already accounted for with regard to
public exposure. In addition, emissions from the existing freight trains are included in
measurements taken by local air quality monitoring stations that have not reported
any violations of any existing state or federal air quality standards for any pollutant.
Consequently, pollutant emissions from existing freight trains are already accounted
for in the baseline condition. Moreover, the AQMD health risk methodology
specifically requires that the analysis focus on the project’s incremental risk to health,
which was properly the focus of the health risk assessment.

In addition, the project underwent a regional-level air quality assessment and it was
determined that the PVL is not a POAQC on April 16, 2010.
(http://www.scag.ca.gov/tcwg/projectlist/march10.htm). Any additional increases in
train traffic above that described for the proposed PVL project would have to be
evaluated independently of this assessment.

Overall, as shown in Table 3.3-5 of the SEA, with the consideration of existing
emissions, the proposed PVL project would result in decreases in emissions for the
majority of pollutants, thus producing a cumulative net benefit to the region’s air
quality.

With regard to the cumulative projects evaluated for the project, they include:
Riverside Grade Separations (3™ Street, Columbia Avenue, and lowa Avenue),
Hunter Park Distribution Center, Perris Station Apartments, 1-215 Freeway Widening
Project, UCR Long Range Development Plan, Centerpointe Industrial and Business
Park, Meridian Business Park, Gateway Center, Cactus/Commerce Commercial
Center, March LifeCare Campus, The Venue at Perris, Perris Marketplace, Towne
Center, and Perris Crossing.

L10-42. See above response to L10-41.
L10-43. The discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 3.19 of the SEA accurately

assesses cumulative impacts of the proposed PVL project in the context of past,
present, and probable future projects in the PVL study area. As indicated above,
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freight train emissions were included in the baseline conditions and were
appropriately captured by the air quality analysis. The discussion of air quality within
the Indirect and Cumulative Effects section (see SEA, Section 3.19) is correctly
addressed. Also, see response to L10-41.

The use of Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) is voluntary (see SCAQMD
Fact Sheet on LSTs, available at:
(http://www.agmd.gov/localgovt/images/Ist_fact_sheet.pdf). Based on the SCAQMD
Fact Sheet, it is recommended that proposed projects larger than five acres in area
undergo air dispersion modeling to determine localized air quality. For operational
impacts, LSTs are more appropriate for stationary source projects. With respect to
the proposed project, this would apply to proposed stations and their parking lots. As
noted in the above referenced LST Fact Sheet for construction impacts, LSTs are
more appropriate for a medium sized to large project that would have a longer-term
influence on specific sensitive receptors neighboring the construction site. No station
constructed as part of the PVL project will be larger than two acres in size, and so
the PVL would be considered a “smaller project.” The overall project construction
period is estimated at approximately 18 months. However, because of the linear
nature of rail construction, the actual construction period at any one individual
sensitive receptor would be approximately two to three months. As a result, the
assessment of localized air quality impacts for the proposed project did not utilize
LSTs.

The comment suggests that the SEA indicates the potential for significant impacts
related to Air Quality and indicates the need to prepare an EIS. This interpretation is
incorrect, however, Table 3.3-7 in the air quality section of the SEA shows there
would be decreases in emissions for the majority of pollutants, thus producing a
cumulative net benefit to the region’s air quality and there would be no exceedances
of the impact thresholds for any of the criteria pollutants.

This comment correctly indicates that mitigation measure NV-1 requires the noise
barrier to be 680 feet long and nine feet high.

See Master Response #6 - Noise. A noise barrier specifically designed to mitigate
project noise levels is proposed for Highland Elementary School (see SEA,
Table 3.4-11). The required project noise decibel reduction near the school is less
than one decibel (see SEA, Table 3.4-12). However, the noise barrier would provide
three decibels of project noise reduction (see SEA, Table 3.4-11). The height and
length of the proposed noise barrier can be found in the SEA, Table 3.4-12. The
noise barrier will be constructed of masonry block.

See Master Response #6 - Noise. A noise barrier is provided to attenuate the noise
impacted school property. The landscape wall is included as a visual barrier only. At
Highland Elementary School, the landscape wall is intended to match the noise
barrier in material type and height and give the visual effect of a continuous, uniform
structure.

The landscape walls are supplemental measures in response to RUSD’s concerns.
The walls would provide a visual barrier between the SJBL and the schools;
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however, the walls have not been analyzed as to potential noise abatement and
would not be engineered and constructed to withstand impact. They will be
constructed of the same masonry block, consistent with the noise barriers, but they
are not being provided as mitigation for any potential impact.

L10-48. See Master Response #6 - Noise. Although a numerical assessment was not
conducted near Highland Elementary School concerning construction noise, a
representative numerical assessment based on FTA procedures and criteria (FTA
Manual, Section 12.1) was conducted for the proposed rail station in Perris. Local
ordinances and noise codes, such as those in the City of Perris, were not used in the
assessment because they are typically associated with maximum noise levels (Lmax)
which are not to be exceeded. While this represents useful information limiting noise
from a construction site, they are not practical for assessing the noise impact of an
actual construction project. Conversely, the FTA construction noise criteria utilize an
equivalent noise level (Lsq) Which is applied over a specific period of time. Because
these criteria are assessed over a period of time, they are more effective at
identifying impacts on humans’ daily activities and annoyance levels.

The assessment for the Perris Station area was based on the examination of
potential construction noise impacts at a representative worst-case location. The
criteria used for selecting the representative location included the proximity of
construction activities to noise sensitive receivers and the extent of construction-
related activities in the area. The location at 228 C Street in the City of Perris was
chosen because it is directly adjacent to the alignment and the proposed Perris
Station. Therefore, it represents the only sensitive cluster location located adjacent to
the alignment that would be exposed to both station- and track-related construction
activities. This is a worst-case scenario in terms of the potential impact to a sensitive
residential receptor, the length of time for construction, the distance to an existing
receptor, and the types of equipment that would be used. No impacts were predicted
at this location and therefore, it is assumed that no impacts would occur at other
locations (such as Highland Elementary School) where less intense construction
would occur. With respect to the types of construction equipment that would be used
for track and station construction, noise levels and types of equipment are presented
in the Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Table 14. The similarity between
construction equipment used in rail construction projects and common street and
utility projects is also made in the SEA. The construction activity that would create
the most noise and vibration is pile driving associated with the San Jacinto River
bridge replacement which is adjacent to the proposed Layover Facility. However, as
there are no noise sensitive receptors located within approximately one mile of the
proposed Layover Facility and the pile driving sites, construction-related noise
impacts would not occur.

Construction noise impacts as defined by the FTA construction noise criteria (FTA
Manual, Section 12.1.3) would not be expected. However, during the normal
allowable hours of construction defined in the local noise ordinances, project-related
construction activities could result in increases in noise levels at noise-sensitive
areas adjoining the project alignment. These temporary increases would be based
on potential occurrences of atypical events given the inconsistent and transitory
nature of some construction activities and equipment usage. Contractors are
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required to adhere to the local noise code and therefore, they typically implement
standard construction noise control measures. Examples of these control measures
include temporary construction noise barriers, low-noise emission equipment, and
the use of acoustic enclosures for particularly noisy equipment. Consequently, while
the project construction noise levels would not surpass the FTA criteria level and
thus would not result in a noise impact, occasional and sporadic increases in the
construction noise levels above the municipal ordinance levels could occur.
(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf).

L10-49. See response L10-8.

L10-50. This comment concludes the letter and does not raise specific environmental issues.
No response is necessary.

See Response L10-14 and Master Response #2 — Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment
Near Highland Elementary School, Master Response #3 — Derailment (General),
Master Response #4 — Hazardous Materials Transport, Master Response #7 —
Emergency Planning and Response, and Master Response #10 - Hyatt Elementary
School and Nearby Residences Supplemental Protection (Derailment). Attached to
the comment letter is a report, Railroad Safety Study and Pipeline Risk Analysis, 700
University Avenue, Berkeley, California, prepared by Kleinfelder, November 2005, for
Christopher Joseph & Associates. This study was prepared in accordance with the
California Department of Education’s Guidance Protocol for School Site Rail and
Pipeline Risk Analysis. This guidance protocol is used for determining the risk
associated with siting a new school, not determining the risk at an existing school
location. (See Master Response # 2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near
Highland Elementary School.) Additionally, the potential school site discussed in the
study provided in the comment is located in northern California, which does not
provide any local information about derailment risk in the Riverside area.

