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S-5-6 

It is assumed that the comment is referring to Table 2.34 (page 211 of the Draft 

IS/EA) and not 3.34. Table 2.32 (page 220 of the Draft IS/EA) summarizes the 

project impacts to natural plant communities. Table 2.34 summarizes the project 

impacts to jurisdictional waters. All of the riparian natural communities listed in 

Table 2.32 may not be subject to CDFG jurisdiction. Table 2.32 shows a total of 0.21 

hectare of impacts to riparian communities (mulefat scrub, cottonwood-willow 

riparian scrub, and sycamore riparian woodland), which is consistent with the 0.21 

hectare of impacts to CDFG riparian, as shown in Table 2.34. Table 2.32 shows 0.42 

hectare of temporary impacts to riparian communities, and Table 2.34 shows 0.35 

hectare of temporary impacts to CDFG riparian communities. These numbers are 

different, because 0.07 hectare of the riparian community may not be subject to 

CDFG jurisdiction. Please note that impact areas have been revised in the FED as 

discussed below. 

As required by the USACE for submittal of a Section 404 Clean Water Act permit 

application, a new Jurisdictional Delineation was prepared in October 2007 based on 

the USACE guidance issued in December 2006 and June 2007. The revised impacts 

to USACE and CDFG jurisdictional waters are provided in the Supplementary NES 

(November 2007) and in the table below (Table 2.35, page 221 of the FED). 

Project Segment 
Orange 
County 
(acres) 

Riverside 
County 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres) 

USACE Waters of U.S. (Permanent) 0.100 0.198 0.298 
USACE Waters of U.S. (Temporary) 0.083 0.085 0.168 
USACE Waters of U.S. Total 0.183 0.283 0.466 

USACE Wetland (Permanent) 0.051 0.002 0.053 
USACE Wetland (Temporary) 0.002 0.008 0.010 
USACE Wetland Total 0.053 0.010 0.063 

USACE Total 0.236 0.293 0.529 

CDFG (Permanent) 0.363 0.292 0.655 
CDFG (Temporary) 0.131 0.343 0.474 
Total CDFG 0.494 0.635 1.129 

MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Habitat 
(Permanent) 

N/A 0.139 0.139 

MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Habitat 
(Temporary) 

N/A 0.302 0.302 

MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Habitat Total N/A 0.441 0.441 

 
 

As part of the Formal Section 7 Consultation process, USFWS requested a 

differentiation of impact areas within Wardlow Wash and outside of Wardlow Wash. 

The following table provides information related to this issue.  
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Area of Impact 
Permanent Impacts 

(acres) 

Wardlow Wash  

USACE  

Wetland none 
Non-wetland 0.017 

CDFG  

Streambed 0.017 
Riparian Vegetation 0.027 

MSHCP 0.044 

Outside Wardlow Wash  

USACE  
Wetland 0.053 
Non-wetland 0.281 

CDFG  

Streambed 0.253 
Riparian Vegetation 0.353 

MSHCP 0.095 

 
 

Final habitat restoration and/or enhancement will be ultimately determined by the 

resource agencies via permit processes. BIO-11 (Page 213) specifies a minimum of 

3:1 for permanent impacts and 2:1 for temporary impacts to coastal sage scrub (CSS). 

BIO-16 (page 222) is a general measure that covers the requirements of a Habitat 

Mitigation Monitoring Plan. It merely states that impacted riparian will be restored 

and/or enhanced at a minimum 1:1 ratio. BIO-14 and BIO-15 (page 222) of the FED 

have been revised to specify a mitigation ratio of 5:1 for permanent impacts to Fresno 

Canyon/Wardlow Wash and federal wetlands, and a 3:1 mitigation ratio for 

permanent impacts to jurisdictional areas outside of Fresno Canyon/Wardlow Wash. 

As discussed in the NES (Page 2-12), it was proposed and tentatively agreed that 

temporary impacts to jurisdictional areas be mitigated at 1:1. Since the mitigation 

ratios in BIO-11, BIO-14, and BIO-15 are greater than 1:1 in BIO-16, that 

requirement is satisfied.  

S-5-7 

BIO-14 and BIO-15 of the FED indicate a mitigation ratio of 5:1 for permanent 

impacts to Fresno Canyon/Wardlow Wash, one of the two wildlife corridors, and a 

3:1 mitigation ratio for permanent impacts to jurisdictional areas outside of Fresno 

Canyon/Wardlow Wash. Refer to Response to Comment S-5-6. Measure BIO-15 

indicates that a Streambed Alteration Agreement will be obtained.  

