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1.

INTRODUCTION

This Final Project Report was prepared for the modified 16-mile Mid County Parkway
(MCP) project in support of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS). This report is the final version of the Revised Draft Project Report
signed in January 2013.

Engineering and environmental studies were initiated in 2004 for the Mid County
Parkway project, a proposed 32-mile facility between Interstate 15 (I-15) and State
Route 79 (SR-79). In October 2008, the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) approved the Draft Project Report (DPR), and the Draft EIR/EIS for the Mid
County Parkway project was circulated for a 90-day public review period. In June 2009,
in response to the concerns expressed during public review of the Draft EIR/EIS, the
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) took action to modify Alternatives
4, 5, and 9 focusing on a 16-mile MCP project from Interstate 215 (I-215) to SR-79.
RCTC, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Caltrans developed an
approach for completing the EIR/EIS process for the project. This approach included
preparation of a Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS and Revised Draft
Project Report that would refine the project purpose statement and modify the project
alternatives to focus on the transportation needs from I-215 to SR-79.

RCTC, in cooperation with Caltrans District 8, the County of Riverside (County), the City
of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris, proposes construction of a new west-east
transportation corridor in western Riverside County. The purpose of the proposed Mid
County Parkway is to serve as a transportation facility to effectively and efficiently
accommodate regional west-east movement of people and goods between and through
San Jacinto and Perris. The new corridor, named Mid County Parkway or MCP, is a
transportation facility designed to meet current and projected travel demand for year
2040 for the 16 miles between 1-215 to the west and SR-79 to the east (see Attachment
A-1, Vicinity Map). RCTC proposes to recommend this freeway for adoption as a new
State Route alignment on or near Ramona Expressway. The MCP is recognized by
Caltrans as a possible future State Highway and will be considered for adoption as such.
This proposal is a Category 1 project (see Attachment AA-2, Project Category
Assignment Memorandum) as defined in the Project Development Procedures Manual
(7™ Edition, Chapter 8, and Section 5) requiring access control, new alignment, new right
of way, and adoption of a new route by the California Transportation Commission (CTC).

The estimated cost of this project is $1.73 billion for the ultimate build, including right of
way acquisition, construction, support, and environmental mitigation. The Project
Approval/Environmental Document (PA/ED) phase of the project will be completed upon
approval of this report.

The project is programmed in both the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the
Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).
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The title of the new corridor is Mid County Parkway. For purposes of this report, a Mid
County Parkway “facility” is defined as follows: a divided highway with full or partial
access control and with grade separations at local interchanges with major local
arterials; and designed to freeway/expressway standards as defined in Caltrans
Highway Design Manual (HDM).

Two no-build alternatives, three build alternatives, and two design variations are
considered in this report and are described below.

Alternatives 1A and 1B are the no-build alternatives: Alternative 1A — No Project/No
Action—Existing Ground Conditions and Alternative 1B — No Project/No Action—
General Plan Circulation Element Conditions. Alternative 1B represents 2040 traffic
levels on the planned street network, according to the Circulation Element of the
Riverside County General Plan.

Alternative 4 Modified proposes to construct a six-lane controlled-access freeway with
eight local interchanges with  MCP 1) Perris Blvd, 2) Evans Ave, 3) Ramona
Exp/Antelope Rd, 4) Bernasconi Rd, 5) Reservoir Ave, 6) Town Center Blvd, 7) Park
Center Blvd, 8) Warren Ave, one new interchange at I-215 9) |-215 /Placentia Ave, one
modified interchange at 1-215 10) |-215/Cajalco Rd/Ramona Exp, one new interchange
at SR-79 11) SR-79/Ramona Exp/Sanderson Ave and two freeway to freeway
interchanges 12) MCP/I-215 and 13) MCP/SR-79. Additional lanes for 1-215 are also
proposed. Alternative 4 Modified follows a northern alignment through the City of Perris.
The cost for Alternative 4 Modified ranges from $2.02 to $2.10 billion (in 2012), including
$197 million for right of way and utility relocation costs.

Alternative 5 Modified proposes to construct a six-lane controlled-access freeway with
eight local interchanges with MCP 1) Perris Blvd, 2) Evans Ave, 3) Ramona
Exp/Antelope Rd, 4) Bernasconi Rd, 5) Reservoir Ave, 6) Town Center Blvd, 7) Park
Center Blvd, 8) Warren Ave, one new interchange at I-215 9) |-215 /Placentia Ave, one
modified interchange at 1-215 10) |-215/Cajalco Rd/Ramona Exp, one new interchange
at SR-79 11) SR-79/Ramona Exp/Sanderson Ave and two freeway to freeway
interchanges 12) MCP/I-215 and 13) MCP/SR-79. Additional lanes for 1-215 are also
proposed. Alternative 5 Modified follows a southern alignment through the City of Perris
along Rider Street. The cost for Alternative 5 Modified ranges from $1.64 to $1.72 billion
(in 2012), including $209 million for R/W and utility relocation costs.

Alternative 9 Modified proposes to construct a six-lane controlled-access freeway with
eight local interchanges with MCP 1) Redlands Ave, 2) Evans Ave, 3) Ramona
Exp/Antelope Rd, 4) Bernasconi Rd, 5) Reservoir Ave, 6) Town Center Blvd, 7) Park
Center Blvd, 8) Warren Ave, one new interchange at I-215 9) |-215 /Placentia Ave, one
modified interchange at 1-215 10) |-215/Cajalco Rd/Ramona Exp, one new interchange
at SR-79 11) SR-79/Ramona Exp/Sanderson Ave and two freeway to freeway
interchanges 12) MCP/I-215 and 13) MCP/SR-79. Additional lanes for 1-215 are also
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proposed. Alternative 9 Modified follows Placentia Avenue through the City of Perris.
The cost for Alternative 9 Modified ranges from $1.53 to $1.95 billion (in 2012), including
$188 million for R/W and utility relocation costs.

The San Jacinto North Design Variation terminates MCP on the east end slightly
different from the base case. The design variation extends MCP parallel in the north side
of Ramona Expressway between Warren Rd and SR-79. Under the San Jacinto River
Bridge Design Variation, the MCP would construct two bridges in the Lakeview Nuevo
area, for a total of 2,472 feet of bridge. The base case proposes one 4,321-foot long
bridge to span the floodplain and Martin Street.

Several alternatives were evaluated and eliminated from further study during the
alternative refinement and EIR/EIS process. Alternatives 2 and 3 were considered but
eliminated from further analysis prior to the release of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) for the 32-mile MCP facility. The
No Project/No Action General Plan Circulation Element Conditions Alternative, originally
identified as Alternative 8, was renumbered Alternative 1B.

To address the concerns in response to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS for a 32-mile
MCP facility, RCTC, FHWA, and Caltrans developed an approach for completing the
EIR/EIS process for the project that would refine the project purpose statement and
modify project alternatives to focus on the transportation needs from 1-215 to SR-79.
Therefore, the Build Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9 analyzed in the 32-mile Draft EIR/EIS
for the MCP project were eliminated from further consideration and in June 2009, RCTC
took action to modify Alternatives 4, 5, and 9, focusing on a 16-mile MCP project from I-
215 to SR-79. These alternatives are now known as Alternative 4 Modified, Alternative 5
Modified, and Alternative 9 Modified. The preferred alternative described within this Final
Project Report is Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design
Variation, herein referred to as the MCP or the project. The table below includes some
general information of the preferred alternative.

08 - RIV - MCP - PM 0.0/16.3

Project Limits 08 - RIV - 215 - PM 28.0/34.3
Current Capital Outlay Support Estimate’ $382 M
Current Capital Outlay Construction Estimate’ $1,113 M
Current Capital Outlay Right-of-Way Estimate’ $237 M
Funding Source CAX66
Funding Year 2020
Type of Facility 6-lane controlled-access freeway
Number of Structures 37
2 No-Builds
3 Builds
Number of Alternatives 2 Design Variations
Environmental Document EIR/EIS

Page 3 of 123




08 - RIV - MCP - PM 0.0/16.3
08 - RIV - 215 - PM 28.0/34.3

Legal Description New MCP Freeway: I-215 to SR-79

Project Development Category Category 1

! Cost per 2014 cost estimate

2. RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that this Project Report, supporting the Preferred Alternative, be
approved and that authorization be granted to proceed to the final design phase, also
known as the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) phase. Local agencies have
been consulted and their views considered with respect to the recommended plan. They
are in accord with the plan as presented.

. BACKGROUND
A. Project History

The MCP, formerly known as the Cajalco-Ramona Corridor, was identified as a key
west-east regional transportation corridor as a result of several years of comprehensive
land use and transportation planning in Riverside County through the Riverside County
Integrated Project (RCIP). Initiated in 1999, the RCIP was an unprecedented, multiyear
planning effort to simultaneously prepare environmental, transportation, housing, and
development guidelines for Riverside County for the first half of the 21st century. The
RCIP included three components: (1) a new General Plan for Riverside County, adopted
in October 2003; (2) a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for western
Riverside County (approved in June 2004); and (3) the Community and Environmental
Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP).

CETAP study efforts were jointly undertaken by the RCTC and the County of Riverside
as part of the RCIP. CETAP included the study of two intercounty corridors (Riverside
County to Orange County and Riverside County to San Bernardino County) and two
intracounty transportation corridors (a north-south and a west-east corridor in western
Riverside County). Tier 1 analyses and environmental documents were initiated for the
two intracounty corridors in fall 2000: a north-south corridor referred to as Winchester to
Temecula, and a west-east corridor referred to as the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore
(HCLE) Corridor. The purpose of the Tier 1 efforts was to select preferred alternatives in
order to preserve needed right of way.

The agencies that participated in the HCLE Corridor study process developed the
following purpose of the proposed action in the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor:
“. . . to provide multimodal transportation improvements that will help alleviate future
traffic demands and congestion and improve the east-west movement of people and
goods across western Riverside County.” After a Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) was completed for the Hemet to
Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor and circulated for public review in 2002 with a suite of 14
“build” alternatives, the RCTC Board accepted a staff recommendation in June 2003 to
proceed with the accelerated preparation of a project-level environmental document for a
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west-east alternative that would follow the existing alignment of Cajalco Road and
Ramona Expressway, known as the MCP project. Engineering and environmental
studies were initiated in 2004 for the MCP project, a proposed 32-mi facility between |-15
and SR-79, and in September 2007 the RCTC Board selected a Locally Preferred
Alternative (Alternative 9 Temescal Wash Design Variation) for the MCP project. In
October 2008, the Draft EIR/EIS for the MCP project was circulated for a 90-day public
review period. During this time, six public meetings/hearings were held and RCTC
accepted public comments for the record at all of these meetings, along with comments
via the MCP project website and email. Over 3,100 comments were received from 50
public agencies and organizations, 10 large property owners, 240 individuals, and a form
letter (opposing the project because of the environmental effects of the project including
loss of open space, wildlife habitat, streams and riparian resources; residential sprawl;
and automobile air emissions) from over 1,100 individuals nationwide.

The following two key themes emerged in the public review comments:

1. Concern about the cost and timing of available funds for the project. Many
comments noted that, given the current economy and difficulty in securing
funding for the entire project, limited financial resources should be focused on
areas of greatest need.

2. Although the public comments raised concerns about many aspects of the
project throughout its entire length, many comments suggested that making
improvements to existing facilities rather than building the MCP facility would be
a better expenditure of public funding in the western portion of the project area
between |-15 and 1-215. In this area, improving existing facilities, such as Cajalco
Road, instead of building the MCP facility would minimize impacts to the rural
communities of Gavilan Hills and Lake Mathews Estates as well as existing
habitat reserves. Impacts to rural communities and existing habitat reserves were
two major concerns raised in the public comments.

To address the concerns, in spring 2009, RCTC as the lead agency under California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), FHWA as the lead agency under National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), in cooperation with Caltrans, developed an approach
for completing the EIR/EIS process for the project. This approach also included
preparation of a Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS that would revise the
project purpose statement and modify the project alternatives. RCTC recognizes that
while the need for transportation improvements still exists between I-15 and 1-215, the
Riverside County Transportation Department’s proposed widening improvements to
Cajalco Road will alleviate a portion of that need. The greatest near-term need for west-
east transportation improvements is east of | 215, even with the planned improvements
along existing Ramona Expressway. Therefore, the project purpose for the modified
MCP project focuses on the need for transportation improvements between 1-215 and
SR-79. 1-215 and SR-79 provide logical termini for the MCP project, and the project has
independent utility even if no additional transportation improvements are made in the
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area. This approach for completing the EIR/EIS process for the modified MCP project
was reviewed with the federal and State resource and regulatory agencies involved in
the project (United States Army Corps of Engineers [USACE], United States
Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], United States Fish and Wildlife Service
[USFWS], and California Department Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]).

Fundamental to the modification of the MCP project purpose statement and alternatives
is the tenet that no improvements between |-15 and 1-215 are planned, designed, or
intended to be implemented as part of the MCP project. The distinct transportation
needs between I-15 and I-215 will be addressed by the Riverside County Transportation
Department’s General Plan roadway improvements for Cajalco Road. The Cajalco Road
improvement project is undergoing a separate environmental review process with the
Riverside County Transportation Department acting as the lead agency. The Cajalco
Road improvements are analyzed in the MCP cumulative impacts assessment using the
most current information available from the County (see Section 3.25, Cumulative
Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS for additional detail). A CETAP corridor between I-15 and |-
215 (Project ID 3C01MAO1) remains in the financially constrained part of the SCAG
2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) so as to not preclude consideration of
transportation improvements to address future needs beyond those being addressed by
the Cajalco Road improvements.

On July 8, 2009, the RCTC Board formally took action to refocus the MCP project
between 1-215 and SR-79. As a result of the RCTC’s Board action, a Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was prepared and circulated for public review in January
2013. The public and agency comments previously submitted for the October 2008 Draft
EIR/EIS will be included in the MCP Administrative Record, but no formal responses to
those comments were prepared consistent with Section 15088.5(f)(2) of the CEQA
Guidelines. However, any comments on the October 2008 Draft EIR/EIS applicable to
the modified MCP project were considered in the preparation of the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.

RCTC and the MCP project team worked closely with FHWA and Caltrans to develop
the modified alternatives that were evaluated in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS in response to RCTC’s Board action in July 2009. The following summarizes
the main changes from the Build Alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS and the
modified Build Alternatives evaluated in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS:

® The project limits for the Build Alternatives were changed to 1-215 in the west and
SR-79 in the east. The segment of the original Build Alternatives west of I-215 to I-15
is no longer under consideration as part of the MCP project.

® The horizontal alignment for Alternative 9 Modified between Perris Boulevard in the
west and the Perris Valley Storm Drain in the east through the City of Perris was
shifted approximately 1,000 feet north to avoid Paragon Park.
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e Alternative 9 Modified includes a local interchange at Redlands Avenue to replace
the local interchange previously proposed at Perris Boulevard.