With regard to railroad hazards, the study states that, “For example, a determination
of low probability of a hazardous situation would be based on non-hazardous
materials being transported, low frequency of track use, the presence of control
measures within a system, the existence of emergency response plans, the
existence of federal, state, or local agencies that inspect and permit these
businesses, and a low rate of emergency incidents in the industry as a whole.”

The PVL project is a commuter rail project and would not transport hazardous
materials. The SJBL alignment near Hyatt and Highland Elementary Schools
currently has about two freight trains traveling on it daily and, including the PVL
project commuter trains, 14 train trips would occur along the SJBL alignment. This
number is far less than the study’s project with 32 passenger trains and 28 freight
trains, and could be considered a low frequency of track use. Additionally, the PVL
project includes track improvements throughout its length that would upgrade the
existing physical condition of the rail line, which would result in a stronger
infrastructure, a higher level of maintenance, and enhanced operational safety (see
Draft SEA, Section 3.8.1).
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As explained in Master Response #7 - Emergency Planning and Response,
SCRRA/Metrolink developed a System Safety Program Plan (SSPP) as a means of
integrating safety into all facets of SCRRA, and RCTC, in concert with FTA, is
preparing a PVL Safety and Security Management Plan (SSMP) to continue to
integrate safety and security specifically into the PVL project. Additionally, the
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) have a variety of rules and
regulations in place to maintain safety and security along rail corridors, with which
the PVL project would be fully compliant (explained more fully in Master Response
#7 - Emergency Planning and Response). Finally, Master Response #3 - Derailment
discusses statistics of past derailments. These calculations show that the risk for
train derailments on SCRRA tracks is lower than the risk for train derailments on
BNSF tracks. The reason for this difference is that, because the SCRRA tracks are
used for commuter rail, the tracks are maintained to high standards of safety and ride
quality due to their role in public passenger transport.

The PVL project would not transport hazardous materials and would have a low
frequency of track use. Control measures within a system would be present,
emergency response plans would exist, federal, state, or local agencies would
inspect and permit the project, and the tracks would be upgraded to SCRRA tracks,
which would mean a lower risk of derailments than is currently present. Therefore,
the PVL project would be considered having a low probability of a hazardous
situation occurring.

With regard to pipeline hazards, a separate risk analysis was conducted for the
Kinder Morgan pipeline and Hyatt and Highland Elementary Schools because both
are already in existence (Analysis of Safety Issues for the Proposed Commuter Rail
Service on the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s Perris Valley Line in
the Vicinity of the Highland and Hyatt Schools, Zeta Tech, 2011). This risk analysis
supports the finding that no significant impacts would occur with the addition of PVL
commuter trains to the tracks.

Response L10-15 describes the risk management procedures Kinder Morgan
requires for construction activities near their pipelines, and Master Response
#7 - Emergency Planning and Response describes the federal, state, and local,
emergency response plans present. As stated in Master Response #2 - Kinder
Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland Elementary School, maintenance and
operation of fuel pipelines are defined and mandated by state and federal laws, with
which Kinder Morgan is in full compliance. Additionally, unlike the project analyzed in
the study, the PVL project is not located within an Alquist-Priolo special studies zone
or fault, and the seismic risk is not considered significant. Finally, the calculations
determining the probability of a fatality resulting from a leak or rupture presented in
the study are specific to that project, and are not appropriate to compare with the
PVL project.

The aforementioned explanations further illustrate the validity of the evaluation in the

Draft SEA, namely that the implementation of the PVL project would not result in
significant impacts to Hyatt or Highland Elementary Schools.
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Also, included with the report attached to comment letter was a photograph taken
from Hyatt Elementary School looking east as a freight train was travelling north. The
photograph does not accurately represent the actual conditions behind the school.
The closest rail is approximately 350 feet from the nearest school building and over
90 feet from the school boundary. A photograph taken from the RCTC/SJBL ROW is
included in Master Response #10 - Hyatt Elementary School and Nearby
Residences Supplemental Protection (Derailment) to accurately illustrate the
relationship of the rail to the edge of the school property.
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Letter 11

March Joint Powers Authority - Adam Collier
January 6, 2011

L11-1

;o L11-2

" L1413
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Letter 11 (cont’d)

March Joint Powers Authority - Adam Collier
January 6, 2011

L11-4

> L11-5

L11-6

L11-7
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Response to Letter 11
March Joint Powers Authority - Adam Collier
January 6, 2011

L11-1.

L11-2.

L11-3.

L11-4.

L11-5

L11-6.

This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise specific environmental
concerns. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

This comment indicates that March Joint Powers Authority (JPA)'s comments are
limited to the Moreno Valley/March Field station only and that the Traffic Technical
Report addresses the six listed items.

Future conditions for the opening year of the PVL are analyzed and traffic impacts
associated with the PVL project for the opening year are disclosed in the SEA. What
Is indicated in the SEA with respect to the analysis of future conditions is that the
PVL full build-out conditions were not studied since the completion of the full build-
out is dependent upon ridership increases and additional funding, and a completion
date has not been determined.

Not all roadways and intersections are depicted in the SEA and Traffic Technical
Report exhibits due to the small scale of the map. The streets in the vicinity of the
project site represent conditions at the time the traffic counts were conducted, prior
to the opening of the Meridian Parkway; consequently, Meridian Parkway does not
appear on the map, and Brown Street is shown instead.

The street segments and intersections listed in the comment all lie along Meridian
Parkway, which is a new roadway built as part of the Meridian Business Park project
that was under construction at the time the traffic data collection effort and traffic
study. Meridian Business Park was not completed and developments within it were
not fully occupied at that time. Thus, existing traffic counts could not be gathered.
Therefore, because traffic counts could not be gathered, the incremental background
project traffic overlay was identified, as illustrated in Appendix D of the Traffic
Technical Report, and included in future year analyses at study area intersections.

Traffic signal timing changes are a low-cost, easily implemented mitigation measure
that is widely accepted by the engineering community (A Toolbox for Alleviating
Traffic Congestion and Enhancing Mobility, Institute of Transportation Engineers,
1996). The proposed mitigation at Cactus Avenue and Old 215 would not require any
changes/upgrades to the traffic control hardware, and can be achieved by
reprogramming the controller. The addition of travel lanes as a mitigation measure,
as suggested in the comment, would be redundant at this location, since all
intersection approaches (with the exception of the westbound Cactus Avenue
approach, which would experience a significant impact) would operate at acceptable
levels-of-service C or better and well below their theoretical travel capacities.
Roadway widening is a capital-intensive measure that may entail potential land
acquisition and extensive roadway reconstruction. Therefore, adjusting the signal
timing to allow more effective use of the signal system and the existing roadway
capacity is preferable.
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L11-7. The traffic signal is not recommended as a mitigation measure, but is incorporated
as part of the design for the proposed station (see Figure 1.7-11 of the SEA). The
disclosure of this signal was added to the Project Description.
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Letter 12

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-1

L12-2

L12-3
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Letter 12 (cont’d) — Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-3 (cont'd)

> L12-4

> L12-5
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

} L12-5 (cont'd)

N

> L12-6
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-6 (cont'd)

> L12-7
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-7 (contd)

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-169 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

3

Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-7 (cont'd)

L12-8

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-170 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

3

Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-8 (cont'd)

AN

> L12-9
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-9 (cont'd)

J
L12-10

N
> L12-11

J
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-11 (contd)

> L12-12
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-12 (contd)
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

\ L12-12 (cont’d)

\ L12-13
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-13 (cont'd)
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-13 (cont'd)
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-13 (cont'd)
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-13 (cont'd)

> L1214
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-14 (cont’d)
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-14 (cont'd)
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> 112-14 (cont'd)

> L12-15
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-15 (cont'd)
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

L12-15 (cont'd)

> L12-16
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

> L12-16 (cont'd)

-

L12-17
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

Poor people won’t be able to afford the high price of a train ticket and many won’t have a
car. Poor people are largely dependent on local bus service, and yet the level of local bus
service in the county is abysmal. As a matter of economic justice, RCTC should spend
the vast amount of money slated for the PVL instead on providing a fully adequate local
bus service. This should be considered as one of the alternatives to the Project. Such an
alternative, in addition to promoting environmental justice, would reduce the amount of
automobile use (many people would take bus instead) thus benefiting air quality and
traffic.