S-5-8 

The Vegetation Impacts figures in Appendix F of the NES identify the vegetation 

communities in the Biological Study Area (BSA) as well as the locations of 
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temporary and permanent impacts. Refer to Response to Comment S-5-6 regarding 

revised impacts to USACE and CDFG jurisdiction. As requested by CDFG during the 

August 23, 2007, meeting, a table specifically addressing impacts to State and 

federally endangered species and habitat is provided below. This table is included in 

Appendix L. 

Temporary Impacts (acres) Permanent Impacts (acres) 

Habitat Type 
OC Riverside 

Total 
Temporary 

Impacts 
OC Riverside 

Total 
Permanent 

Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Potential 
Occupied LBV 
Habitat 

0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.23 

Other Potential 
LBV Habitat 

0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.16 

Total Potential 
LBV Habitat 

0.00 0.29 0.29 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.39 

CAGN Critical 
Habitat 

0.40 1.07 1.47 0.10 2.83 2.93 4.40 

Other CSS (non 
Critical Habitat) 

0.10 0.64 0.74 0.05 2.71 2.76 3.50 

Total CSS 0.50 1.71 2.21 0.15 5.54 5.69 7.90 
LBV = least Bell’s vireo 
CAGN = California gnatcatcher 
CSS = coastal sage scrub 

 
 

S-5-9 

Mitigation Measure BIO-10 (page 213) has been revised to indicate that coast live 

oak trees will be planted within the Chino Hills State Park.  

Impacts to CSS vegetation within the Riverside County portion of the project are 

considered a covered activity by the MSHCP and will be addressed through Section 

13.8 of the MSHCP Implementation Agreement. Impacts to CSS vegetation within 

the Orange County portion of the project will be mitigated through the restoration 

and/or enhancement of vegetation within Chino Hills State Park. These areas are 

being coordinated with the State Department of Parks and Recreation. Measure BIO-

11 (page 213) has been revised in the FED to include mitigation within Chino Hills 

State Park. 

Compensatory mitigation for impacts to riparian vegetation within the Riverside and 

Orange County portions of the project will be secured through the purchase of 

restoration credits from the established Santa Ana Watershed Association (SAWA) 

in-lieu fee program. Options for wetland mitigation are limited, but would include 
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off-site mitigation acquisition, and/or contribution toward an existing wetland 

restoration program acceptable to the regulatory agencies. 

S-5-10 

The cumulative project list for biological impacts was limited to planned and 

reasonably foreseeable transportation projects on SR-91 and development projects on 

the south side of SR-91, where this project’s natural resources impacts would occur. 

The future expansion of westbound SR-91 was included as a cumulative project.  
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
(Slip Sheet) 
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

S-6-1 

A site visit will be conducted during final design to coordinate Temporary 

Construction Easements (TCEs) with the State Department of Parks and Recreation.  
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CITY OF ANAHEIM PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
(Sheet 1 of 3) 
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CITY OF ANAHEIM PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
(Sheet 2 of 3) 
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CITY OF ANAHEIM PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
(Sheet 3 of 3) 
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CITY OF ANAHEIM PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

L-1-1 

Caltrans acknowledges that cities with boundaries bordering Caltrans right-of-way 

along SR-91 are stakeholders for this project. Caltrans is committed to context-

sensitive design solutions. Context-Sensitive Design Solutions include landscaping 

along Caltrans right-of-way. Caltrans District 8 has a 215/91 Corridor Master Plan 

(September 5, 2006). Caltrans District 12 is currently developing an SR-91 Master 

Landscape Plan in concert with the City of Anaheim and its consultant. Cities with 

boundaries along the SR-91 right-of-way within District 12 are invited to participate 

in the preparation and development of this Master Landscape Plan. Master Landscape 

Plans are regularly and routinely updated. Cities interested in participating should 

contact the Landscape Architecture unit in the corresponding Caltrans District for 

more information about this collaborative coordination effort. It is Caltrans policy to 

work with the local agencies to develop project landscape plans and to provide them 

with the opportunity to comment on the plans. A postcard will be sent to the 

requested contact announcing the completion of the FED and noting viewing 

locations. 

L-1-2 

Abandoned signs, if determined obsolete, will be removed as part of this project. 

Determination as to whether these signs are necessary for freeway operation will be 

determined during the final design phase of the project. 
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CITY OF YORBA LINDA 
(Slip Sheet) 
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CITY OF CHINO HILLS 
(Sheet 1 of 2) 
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CITY OF CHINO HILLS 
(Sheet 2 of 2) 
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CITY OF CHINO HILLS 

L-3-1 

When the east-to-north SR-91/SR-71 loop ramp is closed during nighttime and 

weekends, travelers normally transitioning to  northbound SR-71 would have to 

proceed beyond the interchange, exit at Serfas Club Drive, turn left, and take SR-91 

west to the SR-71 northbound connector. Therefore, there would be a delay for traffic 

normally using the east-to-north SR-91/SR-71 loop ramp during construction in this 

area.  

