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SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

3-1-1
The South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) comment is 
acknowledged.  Refer to response to comments 3-1-2 through 3-1-24, which respond to 
the SCAQMD’s letters dated March 31, 2011, and October 27, 2010. 

3-1-2

The SCAQMD’s statement that the proposed project would result in a long-term regional 
air quality benefit is acknowledged. The purpose of the proposed project is to improve 
the operational efficiency of the Colton Crossing by reducing the amount of time trains 
wait to pass through the Crossing as stated in Section 1.2 of the IS/MND. Rail growth has 
numerous sources, such as local rail traffic, port traffic, NAFTA traffic, etc.
Additionally, rail growth is dependent on numerous factors, including but not limited to 
the economy (supply and demand); the competitive nature of shipping, such as what 
port/logistic center/railroad is used based on cost, timing, etc; and the infrastructure 
capacity at numerous locations including the ports, rail yards, logistics centers, rail lines, 
etc.  Both railroads (BNSF and UPRR) as well as other outside consultants determined 
that the projected average growth rate, independent of whether the proposed project is 
constructed, is 2.71% compounded annually.  This projection was independently 
reviewed and confirmed in the Rail Operations Study.  The modeling conducted for the 
Rail Operations Study then applied this growth factor to the baseline condition, that was 
confirmed by rail manifest data obtained during the summer, 2010, to determine the 
projected growth in trains.  This projected growth was processed through the model, and 
the results of this effort showed that the existing at-grade crossing could handle the 
increased volume of trains.  There is no evidence in the growth projections that if the 
proposed project were built the growth rate would suddenly increase higher than the 
projected 2.71%.  Furthermore, there is no evidence in the record that the proposed 
project is required to accommodate a growth rate of 2.71%.  Therefore, the Department 
disagrees with SCAQMD’s characterization of the crossing as a “bottleneck’. Please refer 
to Response to Comments 3-1-8, 3-1-9 and 3-1-11 for a further discussion of the 
modeling conducted to establish the future train volumes, which provide documentation 
that rail growth will not occur as a result of the proposed project.  
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In addition, the air quality analysis determined that the proposed project would reduce the 
long-term local and regional emissions. As outlined in Section 3.III.B of the IS/MND, it 
was determined that the proposed project would reduce the local and regional mobile 
source air toxics (MSATs) and criteria pollutant emissions. These reductions would result 
in an improvement to the local air quality.   

3-1-3

The SCAQMD identifies four areas of concern, localized air quality impacts, growth-
inducing potential of the proposed project, inappropriate CEQA baseline, and lack of 
quantification of mitigation measure effectiveness. This is an introductory statement and 
each of these areas of concerns is further discussed in detail in later comments. Please 
refer to response to comments 3-1-5 through 3-1-7, which address local air quality 
impacts; 3-1-8, which addresses the CEQA baseline; 3-1-9 through 3-1-11, which address 
the growth-inducing potential; and 3-1-12 through 3-1-14, which address effectiveness of 
mitigation measures. 

3-1-4

The comments received on October 27, 2010, were taken into consideration in preparing 
the air quality analysis. Please refer to Response to Comments 3-1-16 through 3-1-24 for 
information on how the comment was addressed in the air quality analysis. 

3-1-5

The comment states that the air quality analysis did not conduct localized air quality 
analyses or health risk assessments of the short-term construction or long-term 
operational emissions. The SCAQMD’s comment is acknowledged. The air quality 
analysis has been prepared using Department protocols and guidance. As described in 
Response to Comment 3-1-2 and Sections 3.III.B3/III.C and 3.III.D of the IS/MND, local 
analyses were conducted for criteria air pollutants and mobile air toxics. In light of the 
fact that the proposed project will not increase emissions, a health risk assessment for 
long-term operational emissions is unnecessary.  Given the short term nature of 
construction emissions, preparation of a health risk assessment is not appropriate since 
the purpose of this assessment is to determine long term effects of an activity over the life 
time of individuals.  As noted in Section 3.III.B/3.III.C, measures have been identified to 
avoid or minimize potential short term construction equipment emissions.    
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The comment also states that the future rail activity will add 164 lb/day of diesel 
particulate matter to the project vicinity that does not currently exist. This increase is 
associated with the proposed project. However, without the proposed project the increase 
in emissions between the 2010 baseline and 2035 would be 290 lb/day. Therefore, the 
increases in diesel particulate are due to the projected growth in rail operations that are 
independent of the proposed project and will occur whether the proposed project is 
constructed or not. As noted in Section 3.III.B of the IS/MND, constructing the grade 
separation would reduce the local and regional diesel particulate matter emissions in 
existing (2010) and future (2015 and 2035) conditions when compared to the no project 
scenario.