® The following improvements to 1-215 are included: (1) the addition of one auxiliary
lane between the MCP/I-215 systems interchange and the adjacent service
interchanges to the north and south to facilitate movement to/from the MCP and I-
215; (2) the addition of an operational/mixed-flow lane from the MCP to the Van
Buren Boulevard interchange to accommodate additional traffic on 1-215 as a result
of the MCP; (3) the addition of an operational/mixed-flow lane from Nuevo Road to
the Cajalco-Ramona Expressway to facilitate weaving on 1-215 (the previous Build
Alternatives included collector-distributor roads and realignment of [-215 to
accommodate weaving movements in this segment of 1-215); (4) the addition of a
new interchange at Placentia Avenue; and (5) modification of the existing
interchange at the Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway.

B. Agency and Community Interaction

Between 2004 and 2014, RCTC participated in significant outreach with agencies and
the community in and around the MCP study area. In this period, 8 newsletters were
sent with mailings going to thousands of recipients in each notification. When public
meetings were held, notices were published in multiple newspapers, including one
Spanish newspaper to reach Spanish-speaking people. Also in this time period, 11
public meetings and 3 hearings took place. All public meetings were held in public
schools or community locations to facilitate ease of attendance by groups such as
pedestrians, non-drivers, and transit-dependent persons. Bilingual staff was available at
each meeting to assist attendees who were more comfortable communicating in
Spanish. A summary of key Agency and Community interaction to date is provided
below:

2003:

o Participating agencies (RCTC, Caltrans, FHWA, USFWS, USACE, EPA, the
CDFW [formerly CDFG (California Department of Fish and Game)], and the
County of Riverside) met and signed a Partnership Agreement committing to a
streamlined completion of the MCP project environmental review process.

2004:
o A Statement of Purpose and Need was prepared and submitted to participating
agencies for review. FHWA requested agency concurrence on the Purpose and
Need statement. On January 29, 2004, and January 30, 2004, FHWA received
concurrence from the USACE and EPA, respectively. The Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on August 9, 2004 and the NAHC
responded on August 19, 2004, with a list of 29 Native American tribes and
contacts representing the Luisefio, Gabrielino, Cahuilla, and Serrano Tribes. A
second list was received from the NAHC in December of 2004 in response to the
Notice of Preparation of an EIR/EIS. This list included 14 additional Native
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American tribes and contacts. In total, the NAHC listed 43 Native American tribes
and contacts. The NAHC Sacred Lands File was inspected for the MCP project;
however, no Native American cultural resources were identified. As such, the
NAHC recommended that the 43 Native American tribes and contacts be
contacted and provided a list of these contacts.

Preliminary meeting with the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians and RCTC to
discuss the MCP alignment in relation to cultural resources.

RCTC sent letters to the USFWS, USACE, and EPA requesting preliminary
concurrence on Alternatives to be carried forward in the environmental scoping
process.

As agreed upon at the August 20, 2004, meeting, the Pechanga Band of Luisefio
Indians met with the project consultant team to tour the project area and discuss
impacts to cultural resources.

FHWA received preliminary concurrence on alternatives from the USACE and
EPA.

RCTC distributed two newsletters to provide the public with information regarding
the project purpose and need and identifying alternatives to be studied.

Three pre-scoping public meetings were held. Approximately 180 people
attended these meetings.

RCTC received preliminary concurrence on alternatives from USACE and EPA.

RCTC distributed a newsletter to provide the public with information identifying
alternatives to be studied.

RCTC and project team initiated engineering and environmental studies in
support of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Three public scoping meetings were held. Approximately 230 people attended
these meetings. Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Notice of Intent (NOI), and scoping meetings primarily focused on
community and environmental impacts and are discussed in further detail in the
MCP Scoping Summary Report (February 2008).

2005/2006:

O

Caltrans conducted four Value Analysis (VA) Studies compliant with the National
Highway System (NHS) Act of 1995. The four Value Analysis studies executed
were on the SR-79/MCP interchange, the 1-215/MCP interchange, the 1-15/MCP
interchange, and the mainline MCP.

Metropolitan Water District (Metropolitan) and the State Department of Water
Resources (DWR) issued letters stating concerns with the close proximity of
some of the MCP alignments to the Lake Mathews Dam, Lake Perris Dam, and
adjoining facilities.

Page 8 of 123



08 - RIV - MCP - PM 0.0/16.3
08 - RIV - 215 - PM 28.0/34.3

2007:

FHWA sent a request for preliminary concurrence on the revised range of
Alternatives to be carried forward in the environmental process that was
submitted to participating agencies.

FHWA received preliminary concurrence on Alternatives from the USACE and
EPA and a response letter from USFWS indicating their informal role of providing
technical assistance when requested.

A field review was conducted with USACE, CDFW, and EPA staff to verify results
of the jurisdictional delineation.

RCTC distributed a newsletter to the public providing updates to the project and
informing the public of an upcoming public meeting.

An additional public meeting was held to seek public input. Approximately 320
people attended this meeting.

RCTC received preliminary concurrence on a revised range of alternatives from
USACE and EPA.

RCTC distributed a newsletter to the public identifying updates to the suite of
alternatives.

The City of San Jacinto identified the base case southerly alignment connecting
to SR-79, rather than the San Jacinto North Design Variation (SJN DV), as a
locally preferred alternative. The City of Perris did not state a preference for any
one alternative alignment through the City of Perris.

RCTC received preliminary agreement to move forward in pursuing a locally
preferred alternative from the participating agencies.

RCTC met with staff from the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation
Authority (RCA), USFWS, CDFG/CDFW, and USA Waste, the permittee for the
El Sobrante Landfill Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. As a result,
refinements were made to suite of alternatives to minimize effects on El Sobrante
Landfill.

Public agency input was received in response to the Supplemental NOP that was
issued to add Alternative 9 to the range of alternatives to be studied. Comments
primarily focused on community and environmental impacts.

RCTC identified Alternative 9 as the locally preferred alternative and distributed a
newsletter summarizing the Commission’s action.

RCTC received final concurrence from participating agencies on the suite of
alternatives to be discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS.
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2008:

RCTC and the project consultant team met in the field with representatives from
the Cahuilla Band of Indians, Morongo Band of Mission Indians, Pechanga Band
of Luisefio Indians, and Ramona Band of Cahuilla and confirmed that the nine
possible cupule boulders of concern to the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians
were all outside of the MCP right of way.

The Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians sent FHWA and RCTC a letter to provide
comments on the Preliminary Recommendations of Eligibility and Level of Effects
memorandum.

RCTC and the project consultant team met with USA Waste, USFWS, CDFW,
and the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) to continue
discussing the El Sobrante Habitat Conservation Plan.

RCTC and the project consultant team participated in a teleconference with the
transportation agencies (FHWA and Caltrans), the State Historic Preservation
Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to clarify the purpose,
process, and distribution of the Preliminary Recommendations of Eligibility and
Level of Effects memorandum, as well as how the document would be
incorporated into the Draft EIR/EIS.

RCTC and the project consultant team met with the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) as a result of the letter submitted to RCTC by BLM in response to the
Supplemental Notice of Preparation.

USACE sent RCTC a letter stating approval of the jurisdictional delineation for
the MCP project.

RCTC sent letters to BLM and RCHCA summarizing the meeting and confirming
the agreements reached on April 2, 2008.

RCHCA sent a response letter as requested by RCTC providing concurrence to
the agreements reached at the April 2, 2008, meeting between RCTC, BLM, and
RCHCA.

USA Waste (permittee of the El Sobrante Landfill) sent RCTC a letter regarding
the El Sobrante Habitat Conservation Plan.

FHWA sent the State Historic Preservation Officer a letter requesting formal
concurrence with the Phased Evaluation and Findings of Effect under Section
106 approach, as indicated by Mike McGuirt in the meeting held on May 23,
2007.

BLM sent a response letter as requested by RCTC providing concurrence on the
agreements reached at the April 2, 2008, meeting between RCTC, BLM, and
RCHCA.

FHWA sent a letter to Caltrans stating acceptability (conditional approval) of the
original New Connection Report.
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o FHWA sent a letter to the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians in response to
comments received from the tribe on January 25, 2008, for the Preliminary
Recommendations of Eligibility and Levels of Effect memorandum.

o RCTC met with USA Waste to discuss the May 6, 2008, letter sent by USA
Waste regarding impacts to the El Sobrante Landfill with implementation of the
MCP project.

o The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) sent a letter to FHWA stating
concurrence on phased approach.

o RCTC sent a letter to USA Waste to summarize the discussion and
understandings reached at the June 3, 2008, meeting.

o FHWA sent a letter to the State Historic Preservation Officer requesting a
provisional concurrence on the preliminary determinations of eligibility regarding
historic properties and provisional concurrence on a preliminary Finding of
Adverse Effect.

o The State Historic Preservation Officer sent FHWA a letter stating concurrence
on preliminary determination of eligibility regarding historic properties and finding
of adverse effect.

o The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated for public review with the close of the public
comment period on January 8, 2009, providing a 90-day comment period.

o RCTC distributed a newsletter summarizing release of the Draft EIR/EIS for
public review and dates for community workshops and public hearings.
Approximately 4,500 newsletters and formal Notices of Availability under CEQA
were mailed to all properties within a 300-foot distance of the MCP Build
Alternatives, interested public members, and the last known name and address
of all organizations and individuals who had previously requested CEQA notices.

o Three public meetings were held in three different cities. A total of 185 people
attended these meetings. Two public hearings were held during public circulation
of the Draft EIR/EIS at the Perris City Council Chamber and RCTC Board Room.
A public meeting was held by First District Supervisor Bob Buster in the City of
Perris. Approximately 95 people attended this meeting.

o Comments were received from the public in response to the Draft EIR/EIS. Two
key themes emerged in the public review comments: the cost and timing of
available funds for the project and concerns about the impacts to rural
communities and existing habitat reserves.

2009/2010:

o RCTC, FHWA, and Caltrans developed an approach in response to comments
on the Draft EIR/EIS to modify the MCP project limits from 32 mi (I-15 to SR-79)
to 16 mi (I-215 to SR-79) in order to focus transportation funding where the need
is the greatest, between 1-215 to SR-79, near existing facilities (i.e., Ramona
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2011:

Expressway). This approach was reviewed with USACE, EPA, USFWS, and
CDFW.

Resolution No. 3235 of the City of San Jacinto, California, expressing a
preference for the RCTC to construct the MCP starting at the eastern end and
working westerly.

RCTC formally took action to refine the project purpose statement and refine the
project alternatives to focus on the transportation needs between 1-215 to SR-79
at the July 8, 2009 Commission meeting. See Section 3A for the background on
this decision.

RCTC gave an update on the MCP project to the City of Perris City Council
during a Work Session.

RCTC distributed a newsletter summarizing refinements to the project.

Caltrans sent letters to USACE, EPA, and USFWS requesting a formal
“Agree/Disagree” response for the modified MCP Purpose and Need. In July
2010, Caltrans received letters from USACE and EPA indicating their final
agreement and a letter from USFWS indicating no further comments.

Caltrans sent letters to USACE, EPA, and USFWS requesting a formal
“Agree/Disagree” response for the modified MCP set of alternatives. In January
2011, Caltrans received letters from USACE, EPA, and USFWS indicating their
final agreement on the modified set of alternatives to be evaluated in this
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.

The City of San Jacinto identified the base case San Jacinto South, as opposed
to the design variation San Jacinto North, as a locally preferred alternative,
resolution number 3235. The City did not state a preference for any one
alternative alignment through the City of Perris.

RCTC gave an update on the MCP project to the City of Perris City Council
during a Work Session.

The City of Perris identified Alternative 9 Modified as a locally preferred
alternative, resolution number 4428.

RCTC presented project update to the City of San Jacinto at the Special Meeting
— Joint Council and Transportation Workshop.

RCTC and the project consultant team met with the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) staff to review RCTC’s action in July 2009 to modify the
project limits and to update the agency on the modified build alternatives and
project schedule.

RCTC, Caltrans, and FHWA met with the State Historic Preservation Officer and
tribal representatives from the Cahuilla Band of Indians, Soboba Band of Luisefio
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2012:

Indians, and Ramona Band of Cahuilla to provide a clear understanding of how
the project has changed from its original alignment and to outline major
milestones and review the schedule for completing the Section 106 documents.

RCTC, Caltrans, and FHWA met with the tribal representatives from the
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians and the Morongo Band of Mission Indians to
provide a clear understanding of how the project has changed from its original
alignment and to outline major milestones and review the schedule for
completing the Section 106 documents.

Caltrans sent the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Cultural Resource Director a
letter regarding the Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for the project.

Caltrans sent the Pechanga Band of Luisefo Indians Cultural Resource Director
a letter regarding the Draft HPSR for the project.

Caltrans sent the Morongo Band of Mission Indians Cultural Resources Center a
letter regarding the Draft HPSR for the project.

Caltrans sent the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians Cultural Resources Center
a letter regarding the Draft HPSR for the project.

Caltrans sent the Cahuilla Band of Indians Environmental Protection Officer a
letter regarding the Draft HPSR for the project.

Caltrans sent the Cahuilla Band of Indians Chairperson a letter regarding the
Draft HPSR for the project.

Caltrans sent the Gabrielino Tongva Nation Secretary Cultural Resource
Management Coordinator a letter regarding the Draft HPSR for the project.

November 21, 2011: Caltrans sent the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of
Mission Indians Cultural Resource Management Coordinator a letter regarding
the Draft HPSR for the project.

November 21, 2011: Caltrans sent the Ramona Band of Cahuilla Cultural
Resources Coordinator a letter regarding the Draft HPSR for the project.

November 21, 2011: Caltrans sent the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
Chairman a letter regarding the Draft HPSR for the project.

November 21, 2011: Caltrans sent the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of
Mission Indians Chairperson a letter regarding the Draft HPSR for the project.

November 21, 2011: Caltrans sent the Ramona Band of Cahuilla Chairman a
letter regarding the Draft HPSR for the project.

Preparation of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS began for the
modified range of alternatives from 1-215 to SR-79.
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2013:

Coordination occurred between resource agencies and transportation agencies
during preparation of updated technical reports.

RCTC, Caltrans, and FHWA met with the tribal representatives from the
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians. The Pechanga Band of Luisefo Indians
gave a detailed presentation regarding the project area as part of its
ethnographic and ancestral territory and stated that it has multiple issues with the
MCP project and its potential to impact cultural resources.

The Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians sent FHWA a letter with comments on
the Mid County Parkway Historic Property Survey Report.

The Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians sent FHWA a letter with comments on
the Mid County Parkway Findings of Effect.

FHWA sent the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians a letter in response to their
February 22, 2012, letter.

FHWA sent the State Historic Preservation Officer a letter requesting formal
concurrence on the Historic Property Survey Report.

FHWA sent the State Historic Preservation Officer a letter requesting formal
concurrence on the Findings of Effect.

FHWA sent the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians a letter in response to their
April 23, 2012, letter.

FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC met with a representative from the Soboba Band of
Luiseno Indians per their request to provide an update on the status of the
project.