Public Controversy

CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA, Sec. 1508.27 states that in evaluating the
severity of impact, the following should be considered:

“4. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are

likely to be highly controversial.”
A decision to proceed with the PVL Project, as presently proposed, is in fact highly
controversial (and not just likely to be). Evidence of this is what happened at a special
evening public hearing held in May, 2010 at the UCR Extension Center. This hearing was
held because UCR area residents demanded it since the downtown location a daytime
hour of a previous hearing made it difficult for them to attend. Despite the fact that the
hearing was held on short notice and was not held in the UCR neighborhood proper but
rather on the other side of the freeway and with limited parking, over 100 people attended
in a standing-room-only crowd overflowing into the hallway. Except for one person from
Perris, all vociferously opposed the project, with 37 people, including Riverside Unified
School District (RUSD) officials and school teachers and children, spoke opposing the
project. Moreover, the RUSD has submitted lengthy letters opposing the project in its
present form, and the its board has voted to oppose the project and litigate against it if
necessary. All of this opposition is based on the effects on the quality of the residents’and
schools’ environment, particularly from noise and hazards. And all this was before people
were even aware of planned nighttime construction and 60 mph trains in their
neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Johnson & Sedlack

?/JM __“

By:
Raymond W. Johnson, Esq. AICP

Page 22 of 23
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 1

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

L12-19
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 2

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

L12-20
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 2

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 2

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 2

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 2

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 3

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

s L1221
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Letter 12 (cont’d) - Attachment 3

Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

} L12-21 (cont'd)

L12-22
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Response to Letter 12
Johnson & Sedlack - Raymond W. Johnson
January 6, 2011

L12-1.

L12-2.

L12-3.

This comment is introductory and does not raise specific environmental concerns. No
response is necessary.

This comment states that “the SEA is seriously deficient, with inaccurate and
inadequate information and analysis, especially regarding noise, hazards, and park
impacts”, and that “there will be impacts not mitigated to less than significant.”
However, this comment does not specifically identify what in the SEA is deficient,
inaccurate, and inadequate, what the desired mitigation measures are, and what
impacts would be minimized by these mitigation measures. Mitigation measures
have been identified where a significant impact is identified. Without knowledge of
the specific impacts of concern, this comment cannot be addressed further.

The comment heading is “lnadequate Project Description/Segmenting of
Environmental Review”. This heading encompasses comment responses L12-3,
L12-4, L12-5. The comment starts with describing the total number of culverts within
the RCTC/SJBL ROW, and the number of culverts that will be worked on as part of
the project.

After the initial comment is a description of a flood/mudflow event in December 2010.
The mudflow traveled from east to west, from Box Springs Mountain Reserve into the
existing ROW. This mudflow did not occur in an area of an existing culvert, and the
resulting mudflow covered the existing rail. West of this area is the City of Riverside
Islander Park. The topography in the area of Islander Park slopes up to the east from
approximately Mount Vernon Drive (west of Islander Park), past the RCTC/SJBL
ROW and increases sharply in Box Springs Mountain Reserve (source of the
mudflow). It should also be noted that most of Islander Park, as well as the right-of-
way of Big Springs Road, is mapped by FEMA as flood zone (SEA Section 3.17,
Figure 3.17-1). Since the RCTC/SJBL ROW is only 100 feet wide in this area, and
there are thousands of feet of higher topography to the east of the RCTC/SJBL
ROW, there is very little that RCTC can do to control mudslides onto the ROW.
RCTC does not own the land east of the ROW and therefore cannot grade, replant,
or in any way alter the land up slope in order to minimize the potential for mudflows
across the ROW.

The comment leads to saying that since there needs to be “substantial work” in this
area to address the concern over the mudflow, that the environmental review
process has been segmented. The previous paragraph indicates the width of the
existing ROW in this area. RCTC can only plan for improvements within the ROW
and to coordinate those improvements with the adjacent jurisdictions, in this case the
City of Riverside. If the County of Riverside does plan slope stabilization efforts
within Box Springs Mountain Reserve, then that is a separate project from the PVL
with a separate project sponsor.

The project is not proposing improvements within Box Springs Mountain Reserve,
only improvements within the existing ROW. So the project cannot be accused of
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segmenting because the project analysis discloses the proposed project. Should the
County of Riverside propose a project within the Reserve, that would be a separate
and distinct project with a different lead agency. Because it is not a related action, it
would not be considered segmenting of the proposed PVL project.

L12-4. This comment quotes email correspondence from Ms. Echevarria regarding
hydrology but does not raise specific environmental concerns. No further response is
necessary.

L12-5. See response L12-3. Islander Park encompasses a vast area. There are currently
existing culverts at approximately Mile Post 3.40 and 3.90. The PVL project is not
planning any changes to the culverts in the vicinity of Islander Park. There are also
no changes planned for the areas adjacent to the RCTC ROW because RCTC does
not own the land adjacent to the ROW. If mudflows happen in Box Springs Reserve
they could enter the RCTC ROW since the ROW is at the base of the steep slopes.

According to the survey generator made available with the MSHCP, there is no
available habitat for the spadefoot toad in the Islander Park area, and therefore no
surveys required. Islander Park is impacted by the general public, neighborhood
pets, and the periodic wildfires which greatly reduce the suitability of the area to
native species (personal communication with John Wear, local resident).

L12-6. At the time that the SEA was first undertaken, the preliminary 30% engineering
design drawings were the most recent available data with respect to the PVL
alignment. Based on these drawings, the short radius data table provided in the
comment is confirmed accurate. However, some data in the vicinity of the UCR area
referenced by the comment was revised before a more recent drawing revision was
available. As a result, alignment curves 2B and 2C, which according to the comment
were not addressed in the SEA, were subsequently eliminated as part of the project
alignment and were therefore not referenced in the SEA. Curves 4B and 4C were
also not included in the SEA because as noted in the comment, while coming close
to meeting the < 900 foot short-radius criterion, they did not meet the < 900 foot
short-radius criterion.

The comment also states that Table 4 in the Noise and Vibration Technical Report
did not have “other numerical data”. The technical report includes data deemed
necessary to explain the noise and vibration analysis and review process. However,
the additional engineering data mentioned in the comment, was referenced at the
bottom of Table 4 as being available in the 30% engineering design drawings.

The comment discusses the extent of the curvature in the area of the alignment near
the Hyatt Elementary School. All short radius curves in this area and throughout the
entire alignment were identified in Table 4 of the Noise and Vibration Technical
Report. As part of the proposed PVL project implementation, rail lubrication in the
form of wayside applicators will be utilized to reduce wheel squeal noise at all short
radius curves. Again, this project component applies to all short radius curves
identified in the SEA, regardless of whether they would be located adjacent to one
another or not.
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L12-7. The comment does not agree with the derailment risk assessment presented within
the SEA, and because of that, feels the environmental process is being segmented.
Because of the concern raised by local residents and the Riverside Unified School
District, a second risk assessment was conducted which confirmed the previous that
there was not a significant risk of the project causing a train derailment.