The reference in the comment to 900 locomotive trips per day is incorrect. Between 2008 
and 2035 the number of rail operations per week is expected to increase from 942 to 
1,756, for an increase of 814 trips per week. On a daily basis the average number of rail 
operations is projected to increase from 135 to 251. However, this increase is due to 
regional growth that is independent of the proposed project and the increase will be the 
same under the future with and without project conditions. Please refer to Response to 
Comment 3-1-8 and 3-1-9 regarding the rail forecasts.

3-1-6

The air quality analysis has been prepared using Department protocols and guidance. 
Caltrans is not required to adopt the SCAQMD’s, or any other numeric thresholds for 
determining CEQA significance. The Lead Agency, which in this case is Caltrans, has the 
authority to determine and adopt its own criteria for determining significance. However, 
in the IS/MND, Caltrans acknowledged that the Project would produce some short-term 
construction emissions, determined appropriate and feasible measures to minimize the 
emissions, and concluded the Project’s impacts on air quality are less than significant.  

The construction emissions associated with the proposed project would not exceed the 
emissions budgets in the approved Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) during the 
years of construction. The construction emissions of NOX represent less than 0.03 percent 
of total construction emissions identified in the AQMP for the construction years. Given 
the short term nature of the construction emissions and by compliance with  the 
SCAQMD Rule 403 control measures and additional measures outlined in Section 
3.III.B/3.III.C of the IS/MND construction emissions would be further reduced. Although 
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it is recognized that there will be a short-term increase in emissions due to construction of 
the Project,  this increase is significantly outweighed by the benefits associated with the 
immediate and long-term reductions in regional and local pollutant emissions associated 
with improved rail efficiency. 

As the Department has not adopted SCAQMD’s thresholds related to peak construction 
days, providing this data in the document is not required, nor does it change the 
conclusions in Section 3.III.B/3.III.C of the IS/MND. 

3-1-7

The air quality analysis calculated the local and regional MSAT emissions from rail 
operations, train idling, and local vehicle emissions at existing and future rail crossings 
consistent with the requirements found in the CEQA Guidelines. It was determined that 
the proposed project would reduce MSAT emissions locally and regionally when 
compared to the no project condition. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
any new or additional toxics impacts. 

3-1-8

The comment claims that an incorrect CEQA baseline was used in the CEQA document 
and the future scenario is speculative and hypothetical. As documented in Section 
3.XVI.A of the IS/MND, the Rail Operations Study provides the baseline condition for 
rail activity based on actual train data collected from Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and 
BNSF Railway (BNSF) for the period July 25 to August 3, 2010. The Rail Operations 
Study also documented the projected growth in rail activity based on data provided by the 
UPRR, BNSF, Global Insights, Inc., and Leachman and Associates. The Rail Operations 
Study documented the various types of freight trains that move through the Colton 
Crossing. Given the variety of sources generating rail activity, rail growth in the future is 
certain. However, that rail activity growth is not dependent on the proposed project and 
will occur with or without the proposed project. The Rail Operations Study confirmed 
that the railroad network could accommodate the projected growth through the Colton 
Crossing without the proposed project; therefore, the proposed project is not growth-
inducing or growth-generating. Since the proposed project does not generate the rail 
traffic growth, the IS/MND analyzed what effect, if any, the proposed project would have 
on the various levels of projected background growth.
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For the 2010 analysis, the air quality study relied on actual data from rail manifests 
collected between July 25 and August 3, 2010. The study analyzed emissions from that 
rail activity with and without proposed project. The data presented below are the same as 
presented in Table 3.3.I in the IS/MND. 

Change in 2010 Rail Emissions (lbs/day)
Pollutant 2010 Without Project 2010 With Project Difference 

CO 4,632.0 4,296.0 -336.0 
ROG 1,087.2 1,008.0 -79.2 
NOx 26,460.0 24,285.6 -2,174.4 
SO2 152.6 148.8 -3.8 
PM10 729.6 672.0 -57.6 
PM2.5 672.0 619.2 -52.8 
CO2 83,040,000.0 80,880,000.0 -2,160,000.0 

As shown in the table, the proposed project would benefit air quality by reducing 
emissions in the existing condition. 

Rail operations are anticipated to grow in the future at an average of 2.71 percent 
annually compounded. The next benchmark studied in the IS/MND was 2015.  The 
following table summarizes data included in Table 3.3.J in the IS/MND. 