The State Historic Preservation Officer sent FHWA a letter with comments on the
determinations of eligibility and findings of effects for the Mid County Parkway on
historic properties.

FHWA submitted the Finding of Effect (FOE) to SHPO

The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was circulated for public
review between January 25, 2013 and April 10, 2013, for the modified project (I-
215 to SR-79)

In January 2013, SHPO provided concurrence in the Finding of Effect.

On February 20, 2013, a public hearing was held in the City of Perris during the
public review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. A
total of 57 people attended this meeting.

In June 2013, the FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC initiated consultation with the
Native American Tribes and the SHPO as part of the development of the
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and Discovery and Monitoring Plan (DMP).
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O

Coordination was conducted between September 2013 and December 2013 with
resource agencies and transportation agencies in preparation of the NEPA 404
Checkpoint 3 package to identify the preliminary Least Environmentally
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).

In December 2013, the Project Development Team concurred on Alternative 9
Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation as the preferred
alternative.

In December 2013, the USACE sent RCTC a letter of approval of the
Jurisdictional Delineation.

2014/2015:

O

The “Recirculated Sections of Chapter 4.0 (lll, Air Quality; VII, Greenhouse
Gases; 4.5, Climate Change; and Table 4.10) of the Recirculated Draft EIR” was
circulated for public review between January 31, 2014, and March 17, 2014.

In February 2014, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concurred on Alternative 9 Modified with the
San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation as the preliminary LEDPA. In
addition, the USFWS agreed with the preliminary LEDPA subject to the inclusion
of mitigation that provides biologically equivalent or superior preservation of
sensitive alkali plant species.

In April 2014, Caltrans notified the USFWS, USACE, and the EPA that the
transportation agencies (FHWA, RCTC, and Caltrans) made the decision to
identify Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation
as the Preliminary LEDPA for the MCP project. This completed compliance with
Checkpoint 3 in the NEPA/404 MOU.

On April 29, 2014, FHWA transmitted the proposed Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) for the MCP project to SHPO.

On October 6, 2014, A Joint Project Review (JPR) prepared by the Regional
Conservation Authority determined that the project is consistent with both the
Criteria and Other Western Riverside County MSHCP plan requirements.

On October 20, 2014, The Wildlife Agencies (USFWS and CDFW) sent RCTC a
letter to provide comments that relate to the project’s consistency with the
Western Riverside County MSHCP focusing on the Determination of Biologically
Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP).

On October 24, 2014, RCTC sent a letter to the Wildlife Agencies responding to
their comments on the DBESP and requesting the Wildlife Agencies
concurrence.

On October 28, 2014, The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California sent
a letter to Jacobs Engineering, Inc. indicating that Metropolitan found the
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Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluations Revision 3 (Kleinfelder 2014) regarding the
MCP project crossing of the Colorado Aqueduct acceptable and requested that
RCTC submit any additional evaluation as part of the final design and grading
plans to Metropolitan for review.

On October 30, 2014, SHPO concurred with the MOA for the MCP project.

On November 14, 2014, The Wildlife Agencies (USFWS and CDFW) sent RCTC
a letter indicating their concurrence with the October 24, 2014, “Addendum to
MSHCP Consistency Determination and Determination of Biologically Equivalent
or Superior Preservation Analysis (Mid County Parkway).”

On December 9, 2014, FHWA requested Section 7 consultation with the
USFWS.

On February 11, 2015, the USFWS issued the Biological Opinion for Alternative
9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation.

C. Existing Facilities

Ramona Expressway (I-215 to SR-79):

The existing Ramona Expressway is a major west-east route in western Riverside
County. Ramona Expressway connects with Cajalco Road at 1-215 and continues east
through the City of Perris, directly south of Lake Perris, across the San Jacinto River and
connects to SR-79 in the City of San Jacinto. Portions of Ramona Expressway are in
unincorporated Riverside County.

The segment of Ramona Expressway within the project limits has the following
additional characteristics:

Right of way: 128 to 210 feet
Access Control: Partial
Capacity / Adequacy: 2 to 6 Lanes / At some locations LOS D/F
Geometrics:
o Median: No median in rural areas; up to 15 feet in the City of Perris
o Terrain: Flat
o Vertical alignment: varying from 0% to 1.1%
o Lane widths: 12 feet
o Shoulders: 3 to 8 feet
o Superelevation: Varies, 1.5% t0 9.9%

Structural Section Condition: Asphalt Concrete Pavement, good
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e Drainage: Culverts, bridge over the Perris Valley Storm Drain (an open channel),
bridge over the San Jacinto River with expected overtopping with the 100-year
flow

I-215 (Nuevo Road to Van Buren Boulevard):

Interstate 215 is a major north-south regional facility in Riverside County. The segment
of I-215 within the project limits is a six-lane freeway following a north-south alignment.

The segment of 1-215 within the project limits has the following additional characteristics:
e Right of way: 190 to 671 feet
e Access Control: Limited-Access
e Capacity / Adequacy: 6 Lanes / LOS C/F
e Geometrics:
o Median: 46 feet median
o Terrain: flat
o Vertical alignment: varying from 0.5% to 0.8%
o Lane widths: 12 feet
o Outside Shoulders: 10 feet
o Inside Shoulders: 10 feet

o Superelevation: Varies, Crowned (-2.0%) to +2.0%

Structural Section Condition: Asphalt Concrete Pavement, good

Drainage: Culverts and Reinforced Concrete Box (RCB) culverts

All of the existing overcrossing structures on the section of I-215 between Van Buren
Boulevard and Nuevo Road meet minimum vertical clearance. There are no sight
distance issues.

Beginning to the north, there are three existing local interchanges within the project
limits. They are the Van Buren Boulevard interchange, the Harley Knox Boulevard
interchange, and the Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway interchange. The spacing
between the Van Buren Boulevard interchange and the Harley Knox Boulevard local
interchange is about 1.9 miles. The spacing between the Harley Knox Boulevard
interchange and the Cajalco/Ramona local interchange is about 1.7 miles.

To the south, a grade separation overcrossing exists at Placentia Avenue. There are no
ramps at Placentia Avenue currently, although the City of Perris General Plan Circulation
Element calls for a future local interchange to 1-215 at Placentia Avenue. At the request
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of the City of Perris, RCTC has agreed to include a local interchange to 1-215 at
Placentia Avenue as part of the MCP project.

Farther to the south, there is the existing Nuevo Road local interchange. The spacing
between the Nuevo Road interchange and the existing interchange to the north (Cajalco
Road/Ramona Expressway interchange) is about 3.1 miles. The existing Nuevo Road
interchange has approved improvements to be constructed within the next five years, as
verified with the City of Perris and RCTC. Improvements at Van Buren Boulevard and
Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway interchange were recently completed.

A railroad line parallels [-215 on the west side of the freeway. This line is owned by
RCTC with limited freight operations conducted by Burlington Northern Santa Fe
(BNSF). RCTC has plans to extend Metrolink commuter rail passenger service on this
line, this project is called the Perris Valley Line and is scheduled to be in operation by
2015. The alignment of 1-215 is generally straight, but curves in the vicinity of the cross-
streets (Nuevo, Placentia, Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway, and Van Buren) to
provide separation between the freeway and the railroad for ramps.

The portion of 1-215 in the MCP study area is part of the Department of Defense Rural
and Single Interstate Routes (Highway Design Manual 309.2), formerly known as the
FHWA 26,000 mile Priority Network.

SR-79:

The portion of SR-79 through the San Jacinto Mountains is called Lambs Canyon Road.
This segment was widened to a four-lane highway in 1995 extending just south from 1-10
to Gilman Springs Road. The portions of SR-79 that pass through the urbanized areas of
Hemet and San Jacinto are generally a five-lane section with two lanes in each direction
and a center left-turn lane. These segments are heavily urbanized, with numerous traffic
signals and driveways. A realignment project on SR-79 EA 494000 (PN 0800000784),
between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs Road, near the Cities of Hemet and
San Jacinto is currently in the PA/ED phase, with expected construction prior to MCP
construction. The SR-79 realignment configuration will connect with the MCP
improvements near the intersection of existing Sanderson Avenue and Ramona
Expressway.

At this location, the characteristics of the realigned SR-79 will be as follows:
e Right of way: 230 to 400 feet
e Access Control: Limited-Access
e Capacity / Adequacy: 4 to 6 Lanes / LOS C
e Geometrics:

o Median: 14.0 to 84.0 feet
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o Terrain: flat
o Vertical alignment: varying from 0.65% to 2.14%
o Lane widths: 12 feet
o Outside Shoulders: 10 feet
o Inside Shoulders: 5 feet
o Superelevation: Crowned -2.0%
e Structural Section Condition: Portland Cement Concrete (Proposed)

e Drainage: Culverts

All of the overcrossing structures on this section of State Route 79 will meet minimum
vertical clearance.

To the north of the proposed MCP/SR-79 interchange, within the project limits, there is
one existing local interchange at Gilman Springs Road. The spacing between this
existing local interchange and the proposed MCP/SR-79 interchange is approximately
1.8 miles.

To the south of the proposed MCP/SR-79 interchange, but outside the MCP project
limits, a proposed local interchange at Sanderson Avenue is anticipated to be
constructed as part of the SR-79 Realignment project EA 494000 (PN 0800000784).
This project is projected to begin construction in the year 2018. The spacing between
this proposed local interchange and the proposed MCP/SR-79 interchange is
approximately 1.6 miles.

. PURPOSE AND NEED

The Resource Agencies and Caltrans, as well as FHWA as the NEPA lead agency and
RCTC as the CEQA lead agency, developed and agreed upon the original MCP Purpose
and Need Statement and it was included in the DEIR/DEIS that was circulated to the
public in fall of 2008.

In 2009, when the project limits were modified, the resource and transportation agencies
agreed that the modified project was a continuation of the original PA/ED process. The
resource and transportation agencies developed a modified Purpose and Need
statement for the MCP project. Pursuant to the 2006 NEPA/CWA 404 MOU, Caltrans on
behalf of RCTC and FHWA transmitted the modified MCP Purpose and Need Statement
to the resource agencies for a checkpoint decision response in June 2010. All agencies
agreed to the modified MCP Purpose and Need statement to be included in the
RDEIR/SDEIS. For the full version of the Purpose and Need statement, refer to
Chapter 1 of the FEIR/FEIS.
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Purpose:

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide a transportation facility that would
effectively and efficiently accommodate regional west-east movement of people, goods,
and services between and through the cities of Perris and San Jacinto.

More specifically, the selected alternative would:

» Provide increased capacity to support the forecast travel demand for the 2040 design
year;

» Provide a limited access facility;
« Provide roadway geometrics to meet state highway design standards;
« Accommodate Surface Transportation Assistance Act National Network trucks'; and

» Provide a facility that is compatible with a future multimodal transportation system

The MCP project provides logical termini since it connects to two major north-south
transportation facilities (I-215 and SR-79). It also has independent utility because the
project is usable and a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation
improvements in the area are made. The MCP project does not restrict consideration of
alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements.

The proposed Mid County Parkway provides a facility that efficiently serves future traffic
demand, reduces traffic congestion on parallel roadways, and reduces overall travel time
in the vicinity of the study area.

Need:

The MCP is located in an area of western Riverside County that is currently undergoing
substantial population and employment growth. According to the 2010 Census, the
population in Riverside County is approximately 2.2 million people. Population in
Riverside County overall is expected to increase to approximately 3.4 million by 2035
and employment is projected to increase to 1.2 million jobs by 2035.% In addition,
according to the Inland Empire Quarterly Economic Report (January 2012), the Inland
Empire which includes the counties of Riverside and San Bernardino, experienced a 2
percent growth in employment from December 2010 to December 2011 indicating the
region’s recovery had begun following the 2008 recession.

Within western Riverside County, population is expected to increase by over 1.3 million
people between 2010 and 2035, an increase of more than 60 percent. Growth in
employment is expected to occur at an even higher rate, approximately 80 percent

These are larger trucks that are permitted on the federal Interstate system and the
non-Interstate Federal-aid Primary System.
2012 RTP Integrated Growth Forecast, Southern California Association of Governments.
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between 2010 and 2035, with an overall doubling of the number of jobs between 2003
and 2035°.

In 2040, the existing major west-east facilities in western Riverside County, SR-60 and
SR-91, as well as several segments of SR-74, are projected to operate at level of
service (LOS) F, even with planned improvements. Ramona Expressway comprises the
only major, west-east, continuous transportation corridor located between SR-74 to the
south and SR-60 to the north that provides a connection between 1-215 and SR-79.
Ramona Expressway currently operates at an overall LOS C with a maximum average
daily traffic (ADT) of 27,500 vehicles in 2010. By 2040, it is projected, that even with
planned improvements in the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element,*
Ramona Expressway will operate at an unacceptable LOS F, with an ADT of
approximately 79,000 vehicles. The 2040 projections show a more than 100 percent
increase in traffic demand through the corridor. Existing capacity is inadequate to meet
the future traffic demand. The Travel Time Analysis concluded that the travel times
between 1-215 and SR-79 in 2040 under existing conditions and existing conditions with
General Plan Circulation Element planned improvements would be 93 minutes and 44
minutes, respectively.

Although currently funded transportation improvements will address some of the
projected future demand, additional transportation improvements are needed to provide
for the efficient movement of people and goods in this part of western Riverside County
in the future.

A. Problem, Deficiencies, Justification

The existing major west-east facilities in western Riverside County consist of State
Routes 60, 91, and 74 (SR-60, SR-91, and SR-74, respectively), and Interstate 10 (I-10)
(see B-1 in Attachment B, Purpose and Need Exhibits — Circulation Element). These
facilities provide linkages between the major north-south facilities of 1-15, 1-215, and SR-
79. In 2040, SR-60 and SR-91, as well as several segments of SR-74, are projected to
operate at level of service F. The previous HCLE CETAP studies evaluated several
parkway alternatives along Ramona Expressway, Cajalco Road, and El Sobrante Road,
as well as other alternatives to the south along portions of SR-74, Domenigoni Parkway,
Ethanac Road, and Newport Road (see B-2 in Attachment B, Purpose and Need
Exhibits — HCLE Study Area). While the Riverside County General Plan identifies
several major alternative west-east arterials south of SR-74, Ramona Expressway
comprises the only major, west-east, continuous transportation corridor located between
SR-74 to the south and SR-60 to the north (see B-3 in Attachment B, Purpose and Need
Exhibits — Freeways and Other State Highways), that provides a connection between I-

2012 RTP Integrated Growth Forecast, Southern California Association of Governments
Planned improvements include widening of Ramona Expressway to a 6—8-lane limited-access
facility per the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element.

Page 21 of 123



08 - RIV - MCP - PM 0.0/16.3
08 - RIV - 215 - PM 28.0/34.3

215 and SR-79. Ramona Expressway is a two- to six-lane expressway with partial
access control.

The City of Perris is currently served by 1-215 in a north-south direction but is not served
by a major west-east facility. Similarly, the community of San Jacinto is served by SR-79
in a north-south direction but is not served by a major west-east facility (see B-3 in
Attachment B).