As discussed in Section 2.6.4 (page 91), a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be 

prepared to identify any additional alternative routes that may be used to 

accommodate traffic diversion resulting from the closures during construction of the 

proposed project (Measure T-1 of the Draft IS/EA and FED, page 91). Caltrans 

prepares TMPs in accordance with Deputy Directive 60 (DD-60) to minimize 

motorists’ delays when constructing projects or performing other activities on the 

State highway and freeway systems. This is accomplished without compromising 

public or worker safety or the quality of the work being performed. TMP 

implementation results in minimized traffic delays and reduced accidents. Each 

Caltrans District employs a District Traffic Manager (DTM) who oversees project-

specific TMPs. DTMs utilize traffic management strategies, including demand 

management and incident management to assure expeditious and expedient alternate 

routing for emergency responders and their vehicles. As discussed in Measure T-1, the 

elements of the TMP will also include: off peak-hour closures, enhanced California 

Highway Patrol enforcement, a Public Awareness Campaign, tow truck service, 

coordination with adjacent projects, a contingency plan, and a subsidized or free 

vanpool service for commuters. The development of the TMP will be coordinated 

among all the local jurisdictions, including the City of Chino Hills.  

L-3-2 

Advanced notification of road closures will be addressed in the TMP during final 

design. The City of Chino Hills contact identified in the letter will be added to the 

contact list for the design phase and to the contact list for the public awareness 

campaign during construction as indicated in the ECR in Appendix D of the FED 

(page D-33).    
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CITY OF CORONA, PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
(Sheet 1 of 2) 
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CITY OF CORONA, PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
(Sheet 2 of 2) 
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CITY OF CORONA, PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

L-4-1 

The development of the TMPs will be coordinated among all the stakeholders, 

including the City of Corona. The City contact person will be added to the contact list 

during the design phase and to the public awareness campaign contact list during 

construction as documented in the ECR in Appendix D of the FED (page D-33).  

L-4-2 

Input from affected property owners will be obtained before final design to confirm 

whether sound walls will be constructed. As a stakeholder and a member of the 

Project Development Team (PDT), the City of Corona will also have an opportunity 

to provide input on the design of soundwalls. 

L-4-3 

Advanced notification of road closures will be addressed in the TMP during final 

design. Refer to Responses to Comments L-3-1 regarding TMP elements and L-4-1 

regarding City notification.  

L-4-4 

If reclaimed water and appropriate connections are made available at the project 

limits/Caltrans right-of-way by the City of Corona, the City’s reclaimed water will be 

utilized in landscape irrigation to the extent possible.  

L-4-5 

Refer to Response to Comment L-1-1 for additional information regarding the 

development of the landscape plans.  
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION 
DISTRICT 
(Slip Sheet) 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
(Sheet 1 of 6) 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
(Sheet 2 of 6) 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
(Sheet 3 of 6) 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
(Sheet 4 of 6) 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
(Sheet 5 of 6) 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
(Sheet 6 of 6) 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

R-2-1 

The date of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) City 

Projects was corrected to 2004 in the FED, and the erroneous comma was removed 

from the City of Anaheim projections in Table 2.5 (page 63). The Western Riverside 

Council of Governments Population Projections of 2006 are shown in the table below 

for reference. 

Riverside County Projections – 2006 (RCP06) 

WRCOG Projections for Riverside County and City of Corona- 

Riverside County 
Totals 

2005 2030 

Population 1,503,383 2,414,256 
Housing Units 503,116 841,388 
Employment 484,985 1,005,923 

 
 

City of Corona 2005 2030 

Population 145,628 165,260 
Housing Units 44,365 50,593 
Employment 63,892 97,751 

 

 

The projections in the preceding tables are from the Western Riverside County of 

Governments (WRCOG) 2006 forecast. The statistics forecast by SCAG and those 

forecast by WRCOG are derived from different models and methods. Because the 

proposed project is a regional project, covering two counties and many local 

jurisdictions in each county, the numbers forecast by SCAG were appropriately 

utilized in the Draft IS/EA as a standard demographic statistical source for the growth 

analysis within the proposed project study area. Therefore, the tables in the FED have 

not been changed. 