Change in 2015 Rail Emissions (lbs/day) 
A B C D E F G 

Pollutant 

2010 
Without 
Project 

(Baseline) 

2015 
Without 
Project 

Background 
Growth

2015 With 
Project plus 
Background 

Growth

Difference 
between

Baseline and 
2015 With 

Project plus 
Background 

Growth

2015 With 
Project Less 
Background 

Growth
CO 4,632.0 5,472.0 840.0 4,992.0 360.0 -480.0 

ROG 1,087.2 1,284.0 196.8 1,168.8 81.6 -115.2 
NOx 26,460.0 31,200.0 4,740.0 28,149.6 1,689.6 -3,050.4 
SO2 152.6 183.6 31.0 178.3 25.7 -5.3 
PM10 729.6 861.6 132.0 780.0 50.4 -81.6 
PM2.5 672.0 794.4 122.4 717.6 45.6 -76.8 
CO2 83,040,000.0 99,840,000.0 16,800,000.0 96,960,000.0 13,920,000.0 -2,880,000.0 
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In 2015, rail emissions will increase without the proposed project due to the increase in 
rail activity, referred to as Background Growth in the table above (Column D). With the 
proposed project, 2015 emissions (Column E) will also increase over the 2010 condition 
(Column B) due to Background Growth, as shown in Column F. Since the proposed 
project is not responsible for the Background Growth, which would occur with or without 
the proposed project, those emissions must be removed to determine what effect the 
proposed project would have on the environment. The removal of the 2015 Background 
Growth shows that the proposed project causes an air quality benefit by reducing 
emissions, as shown in Column G. 

The 2035 rail emissions follow the same trend as shown in the following table, which 
summarizes data included in Table 3.3.K in the IS/MND. 

Change in 2035 Rail Emissions (lbs/day) 
A B C D E F G 

Pollutant 

2010 
Without 
Project 

(Baseline) 

2035 
Without 
Project 

Background 
growth 

2035 With 
Project plus 
background 

Growth

Difference 
between

Baseline and 
2035 With 

Project plus 
background 

Growth

2035 With 
Project Less 
Background 

Growth
CO 4632.0 16320.0 11688.0 9528 4896.0 -6792.0 

ROG 1087.2 3823.2 2736.0 2232 1144.8 -1591.2 
NOx 26460.0 99984.0 73524.0 58368 31908.0 -41616.0 
SO2 152.6 379.7 227.1 368.4 215.8 -11.3 
PM10 729.6 2688.0 1958.4 1569.6 840.0 -1118.4 
PM2.5 672.0 2472.0 1800.0 1442.4 770.4 -1029.6 
CO2 83040000.0 206400000.0 123360000.0 200400000 117360000.0 -6000000.0 

In 2035, rail emissions will increase without the proposed project due to the increase in 
rail activity, referred to as Background Growth in the table above (Column D). With the 
proposed project, 2035 emissions (Column E) will also increase over the 2010 condition 
(Column B) due to Background Growth, as shown in Column F. Since the proposed 
project is not responsible for the Background Growth, which would occur with or without 
the proposed project, those emissions must be removed to determine what effect the 
proposed project would have on the environment. The removal of the 2035 Background 
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Growth shows that the proposed project causes an air quality benefit by reducing 
emissions, as shown in Column G. 

3-1-9

As described in Section 3.XVI.A of the IS/MND, the modeling methodology for the rail 
projections is provided outlining the factors considered in determining the future train 
volumes. As documented, the existing train volumes were based on actual train dispatch 
data provided by UPRR and BNSF. Future projections were based on a review of 
available data regarding goods movement within Southern California and data provided 
by UPRR and BNSF. It was determined after consideration of the data available, that the 
proposed project would have no effect on the growth of rail volumes within the study 
area for the study period. The rail lines would be able to accommodate this growth with 
or without the proposed project, as documented in the Rail Operations Study, Section 5.3, 
“The capacity of the rail infrastructure within the model limits, for the train 
characteristics, schedules, and frequencies provided by BNSF, UP, Metrolink, and 
Amtrak, is adequate for the train volumes in each of the three cases (2010, 2015, and 
2035), in both the build and no-build cases.”  Therefore, since the existing infrastructure, 
without the proposed project, can accommodate the projected future growth of rail 
activity, the proposed project is not growth inducing.  Instead, the project improves the 
operational efficiency of future rail growth that will occur with or without the project. 

3-1-10

The comment asserts that leaving the existing crossing in place provides additional 
capacity and “accommodates and perhaps encourages” increased use of rail. This 
assertion is incorrect. 

As part of the proposed project, the existing southerly mainline track would be converted 
to a dedicated local switching track that would connect the West Colton Yard and the Old 
Colton Yard. 

To maintain the existing pattern of railroad line connectivity, the Old Colton Yard must 
be connected to the new south main track at both the east and west ends. However, it is 
not geometrically feasible to provide a direct connection to the south main track at the 
west end of the Old Colton Yard due to the difference in elevation between the west end 
of the Old Colton Yard and the new main tracks on the flyover (approximately 40 feet). It 
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is thus necessary to provide a track extending to the west from the west end of the Colton 
Yard, across the two BNSF main tracks, to a point near Rancho Avenue where the south 
main track is at an elevation that is feasible to connect with. 