This comment also appears to mix freight train data sets. This comment cites a
BNSF freight history of 4.5 million miles, which was presented as SCRRA’s 17-year
history of freight trains on all SCRRA lines (which includes both BNSF and Union
Pacific operations). This comment also cites FRA data for 13 BNSF derailments in
Riverside County, which presumably includes switching and yard derailments for a
much larger and much busier segment of the BNSF than the PVL. The comment
continues to report a computed a risk of about one derailment in six years for the
UCR neighborhood. The numbers presented in the SEA of a much reduced
derailment condition using the overall SCRRA data are projected from historical data,
and indicate a factor reduced by about 40, as implied by the comment.

The comment correctly notes that the BNSF has made some improvements to the
line and that the PVL project would make further improvements if it were completed
as designed. To accommodate for the curves and steep grades, trains reduce
speeds to safely traverse those areas. However, the SCRRA service territory
includes similar territory on the Antelope Valley line, and so the comparison is not an
unreasonable approximation.

An underlying assumption within the comment is the trains are going to increase their
speed whenever possible to “make up time”. It should be noted that train speeds
along the alignment are calculated based on the engineering design of the tracks
taking into account curvature, slope, etc. Once the train speeds are calculated for the
alignment, then the signal timing is determined. Therefore it is critical for the trains
traveling along the corridor to keep to the anticipated speeds. Should the speeds
change drastically from what was engineered, then the timing of the crossing gates
would be compromised.

Since the publication of the SEA a second risk assessment was completed to
determine if there was an increased risk of accident near either Hyatt or Highland
Elementary Schools. Also, as part of the risk assessment, train speeds were taken
into account for the risk calculations. This updated risk assessment report can be
found in its entirety in Appendix |, identified as the Zeta Tech Report.

L12-8. The comment correctly cites the SEA:

“Noise from wheel squeal (near the tight radius curve at the proposed
“Citrus Connection”) was assessed separately since the operation of the
PVL train corridor would include wayside applicators as part of the
design plans, which would eliminate noise from wheel squeal for all tight
radius curves.”

Based on this quote from the SEA the commenter might surmise that wheel squeal
noise will be eliminated for all tight radius curves. However, the actual intent of this
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statement was to say that “impacts” from wheel squeal would be eliminated; the
actual noise from wheel squeal will be reduced to a level that is not significant. This
reduction would result in the elimination of predicted noise impacts to residents along
Transit Avenue.

To further emphasize the true intent of the SEA with respect to wheel squeal, Section
3.4.3 of the SEA states that

“These steps taken to reduce wheel squeal from the commuter rail
operations would also reduce the existing wheel squeal from BNSF
freight trains,”. (Bold added for emphasis.)

Later on in the same section it also states:

“These measures would successfully reduce the significance of wheel
squeal noise on all segments of the PVL alignment, including the “Citrus
Connection” area. As a result, with the wheel squeal noise component
successfully reduced no noise impacts would result at residences along
Transit Avenue.”

In addition, the comment includes the following quote from the SEA as proof of a
“claim of the elimination of wheel squeal” noise.

“According to the Transit Cooperative Research Program - “Wheel/Rail
Noise Control Manual” (Transportation Research Board, 1997), a report
which was sponsored by the FTA, the use of a petroleum lubricant
would reduce squeal while the use of a water lubricant would eliminate

squeal.”

As it is clearly pointed out in the above quote, the information comes directly from an
FTA sponsored technical report that was produced by the well-respected
Transportation Research Board. The statement was included in the SEA to
demonstrate the effectiveness of rail lubrication on wheel squeal noise, and not as a
way to bolster any claims of wheel squeal noise elimination. Moreover, if RCTC
intended to use this statement to bolster a claim of wheel squeal noise elimination
(which it did not), RCTC would have specifically referenced water as the type of
lubricant to be used with the wayside applicators. However, no specific reference
was made to the use of either water or petroleum for wayside applicators in the SEA.
The decision on the type of lubricant to be used will ultimately be decided by RCTC.

RCTC asserts that the complete noise and vibration report does not work on a
premise that wheel squeal noise will be eliminated. As the above explanatory
response clarifies, the implementation of wayside applicators for the PVL project will
reduce and not eliminate wheel squeal noise at identified short radius curves along
the PVL alignment.

L12-9. RCTC acknowledges the quotation in this comment from the TCRP Report 23
document. Please see response L12-8 above, and response L12-10 below.
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L12-10. RCTC agrees that the TCRP Report 23 does not say that wheel squeal can be
eliminated by using lubrication. However, the TCRP Report 23 does say that
lubrication can reduce noise from wheel squeal. Please see response L12-8 above.

L12-11.  Please see L12-8. The comment states that the Citrus Connection curve is not close
to any residences. However, while some short-radius curves along the PVL
alignment may be located closer to residences than the Citrus Connection curve, as
demonstrated in the table of short radius curves provided within the comment, the
Citrus Connection curve has one of the tightest radiuses of curvature and, is
significantly longer in its length. The negative consequence of this additional length is
an increase in the wheel squeal noise exposure time to nearby residents. Increased
exposure time is a critical additive component in the prediction of wheel squeal noise
(FTA Manual, Section 6.2.3 and TCRP Wheel/Rail Noise Control Manual, Section
8.10.2). Finally, the Citrus Connection curve, as the comment references from the
SEA - Section 3.4.3, is the only short-radius curve location along the entire PVL
alignment which would be constructed as part of the project. The remaining short-
radius curves identified in the SEA represent the existing rail alignment and therefore
would not be constructed as part of the PVL project. As a result of these factors, the
FTA requested specifically that the Citrus Connection short-radius curve be analyzed
in detail.

The comment states that the 2006 Noise and Vibration Technical Report, prepared
by ATS Consulting, suggests the possible use of additional wheel squeal reducing
measures in the form of “customized profiling of the rail”. However, it should be noted
that this represents a generalized statement written without the benefit at that time,
of any type of detailed wheel squeal noise analysis. Conversely, the SEA did perform
a detailed analysis on wheel squeal. The conservative results of this analysis
indicated that residents nearby the Citrus Connection curve would be impacted by
rail noise and, that the wheel squeal component of the noise was a major
contributing factor. Based on this knowledge, it was determined that wayside
applicators, which would be implemented as part of the project, would successfully
reduce wheel squeal such that the predicted noise impacts would be eliminated for
nearby residents. Further, there is limited rail industry evidence for the effective use
of “profiling” as a wheel squeal reducing measure while the use of wayside
applicators has been tried and proven and, as shown in the FTA Manual (Table 6-
12), is the recommended default procedure for reducing wheel squeal. As a result,
based on the noise assessments quantitative demonstration of the effectiveness of
wayside applicators (see SEA, Section 3.4.3), other noise reduction measures for
wheel squeal were not discussed.

Concerning the comment pertaining to a “conclusory statement” regarding the
elimination of wheel squeal, please see response L12-8 above. The comment also
states that there is no basis on which to estimate a reduction of wheel squeal noise
using wayside applicators. However, the basis for wheel squeal noise reduction
utilized in the SEA can be found in the FTA Manual and the TRCP (FTA Manual,
Section 6.8.2 and TCRP Wheel/Rail Noise Control Manual, Section 8.10.2).

L12-12. The comment includes citation of several additional reports on wheel squeal noise.
None of these reports have made definitive assessments regarding the effectiveness
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of wheel squeal mitigation; however, the wheel squeal issue presented in the
Transportation Research Board (TRB) report is based on extensive research. In
addition, although the TRB report is over 13 years old, it is still recognized as one of
the standard references in the noise industry (see the 2006 “Transit Noise and
Vibration Impacts Assessment,” FTA [FTA Manual], page 6-45). The comment also
refers to the “Mitigation of Wheel Squeal and Flanging Noise on the Australian Ralil
Network” report, and states “trials with top of rail friction modifiers were not
successful,” however, the wayside applicators proposed for the PVL project would
also include gage face lubrication (see SEA, Section 3.4.3). As a result, the
comparison is inappropriate because the techniques to be used are not the same.
This same scenario exists when comparing mitigation for the referenced “Australian
Research Project” to the PVL mitigation with wayside applicators. It should be noted
that the wayside applicators proposed for the PVL project would include gage face
lubrication while the Australian research project did not.