Ramona Expressway is expected to operate at unacceptable LOS D/F in 2040. In
addition, future traffic projections indicate all existing freeways will be operating at LOS F
even with implementation of planned improvements as identified in the Regional
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), the Riverside County General Plan
Circulation Element, the Measure A Expenditure Plan, and the implementation of transit
“oases™ as identified in the Riverside County General Plan.

Traffic demand forecasts and modeling indicate that approximately 37 percent of the
trips in the MCP corridor would be traveling the entire length of the corridor from 1-215 to
the SR-79/Sanderson Avenue area, indicating regional trips; 63 percent would travel
within the corridor, indicating an origin and destination between the Cities of Perris and
San Jacinto. Based on this percentage of through trips, the MCP project would not only
be serving as a major arterial within the communities through which it passes, but would
also provide a vital regional transportation role by serving longer trip lengths. Based on
traffic model results for the 2040 conditions (with no MCP), approximately 60 percent of
the westbound peak hour traffic on Ramona Expressway south of Lake Perris is
destined for Perris, unincorporated areas north of Perris, and Moreno Valley. The
remaining 40 percent of westbound traffic has a directional split of approximately 16
percent northbound on [-215, 23 percent westbound on Cajalco Road, and 1 percent
southbound on 1-215.

The MCP connects major population and employment centers in western Riverside
County as identified in the Land Use Element of the County of Riverside General Plan,
specifically the communities of Perris and San Jacinto (see B-4 in Attachment B,
Purpose and Need Exhibits — Jurisdictional Boundaries). The corridor is centrally located
between the existing west-east corridors of SR-60/SR-91 to the north and SR-74 to the
south and provides a continuous route that connects 1-215 on the west to SR-79 on the
east. The features of the corridor, including continuous connections between major
communities for 16 miles and linkages with 1-215 and SR-79, will result in a freeway that
will efficiently serve future regional traffic demand, reduce traffic congestion on parallel
roadways, and reduce overall travel time in the vicinity of the study area. The congestion
relief that will result from the selected alternative is a benefit of the proposed project.

The transit oases concept is based on a system of locally served rubber-tired transit service (i.e.,
bus) to concentrations of employment, community activity, and residences in a manner that is
linked with regional transportation opportunities.
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B. Regional and System Planning
i. Systems
The MCP is currently not included in the following systems:

¢ Interstate System

e National Highway System

e Freeway and Expressway System

e Scenic Highway System

¢ Inter Regional Road System

e State Highway Extra Legal Load (SHELL) Route System

RCTC proposes to recommend the MCP for adoption as a new State Route alignment.
Pending a decision on State Route adoption, RCTC will give consideration to submit the
MCP for designation in the above systems where applicable. The MCP will connect to I-
215 and SR-79, which are part of the National Highway System (NHS) and the State
Freeway and Expressway (F&E) System, respectively.

ii. State Planning

The MCP is recognized by Caltrans as a possible future State Highway and will be
considered for adoption as such. Upon adoption of MCP as a state route, SR-74 from
generally the same limits as MCP (from 1-215 to SR-79) may be relinquished to the local
agencies, subject to a future, formal agreement. The relinquishment would be an action
of CTC resolution. SR-74 is an existing, west-east state highway located approximately
6 miles south of MCP.

California Recreational Trails Plan

The California Recreational Trails Plan is considered in the planning of the MCP project
and provisions are being made so that bike routes and trails can use the planned
overcrossing bridges and undercrossings to cross the MCP freeway where existing and/
or planned features exist.

State Implementation Plan for Air Quality

The MCP project is included in the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
(Amendment No. 1), which was found to conform by FHWA on July 15, 2013. The
project is also in the 2015 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP), which
was determined to conform to the State Implementation Plan for air quality conformity on
December 14, 2014. The Build Alternatives are consistent with the scope of design
concept of the RTP/FTIP. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the federal
regulations regarding air quality conformity.
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Regional PM;, State Implementation Plan (SIP) budget compliance was accounted for
during the current approved 2012 RTP and 2015 FTIP conformity determination,
approved by FHWA on December 14, 2014. Following circulation of the Recirculated
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for public review and identification of a preferred
alternative, FHWA made a project-level conformity determination. The project-level air
quality conformity determination is included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
prior to approval of the Record of Decision in 2015. Also refer to Section 6 F, Air Quality
Conformity, for further discussion of considerations and compliance with the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rules and Regulations.

Transportation and District System Management Plan

Corridor System Management Plans are now a requirement in California following the
passage of the Proposition 1B Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port
Security Bond Act in the November 2006 election. If the MCP is adopted as a State
Route, in the next phase of design, a system management plan, Performance
Measurement Systems (PeMS) and other tools can be considered. The current design
does not preclude adding these tools.

Route Concept Fact Sheets

The MCP will connect to 1-215 and SR-79. Caltrans has developed a new Route
Concept Plan (Transportation Concept Report) for 1-215 dated September 2012. The
MCP project does not preclude future widening on [-215 for the new Route Concept. The
Route Concept describes the ultimate transportation corridor as a ten-lane freeway
consisting of eight mixed-flow lanes and two high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes from
SR-60 to Ramona Expressway, and an eight-lane freeway consisting of six mixed-flow
lanes and two HOV lanes from Ramona Expressway to Nuevo Road. The SR 79
Realignment Project would be a divided limited-access expressway with four travel lanes
(two lanes in each direction). The Project would begin at R25.4 post mile [PM] R15.78,
which is 1.26 mi south of Domenigoni Parkway, and end approximately 18 mi north at
the intersection of SR 79 and Gilman Springs Road (KP R54.4 [PM R33.80]).The SR-79
is planned to be realigned under EA 494000, RTP/FTIP Project ID Number RIV62024,
prior to MCP construction.

iii. Regional Planning

The project is currently included in the 2012 RTP (Amendment No. 1) and is listed as
New Mid County Parkway (RIV031218). The following is the description for the project:

“IN WESTERN RIV CO — NEW MID CO PKWY: CONS 6 THRU LN (3 LNS IN EA
DIR) APPROX 16-MI BTWN [1-215 IN PERRIS EAST TO SR-79 IN SAN JACINTO,
INC CONS/RECONS OF 13 ICS, ADD OF AUX LN REDLANDS — EVANS AND EB
AUXILIARY LN EVANS — ANTELOPE. I-215 IMP: ADD 1 MF LN IN EA DIR NUEVO
RD — VAN BUREN BLVD, & ONE AUX LN IN EA DIR MID CO PKWY -
CAJALCO/RAMONA EXP AND FROM MID CO PKWY — NUEVO.”
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The PA/ED, Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E), right of way and construction
phases are programmed in the FTIP. The design concept and scope of the MCP project
is consistent with the project description in the 2012 RTP and the 2015 FTIP, and the
open to traffic assumptions of SCAG’s regional emissions analysis.

The RTP, RTIP and Riverside County General Plan Circulation element include a
transportation corridor between 1-15 and 1-215, designated as a Community and
Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) Corridor, which could
possibly tie-in to the 1-215/MCP systems interchange as the west leg. To the east, the
MCP connects to SR-79 just south of existing Ramona Expressway and just east of
existing Sanderson Avenue.

iv. Local Planning

The Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element, City of Perris General Plan
Circulation Element, and City of San Jacinto General Plan Circulation Element currently
identify Ramona Expressway as a future expressway of six to eight lanes. If the MCP
project is built from Antelope Road to Warren Road, it would be built in place of Ramona
Expressway, but Ramona Expressway remains from [-215 to Antelope Road and from
Warren Road to SR-79.

The proposed Mid County Parkway will supersede the existing and planned expressway
designations in the Circulation Element of the County of Riverside General Plan for
portions of the Ramona Expressway and will constitute a minor amendment to the
Circulation Element of the adopted County General Plan (October 2003). The minor
amendment would take place after the MCP Record of Decision (ROD).The County is in
the process of a major amendment to the General Plan with an expected date of 2015
for release to the public. If the timing for County’s amendment is soon after MCP’s ROD,
then it would be included in the major amendment. The proposed MCP project executes
the intent of the prior RCTC and County actions with regard to the Hemet to
Corona/Lake Elsinore (HCLE) Corridor and is consistent with the intent of the County’s
Circulation Element, which recognizes that the decisions regarding the CETAP corridors
will result in appropriate amendments to the General Plan.

RCTC is planning the SR-79 EA 494000 (PN 0800000784) Realignment project and is
currently in the Project Report and Environmental Document phase. This project will
realign SR-79 from Gilman Springs Road south to Domenigoni Parkway. This section of
SR-79 is being planned as an expressway initially with the capability of being converted
to a freeway in the future. The schedule for the SR-79 EA 494000 (PN 0800000784)
Realignment project calls for a ROD at the end of 2016.

v. Federal Planning

The project is also included in the financially constrained 2015 Federal Transportation
Improvement Program (FTIP), Project #RIV031218. The following is the programming
description included in the 2015 FTIP:
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“IN WESTERN RIV CO — NEW MID CO PKWY: CONS 6 THRU LN (3 LNS IN EA
DIR) APPROX 16-MI BTWN [-215 IN PERRIS EAST TO SR-79 IN SAN JACINTO,
INC CONS/RECONS OF 13 ICS, ADD OF AUX LN REDLANDS — EVANS AND EB
AUXILIARY LN EVANS — ANTELOPE. I-215 IMP: ADD 1 MF LN IN EA DIR NUEVO
RD — VAN BUREN BLVD, & ONE AUX LN IN EA DIR MID CO PKWY -
CAJALCO/RAMONA EXP AND FROM MID CO PKWY — NUEVO.”

The MCP, as part of CETAP, is recognized as a Presidential Executive Order 13274
(signed September 18, 2002) for Environmental Stewardship and Transportation
Infrastructure Project. As an Executive Order Project, the MCP meets the criteria for a
High Profile Project under the FHWA and Caltrans Joint Stewardship and Oversight
Agreement (signed September 4, 2007, and the subsequent update signed October 14,
2010) and therefore is not considered as an Assigned Project.

In October 2003, participating agencies signed a Partnership Agreement committing to a
streamlined completion of the MCP project environmental review process. This
partnership agreement was developed by RCTC and participating transportation and
resource agencies as a commitment to complete their project pursuant to Executive
Order 13274 on Environmental Stewardship and Streamlining. CETAP was one of the
first seven in the nation to be covered under Executive Order 13274.

In 2007, FHWA and Caltrans clarified and defined their roles, responsibilities, authorities
and accountability for the Federal-Aid Highway Program (FAHP) by issuing an
agreement, the Joint Stewardship and Oversight Agreement. Under this agreement,
FHWA will maintain project level approval for High Profile Projects. Based on an
estimated total project cost of over $500 million, the MCP is classified as a Major Project
by the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU), Section 1904; therefore, the MCP should follow FHWA Major
Project guidance. MAP-21, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (P.L.
112-141), was signed into law by President Obama on July 6, 2012. MAP-21 did not
change the designation of the MCP as a High Profile Project.

FHWA has been involved with the MCP project since it was identified as a key west-east
regional transportation corridor in Riverside County’s RCIP and more specifically CETAP
planning efforts, which began in 1999. CETAP study efforts were jointly undertaken by
RCTC and the County in coordination with Caltrans and FHWA. FHWA has participated
in the planning process through RCIP, CETAP, and now the PA/ED of the MCP. The
current FHWA staff that participates on a regular basis for oversight and/or
environmental review of the project are as follows:

e Shawn Oliver: Team Leader State Programs (South)
e Brett Gainer: Legal Counsel
e Tay Dam: Senior Transportation Engineer

e Larry Vinzant: Senior Environmental Specialist
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In addition, Senior Transportation Engineer Tay Dam and Design Traffic Operations
Engineer Jeff Holm reviewed the Supplemental New Connection Report for the -215
and related Exception to Mandatory Design Standards Fact Sheets. On May 14, 2008,
FHWA sent a memo to Caltrans stating findings of conceptual acceptability for the
original New Connection Report for the Placentia Alternative at 1-215. On August 17,
2012, FHWA sent a memo to Caltrans stating findings of conceptual acceptability for the
Supplemental New Connection Report for the [-215. This approval supersedes the
original FHWA approval letter for the New Connection Report for the Placentia
Alternative at the 1-215 in May 2008.

The FHWA Major Project Designation triggers a number of deliverables for submittal to
FHWA for approval including: (1) A Cost Estimate Review (CER) which was performed
by FHWA and Caltrans in April 2014, 60 to 90 days prior to signature of the final
environmental document. The CER will be updated prior to construction and 60 to 90
days prior to the Initial Financial Plan (IFP); (2) RCTC will submit a draft Project
Management Plan (PMP) to FHWA 90 days prior to approval of final NEPA decision
document. The final PMP will be finalized within 90 days after approval of ROD and is
required prior to approval of the IFP. The PMP will be updated and approved throughout
construction (3) RCTC will submit a Financial Plan to FHWA when all elements of the
plan are fully completed, but no later than prior to requesting authorization of Federal-aid
funds for construction. Finance plan updates will be submitted annually once the initial
Finance Plan is approved until construction is substantially complete.

vi. Transit

The location of the MCP through the City of Perris offers an opportunity to create a
strong linkage between the proposed MCP and two major planned transit projects. The
Perris Valley Line will provide commuter rail service from the City of Riverside to the City
of Perris by extending existing service (Metrolink 91 line) that links the City of Riverside
with Downtown Los Angeles via Fullerton. It is anticipated that the proposed Perris
Valley Line will connect with a new Perris Multimodal Facility to be located in Downtown
Perris and to provide for connecting bus (including the Riverside Transit Agency) and rail
(including Metrolink) service. The Perris Multimodal Facility is in close proximity to the
MCP. Four new stations have been identified for construction along the Perris Valley
Line, and one additional station in the future, at the 1-215/Cajalco Expressway/Ramona
Expressway interchange. Construction for the first phase of Perris Valley Line began in
October 2013 and is expected to be complete by late 2015.

C. Traffic

The existing and forecasted traffic conditions for the MCP mainline and adjacent facilities
within the project area for the project are summarized in this section.
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i. Existing Traffic Data

Table 4.A shows existing ADT conditions and the capacity analysis (volume-to-capacity
[V/C] ratio and level of service [LOS]) for I-215. This facility intersects the MCP and is
included in the traffic analysis study area for the project. Existing traffic conditions for the
MCP itself and for SR-79 (the other state route that intersects the MCP) are not
available. SR-79 does not yet exist in a freeway configuration and MCP does not yet
exist at all.

Table 4.A:

Existing (2010) Segment ADT and Capacity Analysis on I-215
Segments on I-215 No. of lanes | 2010 ADT | LOS | V/C
Van Buren Boulevard—Harley Knox 6 124.000 E 1.06

Boulevard

Harley Knox Boulevard—Cajalco Road 6 117,000 E 0.99
Cajalco Road—Placentia Avenue 6 103,000 D 0.88
Placentia Avenue—Nuevo Road 6 103,000 D 0.88

ADT — Average Daily Traffic
LOS — Level of Service
V/C — Volume to Capacity ratio

Existing (2010) ADT information was obtained from the Caltrans website titled “2009
Traffic Volumes on the California State Highway System” and was updated to reflect
2010 conditions. Capacity analysis was based on the level of service table from the
Riverside County General Plan.