In addition the at-grade connection track would maintain connectivity between the West 
Colton Yard and the Old Colton yard without the need to interfere with mainline train 
movements, thus relieving congestion and improving operational efficiency. 
Approximately 13.3 local and switching trains per week are expected to use this track, or 
an average of approximately two per day.  

As part of the conversion of the existing southerly mainline track to a dedicated local 
switching track the existing heavy-duty crossing frog on the at-grade track would be 
removed and replaced with a light-duty flange bearing crossing frog as outlined in 
Section 3.XII.A of the IS/MND. The flange bearing crossing frog would provide a 
reduction in noise and vibration as compared to a conventional heavy-duty crossing frog, 
but its light-duty design would require the UPRR switching and local trains to move at 
slow speeds (10 mph). In addition, the light-duty design of the crossing frog would 
preclude its regular use by long, heavy mainline trains. The placement of the flange 
bearing crossing frog has been included in agreements that are being negotiated between 
SANBAG, UPRR, and BNSF. 

The slow speed, light-duty nature of the flange bearing crossing frog would restrict the 
usefulness of the at-grade track in handling mainline trains, and thus would not provide 
viable additional capacity for UPRR mainline trains. 

3-1-11

As discussed above in Response to Comments 3-1-2, 3-1-8, 3-1-9 and 3-1-10, the rail 
modeling conducted for the proposed project determined that the improvements at the 
Colton Crossing would not affect the total number of trains within the study area in either 
the 2015 or 2035 conditions. As the proposed project would not change the number of 
trains, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative train volume or emission 
increases.

3-1-12
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The comment states that the air quality analysis claims that measure AQ-2 would reduce 
the 19.2 tons/year of NOx generated during construction. This is incorrect. The air quality 
analysis states that with SCAQMD Rule 403, and Measures AQ-1 through AQ-5 the air 
quality emissions were considered less than significant. The air quality analysis does not 
assume that these measures would provide any specific reduction. In addition, as the 
environmental document does not conclude that the construction equipment emissions 
would be significant, the use of Tier 3 equipment was not mandated. However, the 
proposed project includes the use of 2010 equipment, which is equivalent to Tier 3, as 
documented in Response 3-1-14. Please refer to Response to Comment 3-1-6 regarding 
CEQA thresholds. 

3-1-13

A General Conformity Analysis has been prepared in support of the Environmental 
Assessment for the proposed project demonstrating that the exceedances of the NOx de 
minimis threshold would not conflict with the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Please 
refer to Response to Comment 3-1-6 regarding the SCAQMD’s emission thresholds. 

3-1-14

The construction analysis was based on the use of year 2010 equipment, which is 
equivalent to Tier 3 construction equipment. The use of Tier 3 equipment is part of the 
specifications for the proposed project and is not a mitigation measure designed to reduce 
a specific impact to below a level of significance.  

3-1-15

All technical studies were available for public review at Caltrans, SANBAG, City of 
Colton, and the two local libraries. Included was the Air Quality Analysis which included 
the appendices to the technical studies.  A copy of the technical study with appendices 
was provided to SCAQMD staff on March 23, 2011, within one day of their request 
(email from Ian McMillan on March 22, 2011 at 4:51 PM). Provision of electronic 
modeling spreadsheets is not required by CEQA, the CEQA guidelines or Caltrans 
CEQA guidance/standard practice. All inputs and outputs to the modeling are available in 
the Appendices to the Air Quality Technical Analysis, which was provided to the 
SCAQMD. Additionally the Department offered to answer any questions regarding the 
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modeling process. As part of these responses, we have addressed SCAQMD’s comments 
on the air quality modeling provided to date. 

3-1-16

The comment is a summary of the proposed project. For clarification, currently there are 
two BNSF and two UPRR tracks within the project area not four tracks as referenced in 
the comment. Also, the proposed project provides for a structure for the UPRR main lines 
to cross over the BNSF main lines not the BNSF crossing over the UPRR, as stated in the 
comment.

3-1-17

Please refer to Response to Comments 3-1-2, 3-1-5, and 3-1-9, which discuss the local air 
quality impact analyses conducted for the proposed project. Please refer to Response to 
Comment 3-1-8 regarding the CEQA baseline.  

The Air Quality Analysis is based on the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference 
(SER). Growth inducing and cumulative impacts were evaluated. Please refer to 
Response to Comments 3-1-9 through 3-1-11, which address the growth-inducing 
potential and cumulative impacts of the proposed project. 

Caltrans prepared the Air Quality Analysis consistent with the Standard Environmental 
Reference (SER) and meeting CEQA requirements. The regional and local air quality 
analyses of criteria pollutants and MSATs quantified emission levels, which are adequate 
to evaluate the effect of the proposed project on local and regional air quality since, in 
this case, they show that the project will reduce emissions.  