Finally as stated in the SEA, Section 3.4.3, the “Citrus Connection curve” was
assessed and impacts were predicted to occur, however, impacts surpassed the FTA
criteria by only one (1) dB. This indicates that even at minimal effectiveness, the
proposed mitigation using wayside applicators would be successful at reducing
impacts from PVL SCRRA/Metrolink trains in this area to a level that is not
significant. This assertion is based on the dominance of wheel squeal noise at this
location when compared to the other elements of train noise (i.e. horn, engine and
wheel noise). Testing of wheel squeal noise is not proposed for any segment of the
alignment, however, regular maintenance and inspection of the wayside applicator
system will be required to ensure the systems effectiveness. Moreover, the FTA
Manual shows that wayside applicators are effective at reducing wheel squeal noise
(FTA Manual, Table 6-12).In all other areas with tight radius curves, wheel squeal
would be reduced for SCRRA/Metrolink PVL trains and as an added benefit would
also reduce wheel squeal noise for existing freight trains.

Although the comment suggests that the wayside applicators will result in
environmental consequences, any mitigation program involving wayside applicators
would involve routine on-site inspection to ensure its proper operation and safety to
the public and the environment.

(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

L12-13. See Master Response #2 - Kinder Morgan Pipeline Segment Near Highland
Elementary School. This comment requests specific information as to the location of
the pipeline within the project area. A portion of the jet fuel pipeline extends from the
Colton Terminal (2359 South Riverside Avenue) to the MARB (Cactus Avenue).
Additional segments of the Kinder Morgan pipeline are located within the SUBL ROW
from Service Road southward to Watkins Drive, and then reconnecting near Box
Springs Boulevard to Cactus Avenue. A portion of the Kinder Morgan pipeline, within
the PVL corridor, runs parallel to Highland Elementary School (this was misstated in
the SEA and corrected here), within approximately 50 feet to the west. The pipeline
is not located in the ROW in the vicinity of Hyatt School.

By agreement, the Kinder Morgan pipeline is within a “work exclusion zone”,
meaning only Kinder Morgan can conduct work on the pipeline. Therefore, FTA and
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RCTC cannot obtain “precise information . . . independently of Kinder Morgan, as to
the age, depth, material, and condition of the pipeline”, as this comment requests.
Kinder Morgan must abide by federal regulations, and a Kinder Morgan
representative stated that the pipeline is in accordance with regulations. It is not
within FTA’s power to regulate Kinder Morgan. The PVL technical reports were
prepared according to the industry standard of care which requires contacting
owners of the facilities that make impact on the proposed project area. The excerpt
of the letter cited is from a resident at 268 West Broadbent Drive. This location is
west of Watkins Drive which is approximately 2,500 feet from the RCTC/SJBL ROW,
and just west of Watkins Drive which is the identified pipeline route in this area.

That the resident at 268 West Broadbent Drive encountered the Kinder Morgan
pipeline, apparently without notifying Dig Alert, does not lead to a reasonable
conclusion that the pipeline will be a safety hazard to the PVL project. Additionally,
the comment quotes a website that calls into question Kinder Morgan’s safety
reputation; these comments were not made in the context of the PVL project,
however, and have no relation to the project. Mr. Weimer’s reported testimony
discusses the Olympic Pipeline Company, which is not relevant to the Kinder Morgan
line in Riverside, as there is no discussion of the materials being transferred or the
differing site conditions.

This comment also incorrectly claims that the SEA’s statement regarding pipeline
depth is false. The depth of the pipeline varies. In some places it is as deep as 10
feet and in other places it is as shallow as 2 feet 4 inches. According to the pothole
study conducted by RCTC in early 2010, the depth to the top of the pipeline in the
area adjacent to Highland Elementary School ranging up to 5’-2”. The reason for this
range of depths is that erosion and weathering slowly remove topsoil and therefore
reduce the overall depth of the line.

As stated previously, although the pipeline was originally installed many years ago
and is located within the RCTC ROW in some areas, and outside the RCTC ROW in
others, the pipeline must still meet current safety requirements. These safety
requirements evaluate the overall pipeline integrity, including evaluating for corrosion
and joint integrity. Since the pipeline is an existing condition, the engineering and
construction activities are expected to conduct work without impacting it.

L12-14. See Master Response #6 - Noise. The FTA procedure for predicting noise impacts
from construction-related activities was used for the PVL project. The FTA identifies
this procedure as a reasonable method to assess construction noise impacts.
Therefore, because different municipalities may have differing maximum allowable
noise levels and as there are no standardized criteria for assessing construction
noise impacts, the FTA construction noise assessment procedure was used to
determine potential impacts from construction. The assessment results showed that
the L.y noise level from project-related construction activities would not surpass the
FTA construction noise criteria and thus impacts would not be significant. It is
important to understand that municipal ordinance noise levels typically use the Lnax
descriptor. Ly represents the maximum noise level for a discrete or single event,
and is not a descriptor that effectively indicates sustained public annoyance.
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Conversely, the Leq hourly descriptor used in the FTA construction noise
assessment is much more representative of annoyance to humans over time.

Concerning variance and exemption procedures for night-time construction, the
municipality where construction activities would occur is responsible for such
variances in relation to the PVL project scope and their own local noise codes and
laws. These local noise codes and ordinances are designed to give local
governments flexibility in land use regulation to permit reasonable and appropriate
deviations from established regulation when it would be prudent and necessary
under the circumstances to do so.

During the normal allowable hours of construction defined in the local noise
ordinances, project-related construction activities could result in occasional and
sporadic increases in noise levels at noise-sensitive areas adjoining the project
alignment. However, a representative construction noise assessment based on FTA
guidelines was performed for this project and it was determined that construction-
related noise impacts would not occur at any location.

A comparison of the predicted construction noise level with the Perris ordinance
maximum allowable noise level was made in the SEA. However, this comparison
was provided only to show that the predicted one-hour construction noise Leq in this
instance was below the ordinance L.« allowable noise level and was not meant to
imply that the Perris noise ordinance’s maximum allowable noise level represents a
significant impact threshold for construction noise. The construction noise significant
impact determination used in the SEA is only related to the comparison of the
predicted construction noise level to the FTA one-hour Leq construction noise criteria
(FTA Manual, Section 12.1.3).

The comment asserts that the property chosen for the construction noise
assessment is not representative as it is too far from the alignment. In the assertion
there is a quote from the SEA:

“Other locations along the alignment would also be potentially impacted
by construction noise. To determine whether construction of the
proposed PVL project would result in any noise impacts to sensitive
receptors at these locations, an FTA general assessment procedure for
construction noise was conducted for a representative residential
location at 228 C Street in Perris. This location was chosen because it
would be representative of a property which would be affected by typical
track laying construction represented by activities such as culvert
modifications and embankment work as well as track and road
crossings construction”....

However, this does not represent the full text. The complete text statement continues
as follows:

In addition, due to the proposed Perris Station, it would also be affected

by construction noise from station and parking elements, which include
earthwork, utility work and landscaping among others.
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The assessment was based on the examination of potential construction noise
impacts at a representative worst-case location. The criteria used to select a
representative location included: the proximity of construction activities to noise
sensitive receivers, and the extent of construction-related activities in the area. The
location at 228 C Street in the City of Perris was chosen because it is directly
adjacent to the PVL alignment and the proposed Perris Station. While track-related
construction in Perris may not be as close to 228 C Street as it would be for some
residences in the UCR neighborhood, other station-related construction activities in
the Perris area would be considerably closer. For example, elements of proposed
station work construction would affect residential locations as close to construction
activities as approximately 60 feet, and this is in addition to construction-related
traffic activity within the adjacent street network. Therefore, the 228 C Street
residence represents the only sensitive cluster location adjacent to the alignment that
would be exposed to both station- and track-related construction activities. Since
impacts were not projected at this location, impacts along other segments of the
alignment that would not also include station locations near sensitive noise receptors
would be unlikely.