R-2-2 

As stated in Section 2.9, Hydrology and Floodplains (page 122), the part of the 

project segment of SR-91 near Coal Canyon is partly within the 100-year Flood Zone 

A. There are no other areas subject to a 100-year flood within the project area. 

R-2-3 

All measures in Appendix D, Environmental Commitment Record, will be 

implemented and monitored, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
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TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR AGENCIES 
(Slip Sheet) 
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TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR AGENCIES 

R-3-1 

The requested Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) contact person will be added 

to the contact list during the design phase and to the public awareness campaign 

contact list during construction as documented in the ECR in Appendix D of the FED 

(page D-33). 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments on the Draft IS/EA 

M-84 State Route 91 Eastbound Lane Addition between SR-241 and SR-71 IS/EA 

This page intentionally left blank 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments on the Draft IS/EA 

State Route 91 Eastbound Lane Addition from SR-241 to SR-71 M-85 

ORANGE COUNTY FIRE AUTHORITY 
(Slip Sheet) 
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ORANGE COUNTY FIRE AUTHORITY 

R-4-1 

For the proposed project, Caltrans and Orange County Transportation Authority 

(OCTA) will implement the standard notification process, as indicated in the 

comment. Detours and road closures will also be posted on the agencies’ Web sites. 

Refer to Response to Comment L-3-1 regarding elements of a standard TMP related 

to detours, road closures, public awareness, and emergency response. 

R-4-2 

There are no controlled intersections within the project limits; therefore, Optical 

Preemption Devices are not applicable.  

R-4-3 

The project proponents acknowledge the necessity of providing adequate emergency 

response routes during construction of the proposed project. A comprehensive TMP 

will be developed and approved by Caltrans during final design. This TMP will be 

coordinated with the emergency services providers in the vicinity of the project. Refer 

to Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measure T-1 in the ECR in Appendix D 

of the FED. Refer to Response to Comment L-3-1 regarding standard TMP elements.  

R-4-4 

The requested contact person has been added to the contact list for the design phase 

and to the contact list for the public awareness campaign during construction as 

documented in the ECR in Appendix D of the FED (page D-33). 
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COUNTY OF ORANGE, PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT 
(Slip Sheet) 
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COUNTY OF ORANGE, PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT 

R-5-1 

Comment noted; the requested contact will be added to the contact list for the design 

phase and to the contact list for the public awareness campaign during construction.    
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SIERRA CLUB, PUENTE-CHINO HILLS TASK FORCE 
(Slip Sheet) 
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SIERRA CLUB, PUENTE-CHINO HILLS TASK FORCE 

O-1-1 

Coal Canyon has been identified as a wildlife corridor with high potential in the Draft 

IS/EA and FED. Project impacts to this corridor and other potential wildlife crossings 

and associated avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures are discussed in 

Section 2.16, Natural Communities, of the Draft IS/EA and FED (page 199). Refer to 

BIO-1 through BIO-18 in the ECR in Appendix D of the FED (page D-25). 
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WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
(Sheet 1 of 2) 
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WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
(Sheet 2 of 2) 
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WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 

O-2-1 

The comment period on the Draft IS/EA was extended until September 13, 2007.  The 

requested contact person has been added to the contact list for the design phase and to 

the contact list for the public awareness campoaign during construction as 

documented in the ECR in Appendix D of the FED (page D-33). A postcard will be 

sent to the requested contact announcing the completion of the FED and noting 

viewing locations. 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments on the Draft IS/EA 

M-100 State Route 91 Eastbound Lane Addition between SR-241 and SR-71 IS/EA 

This page intentionally left blank 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments on the Draft IS/EA 

State Route 91 Eastbound Lane Addition from SR-241 to SR-71 M-101 

WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
(Sheet 1 of 6) 
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WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
(Sheet 2 of 6) 
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WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
(Sheet 3 of 6) 
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WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
(Sheet 4 of 6) 
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WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
(Sheet 5 of 6) 
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WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
(Sheet 6 of 6) 
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WILDLIFE CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 

O-3-1 

Development is not planned in the existing open space and preserve areas. Therefore, 

cumulative biological resource impacts were focused predominantly on past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable future actions along SR-91. Because specific project 

designs and impacts for future actions are unknown, cumulative impacts analysis is 

qualitative. 

The Build Alternative includes appropriate measures that substantially avoid or 

reduce the impact of the project on biological resources, including habitat restoration 

and compensation. Consultation with resource agencies for impacts is currently being 

conducted to determine specific measures to enhance existing and potential wildlife 

corridors within the project alignment such as placement of fencing to funnel wildlife 

into useable corridors and to prevent wildlife from accessing SR-91. Therefore, the 

Build Alternative is not expected to result in an adverse, indirect project-specific or 

cumulative impact to wildlife corridors. Results have been outlined in the Biological 

Opinion issued by the USFWS as part of the FED (Appendix L). Therefore, the Build 

Alternative is not expected to result in an adverse, indirect project-specific or 

cumulative impact to wildlife corridors. 