3-1-18

CEQA applies in situations where a governmental agency can use its judgment in 
deciding whether and how a carry out or approve a project. A project subject to such 
judgmental controls is called a “discretionary project,” per Section 15357 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. A discretionary approval requires use of judgment or subjective criteria on 
the part of the approving agency. 

Caltrans is the lead agency for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
document and the coordination for this work is being handled by Caltrans District 8. 
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Ultimately, the proposed project will require approval and allocation of funding by the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) and, as noted in Response to Comment 2-
2-2, the California Public Utilities Commission (PUC). As a CTC approval is required, 
Caltrans, as the State transportation authority, is the appropriate body to be designated the 
lead agency for CEQA.   

As lead agency for CEQA, Caltrans is responsible for ensuring that all potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed action to be undertaken by the CTC 
will be sufficiently assessed. This is accomplished through Caltrans preparation and 
approval of environmental documentation such as the IS/MND prepared for the proposed 
project.

3-1-19

The SCAQMD’s offer to provide assistance is acknowledged.

3-1-20

The air quality analysis that was prepared for the proposed project included calculations 
of the local and regional MSAT emissions, construction emission, and on-road and train 
criteria pollutant emissions. In addition, Sections 3.III.B/3.III.C and 3.III.D of the 
IS/MND determines the significance of the long-term operational and short-term 
construction emissions based on Caltrans guidance. Please refer to Response to 
Comments 3-1-2 and 3-1-5 regarding thresholds of significance. 

3-1-21

The air quality analysis has been prepared following the Caltrans SER and using 
Department protocols and guidance. The air quality analysis determines the potential 
impacts of the proposed project compared to existing and future no project conditions and 
does not “weigh” the benefitted versus adversely affected receptors. As shown in Section 
III of the IS/MND, the proposed project would benefit regional and local air quality. 
Please refer to Response to Comments 3-1-5, 3-1-7, and 3-1-8 regarding evaluation of 
project impacts, significance of the proposed project’s short-term and long-term 
emissions, and proposes mitigation measures to reduce those emissions to below a level 
of significance. 
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3-1-22

The emissions generated within each phase of construction were calculated and presented 
in the air quality analysis. Mitigation measures designed to reduce these impacts to below 
a level of significance were also included in the air quality analysis and Section 3.III.B of 
the IS/MND. Caltrans has not adopted the SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold 
(LST) methodology and, therefore, it was not used for this analysis. Please refer to 
Response to Comment 3-1-6 regarding the construction mitigation measures. 

3-1-23

The potential growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project were evaluated.  Please 
refer to Response to Comment 3-1-9, which addresses growth inducement. 

3-1-24

Design standards for electrification differ by the type of method used. At this time there 
is no set method of electrification. The Colton Crossing is designed so as not to place any 
additional restrictions on the future electrification of the rail lines. No aspects of the 
design preclude the future electrification of the rail lines.  
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CITY OF COLTON 

�
3-2-1

In 1991, the Colton Historic Resources Survey evaluated the Southern Pacific Depot and 
the American Railway Express Company building and determined that both met the 
City’s criteria for designation as historic resources. However, neither building has ever 
been formally designated by the City under its local preservation ordinance. Since the 
earlier survey is more than five years old and the buildings have not been formally 
designated, pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) 5024.1(g)(4), the buildings were 
re-evaluated as part of the current project. These evaluations are included the Historic 
Property Survey Report (HPSR), which Caltrans uses for completing National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 evaluations as well as CEQA compliance 
pertaining to historical resources.

It is Caltrans policy to apply both the National Register criteria used for Section 106 
compliance and the California Register criteria used to determine CEQA significance 
simultaneously when conducting evaluations. Because the eligibility and integrity criteria 
provided in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) 
regulations are so similar to the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) 
criteria, National Register Bulletin 15 is used to provide guidance in how to interpret both 
California Register and National Register criteria. Caltrans does not conduct evaluations 
under local ordinances, which are the responsibility of the local jurisdiction. However, 
local ordinances and surveys play a role in determining whether resources are considered 
historical resources for the purposes of CEQA if the local jurisdiction has resources 
already officially listed under a local ordinance or has already conducted a cultural 
resources survey that meets certain requirements defined under CEQA as a Certified 
Local Government (CLG). Generally, but not always, resources that meet these 
requirements outlined in CEQA and the PRC automatically become historical resources 
for the purposes of CEQA. 

CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(a) references certain requirements that must be met for 
previously surveyed resources to be considered historical resources. CEQA 15064.5(a) 
defines a Historical Resource as a resource included in a local register of historical 
resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or identified as significant in a 
historical resources survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC. 
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Based on research conducted for the project, the City of Colton General Plan Cultural 
Resources Element, the City of Colton Historic Preservation Ordinance, and 
communications conducted for the project in April 2011 with the Office of Historic 
Preservation Local Government Assistance Unit, CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(a) have not 
been met. Therefore, as CEQA lead agency for the project, Caltrans has determined that 
its original conclusion that neither the Southern Pacific Depot nor the American Railway 
Express Company building are considered to be historical resources for the purposes of 
CEQA.

CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(a)(2) state that a resource included in a local register of 
historical resources, as defined in Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or identified as 
significant in a historical resources survey meeting the requirements in Section 5024.1(g) 
of the PRC, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. The City has not 
formally designated either the Southern Pacific Depot or the American Railway Express 
Company building following the process outlined in Section 15.40.080(d) of the City’s 
Historic Preservation ordinance. Therefore, the requirements PRC 5020.1(k) have not 
been met. PRC 5024.1(g) identifies four requirements for historical resources surveys: 

1. The survey has been or will be included in the State Historic Resources Inventory. 

2. The survey and the survey documentation were prepared in accordance with 
office procedures and requirements. 

3. The resource is evaluated and determined by the Office to have a significance 
rating of Category 1 to 5 on DPR Form 523. 

4. If the survey is five or more years old at the time of its nomination for inclusion in 
the California Register, the survey is updated to identify historical resources 
which have become eligible or ineligible due to changed circumstances or further 
documentation and those which have been demolished or altered in a manner that 
substantially diminishes the significance of the resource. 

According to research conducted for the project, these requirements have also not been 
met. According to the Office of Historic Preservation, the 1991 Colton survey does not 
appear to have been included in the state Historic Resources Inventory (PRC 5024.1(g) 
(1)). Because the survey was completed in 1991, prior to the City of Colton becoming 
certified as a Certified Local Government, it is unclear whether the survey or the survey 
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documentation were prepared in accordance with Office (of Historic Preservation [OHP]) 
procedures and requirements (PRC 5024.1(g)(2)). Because the survey was not sent to 
OHP in accordance with (1) and (2) above, the resource significance ratings are 
undetermined (PRC 5024.1(g)3)). In addition, the 1991 survey is more than five years old 
(PRC 5024.1(g)(4)) and does not appear to have been updated since the time it was 
prepared 20 years ago. 

In light of the above, the Southern Pacific Depot and the American Railway Express 
Company building are not automatically historical resources as defined by CEQA. CEQA 
15064.5(a) further states that public agencies must treat resources that meet the 
requirements of 15064.5(a) as significant unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that they are not historically or culturally significant. The CEQA lead 
agency can also determine resources to be historical resources if they meet California 
Register criteria. The current survey conducted in 2010–2011 for the Colton Crossing 
Project evaluated both buildings against both the California Register and National 
Register criteria and has determined that the evidence does not suggest that these 
buildings should be considered significant under CEQA. 

The survey and evaluation conducted in 2010 for the current project revealed that the 
American Railway Express Company building is in poor condition and has sustained 
numerous alterations that have compromised its historic architectural integrity. Some of 
these alterations are indicated on the original 1991 survey forms and, in the intervening 
20 years, the integrity of the building has been further compromised. Alterations include 
filled in openings, removal of roof tile and a portion of the roof, and the addition of a 
modern precision block wall. Also, based on a 1909 photograph that was provided with 
the City’s comment letter, it is clear that most of the historic-period arcade has been 
removed, further compromising the architectural integrity of design, setting, materials, 
feeling, workmanship, and association. While the building is clearly associated with the 
history of railroads and related express delivery services, it cannot be demonstrated to 
have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history and 
cultural heritage; the building does not have the strength of association that would 
outweigh its lack of integrity. Further, it is a modest and modified example of a building 
style that is not unique or rare (refer to HPSR, Attachment B for a full evaluation).

As stated in the 1991 City of Colton evaluation, the Southern Pacific Depot was already 
heavily altered at that time and the current survey confirmed the building’s lack of 
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integrity. However, according to the 1991 survey, the significance of the depot was 
largely based on it being the oldest remaining depot in Colton and possibly in southern 
California. The previous survey indicated that the depot was built in 1876, but research 
conducted for the Colton Crossing Project indicates that it was not built until 1888, when 
it replaced a freight house that had formally occupied the same location. Although this 
may be the oldest depot in Colton, that alone does not make the building significant. A 
depot in any town is likely the oldest depot in that particular town or city. The building 
must be able to convey its association with its period of significance, which the current 
evaluation has defined as 1888 to 1960. This period extends from the date of construction 
to the end of the historic period (as of 2010 when the evaluation was completed). 
Significant alterations to the building, as well as its setting, have severely compromised 
its ability to convey its association with the 1888–1960 period. Further, there are other 
Southern Pacific depots in southern California that date to the same period, such as the 
1886 Palms-Southern Pacific depot in Los Angeles, which is similar in design to the 
Colton depot and is a designated City of Los Angeles Historic Cultural Landmark. In 
addition, there are several Southern Pacific depots in California that are listed in the 
National Register including the Davis (1868/1914), San Carlos (1888), Fresno (1889), 
Whittier (1892), Chico (1892), Santa Barbara (1902), and Glendale (1923) depots. Of 
these, the Whittier and Chico depots appear to be similar in style to the Colton depot, 
although they are more elaborate examples. Beyond these, there are depots throughout 
the State that were built by other railroads that pre-date the one in Colton (refer to HPSR, 
Attachment B for a full evaluation). Thus, in a manner similar to the American Railway 
Express Company building discussed above, the Southern Pacific Depot lacks sufficient 
significance and integrity to be considered eligible for the California Register under any 
criteria.