Existing segment traffic conditions along Ramona Expressway from [-215 to Sanderson
Avenue range from LOS D to F. Individual intersection levels of service within this area
range from LOS Ato F.

ii. Forecast Traffic Data

Traffic forecasts for the MCP project were based on the 2008 SCAG RTP. The 2008
RTP included the preparation of a travel forecasting model for the SCAG region and this
model was refined and updated for use in Riverside County. The resulting refined and
updated version of the SCAG model was prepared by the Riverside County and is
known as the RivTAM model (Riverside Traffic Analysis Model). The RivTAM model was
further refined for use on the MCP project to incorporate land use and network details
that are specific to the MCP study area. The use of this modeling process was approved
by FHWA, Caltrans, and SCAG prior to proceeding with the details of the traffic
forecasts. Riverside County also participated in this process as the owner of the base
RivTAM model from which the MCP project traffic forecasting model was prepared.

The MCP traffic forecast was developed using the year 2035 SCAG and RivTAM
models. Since the horizon year for the MCP traffic analysis is 2040, the forecasts from
the SCAG and RivTAM models were used to extrapolate to reflect 2040 conditions.
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ADT forecasts for the entire study area are shown for the project in C-1 to C-4 in
Attachment C, 2040 ADT Forecasts, Directional ADT and Peak Hour Horizon Year 2040
and Capacity and Level of Service Horizon Year 2040. For peak hour freeway mainline
and ramp forecasts, see C-5 to C-8 in Attachment C. For freeway mainline and ramp
capacities and levels of service, see C-9 to C-18 in Attachment C.

The interchange layouts for the MCP freeway to freeway interchanges at 1-215 and at
SR-79 are shown in F-3 to F-5 and F-21 to F-23, respectively, in Attachment F, Layout
Plans. The peak hour forecasts for the MCP freeway to freeway interchanges at 1-215
and at SR-79 are shown in D-1 and in D-2, respectively, in Attachment D, Peak Hour
Traffic Forecasts 2040 — Systems Interchanges. Interchange layouts for the MCP local
interchanges are shown in F- 6 and F-10 to F-20 in Attachment F. Local interchange
peak hour traffic forecasts are shown in E-1 to E-11 in Attachment E, Peak Hour Traffic
Forecasts 2040 — Service Interchanges.

Capacity analysis for the MCP for various scenarios of future conditions is shown in
Tables 4.B through 4.D. Design designation data for various sections of the MCP project
are shown in Table 4.E.

Traffic Index (TI) values were approved by Caltrans Traffic Forecasting Unit in April
2012. The Caltrans Traffic Index Memorandum is provided in G-10, Attachment G.

Table 4.B:

Future (2040) Segment ADT and Capacity Analysis
on Ramona Expressway (Alternative 1A)

Segments of MCP No. of lanes | 2040 ADT LOS V/C
East of I-215 4 79,000 F 2.20
San Jacinto River 2 63,500 F 3.53
West of SR-79 4 36,000 F 1.01
ADT — Average Daily Traffic
LOS — Level of Service
V/C - Volume to Capacity ratio
Table 4.C:

Future (2040) Segment ADT and Capacity Analysis
on Ramona Expressway (Alternative 1B)

Segments of MCP No. of lanes | 2040 ADT LOS V/C
East of I-215 6 79,000 F 1.47
San Jacinto River 6 63,500 F 1.18
West of SR-79 6 36,000 C 0.67

ADT — Average Daily Traffic
LOS — Level of Service
V/C — Volume to Capacity ratio
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Table 4.D:

Future (2040) Segment ADT and Capacity Analysis on MCP
(Alternative 9 Modified) with SURB DV

Segments of MCP No. of lanes | 2040 ADT | LOS V/C
East of I-215 6 76,200 A 0.65
San Jacinto River 6 93,800 A 0.79
West of SR-79 6 55,000 A 0.47

ADT — Average Daily Traffic
LOS — Level of Service
V/C - Volume to Capacity ratio

Table 4.E:
Design Designation Data
ADT ADT
Segments of MCP D T \') (2020) | (2040) DHV
MCP (General) 56% |[5% |75 mph | 53,000 |102,000 {10,190

MCP (Depressed):
Between Barrett

Avenue and Wilson 53% |5% |75 mph | 36,900 | 69,800 |6,895

Avenue
-215 57% 5% |75 mph |134,900 [210,800 (20,097
SR-79 50% [5% |75 mph | 24,120 | 56,100 | 5,648

ADT — Average Daily Traffic

DHV — The two way design hourly volume, vehicles

D - The percentage of DHV in the direction of heavier flow

T — Truck Traffic Volume expressed as a percent of the DHV
V — Design Speed in miles per hour

Prior to the final preparation of traffic forecasts for the MCP project, the socioeconomic
(land use) data and roadway network were refined to reflect the latest available
information. The socioeconomic data was compared to known land development plans
within the MCP corridor and also discussed with the Planning Departments of the
various agencies with jurisdiction in the area (Cities of Riverside, Corona, Moreno
Valley, Perris, and San Jacinto, and Riverside County). Adjustments were made, as
necessary, but the control totals for land use within SCAG’s Regional Statistical Areas
(RSA) were not changed.

The regional model produces traffic forecasts that provide reasonable accuracy on an
ADT basis for freeways and other major roadways. Traffic forecasts for local roadways
and peak hour forecasts for all roadways were prepared through a refinement process.
This process generally followed the procedures of National Cooperative Research
Program Report 255 (Highway Traffic Data for Urbanized Project Planning and Design,
Transportation Research Board, 1982).
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Following are additional procedures that were followed:

ADT forecasts for major facilities (MCP, 1-215, and SR-79) were taken directly
from the model’s traffic forecasts, with only minor refinements.

Wherever the model provided reasonable ADT forecasts for local streets, they
were used directly. In other cases, ADT forecasts were taken from local
Circulation Elements of General Plans. Where sufficient detail was not provided
in these documents, ADT values were assumed to correspond to LOS C
conditions for the type of roadway specified in the Circulation Element of the
General Plan.

Peak hour forecasts for major facilities were determined through an assumption
of 10% PM peak hour traffic and 9% AM peak hour traffic. Directional distribution
of peak hour traffic was determined through peak period traffic model forecasts
or existing travel patterns.

iii. Accident Rates

Existing accident information for 1-215 is shown in Table 4.F. Existing accident history on
Ramona Expressway is shown in Table 4.G. Discussion of the results is included below
for each of these facilities. Existing accident information for the MCP itself and for SR-79
(the other state route that intersects the MCP) are not available. SR-79 does not yet
exist in a freeway configuration and MCP does not yet exist at all. SR-79 accidents are
not reviewed as that two-lane highway will be replaced by a six-lane expressway or
freeway at roughly the same time frame as the Mid County Parkway.

Table 4.F:

Existing Accident Data on I-215 Mainline and Ramps
(10/1/2009 to 9/30/2012)

Actual Average
; (1) ; (1)
Facility Location PM Acmdtle:r;tt:a:es ACCIdanattl:la:es
Fatal . Total Fatal . Total
Injury Injury
D St to Nuevo 27.23 —
Rd 57 89 0.000 0.10 0.27 0.005 0.28 0.87
Nuevo Rd to 27.89-
Placentia Ave 59 40 0.012 0.18 0.39 0.004 0.24 0.77
I-215 NB |Placentia Ave to 29.40-
Mainline |Cajalco/Ramona 30.93 0.000 0.08 0.29 0.005 0.23 0.71
Cajalco/Ramona | 30.93-
to Harley Knox 3033 0.000 0.10 0.28 0.005 0.25 0.76
Harley Knox to 32.33-
Van Buren Ave 3417 0.008 0.11 0.41 0.006 0.27 0.80
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Table 4.F:

Existing Accident Data on I-215 Mainline and Ramps
(10/1/2009 to 9/30/2012)

Actual Average
g (1) g (1)
Facility Location PM Acmdtle:r;tt:a:es ACCIdanatt:la:es
Fatal . Total Fatal . Total
Injury Injury

Van Buren Ave 32.33-
to Harley Knox 2417 0.000 0.10 0.41 0.006 0.27 0.80

Harley Knox to 30.93-
Cajalco/Ramona | 32.33 0.000 0.11 0.44 0.005 0.25 0.76

I-215 SB |4 i
Cajalco/Ramona | - 29.40 0.000 0.10 0.24 0.005 023 | 0.71

Mainline to Placentia 30.93

Placentia to 27.89-
Nuevo Rd 26 40 0.000 0.16 0.50 0.004 0.24 0.77

Nuevo Rdto D 27.23-
St 27 89 0.000 0.22 0.71 0.005 0.28 0.87
I-215/ | SB Off-Ramp 27.30 0.000 0.00 0.20 0.004 0.24 0.75
DStlI/C | NB On-Ramp 27.38 0.000 0.21 0.42 0.003 0.14 0.41
NB Off-Ramp 27.68 0.000 0.14 0.14 0.003 0.35 1.01
;1'215/ NB On-Ramp | 28.03 0.000 0.23 0.56 0.002 0.22 0.63

uevo

Rdlc | SB Off-Ramp 28.08 0.000 0.22 0.66 0.003 0.35 1.01
SB On-Ramp 27.70 0.000 0.28 0.42 0.002 0.22 0.63
1215 | NB Off-Ramp 30.77 0.000 0.24 0.95 0.003 0.35 1.01
Cajalco- | NB On-Ramp 31.08 0.000 0.06 0.93 0.002 0.22 0.63
Ramona | SB Off-Ramp 31.11 0.000 0.31 1.68 0.003 0.35 1.01
VC | "seon-Ramp | 30.76 0.000 | 000 | 063 | 0002 | 022 | 063
1215 | NB Off-Ramp 32.14 0.000 0.48 1.92 0.003 0.35 1.01
Harley | NB On-Ramp 32.49 0.000 0.00 0.19 0.002 0.22 0.63
Knox | SB Off-Ramp 32.55 0.000 0.00 0.17 0.003 0.35 1.01
BlvdI/C | g On-Ramp 32.20 0.000 0.61 1.22 0.002 0.22 0.63
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Table 4.F:

Existing Accident Data on I-215 Mainline and Ramps
(10/1/2009 to 9/30/2012)

Actual Average
i (1) i (1)
Facility Location PM Acmdtle:r;tt:a:es ACCIdanattl:la:es

Fatal . Total Fatal . Total

Injury Injury
[-215/ NB Off-Ramp 33.97 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.003 0.35 1.01
Van NB On-Ramp 34.34 0.000 0.00 0.12 0.002 0.22 0.63
Buren SB Off-Ramp 34.37 0.000 0.59 1.40 0.003 0.35 1.01
VC | sgon-Ramp | 33.99 0.000 | 020 | 039 | 0002 | 022 | 063

(1) Accident rates based on total number of fatal and injury accidents, as reported in Caltrans accident reports.
Accident rates for mainline segments are expressed in accidents per million vehicle miles.
Accident rates for ramps are expressed in accidents per million vehicles.

Table 4.G:
Summary of Accident History on Ramona Expressway
Jurisdiction and Accident . . . Property
. . Location Fatality | Injury @ Damage | Total
Time Period Category Only
City of Perris, Roadway [-215 to
2003-2005 Segment Rider Street 4 40 78 122
Rider Street to
Riverside County, Roadway
2006-2008 Segment Sanderson 6 60 62 128
Avenue

Source: Riverside County, 2009; City of Perris, 2009.
1-215 = Interstate 215

Of the locations shown in Table 4.F, ten locations indicate higher-than-average accident
rates and they are highlighted in Table 4.F. The analysis of accidents for these ten
locations is as follows:

e On I-215 northbound between Nuevo Road and Placentia Avenue, the actual
accident rate of 0.12 for fatal accidents is higher than the average accident rate

of 0.004.

On 1-215 northbound between Harley Knox Boulevard and Van Buren Avenue,
the actual accident rate of 0.008 for fatal accidents is higher than the average
accident rate of 0.006.

For the above two locations, while the actual rate was higher than the average
rate, there was only one fatal accident over a three-year period. It is difficult to
identify patterns of accident occurrence with a relatively low number of accidents
and the average accident rate of less than two accidents per year indicates that a
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meaningful analysis of accident patterns is not feasible. In addition, the actual
accident rates for the other accident categories considered in this analysis (fatal
plus injury and total) were less than statewide averages.

At the 1-215/D Street northbound on-ramp, the actual accident rate of 0.21 for
fatal plus injury accidents is higher than the average accident rate of 0.14. This
ramp and the adjacent freeway mainline have been under construction through a
separate project to widen 1-215 from Scott Road to Nuevo Road, EA 08-0F162
(Project Number 0800000116). Since a new ramp and mainline configuration are
being built, the accident history for the previous ramp and freeway configuration
are no longer relevant.

At the I-215/Nuevo Road northbound on-ramp, the actual accident rate of 0.23
for fatal plus injury accidents is slightly higher than the average accident rate of
0.22. While the actual rate was higher than the average rate, the total number of
accidents was only four over a three-year period. It is difficult to identify patterns
of accident occurrence with a relatively low number of accidents and the average
accident rate of less than two accidents per year indicates that a meaningful
analysis of accident patterns is not feasible. The freeway segment south of this
ramp has been under construction through a separate project to widen [-215 from
Scott Road to Nuevo Road, EA 08-0F162 (Project Number 0800000116). No
action is recommended at this time, but if this location experiences accident rates
above averages in the future, an evaluation could be conducted following
completion of the construction.

At the 1-215/Nuevo Road southbound on-ramp, the actual accident rate of 0.28
for fatal plus injury accidents is higher than the average accident rate of 0.22.
While the actual rate was higher than the average rate, the total number of
accidents was only four over a three-year period. It is difficult to identify patterns
of accident occurrence with a relatively low number of accidents and the average
accident rate of less than two accidents per year indicates that a meaningful
analysis of accident patterns is not feasible. The freeway segment south of this
ramp has been under construction through a separate project to widen [-215 from
Scott Road to Nuevo Road, EA 08-0F162 (Project Number 0800000116). No
action is recommended at this time, but if this location experiences accident rates
above averages in the future, an evaluation could be conducted following
completion of the construction.

At the [-215/Cajalco-Ramona Expressway northbound on-ramp, the actual
accident rate of 0.93 for total accidents exceeds the average accident rate of
0.63. There were a total of 15 accidents reported at this location over a three-
year period of which none were fatal and one involved injuries. This interchange
had improvements installed recently by Riverside County in a project that added
lanes to the ramp terminal intersections to relieve traffic congestions. The recent
improvements are expected to reduce the level of accidents and no additional
action is recommended at this time.
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At the |-215/Cajalco-Ramona Expressway southbound off-ramp, the actual
accident rate of 1.68 for total accidents exceeds the average accident rate of
1.01. There were a total of 27 accidents reported at this location over a three-
year period of which none were fatal and five involved injuries. This interchange
had improvements installed recently by Riverside County in a project that added
lanes to the ramp terminal intersections to relieve traffic congestions. The recent
improvements are expected to reduce the level of accidents and no additional
action is recommended at this time.