O-3-2 

As discussed in the Draft IS/EA and FED, the following five bridges would be 

widened: the Coal Canyon Undercrossing, the County Line Culvert, the West Prado 

Overhead (over the Burlington Northern Santa Fe [BNSF] railroad), the SR-91/71 

Separation, and the West Connector Undercrossing. The wildlife corridor potential is 

high at the Coal Canyon Undercrossing, moderate at the County Line Culvert, low at 

the West Prado Overhead, low at the Route 91/71 Separation, and high at the West 

Connector Undercrossing. Refer to Table 2.32 and Figure 2.12 of the the FED (pages 

204 and 189) for a table and figure of all culverts/ undercrossings in the project area, 

as well as a description of which would be extended as part of the project.   

O-3-3 

Refer to Table 2.32 and Figure 2-12 of the FED for a table and figure of all 

culverts/undercrossing in the project area, as well as a description of which will be 

widened as part of the project.   
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O-3-4 

Many studies have shown that structural dimension (i.e., openness ratio) is important 

for large and medium animals.1 It allows for a quantitative analysis of existing and 

potential wildlife corridors. Qualitative features such as vegetation cover, highway 

fencing, and wildlife sign and observation were also considered.  

Although small and medium animals are not specifically referred to in the Draft 

IS/EA and FED, they were taken into account for the analysis. Small and medium 

animals can typically use a smaller openness ratio than larger animals and prefer 

different amounts of cover. Small and medium animals typically use a mixture of 

crossing structure types, but studies suggest they prefer natural vegetation 

surrounding the approach and within the interior of the crossing. Large animals 

typically prefer large, open structures such as bridge underpasses and box culverts 

with an open field of view. Within the project area, there is a variety of wildlife 

corridors suitable for a variety of wildlife species. Each one was analyzed based on 

type, size and potential for wildlife use. A more complete wildlife corridor analysis is 

included in the NES, the SNES, and the FED (page 209).  

O-3-5 

Within the project alignment, there is a variety of wildlife corridors suitable for a 

variety of wildlife species. Each one was analyzed based on type, size and potential 

for wildlife use. A more complete wildlife corridor analysis is included in the NES. 

Refer to the FED (page 209) and the SNES for a discussion of all the wildlife 

crossings. 

O-3-6 

Refer to Response to Comment O-3-1. 

The proposed project is a lane addition on an existing freeway; it does not introduce 

vehicles into an area that is not currently used for transportation purposes. Traffic will 

increase in 2030 with or without the proposed project due to expected population 

growth (Table 2.15 of the Draft IS/EA and FED, page 86). The proposed project 

would reduce congestion and traveling time and is expected to reduce accident rates 

(Section 2.6.3.1 of the Draft IS/EA and FED, page 88).  

                                                      
1  Cavallaro, L.; K. Sanden; J. Schellhase; and M. Tanaks.  2005. Designing Road 

Crossings for Safe Wildlife Passage: Ventura County Guidelines. M.S. Group 
Project, University of California, Santa Barbara. 
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As shown in Figure 2-3 of the Draft IS/EA and FED (page 49), the majority of the 

land surrounding the project site is designated as open space and includes Chino Hills 

State Park, Cleveland National Forest, Santa Ana River and Trail, Green River Golf 

Club, and Featherly Regional Park. These areas would not be subject to future 

development. Therefore, other than the projects identified in Table 2.38 of the Draft 

IS/EA and FED (page 246), future reasonable and foreseeable development would 

consist of redevelopment and/or reconstruction.  

As discussed in Section 2.14 (page 155), global climate change is a cumulative 

impact, and the project’s contribution to this impact is evaluated. Because the 

proposed project would reduce congestion, it would reduce carbon dioxide emissions. 

Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to a cumulative reduction in 

greenhouse gases in the project area.  

O-3-7 

The statement in the Biological Environment section of the Draft IS/EA and FED 

(page 187) regarding the boundaries of the BSA to include the permanent and 

temporary impact areas is correct because this is the area of project-related biological 

resources impacts. The defined cumulative study area listed in Section 2.22.2 of the 

Draft IS/EA and FED that includes adjacent cities is the cumulative study area for 

some environmental topics. It should be noted that the cumulative study area for each 

environmental topic varies. For clarification, the following sentence has been added 

to the beginning of the first paragraph under Biological Resources of Section 2.22.3.1 

(page 251): “The cumulative study area for biological resources includes the SR-91 

alignment and the areas adjacent to SR-91, which include surrounding native habitat 

as well as the wildlife crossings below the freeway.”  