The comment states correctly that the monitored noise level at 228 C Street in Perris
is the same with and without train noise. However, the comment refers to Table 3.4-6
which only includes 2005 monitoring data collected for the 2005 EA. These
measurements were superseded by the 2009 measurements, (as described in the
SEA, Section 3.4.2) which are 2 dB higher than the 2005 measurements referred to
in Table 3.4-7. Moreover, this particular measurement was specifically re-monitored
precisely because of the phenomena that the comment suggests. As such, the 2009
measurement is an accurate and up to date representation of the existing noise
environment in this section of Perris (see Master Response #6 - Noise).

The comment describes an incorrect attempt to use the distance variable contained
within the construction noise prediction equation to prove their assertion that 228 C
Street in Perris is not a representative site for PVL construction noise. However,
several elements of the argument are inaccurate.

First, the comment reveals the assumption that the noise emission levels for the two
noisiest pieces of equipment would be the same for both the UCR neighborhood and
the Perris Station area. This is incorrect because, while both the UCR neighborhood
and the Perris Station area would include the usage of trucks, the Perris Station area
would include the usage of pavers, while the work in the UCR neighborhood would
not. Pavers are among the louder pieces of construction equipment (FTA Manual,
Table 12-1).

Second, the work presented in the comment is incorrect with the usage of 50 feet for
the distance variable of the construction noise prediction equation as the source-to-
receptor distance in the UCR neighborhood. The location in the UCR neighborhood
where the shortest distances exist between residential buildings and the alignment
are the ten homes along East Campus View Drive. While the shortest distance would
be approximately 65 feet (see SEA, Table 3.4-7, site #2), this represents only two
homes. For the remaining eight homes, the distance is more in the range of 75 feet.
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Thirdly, the Usage Factor (U.F.) for trucks in the UCR neighborhood construction
areas is likely to be less than the one assumed for the Perris Station. A U. F. of one
(1) assumes full power operation for the duration of the one-hour modeling period.
While the Perris Station area construction equation conservatively assumes a usage
factor of one (1) for trucks, this U.F. is most certainly too high for use in with rail
construction in the UCR neighborhood. For construction within the UCR
neighborhood ROW, trucks would mostly be delivering and dropping off materials.
Any trucks within the ROW would likely be dumping or receiving soils materials,
which would require the truck be turned off during loading.

The final issue which is to be considered is the difference between the dynamic
characteristics of construction in the UCR neighborhood versus the static
characteristics of construction that would be provided in the Perris Station area. The
procedures related to track and noise barrier construction that would be provided in
the UCR neighborhood would be linear, contained within the ROW and would move
quickly along the corridor. As a result, “given the linear configuration of the
construction corridor, only small area segments would likely experience construction
noise at any given time.” This applies for both day and night construction (see Noise
and Vibration Technical Report, Section G). Specifically, the construction in the UCR
Neighborhood would primarily comprise track construction, progressing at
approximately 1000 feet per day, and noise barrier placement progressing at
approximately 60 feet per day (see Air Quality Technical Report, Appendix D).
According to the FTA Manual, Section 12.1, when the length of construction at noise-
sensitive land uses (such as homes in the UCR Neighborhood) would last less than
a month, a qualitative assessment (which assumes no construction impacts) is
appropriate; and when construction would last less than several months, a detailed
construction noise assessment is not required. In addition, some of the construction
activities in the UCR neighborhood would require no construction noise assessment
at all (FTA Manual, Section 12.1). Based on the rate of progression for the expected
construction activities above, the construction in the UCR neighborhood can be
viewed as a series of small projects since no one location in would be exposed to
major construction activities for more than a few weeks. The one element of
construction in the UCR area that would include static construction activities would
be for rail crossings. However, the typical construction period at each crossing would
only last approximately three weeks. Again, as explained in the FTA Manual, Section
12.1, when the length of construction at noise-sensitive land uses (such as homes in
the UCR neighborhood) would last less than a month, a qualitative assessment is
appropriate; and when construction would last less than several months, a detailed
construction noise assessment is not required. As a result, while all local noise codes
and ordinances would still have to be adhered to during construction, construction
noise in the UCR neighborhood is not expected to result in significant annoyance or
impacts to local residents.

Conversely, in the Perris Station area, the potential for annoyance to residences is
more pronounced given the stationary nature of the construction. While track
construction would progress in a manner similar to that in the UCR neighborhood,
station construction would last for approximately two months. Therefore, because the
station is a fixed location, sensitive residential land uses would be exposed to
construction noise for the full two-month period. This extended exposure time to
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station construction activities in addition to the track construction makes the Perris
Station area the most appropriate candidate for the assessment of construction noise
impacts.

All of the above factors were taken into consideration when the Perris Station was
chosen as a representative construction noise assessment site.

Consequently, when all of the above factors are taken into consideration,
construction noise calculations within the UCR neighborhood would result in the FTA
construction noise criteria still not being surpassed during allowable hours of
construction.

The comment asserts that the SEA improperly represents the significance of local
noise codes. In addition, the comment includes quotes from the FTA Manual
indicating that for the proposed project, “commitments to limit noise levels, including
any local noise ordinances that apply” should be made, and “monitoring of noise”
should be performed. It is noted in the SEA that commitments regarding noise
ordinances will be made (Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Section G).
However, these commitments are made for actual construction operations and do
not negate the validity of the FTA construction assessment approach. The FTA
Manual, Section 12.1.3 states that:

“. local noise ordinances are not very useful in evaluating construction
noise. They usually relate to nuisance and hours of allowed activity and
sometimes specify limits in terms of maximum levels, but are generally
not practical for assessing the impact of a construction project.”

However, as stated above, noise ordinances/codes are provided in L., noise levels;
as such they are useful in the determination of an instantaneous annoyance from
discrete activities. Consequently, contractors are required to adhere to the local
noise codes and ordinances and as a result typically implement standard
construction noise control measures. Examples of these control measures include
temporary construction noise barriers, low-noise emission equipment and the use of
acoustic enclosures for particularly noisy equipment. RCTC will implement all
applicable standard construction noise control measures required by the affected
jurisdictions. However, temporary increases in noise levels over the maximum
allowable noise ordinance could take place. These increases would be based on
potential occurrences of atypical events given the inconsistent and transitory nature
of some construction activities and equipment usage. These temporary increases,
however, would not be significant since the construction noise assessment did not
result in the projection of any construction noise impacts. This explanation of the
variable nature of construction noise (as recommended in the FTA Manual, page 12-
1) was provided in the SEA, Section 3.4.3.

It is acknowledged that the SEA notes the possibility of night-time construction work.
However, no significant noise impacts would occur for any of the project’s
construction activities. Please see above text with regard to complying with code
requirements and the use of variances.
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In addition, the comment expresses objection to the possible shifting of freight train
operations. However, these shifts could only occur with regard to construction
activities and would not be caused by future PVL train operations. These
construction-related shifts in freight operations, if they occur, would be temporary.

L12-15. The noise monitor for the 2005 noise measurement in the vicinity of 396 E. Big
Springs Road was located at approximately 90 feet from the alignment. As such, this
measurement was representative of the entire Box Springs Cluster that includes all
of the typical elements of the community noise environment including traffic, trains
and loud animals. Therefore, although distances from house to alignment may differ
within the same cluster, the existing noise level would be seen as representative for
each (FTA Manual, page 3-10). In addition, although the noise measurement was
taken 90 feet from the alignment, the actual property at 396 E. Big Springs Road is
located at approximately 120 feet from the PVL alignment. As a result, this was the
distance used in the actual noise assessment.

At 396 E. Big Springs Road, the PVL project would not result in a decrease in noise
levels from 62 dBA to 57.3 dBA. In addition, the direct comparison of these two noise
levels, as is presented in the comment, would be incorrect. The 62-dBA noise level
represents the overall existing noise from all sources within the area while the 57.3
dBA noise level is the estimated future noise contribution from proposed PVL
SCRRA/Metrolink trains only. In other words, with the inclusion of the proposed PVL
project, the actual overall noise level would be greater than 62 dBA. An example of
the interaction between an existing noise level and projected noise level in a typical
transit project is depicted in the SEA (see Table 3.4-4). As shown in the table, the
existing noise will not decrease, as a result of the inclusion of a project rail noise
component, as the comment suggests.