3-2-2

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-2-1 regarding the 1991 Survey.

3-2-3

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-2-1. As discussed in that response, CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.5(a) references certain requirements that must be met for previously 
surveyed resources to be considered historical resources. Based on research conducted for 
the proposed project and communications conducted with the Office of Historic 
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Preservation Local Government Assistance Unit in April 2011, CEQA Guidelines 
15064.5(a) has not been met. In addition, PRC 5024.1(g) identifies four requirements for 
historical resources surveys and these requirements have also not been met.  

3-2-4

For the reasons discussed above in Response 3-2-1, the American Railway Express 
Company building and the Southern Pacific depot were determined not to be historical 
resources for the purposes of CEQA. Therefore, no mitigation measures associated with 
these buildings are required. However, the Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) and 
the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration have been amended to reference the 
1991 survey.

3-2-5

The City has requested that Section 6.2 (Historic-Period Archaeological Resources) of 
the Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) be modified to include a reference and 
summary for these two buildings. However, this section is specifically for archaeological 
resources. Therefore, a discussion of these two buildings is not appropriate in this section 
of the HRER. Both buildings are appropriately recorded and evaluated in the HPSR, 
Attachment B (refer to DPR 523 forms in Chapter 11 of the HRER). In addition, text 
regarding the previous studies and the City’s conclusions will be documented in the 
HPSR and HRER as appropriate.

3-2-6

Access roads as requested by the City are not provided for linear projects such as the 
Colton Flyover. UPRR has several grade separations within the area where the requested 
access is not provided. The facility does not provide habitable space that would require 
compliance with regulations for those types of projects.

A wide access road on the flyover is not possible primarily because of right-of-way 
constraints west of crossing of BNSF. The proposed 10-foot wide paved road on the 
flyover would provide access for most emergency vehicles. The proposed gate at Mount 
Vernon Avenue can be equipped with a Knox Rapid Entry Key System if locked for 
security.

3-2-7

EXHIBIT F-2



Colton Crossing Rail to Rail Grade Separation  Appendix D-54 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration May 2011

Large fire fighting trucks could get near the flyover at ground level. Access is available 
north and south of the flyover structure east of the BNSF crossing via Valley Boulevard 
at 6th Street, 9th Street, and Mount Vernon from the north. Access to the structure west of 
the BNSF crossing is provided via Rancho Avenue and the I-10 freeway.

3-2-8

There are existing hydrants within the project limits. No additional fire flow is proposed. 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-2-6 regarding equipment access. 

3-2-9

Construction of the proposed project does not change the existing demand for fire 
suppression. Existing City fire fighting equipment should be adequate for responding to 
emergencies that may occur on the flyover structure. Please refer to Response to 
Comment 3-2-6 regarding access on the structure by fire equipment. 

3-2-10

The IS/MND identifies the electrical facilities that would be affected by the proposed 
project. Payment for costs to relocate these facilities is not a subject for evaluation in 
CEQA.

3-2-11

The IS/MND identifies the water and wastewater facilities that would be affected by the 
proposed project. Payment for costs to relocate these facilities is not a subject for 
evaluation in CEQA. 

3-2-12

The IS/MND identifies the stormwater/drainage facilities that would be affected by the 
proposed project. City storm drainage facilities within the existing UPRR right-of-way 
will not be affected by the proposed project. Drainage facilities within the elevated 
structure have been sized according the County’s Master Plan of Drainage to convey 
future flows once the City implements its ultimate Master Plan facilities. Drainage 
facilities on Caltrans right-of-way between 3rd and 5th Streets will be relocated by the 
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proposed project. Payment for costs to relocate these facilities is not a subject for 
evaluation in CEQA. 

3-2-13

The existing depressed basin west of Rancho Avenue north of the UPRR will not be 
affected. The proposed Feature 2 basin, shown in the Preliminary Drainage Report, is not 
being built since routing drainage to this location from the flyover structure is not 
possible.  Any conflicts with a future pipeline proposed by the City will not be 
exacerbated by the proposed project. No detailed plans for the pipeline have been 
submitted to UPRR for review and UPRR has not granted property rights to construct the 
pipeline. Drainage off the flyover structure will be directed toward a treatment basin near 
Fifth Street. It should be noted that the drainage facilities within the flyover structure 
have been sized consistent with the County Master Plan of Drainage. 