O-3-8 

Refer to Response to Comment O-3-1 regarding the assessment of future projects. 

The specific impacts of future SR-91 projects would be disclosed in the 

environmental documents, as those projects are defined through the planning and 

design process. The Draft IS/EA and FED present the impacts and cumulative 

impacts of the SR-91 Eastbound Lane Addition Project. As stated in Section 2.22 

(page 251), the Build Alternative, and the other projects would contribute to a long-

term loss of resources. The contribution of each project will be evaluated in each 

individual environmental document.  
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The Build Alternative includes appropriate measures that substantially avoid or 

reduce the impact of the proposed project on biological resources, including habitat 

restoration and compensation. Each project is subject to the mitigation requirements 

delineated by each natural resource agency that has jurisdiction over the area, 

including the USFWS, CDFG, RWQCB, USACE, and State Department of Parks and 

Recreation. 

O-3-9 

Refer to Response to Comment O-3-7 regarding the cumulative study area. Future 

projects that involve additional road widening may result in the loss of riparian and 

CSS habitats and would increase the surface area for highway runoff, potentially 

increasing the concentrations of certain pollutants. Future projects would be required 

to implement appropriate design pollution prevention and treatment Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) to target potential storm water runoff pollutants 

during project operation, consistent with the Caltrans Storm Water Management 

Program. Under federal regulations, all new development projects are required to 

incorporate Design Pollution Prevention BMPs and Treatment BMPs (by 

development category) to improve existing water quality. In addition, each project is 

subject to the requirements delineated by each natural resource agency that has 

jurisdiction over the area, including the USFWS, CDFG, RWQCB, USACE, and 

State Department of Parks and Recreation. The proposed project includes appropriate 

measures that substantially avoid or reduce the impact of the project on biological 

resources and water quality, including habitat restoration and compensation, 

bioswales, and water quality basins for treatment of urban runoff. Therefore, the 

project would not result in an adverse project-specific or cumulative impact to 

biological resources, hydrology, or water quality. 

O-3-10 

As discussed in Section 2.22 (page 251), future projects have the potential to 

encroach into suitable habitat for least Bell’s vireo (LBV), coastal California 

gnatcatcher (CAGN), and federally listed plant species. The Build Alternative and the 

other projects would contribute to a long-term loss of resources. However, the Build 

Alternative includes appropriate measures that substantially avoid or reduce the 

impact of the proposed project on biological resources, including habitat restoration 

and compensation. Each project is subject to the mitigation requirements delineated 

by each natural resource agency that has jurisdiction over the area, including the 

USFWS, CDFG, RWQCB, USACE, and State Department of Parks and Recreation. 
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Therefore, the project would not result in an adverse project-specific or cumulative 

impact to sensitive wildlife species. 

O-3-11 

Refer to Responses to Comments S-5-5, O-3-1, O-3-7, O-3-8, and O-3-9 regarding 

the wildlife movement impacts, cumulative study area, and cumulative analysis. 

Refer to Responses to Comments S-5-6, S-5-7, and S-5-9 regarding habitat 

mitigation. This comment recommends that Measure M funds or some other funding 

source be allocated to fund habitat acquisition and restoration directly tied to the 

Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor within a one-mile radius of the project segment, 

or as otherwise defined by the CDFG. The proposed project would have no impact on 

actual habitat within the Puente-Chino Hills Corridor. The proposed project would 

have a temporary impact during construction on movement between the Santa Ana 

Mountains and the Chino Hills. Refer to Response to Comment F-2-2 and Appendix 

N for further information regarding Measure M funds. 

O-3-12 

Comment noted; refer to Responses to Comments O-3-1 through O-3-11. The 

requested contact will be added to the contact list for the design phase and to the 

contact list for the public awareness campaign during construction, as indicated in the 

ECR in Appendix D of the FED (page D-33).  
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BOB ZEMEL 
(Slip Sheet) 
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BOB ZEMEL 

P-1-1 

The address provided by Mr. Zemel at the Public Meeting is not a new address and 

the Public Notice/Notice of Intent was mailed to this address on July 28, 2007, along 

with other owners/occupants within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site. The 

requested contact will be added to the contact list for the design phase and to the 

contact list for the public awareness campaign during construction. 
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P. NOLLKAMPER 
(Slip Sheet) 
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P. NOLLKAMPER 

P-2-1 

Additional routes to SR-91 are not part of the scope of the proposed project.  
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KIRK LAPEAN 
(Slip Sheet) 
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KIRK LADEAN 