At the I-215/Harley Knox Boulevard northbound off-ramp, the actual accident rate
of 0.48 for fatal plus injury accidents is higher than the average accident rate of
0.35. In addition, the actual accident rate of 1.92 for fatal total accidents is higher
than the average accident rate of 1.01. While the actual rate was higher than the
average rate for both fatal plus injury accidents and total accidents, the total
number of accidents was only four over a three-year period. It is difficult to
identify patterns of accident occurrence with a relatively low number of accidents
and the average accident rate of less than two accidents per year indicates that a
meaningful analysis of accident patterns is not feasible. Therefore, the relatively
high accident rates are due to a few accidents occurring at a location with
relatively low traffic levels that caused rates to exceed averages. No action is
recommended at this time.

At the I-215/Harley Knox Boulevard southbound on-ramp, the actual accident
rate of 0.61 for fatal plus injury accidents is higher than the average accident rate
of 0.22. In addition, the actual accident rate of 1.22 for fatal total accidents is
higher than the average accident rate of 0.63. While the actual rate was higher
than the average rate for both fatal plus injury accidents and total accidents, the
total number of accidents was only two over a three-year period. It is difficult to
identify patterns of accident occurrence with a relatively low number of accidents
and the average accident rate of less than one accident per year indicates that a
meaningful analysis of accident patterns is not feasible. Therefore, the relatively
high accident rates are due to a few accidents occurring at a location with
relatively low traffic levels that caused rates to exceed averages. No action is
recommended at this time.

At the 1-215/Van Buren Boulevard southbound off-ramp, the actual accident rate
of 0.59 for fatal plus injury accidents is higher than the average accident rate of
0.35. In addition, the actual accident rate of 1.40 for total accidents is higher than
the average accident rate of 1.01. There were a total of 12 accidents reported at
this location over a three-year period of which none were fatal and five involved
injuries. This interchange had improvements installed recently by Riverside
County in a project that added lanes to the ramp terminal intersections to relieve
traffic congestions. The recent improvements are expected to reduce the level of
accidents and no additional action is recommended at this time.
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5. ALTERNATIVES
A. Viable Alternatives (Build and No-Build Alternatives and Design Variations)

This Final Project Report is being prepared for the modified 16-mile Mid County Parkway
project in support of the Final EIR/Final EIS. This report is a final version of the Revised
Draft Project Report that was prepared for the modified 16-mile Mid County Parkway
project in support of the RDEIR/SDEIS that was released in 2013.

Two no-build alternatives and three build alternatives were considered in the
RDEIR/SDEIS. Descriptions of the two No Project/No Action Alternatives
(Alternatives 1A and 1B), the three Build Alternatives (Alternatives 4 Modified, 5
Modified, and 9 Modified) and two Design Variations (San Jacinto River Bridge [SJRB
DV] and San Jacinto North [SIN DV]) that were evaluated in the RDEIR/SDEIS and
considered in this report are provided below.

Alternatives 2 and 3 (North Lake Mathews/North Perris Alternative and North Lake
Mathews/South Perris Alternative) were considered but eliminated from further analysis
in the Draft EIR/EIS in 2008. Alternative 4 (South of Lake Mathews/North Perris (Drain)),
Alternative 5 (South of Lake Mathews/South Perris (at Rider Street)), Alternative 6
(General Plan North and South of Lake Mathews/North Perris (Drain)), Alternative 7
(General Plan North and South of Lake Mathews/South Perris (at Rider Street)), and
Alternative 9 (Far South/Placentia Avenue) were considered in the DEIR/DEIS in 2008,
but eliminated from further analysis in the RDEIR/SDEIS, based on RCTC action taken
in June 2009 (see Section 5B, Rejected Alternatives for more information). The No
Project/No Action General Plan Circulation Element Conditions Alternative, originally
identified as Alternative 8, was renumbered Alternative 1B.

Alternative 1A: No Project/No Action—EXxisting Ground Conditions

Alternative 1A represents 2040 traffic on the planned street network except for future
improvements to Ramona Expressway, which would remain as it exists today.
Construction of the MCP project would not be implemented with the No Project/No
Action Alternative 1A. The future west-east traffic described in the study area would be
served by the existing Ramona Expressway between 1-215 and SR-79. This alternative
assumes 2040 land use conditions and implementation of planned improvements to the
regional and local circulation system, as accounted for in the adopted Riverside County
General Plan (2003), RCTC’s Measure A program, and other adopted plans and
policies.

Alternative 1B: No Project/No Action—General Plan Circulation Element
Conditions
Alternative 1B represents 2040 traffic levels on the planned street network, according to

the Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan. Construction of the MCP
project would not be implemented with No Project/No Action Alternative 1B. This
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alternative is the same as Alternative 1A but includes implementation of Ramona
Expressway consistent with the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element.

Alternative 4 Modified: North Perris (Drain)

Alternative 4 Modified proposes to construct a six-lane controlled access freeway with
six mixed-flow lanes for most of its length. Alternative 4 Modified proposes eight local
interchanges with MCP, one new interchange on I-215, one modified interchange on I-
215, one new interchange on SR-79 and two freeway to freeway interchanges.
Alternative 4 Modified begins in the city of Perris and County of Riverside, at the I-215 at
Ramona Expressway, follows a northern alignment through the city of Perris along the
Perris Drain, and continues along the Ramona Expressway to Warren Road. The
alignment continues east, proceeding south of Ramona Expressway from Warren Road
to SR-79 in the city of San Jacinto.

Freeway to freeway interchanges are proposed for all Build Alternatives at I-215 and SR-
79.

I-215

The 1-215 freeway to freeway interchange is proposed as a three-level interchange that

will not preclude possible future connectors to the west. At its highest point, the

interchange would be approximately 75 to 100 ft above ground level. The existing

railroad tracks west of 1-215 are proposed to remain in place. All of the modified Build

Alternatives, including Alternative 4 Modified, include improvements to 1-215. These

improvements are as follows:

(1) The addition of one auxiliary lane between the MCP/I-215 systems interchange and
the adjacent service interchange to the north and south to facilitate movement
between the MCP and 1-215.

(2) The addition of an operational/mixed-flow lane from MCP to the Van Buren
Boulevard Interchange to accommodate additional traffic on 1-215 as a result of the
MCP.

(8) The addition of an operational/mixed-flow lane from Nuevo Road to Harley Knox
Boulevard to facilitate weaving on |-215.

(4) The addition of a new interchange on |-215 at Placentia Avenue.

(5) Modification of the existing interchange at 1-215/Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway
and restriping at the existing I-215/Nuevo Road interchange.

(6) Alternatives 4 Modified includes realignment of 1-215 to the east, due to limited right
of way on the west side, from Ramona Expressway to Harley Knox Boulevard.

(7) Alternative 4 Modified also includes ramp modification to the existing Harley Knox
Boulevard interchange.

(8) Access to Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway is precluded from 1-215/MCP direct
connectors and is via the Perris Boulevard/MCP interchange.
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SR-79

A three-level interchange is proposed at SR-79 at an approximate height of 75 ft. There
is a base case and a design variation. For the base case, the MCP connection to SR-79
will be made at the proposed realignment of SR-79, south of Ramona Expressway.® The
MCP provides direct connectors to northbound and southbound SR-79 MCP then
continues as a six-lane easterly extension that terminates at a proposed signalized
intersection on the east side of SR-79 at Ramona Expressway. The extension has at
grade intersections with Sanderson Ave, Bridge St and Ramona Expressway. Both
Ramona Expressway and Sanderson Avenue have access to and from MCP via ramps
from the at grade extension to MCP. Both Ramona Expressway and Sanderson Avenue
have access to and from SR-79 via a single point interchange at SR-79, located
between Sanderson Ave and Ramona Expressway.

Interchanges for Alternative 4 Modified are proposed at eight local interchanges with
MCP 1) Perris Blvd, 2) Evans Ave, 3) Ramona Exp/Antelope Rd, 4) Bernasconi Rd, 5)
Reservoir Ave, 6) Town Center Blvd, 7) Park Center Blvd, 8) Warren Ave, one new
interchange at 1-215 9) 1-215 /Placentia Ave, one modified interchange at 1-215 10) I-
215/Cajalco Rd/Ramona Exp, one new interchange at SR-79 11) SR-79/Ramona
Exp/Sanderson Ave and two freeway to freeway interchanges 12) MCP/I-215 and 13)
MCP/SR-79.

Alternative 4 Modified includes two design variations at the eastern terminus of the
alternative and at San Jacinto River, Lakeview Nuevo Area:

1) San Jacinto North Design Variation is an alignment north of Ramona
Expressway from Warren Road to SR-79.

2) San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation is a proposal to construct two
shorter bridges instead of one longer bridge in the Lakeview Nuevo area (see F-
14, Attachment F, Layout Plans).

These two design variations are described in more detail at the end of this section.

Alternative 5 Modified: South Perris (at Rider Street)

Alternative 5 Modified proposes to construct a six- lane controlled access freeway with
six mixed-flow lanes for most of its length. Alternative 5 Modified proposes eight local
interchanges with MCP, one new interchange on 1-215, one modified interchange on I-
215, one new interchange on SR-79 and two freeway to freeway interchanges.
Alternative 5 Modified begins at 1-215 at Rider Street, follows a southern alignment
through the city of Perris along Rider Street, and continues along the Ramona

SR-79 is proposed to be realigned as a four-lane limited-access expressway on a new alignment
from south of Domenigoni Parkway to north of Gilman Springs Road and is currently undergoing
a separate environmental review.
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Expressway to Warren Road. The alignment continues east, proceeding south of
Ramona Expressway from Warren Road to SR-79 in the city of San Jacinto.

Freeway to freeway interchanges proposed for Alternative 5 Modified are the same as
Alternative 4 Modified, with connections at I-215 and SR-79. The 1-215 freeway to
freeway interchange differs from Alternative 4 Modified as it connects the MCP to 1-215
near Rider Street. As with Alternative 4 Modified, it is proposed as a three-level
interchange, and the proposed design will not preclude possible future connectors to the
west. The interchange will be approximately 75 to 100 ft above ground level. The
existing railroad tracks west of [-215 are proposed to remain in place. Alternative 5
Modified, includes improvements to 1-215 and are the same as Alternative 4 Modified
including access to Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway, which is precluded from [-215/
MCP direct connectors and is via the Perris Boulevard/MCP interchange. The limits of
the addition of an operational/mixed-flow lane from Nuevo Road to Harley Knox
Boulevard differs for Alternative 5 Modified and is located from Nuevo Road to Cajalco
Road/Ramona Expressway to facilitate weaving on 1-215. Alternative 5 Modified also
includes realignment of 1-215 to the east, due to limited R/W on the west side from
Ramona Expressway to Harley Knox Boulevard and ramp modifications to the existing
Harley Knox Boulevard interchange.

Alternative 5 Modified, the same as Alternative 4 Modified, ends with an at grade
extension to intersections at Sanderson Ave, Bridge Street and Ramona Expressway
with access to and from MCP via ramps. Alternative 5 Modified also includes a single
point interchange at SR-79/Ramona Exp/Sanderson Ave on at grade MCP between
Sanderson Ave and Ramona Exp.

Interchanges for Alternative 5 Modified are proposed at eight local interchanges with
MCP 1) Perris Blvd, 2) Evans Ave, 3) Ramona Exp/Antelope Rd, 4) Bernasconi Rd, 5)
Reservoir Ave, 6) Town Center Blvd, 7) Park Center Blvd, 8) Warren Ave, one new
interchange at 1-215 9) 1-215 /Placentia Ave, one modified interchange at 1-215 10) I-
215/Cajalco Rd/Ramona Exp, one new interchange at SR-79 11) SR-79/Ramona
Exp/Sanderson Ave and two freeway to freeway interchanges 12) MCP/I-215 and 13)
MCP/SR-79.

Alternative 5 Modified includes two design variations at the eastern terminus of the
alternative and at San Jacinto River, Lakeview Nuevo Area:

1) San Jacinto North Design Variation is an alignment north of Ramona
Expressway from Warren Road to SR-79.

2) San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation is a proposal to construct two
shorter bridges instead of one longer bridge in the Lakeview Nuevo area (see F-
14, Attachment F, Layout Plans).

These two design variations are described in more detail at the end of this section.
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Alternative 9 Modified: (at Placentia Avenue)

Alternative 9 Modified proposes to construct a six-lane controlled access freeway with
six mixed-flow lanes between 1-215 and SR-79. Alternative 9 Modified proposes eight
local interchanges with MCP, one new interchange on [-215, one modified interchange
on I-215, one new interchange on SR-79, and two new freeway to freeway interchanges.
Alternative 9 Modified begins in the city of Perris and County of Riverside, at the 1-215 at
Placentia Avenue, follows Placentia Avenue through the city of Perris, and continues
along the Ramona Expressway to Warren Road. The alignment continues east,
proceeding south of Ramona Expressway from Warren Road to SR-79 in the city of San
Jacinto (see F-1 to F-23, Attachment F, Layout Plans).

Freeway to freeway interchanges proposed for Alternative 9 Modified are the same as
Alternative 4 Modified, with connections at I-215 and SR-79 (see F-3 to F-5 and F-21 to
F-23, Attachment F,Layout Plans). The I-215/MCP interchange differs from Alternative 4
Modified as it connects approximately 150 ft south of Placentia Avenue. The freeway to
freeway interchange is proposed as a three-level interchange, and the proposed design
will not preclude possible future connectors to the west. At its highest point, the
interchange would be approximately 75 to 100 ft above ground level. The existing
railroad tracks west of 1-215 are proposed to remain in place. Alternative 9 Modified
includes improvements to [-215 and are the same as Alternative 4 Modified 1-215
improvements, except Alternative 9 Modified does not require a mainline shift to the east
between Ramona Expressway and Harley Knox Boulevard and the limits of the addition
of an operational/mixed-flow lane from Nuevo Road to Harley Knox Boulevard differs for
Alternative 9 Modified and is located from Nuevo Road to Cajalco Road/Ramona
Expressway to facilitate weaving on [-215. Alternative 9 Modified also differs from
Alternative 4 Modified in that Alternative 9 Modified has access to Cajalco Road/Ramona
Expressway via the 1-215/MCP direct connectors. Alternative 9 Modified, the same as
Alternative 4 Modified, ends with an at grade extension to intersections at Sanderson
Ave, Bridge Street and Ramona Expressway with access to and from MCP via ramps.
Alternative 9 Modified also includes a single point interchange at SR-79 and the MCP
roadway extension between Sanderson Ave and Ramona Expressway. This alternative
includes MCP as a depressed grade facility from Barrett Avenue to Wilson Avenue.