In addition, the proposed noise barriers along E Campus View Drive area are over
1,600 feet from the Box Springs Cluster. This is well beyond the distance where a 9
to 13 foot noise barrier would result in any noise reflections (FTA Manual, page 2-
12). Welded rail will be added along the entire length of the PVL alignment.

With respect to the comment about the multifamily cluster Watkins 3 from the 2005
EA, the same response given above for 396 E. Big Springs Road is applicable here.
The existing L4, Will not be reduced in the future to a lower value. That is not possible
given the additional train traffic proposed for the PVL project. However, the predicted
Lqn Of the project noise for Watkins 3 would be lower than its existing noise since the
project noise does not include ambient neighborhood noise sources (e.g., existing
freight and automobiles). For projects where sound reflections off noise barriers are
of concern, sound absorptive materials are often proposed for use on noise barriers.
However, it is not expected that reflections off noise barriers in the area of Watkins
Drive would result in any significant increases in noise levels since the PVL
alignment would not be close to any of the proposed noise barriers (FTA Manual,
page 2-12). In the area near Watkins Drive, noise barriers proposed on the eastern
side of the track alignment would be located approximately 50 feet from the train.

The comment concerns the inability of the residents receiving sound insulation to
close their windows. The use of noise barriers for these residents was deemed
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infeasible due to engineering and topographical constraints (see Master Response
#6 - Noise). Therefore, although impact criteria are based on outdoor conditions,
according to the FTA, the only practical noise mitigation measure is to provide sound
insulation so that interior noise levels can be reduced to acceptable levels (FTA
Manual, Section 6.8.4). For those properties where mitigation would result in a
closed window condition, a central air conditioning system would be provided.

The comment indicates that wheel squeal noise is not taken into account with
respect to the noise assessment near Mount Vernon Street. This is untrue since the
existing noise monitoring program was a reflection of current noise conditions in the
area, which included wheel squeal noise from existing freight trains.
(http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf)

The SJBL has existed on its current alignment for more than 100 years, well before
the establishment of Box Springs Mountain Reserve, or Islander Park, as
recreational resources. The Box Springs Mountain Reserve entrance is located at
9699 Box Springs Mountain Road in Moreno Valley, east of the SUBL. Crossing the
SJBL at other than a legal crossing is unsafe and is trespassing, regardless of
circumstances. BNSF’s maintenance practices are not relevant to the discussion.

The PVL project does not include adding additional track in this area, or requiring
temporary or permanent easements, or affecting existing access to parks in any way.
The existing track will remain in its current location and would not impact property
from either park. Because no park property is required for the project there would be
no ‘use’ as defined by 23 CFR 774.17 of the Section 4(f) regulation. It should also be
noted that implementation of the PVL project would not result in any constructive use
of either park, as the parks’ recreational facilities would not be substantially
diminished, per 23 CFR 774.15. Since there would be no changes to the existing
environment in this area as a result of the PVL project, the project would not result in
any impacts to the recreational areas.

Issues of environmental justice in minority and low-income populations were
evaluated as part of the PVL project in Section 3.11 (Environmental Justice and
Socioeconomics) of the SEA. For the purposes of EJ assessment, the potential
environmental consequences of the PVL are considered in order to determine
whether there would be disproportionately high and adverse effects on EJ
communities. Positive environmental consequences are also considered in the EJ
analysis. With each of the four stations located directly within a EJ community and
proximate to others, the PVL would be accessible to the EJ communities and would
therefore be of potential indirect socioeconomic value to the EJ communities it
serves, providing improved access and mobility within the region. Not only would the
EJ communities comprising and represented by the study area not be burdened by
adverse effects, these communities would benefit from improved access to jobs,
housing, schools, and other community services available with Riverside County and
the region as a whole.

An Express Bus Alternative was considered by RCTC as one of the five alternatives
discussed in both Section 2.0 (Project Alternatives) of the SEA and the San Jacinto
Branchline/I-215 Corridor Study Alternatives Analysis (STV Incorporated, 2004),
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included as Technical Report A to the SEA. The Express Bus Alternative was
rejected, however, because this alternative would not reduce highway congestion in
the SJBL/I-215 corridor and automobile and bus modes would still be tied to the
congested roadway network whereas all three commuter rail alternatives would allow
commuters to decrease their travel time in the corridor and decrease personal
vehicles used in the corridor reducing congestion. Also, as a result of the longest
travel time from increasing highway congestion throughout the forecast years,
impacts to air quality and traffic would be significant. Therefore, a commuter rail
option (PVL) was selected to provide mobility through the corridor without relying on
or adding to the congestion of the area highways.

All comments received on the Draft EIR and the Draft SEA were considered and
responses are provided in the final versions of each document, respectively. In
accordance with § 1501.4 of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations
for implementing NEPA, as well as 23 CFR 771.115(c) and 23 CFR 771.119 of
FHWA/FTA’s NEPA implementing regulations, an Environmental Assessment (EA)
was prepared for the proposed project. Because the project-related impacts were
either found to not be significant, or would be mitigated to a level that is not
significant, an EIS does not appear to be the appropriate level of documentation, and
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is anticipated.

Significance determinations depend on context and intensity. (40 CFR § 1508.27),
and one of the factors that the lead agency is encouraged to evaluate when
considering intensity of an impact is the degree of public controversy (40 CFR
§ 1508.27(b)). Understanding the public interest and potential for concern about the
proposed project, FTA made the SEA available for public review. Public comments
received from the public review have been considered, and are addressed within this
Final SEA, which has been made available for public review per FTA’s NEPA
implementing regulation (23 CFR 771.119(h)). As stated above, a FONSI is
anticipated and the final determination will be made after the 30-day review period
for this document closes.

Identified as Attachment 1 to the main letters, this comment contains two
photographs of what appears to be the Kinder Morgan pipeline, located south of
Hyatt School and outside the RCTC-SJBC ROW. The comment associated with the
images appears to complain that the pipeline is painted and not buried. It should be
noted that the pipeline is identified as an existing condition in the project area. It
should also be noted that the pipeline easement has sections both inside and
outside the RCTC-SJBL ROW. The segment photograph appears to be outside the
rail RCTC-SJBC ROW.

Attachment 2 to the comment letter is the resume of Raymond Johnson, Esq., AICP.
Mr. Johnson is the author of the letter. This comment does not raise environmental
concerns. No response is necessary.

Attachment 3 is the collection of information that attempts to link increased
noise/vibration to reproductive failure in frogs, toads, terrestrial wildlife and livestock.
It is implied that these articles are appropriate for this project when in fact they are
not. The comment does not reference the developed nature of the existing rail
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corridor, and the project’s close proximity to both the 1-215 and SR-60, both highly
traveled freeways. Such close proximity to the freeway causes high levels of ambient
noise throughout both day and night. The comment does not acknowledge that the
project is only adding limited hour trains and that the frogs, toads, and terrestrial
wildlife are active at night.

To support the conclusions presented within the environmental document, various
biological surveys were conducted. These surveys were conducted during the
appropriate seasons and in compliance with the Western Riverside MSHCP. The
results of these surveys can be found in SEA Section 3.14.

The species survey information was compiled and submitted to the Resource
Conservation Agency (RCA) per the requirements of the Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) process which supports
the Joint Project Review (JPR) application. RCA approved the JPR in July 2011.

Subsequent to the submittal of the JPR to RCA, an informal Section 7 consultation
was initiated between FTA and USFWS. This Section 7 consultation requested a
finding of “no adverse effect” on the least Bell’s vireo which is the only threatened or
endangered species located within and/or adjacent to the ROW.

The latest update from USFWS is that the Section 7 consultation process should be
completed during the week of January 9, 2012.