3-2-14

The proposed bridge span over La Cadena Boulevard provides 75 feet between 
abutments, which would allow space for six travel lanes. 

3-2-15

The cumulative project list for projects within the City was provided by City of Colton 
staff in November 2010. The City projects identified in the comment were not provided 
at that time. The comment does not identify how these projects may affect the 
conclusions of the cumulative impact assessment. All applicable projects known at the 
time of the preparation of the IS/MND were included in the cumulative impact 
assessment prepared for the proposed project. 

3-2-16

Measure TRA-1 identifies coordination of the Transportation Management Plan with the 
local agencies including the agencies identified in the comment (City of Colton Public 
Works, Colton Police, Colton Fire, Omnitrans, etc.) to ensure that any intermittent lane 
closures on La Cadena would be coordinated with these emergency/public services 
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providers. Emergency access is not expected to be affected since there will be no 
complete closure of any roadways during construction. 

3-2-17

The proposed project incorporates sufficient Low Impact Development features to reduce 
the impacts to the surrounding watershed. Included features are infiltration basins and/or 
structural BMP devices to address impacts from the flyover structure, as well as non-
covered ditches to address the at-grade rail sections. The infiltration basins would detain 
the added discharge, at a minimum, from the structure so as not to have an adverse 
impact to peak flows or to create a hydrologic condition of concern. The infiltration 
basins and/or structural BMP devices will also serve to treat the stormwater runoff from 
hard surface to meet local water quality requirements. The runoff from the at-grade rail 
improvements will percolate through the ballast and drain to either the adjacent ditch or 
infiltrate to the underlying soil. Also, since the ditches are not covered infiltration is also 
expected to occur. In either case where the stormwater runoff infiltrates, it is expected 
that a certain level of treatment is provided by the underlying soil. 
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THORNTON PROFICO 

4-1-1

Both mainline tracks will remain open during construction to maintain continuous train 
movements. Once the structure is completed, the mainline tracks will be moved to the 
overcrossing structure and one of the mainline tracks will be removed and the existing 
southerly mainline track and the crossing diamond will be converted to a dedicated local 
switching tracks allowing connectivity between the West Colton Yard and Old Colton 
Yard.

4-1-2

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-1-10, which discusses the use of the dedicated 
local switching track. This track will carry a greatly reduced volume of trains per week 
and the existing diamond crossing would be replaced by a light-duty flange-bearing frog 
crossing, which requires that trains travel at a much slower speed. Additionally, this type 
of crossing results in lower noise and vibration levels compared to the existing 
conventional heavy duty crossing frog. 

EXHIBIT F-2



R:\HDR0802\InitialStudy\RTC\LetterB_CityofColton(04-05-11)   1

1

Letter 5-1

EXHIBIT F-2



R:\HDR0802\InitialStudy\RTC\LetterB_CityofColton(04-05-11)   2

Letter 5-1

EXHIBIT F-2



R:\HDR0802\InitialStudy\RTC\LetterB_CityofColton(04-05-11)

5-1-1

5-1-2

5-1-3

Letter 5-1

EXHIBIT F-2



R:\HDR0802\InitialStudy\RTC\LetterB_CityofColton(04-05-11)

5-1-3

Letter 5-1

EXHIBIT F-2



R:\HDR0802\InitialStudy\RTC\LetterB_CityofColton(04-05-11)

Letter 5-1

EXHIBIT F-2



R:\HDR0802\InitialStudy\RTC\LetterB_CityofColton(04-05-11)

Letter 5-1

EXHIBIT F-2



R:\HDR0802\InitialStudy\RTC\LetterB_CityofColton(04-05-11)

Letter 5-1

EXHIBIT F-2



Colton Crossing Rail to Rail Grade Separation  Appendix D-66 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration May 2011

MARCH 16, 2011, PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPT

�
5-1-1

The proposed project would not increase the number of trains occurring on the mainlines. 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-1-8 regarding future rail projections. 
Furthermore, the proposed project will reduce train emissions.  Please refer to Response 
to Comment 3-1-2. 

5-1-2

As described in Section 3.III.a of the IS/MND, local air quality would be improved with 
implementation of the proposed project. Please refer to 3-1-2 regarding local air quality. 

5-1-3

The proposed project would not affect the existing legal pedestrian access to the high 
school. The environmental documentation associated with the City’s Quiet Zone project 
will be required to address safe pedestrian access through the quiet zone. 

The remainder of the comments relate to issues related to BNSF mainline track south of 
the project area. The comments have been forwarded to BNSF. 
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MARCH 17, 2011, PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPT

No public comments were made during the March 17, 2011, Public Meeting on the 
proposed project; therefore, no responses are necessary.
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