Alternative 9 Modified proposes eight new local interchanges on MCP, one new local
interchange on SR-79, one new local interchange on [-215, one modified local
interchange on 1-215, and two new freeway to freeway interchanges, and are as follows:

e Eight new local interchanges on MCP at:
o Redlands Ave (see F-10, Attachment F, Layout Plans)
Evans Ave (see F-11)
Ramona Exp/Antelope Rd (see F-12)
Bernasconi Rd (see F-13)
Reservoir Ave (see F-15)

O O O O
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o Town Center Blvd (see F-16)
o Park Center Blvd (see F-17)
o Warren Ave (see F-20)
¢ One new local interchange on SR-79 at:
o MCP Roadway Extension between Sanderson Ave and Ramona
Expressway (see F-21 and F-22)
e One new local interchange on [-215 at:
o Placentia Ave (see F-4)
¢ One modified local interchange on I-215 at:
o Cajalco Rd/Ramona Exp (see F-6 and F-7)
e Two new freeway to freeway interchanges at:
o MCP/I-215 (see F-3 to F-5)
MCP/SR-79 (see F-21 to F-23)

Alternative 9 Modified includes the following two design variations at the eastern
terminus of the alternative and at San Jacinto River, Lakeview Nuevo Area:

1) San Jacinto North Design Variation is an alignment north of Ramona
Expressway from Warren Road to SR-79.

2) San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation is a proposal to construct two
shorter bridges instead of one longer bridge in the Lakeview Nuevo area (see F-
14, Attachment F, Layout Plans).

These design variations are described in more detail at the end of this section.

Design Variations
Descriptions of the design variations are provided below.

San Jacinto North Design Variation

The San Jacinto North Design Variation terminates MCP on the east end slightly different
from the base case described in Alternative 4 Modified. This alignment proceeds north of
Ramona Expressway from Warren Road to SR-79. Similar to the base case, there are direct
connectors to north and southbound SR-79. MCP has an at-grade intersection with
Sanderson Avenue just west of SR-79. Both Ramona Expressway and Sanderson Avenue
have access to and from SR-79 via ramps joining MCP and/or Ramona Expressway. A
connection to Ramona Expressway is also provided at the Warren Road interchange.
Different from the base case, MCP becomes Ramona Expressway east of SR-79. The San
Jacinto North Design Variation is a design variation in this area for all of the MCP Build
Alternatives.

San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation

Under the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation, the MCP project would construct two
bridges in the Lakeview Nuevo area: a 508-foot long bridge spanning Martin Street and a
1,953-foot long bridge spanning the San Jacinto River, for a total of 2,461 feet of bridge (see
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F-14, Attachment F, Layouts Plans, and H-B-34 and H-B-35, Attachment H, Cost
Estimates). The base case proposes one 4,321-foot long bridge to span the floodplain and
Martin Street. The San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation applies to all three build
alternatives (Alternative 4 Modified, 5 Modified, and 9 Modified). The San Jacinto River
Bridge Design Variation would also include a section of 1,849 linear feet of fill on either end
of the bridges within the same limits as the base case bridge. Similar to the base case, the
bridges under this design variation would be located to the south of the existing Ramona
Expressway Bridge, which is 255 feet in length and would remain in place.

Selection of Alternatives

Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation was selected
as the preferred alternative.

Identification of the Preferred Alternative

As the CEQA and NEPA lead agencies, respectively, RCTC and FHWA identified a
Preferred Alternative after comments were received from the public during the public
review period of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS in a process
consistent with the NEPA/404 Integration MOU (2006). This Least Environmentally
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) analysis process is summarized below and
discussed in detail in the FEIR/FEIS. Based on the LEDPA analyses discussed below,
Alternative 9 Modified, with the SURB DV and the San Jacinto Base Case alignment
through the City of San Jacinto, has been identified as the preferred alternative. The
Mid County Parkway Project Development Team (PDT), consisting of representatives
from RCTC, Caltrans, FHWA, the County of Riverside, the City of Perris, the City of
San Jacinto, the City of Corona, and the City of Riverside, concurred with Alternative 9
Modified with the San Jacinto Base Case with the SJRB DV their meeting of
November 20, 2013.

Comparison and Evaluation of Alternatives
The comparison of Alternatives includes the comparison of costs, key features and
potential environmental effects on the evaluation criteria. In 2011, the evaluation
criteria was agreed upon by the Resource Agency Coordination group for the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.

In general, the environmental impacts of Alternative 4 Modified are consistently greater
than the impacts of Alternatives 5 Modified and 9 Modified.

Based on the key evaluation criteria for the Build Alternatives, the impacts to natural
resources are not substantially different among the Build Alternatives, particularly east
of City of Perris due to the common alignment in that area.
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Alternative 9 Modified has slightly more total impacts to federal jurisdictional waters
and is ranked slightly higher than Alternative 5 Modified in hydrology impacts but has
lower water quality impacts.

Alternative 9 Modified has lower impacts to Riversidean upland scrub communities
than Alternative 5 Modified and less impacts to PQP lands.

Alternative 9 Modified has substantially fewer business and employee displacements,
has the least impacts to designated farmland overall and Prime Farmland, and is the
only alternative with no impacts to schools. Both Alternatives 4 Modified and 5
Modified have impacts to school areas.

Alternative 4 Modified is the longest route, takes a circuitous route through the City of
Perris and has a lengthy bridge structure paralleling the Perris Valley Storm Drain, all
resulting in higher costs and more visibility to the public. Alternative 5 Modified has
higher impacts to areas of existing and future businesses and employment in the
community.

Both Alternatives 4 Modified and 5 Modified require realignment of the 1-215 freeway
for several miles. Alternative 9 Modified is the most direct and shortest route of the
three build alternatives.

Finally, Alternative 9 Modified is the most cost-effective Build Alternative, costing
$110 million (over 7 percent) less than Alternative 5 Modified and $490 million
(30 percent) less than Alternative 4 Modified.

For a complete analysis of the criteria and more detail on the above summary refer to
the FEIR/FEIS.

Preliminary LEDPA Determination

Based on the analyses described above, Alternative 9 Modified, with the San Jacinto
River Bridge (SJRB DV) and the Base Case southerly alignment through the City of
San Jacinto, was recommended as the Preliminary LEDPA. Several coordination
meetings with the USFWS, the USACE, and EPA were held in late 2013 and early
2014. FHWA formally requested each agency’s Agreement/Disagreement on the
Preliminary LEDPA in letters to those three agencies. In letters dated February 2014,
USACE concurred, EPA and USFWS agreed with the selection of Alternative 9
Modified with the bridge design variation as the preliminary LEDPA. In letters dated
April 16, 2014, Caltrans notified the USFWS, the USACE, and the EPA that the
transportation agencies (FHWA, RCTC, and Caltrans) made the decision to identify
Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation as the
Preliminary LEDPA for the MCP project. The correspondence cited above is provided
in Appendix J, Supplemental Chapter 5 Attachments, in the Final EIR/EIS.
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From here forward in this document, Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto Base
case and the SJRB DV is referred to as “the project” or MCP.

ii. Modifications of Preferred Alternative

After the circulation of the RDEIR/SDEIS and identification of the preferred alternative
as Alternative 9 Modified with SUJRB DV, RCTC evaluated two refinements to the
alignment of the preferred Alternative, which either minimized or avoided resources.

Preferred Alternative Modification in the Vicinity of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
Modifications of the Preferred Alternative include MCP mainline realignment between
approximately Antelope Road to the west and Bernasconi Road to the east to avoid
the permanent incorporation of land from the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. Because the
San Jacinto Wildlife Area is subject to the requirements for protection under Section
4(f), RCTC evaluated shifting an approximately 1.5-mi long segment of the MCP
facility about 200 feet to the south between Antelope Road and Bernasconi Road,
away from the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. The realignment is shown in F-12 and F-13,
Attachment F, Layout Plans and in the figures, text, and analyses in the Final EIR/EIS.
Without the realignment, the permanent use of 3.4 acres of land from the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area would have been required for the MCP project. The shift in alignment was
done within the original project study area.

In addition to the avoidance of direct impacts to 3.4 acres of land from the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area, the realignment of 1.5 miles of the MCP facility would result in minor
changes to right of way impact and environmental impact, including a reduction in
impacts to the Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat.

Preferred Alternative Modification to Reduce Impacts to the Los Angeles Pocket
Mouse and other Species

While the realignment of 1.5 miles of MCP facility would already reduce
permanent impacts to the Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat, RCTC also investigated
additional design options that could further reduce impacts to the habitat, including the
use of retaining walls. RCTC identified three retaining walls that would reduce the
impacts on the Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat, which total 5,203 linear feet along
the north side of the MCP. The use of those retaining walls would result in a reduction
of 23.20 acres of Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat impacted by the project. The
three retaining walls are shown in F-12 and F-13, Attachment F, Layout Plans and in
the figures, text, and analyses in the Final EIR/EIS.

iii. Proposed Engineering Features
a. Typical Sections, Horizontal and Vertical Alignment Summaries, Right of Way
Widths, Access Control Requirements

The three build alternatives for the MCP generally follow a west-east alignment and
consist of six lanes of access-controlled freeway. The alternatives provide a minimum
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standard 62 ft wide median for freeways and expressways in rural areas. This median
width is also sufficiently wide to accommodate future planning of multimodal
transportation facilities that includes both managed lanes or a future transit facility. The
Final EIR/Final EIS for this project only addresses the proposed MCP freeway; any
future multimodal facility would be subject to separate environmental documentations.

The following elements are included in the design concept for the ultimate facility:
e Three mixed-flow lanes in each direction for the facility alternatives.
e Shoulders designed to Caltrans standards for freeways.

¢ Median designed to Caltrans standards for freeways.

Land uses adjacent to the three build alternatives vary from urbanized area that
consists of residential, commercial, and industrial uses to rural/agricultural uses and
environmental reserve areas.

The three build alternatives generally have the following characteristics:
e Median: 62 feet
e Terrain: 20% Mountainous and Rolling and 80% Flat
e Vertical Alignment: varying from 0.3% to 4% for facility
e Lane Widths: 12 feet
e Qutside Shoulders: 10 feet
¢ Inside Shoulders: 10 feet

¢ Right of Way Widths: 224 feet in flat terrain and up to 770 feet in rolling and
mountainous terrain, typically 400 feet maximum in rolling terrain. At
interchanges, typically 1000 feet but up to 1376 at Redlands Ave interchange.

The alternative will require R/W that varies in width as a result of topography, features
of the natural and built environment, potential constraints that may limit the width of the
facility, and design requirements. Therefore, variations in these cross sections are
needed in certain constrained areas. The R/W widths defined for preservation for each
alternative may be larger than indicated in the cross section diagrams. Generally, the
needed R/W varies from 220 to 400 feet wide. Typical sections for the project are
shown in G-1 to G-6, Attachment G, Typical Sections.

The anticipated hourly and daily capacity are shown on the typical sections in the list of
design designations. The projected level of service for the design year of 2040 is A.
Assuming a typical growth rate in traffic of 1% per year for the years beyond 2040, all
MCP segments would be expected to operate at LOS D or better through the year
2065.
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b. Design Units — U.S. Customary (English) Units

The preliminary design was originally performed in accordance with Caltrans 2006
Highway Design Manual (HDM), Sixth Edition Change #6 (English). The design as
shown in the approved Geometric Approval Drawings (GAD) was later updated
wherever possible to 2012 HDM design standards. During the final design phase
(PS&E), the project will be designed further to meet the latest HDM design standards,
and a note indicating as such is included on the GAD sheets.

c. Truck Climbing Lanes

In accordance with Caltrans HDM Section 204.5 regarding sustained grades, climbing
lanes are needed where the grade exceeds 2 percent and the total change in elevation
is greater than 250 ft. No truck climbing lanes are required for any of the build
alternatives. However, in accordance with Caltrans Highway Design Manual Section
504.2, Freeway Entrances and Exits, for trucks on ascending entrance ramps to
freeways with sustained upgrades exceeding 2 percent, an auxiliary lane should be
provided. Therefore, an auxiliary lane is provided for the Evans Road eastbound on-
ramp to the Ramona Expressway/Antelope Road eastbound off-ramp.

d. Geometrics of interchanges

The proposed local interchanges for the build alternatives consist of the following
interchange types: Type L-1, L-2, L-7, L-9, L-13, and their combinations. For detailed
exhibits of all the local interchanges for the project, see F-1 to F-23 Attachment F,
Layout Plans.

e. Structural Section Requirements

The structural section requirements are based on the Preliminary Materials Report by
Kleinfelder, dated May 2013 and updated in October 2014. The preliminary
recommended flexible and rigid pavement sections included in the Preliminary
Materials Report (PMR) were developed in general accordance with Chapters 600
through 630 of the July 2009 edition of the Caltrans HDM. The flexible pavement
sections were developed using the CalFP computer program by Caltrans (version 1.1).

Preliminary pavement section recommendations for the project were developed for the
following locations:

e MCP mainline from I-215 to SR-79

e MCP ramps

e |-215 widening from Nuevo Road to Van Buren Boulevard.
e |-215 ramps

e SR-79 mainline

Page 46 of 123



08 - RIV - MCP - PM 0.0/16.3
08 - RIV - 215 - PM 28.0/34.3

According to the Life-Cycle Cost Analysis (LCCA) Procedures Manual, a life-cycle cost
analysis need not be performed for every interchange ramp but rather it should be
performed for an individual ramp or for a select few ramps that are representative of all
the ramps. The ramps on both MCP and 1-215 have been categorized into two types of
ramps that are considered to be representative of all the ramps: (1) Ramp A with
general load truck traffic — a ramp with truck traffic volumes that is approximately equal
to the average truck traffic volumes for all the ramps; and (2) Ramp B with high truck
traffic - a ramp with truck traffic volumes that is on the higher range of truck traffic
volumes for all the ramps.

Traffic Index (TI) values were evaluated for the MCP mainline, I-215 mainline widening
improvements, MCP ramps, and 1-215 ramps. TI values on the ramps were further
broken down to Ramp A on MCP, Ramp B on MCP, Ramp A on I-215 and Ramp B on
[-215. The TI values were calculated based on the procedures presented in the
Caltrans HDM Section 613.3(3) using traffic data provided in the Air Quality and Noise
Studies, assuming 5 percent trucks and are shown in the table below. The MCP TI
values were approved by Caltrans Traffic Forecasting Unit in April 2012 (the Caltrans
Memorandum is provided in G-10, Attachment G, Traffic Index Memorandum):

Table 5.A:
Traffic Index (TI)
Design Life
Location (Years) Tl
20 11.5
MCP Mainline 40 13.0
20 10.0
MCP Ramp A 40 11.5
20 10.0
MCP Ramp B 40 11.5
20 12.0
[-215 Mainline Widening 40 13.0
20 10.0
[-215 Ramp A 40 11.5
20 10.0
[-215 Ramp B 40 11.5

The R-value tests were performed in accordance with California Test 301. Eleven
untreated resistance value (R-value) tests were performed on samples collected from
borings along the proposed roadway alignments, and an R-Value of 25 was
determined to be applicable for the project. The R-Value of 25 was used in the
determination of the recommended pavement structural sections for MCP and |-215.
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The Preliminary Materials Report (PMR) structural section recommendations include
flexible pavement sections for Hot-Mix Asphalt (HMA) and Rubberized Hot-Mix Asphalt
(RHMA) as well as rigid pavement sections for Jointed Plain Concrete Pavement
(JPCP). The flexible pavement recommendations are for design lives of 20 years and
40 years while the rigid pavement recommendations are for a 40-year design life.