P-3-1 

Current travel rates were not analyzed in the traffic study. The traffic study compared 

the design year condition (2030) with and without the project. In 2030, the proposed 

project will improve the vehicle hours traveled (VHT) for the Coal Canyon Road to 

Green River Road segment, for an improvement of 16 percent. That is, fewer hours 

will be expended, which equates to a reduced travel time. An improvement of 

13 percent is identified for the Green River to SR-71 segment. The segment from the 

northbound State Route 241 (SR-241) connector to Coal Canyon Road will not have 

any improvement. The vehicle hours traveled are discussed in detail in Chapter 2, 

Section 2.6, Traffic and Transportation, Table 2.16 (page 89), Vehicle Hours Traveled 

Analysis Comparison, in the Draft IS/EA and FED. 

P-3-2 

As discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft IS/EA and FED (page 9), the objectives of 

the project are to relieve the chokepoint at the merge of northbound SR-241 and 

eastbound SR-91 while improving operations and minimizing right-of-way 

acquisitions. This would be achieved by continuing the lane at the SR-241/SR-91 

merge through to the SR-91/SR-71 interchange (effectively adding a lane) as well as 

widening eastbound lanes and shoulders to standard widths. Other projects are being 

proposed along SR-91 that would add lanes (Table 2.37: Cumulative Projects, of the 

Draft IS/EA and Table 2.38 of the FED, page 246); these projects each have a 

specific purpose and need as required under CEQA and NEPA. Please refer to 

Chapter 1, Proposed Project, Section 1.1, Introduction, of the Draft IS/EA and FED 

(page 16) for additional information. 
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ARNOLD GREGG 
(Slip Sheet) 
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ARNOLD GREGG 

P-4-1 

The demographics show that the Cities of Anaheim, Corona, and Yorba Linda will all 

have an increase in population by 2030. Orange County residents, as well as 

Riverside County residents, will benefit from the improvements of the proposed 

project. Please refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2, Affected Environment (page 62), and 

Chapter 1, Proposed Project, Section 1.2.1, Project Purpose, of the Draft IS/EA and 

FED (page 9). 

P-4-2 

The vehicular noise impacts within the study area include an increase of 1 A-

weighted decibel (dBA) from the existing noise levels for 12 of the 35 receptor 

locations monitored in the noise study. Thirteen receptor locations will have noise 

levels that will approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). These 13 

locations will require the construction of sound walls if they are found to be 

reasonable and feasible during final design.  

The air quality study states that although the traffic volumes would be expected to 

increase between 3.3 to 3.5 percent on eastbound SR-91 by 2030 with the proposed 

project improvements of: (1) decreased congestion; (2) a decrease in stop-and-go 

conditions; and, (3) faster travel speeds through the project area, these factors would 

result in a decrease of air pollutants emitted by the motor vehicles on the project 

segment, as compared to the No Build Alternative. Also, relieving congestion by 

improving the operation of the freeway and the travel times will lead to an overall 

reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  

Please refer to Chapter 2, Sections 2.15, Noise, Table 2.27 – Predicted Traffic Noise 

Impacts (page 178), 2.14, Air Quality (page 164), and 2.6, Traffic and Transportation 

(page 88), of the Draft IS/EA and FED.  

 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments on the Draft IS/EA 

M-128 State Route 91 Eastbound Lane Addition between SR-241 and SR-71 IS/EA 

This page intentionally left blank 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments on the Draft IS/EA 

State Route 91 Eastbound Lane Addition from SR-241 to SR-71 M-129 

JERRY COLLAMER 
(Sheet 1 of 4) 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments on the Draft IS/EA 

M-130 State Route 91 Eastbound Lane Addition between SR-241 and SR-71 IS/EA 

JERRY COLLAMER 
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JERRY COLLAMER 
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JERRY COLLAMER 

P-5-1 

A commuter rail system is not part of the proposed project.  