L12-22. The comment appropriately relates noise sources and noise increases in projects
that expand existing services, but this condition does not apply to PVL. The PVL
project would not result in any operational or physical changes to the existing freight
train fleet. Also, there are no passenger trains currently operating on the existing
alignment. Finally, the SEL used in the PVL rail noise assessment is a reference
value contained in the FTA Manual, Table 6-3.
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Len Nunney
January 6, 2011
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Response to Letter 13
Len Nunney
January 6, 2011

L13-1.

L13-2.

This comment is introductory and does not raise environmental concerns. No
response is necessary.

A query of the CNDDB did not produce any occurrences of western spadefoot toad
within Proposed Constrained Linkage Area 19. However, focused surveys for
western spadefoot toad were conducted by a biologist on March 9 and April 9, 2010,
during the known breeding season for this species. Areas of the RCTC ROW within
Proposed Constrained Linkage Area 19 and near the San Jacinto River Bridge and
Overflow Channel Bridge were surveyed for the purpose of evaluating the potential
presence of western spadefoot toad. . A potentially suitable breeding pond was
present under the bridge near Case Road. On March 9, 2010, the pond measured
approximately 0.01 acre (70 feet x 9 feet). Tadpoles for California Chorus Frogs
(Pseudacris cadaverina) were observed in the ponded area. A night survey was
performed and calling California Chorus Frogs were identified. On April 9, 2010, the
pond was considerably smaller but still contained adequate water to support
tadpoles. No western spadefoot tadpoles were observed on this survey.

RCA was contacted on June 24, 2010 by Kleinfelder to obtain location data of
breeding sites reported by Friends of Riverside’s Hills to RCA, specifically within
RCTC ROW within the MSHCP Proposed Constrained Linkage Area 7 and Criteria
Cells 545 and 635. RCA conducted a review of 2005 - 2008 data and found no
reported occurrences of Western spadefoot toad within these boundaries. A query of
the CNDDB did not produce any occurrences of the species with the Proposed
Constrained Linkage Area 7. The MSHCP survey guidelines for Criteria Cells 545
and 635 do not require surveys for Amphibian species.

As indicated in the SEA, RCTC acknowledges that there is potential for the Western
spadefoot toad to inhabit the San Jacinto River area. As a result, there is a potential
impact to Western spadefoot toad and mitigation has been imposed to reduce this
impact to a level that is not significant. Specifically, RCTC has incorporated
mitigation measure BR-9 requiring pre-construction surveys for Western spadefoot
toads 30 days prior to site disturbance to determine if western spadefoot toads are
present within the designated construction area (SEA, § 3.14.4).

The comment states that breeding sites differ between adults and tadpoles.
Ultimately, the MSHCP acknowledges that, “[s]urveys for adult toad are difficult...and
tadpoles detections are often accidental” (MSHCP p. A-76 [Species Account for
Western spadefoot toad]). In order to provide a complete and full analysis, however,
a survey for spadefoot toads was undertaken. During the survey neither Western
spadefoot toads nor tadpoles were identified (Western Spadefoot Toad (Spea
Hammondii) Survey Report, p. 8). However, because of the overall concern for
potential project related impacts to Western spadefoot toads, a mitigation measure
was included in the SEA, Mitigation Measure BR-9, which indicated that pre-
construction surveys are necessary and if any are identified within the construction
area, a RCA approved relocation plan would be implemented. The MSHCP species
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account acknowledges that Western spadefoot toad eggs normally hatch into
tadpoles within six days, with full maturation of toads taking approximately three
weeks, although in some instance maturation takes longer depending on
temperature and food conditions (MSHCP p. A-71). To the extent that toads may be
found during pre-construction surveys, such metamorphoses factors would be
accounted for in any relocation plan approved by RCA.

The Western spadefoot toad is neither federally nor state endangered or threatened.
It is a state species of special concern (MSHCP, p. A-62). The Western spadefoot
toad is a covered species under the MSHCP (MSHCP § 9.2 and Species Account p.
A-62 et seq.), and so RCTC as a permittee to the MSHCP will comply with all the
MSHCP’s requirements with regard to toads, including survey requirements (See,
e.g., Mitigation Measure BR-9). As the MSHCP provides full and complete mitigation
for all potential impacts to covered species (MSHCP § 1.2.3), the SEA’s conclusion
that impacts are not significant (particularly with the imposition of mitigation measure
BR-9) is fully supported by the record.

See response L13-2.

This comment provides background on the qualifications of the commenter and does
not raise specific environmental concerns. Therefore, no response is necessary.

The comment indicates the previous comments were submitted during one of the
comment gathering periods for the project.

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-213 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-214 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

3

Letter 14

City of Moreno Valley - John Terell
January 6, 2011
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Response to Letter 14

City of Moreno Valley - John Terell
January 6, 2011

L14-1. Comment expresses support of the project and does not raise specific environmental
concerns. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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Letter 15a

Carl F. Cranor
January 10, 2011

L15a-1

L15a-2
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Carl F. Cranor
January 10, 2011

> L15a-5

} L15a-6

92666/SDI9R076 0.3.2-218 February 2012



SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
0.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

3

0.3.2 COMMENT LETTERS

Response to Letter 15a
Carl F. Cranor
January 10, 2011

L15a-1.

L15a-2.

L15a-3.

L15a-4.

15a-5.

15a-6.

This comment is introductory, and therefore no response is necessary.

As currently configured, the Poarch Road grade crossing does not meet SCRRA, or
CPUC, safety standards and must either be closed or improved prior to introduction
of commuter rail service. RCTC has evaluated both options and has determined that
closing the crossing is safe, prudent, and cost effective. The inconvenience to nearby
residents, while real, does not outweigh the overall benefits to the public. Improving
the crossing would entail substantial work, including realigning a section of the track,
and would cost an estimated $2.5 million.

See response 15a-2. The closure of the Poarch Road crossing would present an
inconvenience to the nearby residents that currently use it; however, the increased
safety benefit to the public weighs heavily into the decision. The alternate route to
Poarch Road is via Gernert/Morton Roads to access [-215/SR-60 and the
neighborhoods west of the railroad tracks. This route would require the detour of a
small number of trips (fewer than 50 trips per peak hour) generated by the
residences on Poarch Road and Hilltop Drive. Therefore, the closure of Poarch Road
would not significantly affect traffic volumes in the area and, therefore, create any
traffic impacts from an environmental assessment point of view, which is measured
by increases in vehicular delay and deterioration in roadway level of service.

Installing a “crossing gate” at the Poarch Road grade crossing, as this comment
suggests, is economically infeasible for the project sponsor. In order for a gate to be
installed there would still need to be installation of appropriate warning devices,
changes in topography to allow for sight distances, and controls so that vehicles
would not be forced to stop on the tracks before entering Watkins Drive.

See response 15a-3. The closure of the Poarch Road crossing would not
significantly affect the traffic volumes in the area to cause impacts, and
compensation for residents is not required.

See responses 15a-4 and 15a-5.
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Letter 15b

Carl F. Cranor
January 11, 2011
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Letter 15b (cont’d)
Carl F. Cranor
January 11, 2011

} L15b-2 cont'd
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Response to Letter 15b
Carl F. Cranor
January 11, 2011

L15b-1.

L15b-2.

L15b-3.

This comment is introductory and does not raise specific environmental issues.
Therefore, no response is necessary.

As currently configured, the Poarch Road grade crossing does not meet SCRRA, or
CPUC, safety standards and must either be closed or improved prior to introduction
of commuter rail service. RCTC has evaluated both options and has determined that
losing the crossing is safe, prudent, and cost effective. The inconvenience to nearby
residents, while real, does not outweigh the overall benefits to the public. Improving
the crossing would entail substantial work, including realigning a section of the track,
and would cost an estimated $2.5 million.

In addition, the detour of a small number of trips (less than 50 trips per peak hour)
generated by the residences on Poarch Road and Hilltop Drive due to the crossing
closure would not significantly affect traffic volumes in the area and, therefore, create
any traffic impacts from an environmental assessment point of view, which is
measured by increases in vehicular delay and deterioration in roadway level of
service. Therefore, compensation for residents is not required.

See response 15b-2.
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