Appendix M  Responses to Comments on the Draft IS/EA 

M-134 State Route 91 Eastbound Lane Addition between SR-241 and SR-71 IS/EA 

This page intentionally left blank 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments on the Draft IS/EA 

State Route 91 Eastbound Lane Addition from SR-241 to SR-71 M-135 

DARIUS AHRAR 
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Brittney Bond 
(Slip Sheet) 
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Tom Tietz 

(Slip Sheet) 
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TOM TIETZ 

P-8-1 

The choice of pavement has not been determined yet and will take place during 

preparation of contract plans for the facility.  Caltrans Materials and Research Branch 

has provided Design with two alternatives, one for a Portland cement concrete (PCC) 

section and one for asphalt concrete (AC). Both assume the same specified lifetime 

for the pavement section, based on an adjusted number of single-axle loadings over 

the pavement lifetime. While the choice has not yet been made between the two 

alternatives, the choice will be made considering a lifetime cost analysis, which 

includes present cost, as well as future maintenance costs. This decision will also 

consider consistency and compatibility with existing pavement, soil conditions, and 

projected traffic volumes, including truck percentages. 
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ROD TAWASHA 
(Slip Sheet) 
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ROD TAWASHA 

P-9-1  

The suggested improvement is not within the scope of this proposed project.  
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STEVE PETERS 
(Slip Sheet) 
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ROBERT S. ZEMEL 
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ROBERT S. ZEMEL 
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ROBERT S. ZEMEL 

P-11-1 

Refer to Chapter 3 of the FED (page 256) for detailed information regarding the 

public notification and review process. 

P-11-2 

Refer to Response to Comment P-11-1.  

P-11-3 

Refer to Response to Comment P-11-1.  

P-11-4 

Refer to Response to Comment P-11-1.  

P-11-5 

The access road will be designed during the final design phase of the project, which 

will replace in-kind the existing facility located in existing Caltrans right-of-way to 

the maximum extent practicable given the physical constraints of the location. The 

property owner may request additional improvements at his or her own expense by 

obtaining an encroachment permit for proposed changes within Caltrans right-of-way, 

and the property owner will be responsible for obtaining any and all other permits 

required for these changes. Improvements above and beyond replacing private 

property in-kind such as retaining walls or extensive grading represent a betterment, 

which may be considered a gift of public funds. As part of the project, the existing 

drainage structure would be lengthened to accommodate the proposed freeway 

widening in the eastbound direction. The existing condition provides a turn from the 

existing culvert onto the private access road adjacent to the freeway. The project 

would include the area south of the culvert. The proposed project will not adversely 

impact the turning radius on the access road and may improve it. 

P-11-6 

Refer to Response to Comment P-11-1.   

P-11-7 

Under CEQA and NEPA, projects are evaluated to compare the proposed project 

condition to the existing condition to determine whether the project would result in 

adverse impacts. As part of the project, SR-91 would be expanded to the south, and 

the access road would accordingly be moved farther to the south. Preliminary studies 

indicate that the existing conditions related to headlight glare would not change 
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substantially with implementation of the proposed project, and no mitigation 

measures would be required. Nonetheless, it is Caltrans policy to improve 

safety/operational conditions associated with highway projects where feasible. 

Therefore, during the final design phase Caltrans will apply Caltrans design standards 

and guidelines to this issue. 

P-11-8 

As discussed in Section 2.15, Noise, of the Draft IS/EA and FED (page 170), a noise 

impact analysis was conducted for the proposed project in accordance with the Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction and Reconstruction Projects. 

Sound walls are proposed for areas where noise levels at sensitive receptor locations 

approach or exceed the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise abatement 

criteria. No noise abatement is required in the vicinity of the access road; there are no 

sensitive receptors in the vicinity. 

P-11-9 

Additional comments were accepted until the close of the public comment period on 

September 13, 2007. 
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GLENDA GROMER 
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CONCERNED SR-91 TRAVELER 
(Slip Sheet) 
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CONCERNED SR-91 TRAVELER 

P-13-1 

The Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Report was prepared by a qualified and 

credentialed geotechnical engineer registered in the State of California in support of 

the Draft IS/EA in order to determine whether the proposed project was feasible and 

to identify measures to address geotechnical issues. A comprehensive Geotechnical 

Design Report (GDR) will be prepared during final design to adequately address all 

the aspects of the design. Refer to Avoidance and Minimization Measures GS-1 

throught GS-7 in the ECR in Appendix D of the FED (page D-12). 

As required by the Highway Design Manual, a Geotechnical Design Report (GDR) is 

prepared for all projects that involve design for cut slopes, embankments, earthwork, 

landslide remediation, retaining walls, groundwater studies, erosion control features, 

subexcavation, and any other studies involving geotechnical investigations and 

engineering geology. The GDR is to conform to the “Guidelines for Geotechnical 

Reports,” which is prepared by the Office of Structural Foundations. The Caltrans 

Headquarters Geotechnical Services Section reviews and approves GDRs. 

P-13-2 

The Draft IS/EA was prepared in accordance with Caltrans guidelines that 

incorporate the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. Caltrans has determined that the 

Draft IS/EA is sufficient to support a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). This 

comment does not raise any specific issues regarding the Draft IS/EA. 
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