The life-cycle cost analysis was submitted in November 2011 and again in October
2014 to evaluate the PMR recommendations for the MCP mainline and ramps. For
each pavement alternative, LCCA compares the agency costs (initial construction and
future maintenance and rehabilitation), user costs (motorist delay during construction
activities), and total life-cycle cost (combined agency and user costs). The alternative
with the lowest life-cycle cost is viewed as having the lowest impact to the State;
however, according to the LCCA Procedures Manual, “in some instances, the lowest
life-cycle cost option may not ultimately be selected after such considerations as
available budget, constructability and maintainability issues, and environmental
concerns are taken into account.”

The LCCA was performed for three types of locations: the MCP mainline, MCP Ramp
A, and MCP Ramp B. Table 5.B provides a summary of the LCCA alternatives that
were evaluated.

Table 5.B:
LCCA Alternatives
Pavement Surface MCP MCP Ramp A: MCP Ramp B: High
(Design Life) Mainline Typical Ramp Truck Traffic Ramp
HMA (20 Year) X X X
HMA w/ RHMA (20 X X X
Year)
HMA w/ RHMA (40 X X X
Year)
JPCP(40 Year) X X X

LCCA results were evaluated in accordance with Section 4.4.2 of the LCCA
Procedures Manual. The 40-year JPCP was determined to have the lowest life-cycle
cost for the MCP mainline and ramps while the 20-year HMA with RHMA was
determined to have the second lowest life-cycle cost. The recommended pavement
sections for the 40-year JPCP and 20-year HMA/RHMA for both the MCP mainline and
ramps are detailed in the Table 5.C MCP Structural Sections below. Note, the
structural sections for Ramp A and Ramp B were determined to be identical in both the
20-year and 40-year design lives and are therefore combined together in the table.
Further details of the results are included on the LCCA forms provided in G-7 to G-9 in
Attachment G, Life Cycle Cost Analyses.
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Table 5.C:
MCP Structural Sections (Feet)
MCP Mainline MCP Ramps A and B
Pavement 20-Year 40-Year 20-Year 40-Year
Section Material Design Life | Design Life | Design Life | Design Life

(Tl 11.5) (T1 13.0) (Tl 10.0) (Tl 11.5)
JPCP 0.85 0.85
RHMA - G 0.20 0.20
HMA - BB 0.10 0.10
HMA 0.50 0.50
LCB 0.50 0.50
AB 1.35 1.00
AS 0.70 0.60
Total Structural
Section Thickness 2.05 2.15 1.70 2.05
(Feet)

The LCCA usually plays an important role in pavement type selection. However, on
the MCP project, pavement type selection will depend primarily on whether MCP is
adopted as a State Route and less on the findings in the LCCA. If MCP is adopted as
a State Route, Caltrans has asserted it will want the 40-year JPCP rigid pavement
section for MCP. If MCP is not adopted as a State Route, MCP will become a
Riverside County facility and is expected to be constructed with the 20-year
HMA/RHMA flexible pavement section, as Riverside County is not equipped to provide
maintenance for concrete pavement. The determination of whether or not MCP will be
a State Route is expected to be made after the completion of the PA/ED with final
selection of pavement type on MCP made during the Plans, Specifications, and
Estimates (PS&E) phase.

Two submissions of the LCCA were made to Caltrans, one in November 2011 and the
other in October 2014; however, in January 2015, after recognizing pavement type
selection on MCP will depend primarily on whether MCP is adopted as a State Route
and not on results of the LCCA, Caltrans recommended not to make any further
progress on the LCCA and indicated LCCA approval will not be required as it would
not influence the selection of the pavement type. For the purposes of project cost
estimating, the 20-year flexible pavement was assumed for the pavement section. If
MCP is ultimately adopted as a State Route requiring rigid pavement, the cost
estimate for the MCP project is expected to increase by approximately $15M for the
six-lane, 16-mile facility, based on an estimated incremental cost of $150K per lane
mile for the 40-year rigid pavement compared to the 20-year flexible pavement.

For the 1-215 widening improvements between Nuevo Road and Van Buren Boulevard,
both flexible and rigid pavement types were evaluated for consideration. Caltrans
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generally prefers rigid pavement for its freeways, and the 40-year JPCP rigid
pavement section, as detailed in Table 5.D 1-215 Structural Sections below, was
recommended by the PMR as the rigid pavement section for the widening
improvements on the 1-215 mainline. Because the pavement section on other RCTC I-
215 corridor widening projects, such as the 1-215 Central project that is currently in
construction and the 1-215 South project that completed construction in 2013, is very
similar to the PMR-recommended HMA/RHMA flexible pavement section for 20-year
design life, as presented in Table 5.D I-215 Structural Sections below, consideration
will be given for constructing the 1-215 widening improvements with 20-year
HMA/RHMA. Ultimately, final selection of pavement type for 1-215 widening will be
made during the PS&E phase.

Table 5.D:
I-215 Structural Sections (Feet)
1-215 Ramps
Pavement I-215 Mainline Widening A and B
Section Material 20-Year 40-Year 20-Year
Design Life | Design Life | Design Life
(Tl 12.0) (T1 13.0) (T110.0)
JPCP 1.00
RHMA - G 0.20 0.20
HMA - BB 0.10
HMA 0.40 0.50
LCB 0.50
AB 1.70 1.00
AS 0.70
Total Structural
Section Thickness 2.30 2.30 1.70
(Feet)

If the 20-year HMA/RHMA is ultimately selected, the project is expected to also cold
plane and overlay the existing 1-215 mainline pavement with 0.1’ rubberized hot mixed
asphalt. Recent Caltrans pavement condition report on the 1-215 freeway between
Nuevo Road and Van Buren Boulevard indicates existing 1-215 mainline pavement is
in satisfactory condition and does not warrant pavement rehabilitation under the MCP
project.
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For the purposes of project cost estimating, the 40-year rigid pavement was assumed
as the pavement section for 1-215 widening improvements. If the 20-year flexible
pavement is ultimately selected instead of rigid pavement, the project cost estimate will
decrease by approximately $2.2M at an estimated cost savings of $150K per lane
mile. Because the existing I-215 ramps are paved with flexible pavement, the 20-year
flexible pavement section is recommended for the 1-215 ramps, as shown in Table 5.D
[-215 Structural Sections above. Ramp A and Ramp B have identical pavement
sections and are combined together in the table.

The recommended pavement section for SR-79 is intended to match the proposed
pavement section of the future SR-79 4-lane expressway project (EA 494000; PN
0800000784). The structural section for the future SR-79 expressway project is shown
in the Table 5.E SR-79 Structural Section below. Final selection of pavement type on
SR-79 will be made during the PS&E phase.

Table 5.E:
SR-79 Structural Section (Feet)
Pavement
Section Material SR-79 Mainline

JPCP 1.00
HMA - BB 0.10
LCB 0.33
AB 1.00
Total Structural Section

Thickness (Feet) 2.43

For the purposes of project cost estimating, the local roads were assumed to be 0.50°
HMA over 2.00° AB (Class 2). This is a preliminary assumption for cost estimating
purposes only. Final selection of pavement type on local roads will be made during
the PS&E phase.

f.  Drainage Structures

The MCP project is entirely located within the San Jacinto Watershed in Riverside
County within the cities of Perris, Lakeview and San Jacinto. Within the watershed, the
San Jacinto River is the major water course.

The project site is located within Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District's - Perris Valley, San Jacinto River, Lakeview, Nuevo and San
Jacinto Valley Master Drainage Plans (MDP) boundaries.

The offsite and onsite drainage study was done for the project only within the San
Jacinto River Watershed. Drainage design is limited to drainage facilities located within
the project right-of-way and it examines all of the offsite drainage systems that may be
affected by the project and any proposed offsite and onsite systems. MDP facilities
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crossing MCP R/W, existing or planned at the time of final design, will be sized to
convey the MDP storm water flows through the MCP R/W.

Existing drainage systems were identified in four distinct areas within the San Jacinto
Watershed: 1-215, City of Perris, City of Lakeview and City of San Jacinto areas. The
existing drainage facilities are as follows:

e |-215 - Several reinforced concrete box culverts (RCBs), alternative pipe
culverts (APCs) and corrugated steel pipes (CSPs) convey the majority of off-
site flows under I-215.

e City of Perris — Perris Valley Storm Drain (PVSD) is the main drainage facility,

e City of Lakeview - the San Jacinto River is the major drainage facility, which is
crossed by the 255-ft long San Jacinto River Bridge. Other facilities are
concrete pipes (RCPs), APCs and CSPs.

e City of San Jacinto’s major drainage facility is the San Jacinto River, which is
crossed by the 1226-ft long San Jacinto River Bridge at Sanderson Ave, along
SR-79.

The project will add paved areas and realign the freeway ramps, therefore, existing
drainage systems maybe inadequate. The impacts on existing drainage systems may
be minimized or avoided by relocation, extension and adjustment of the existing
system, by additional inlets of drainage systems or by abandonment of the existing
systems.

Proposed drainage systems were sized no less than the sizes in the drainage master
plan. Along the new highway, many existing culverts would be extended to daylight
lines, removed or protected in place, new culverts would be placed and retaining walls
would be installed to ensure the cut/ffill slopes have minimal impact to the proposed
site and surroundings. Several new bridges and viaducts would also be built and
existing bridges would be widened. Reinforced concrete boxes and a large steel
ellipse animal crossing have been proposed for the project.

The design considered culvert versus bridge placement and/or channel improvements
to convey the existing watercourse. Traditional concrete channel lining was not
considered as an alternative due to environmental concerns. Three types of cross
culverts are used to convey the tributary flow across the MCP project.

¢ Reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) culverts are proposed at locations with adequate
cover between the top of the pipe and the roadway surface.

e Single-cell RCB culverts are shown where the conveyance requirements exceed
the available RCP diameter or insufficient cover is available.

e Multiple-cell RCB culverts are specified at locations where a single-cell RCB or
RCP do not have sufficient conveyance.

Page 52 of 123



08 - RIV - MCP - PM 0.0/16.3
08 - RIV - 215 - PM 28.0/34.3

The project is broken down into three segments for discussion purposes. Drainage
system descriptions summaries for each segment are as follows:

1.

2.

Segment 1: 1-215 Area and the Placentia Avenue to Lake Perris Area.

[-215/Placentia Area: This area includes affected areas on I-215 between Van
Buren Boulevard to the north and Nuevo Road to the south. For this alternative
along 1-215, 14 existing culverts will be extended to daylight lines of the
proposed grading and incorporated into the existing flow patterns. Seven
existing culverts will be removed, 12 existing culverts will be protected in place
and 10 new crossing culverts will be proposed. The proposed new culverts are
24 inches in diameter. In this area, the largest proposed drainage facility is a
168-inch wide x 54-inch high RCB proposed south of the [-215/Cajalco Road
interchange and is an extension of an existing culvert.

Placentia Avenue to Lake Perris Area: This area includes from the east side of
[-215 at Placentia Avenue, along Placentia Avenue, crossing over the area main
drainage facility, the Perris Valley Storm Drain (PVSD), and east to the south
end of Lake Perris. The PVSD collects runoff from the city of Moreno Valley, the
city of Perris, and unincorporated areas of Riverside County. The Master
Drainage Plan (1989) addresses future drainage needs along the existing
PVSD. Due to rapidly increasing development, the Cities of Moreno Valley and
Perris undertook a study in 2003 for an alternative design for the PVSD. The
portion of the alignment that crosses over the PVSD crosses with an 853-foot
long bridge. The crossing of the PVSD spans such that the impact from the 100-
year flood event would not increase the river’s water surface elevation by more
than 1.0 foot. The bridge crossing of the PVSD accommodates all previously
proposed alternative improvements to the PVSD with no adverse impacts to
hydraulics. The proposed bridge minimizes floodplain encroachment. The major
drainage facility in this section is a detention basin designed to hold the runoff
from a 100-year 24-hour storm event, equaling 928,069 cubic feet. The storm
water in the detention basin will be pumped out at the end of the storm into a
264-inch wide x 90-inch high concrete channel that drains into PVSD. The
concrete channel is part of the drainage master plan.

All existing culverts within the section will be extended to maintain the existing
flow paths. Proposed new culverts will be 36 inches in diameter and the second
largest drainage facility (besides the detention basin and regional storm drain
channel) is a 144-inch wide x 72-inch high RCB at Placentia Avenue and Indian
Avenue.

Segment 2: San Jacinto “River” Area or “Lakeview Nuevo Area”.

This area includes from the south end of Lake Perris, along Ramona
Expressway to the east of Warren Road. The San Jacinto River Floodplain is in
this area. It is a natural curving watercourse that is relatively wide,
approximately 3,936 ft. The typical river slope is less than 0.001. In the planning
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of the MCP project, RCTC decided to develop its project without waiting for the
Master Plan to be implemented. As part of the project, two 1953-foot long three-
lane bridges would be constructed across San Jacinto River downstream of the
existing Ramona Expressway crossing. The existing two lane bridge is expected
to overtop with the 100-year flow. The proposed new bridges would be
separated by a gap approximately 38 ft wide. The total width of the two bridges
would be 159 ft. The existing bridge would become a frontage road. This layout
is preferable because it would minimize the floodplain encroachment and
potential hydraulic impacts. The majority of existing culverts in the section will be
extended to the daylight line of the proposed grading. A few of the existing
culverts will either be removed or abandoned. All proposed new culverts in the
section are between 24 and 72 inches in diameter and the largest proposed
drainage facilities are 168-inch wide x 84-inch high RCB proposed along MCP
east of Town Center Boulevard and west of Park Center Boulevard. There is
one drainage culvert / animal crossing in this area.

Segment 3: San Jacinto City area between Warren Road and Ramona
Expressway east of SR-79. This segment of MCP connects to the proposed
realignment of SR-79 south of Ramona Expressway and then continues as a six-
lane easterly extension that terminates at a proposed signalized intersection at
Ramona Expressway. In this segment both Ramona Expressway and Sanderson
Avenue have access to and from SR-79 via ramps joining MCP and/or Ramona
Expressway.

San Jacinto Area: This area includes from the Ramona Expressway at Warren
Road along Ramona Expressway to realigned SR-79 and portions of SR-79
north up to Gilman Springs and portions of realigned SR-79 approximately 6,820
ft south of Ramona Expressway. In the planning of the MCP project, RCTC
decided to develop its project without relying on the San Jacinto River levee
improvements near SR-79. As part of the project, the 15,748-foot long roadway
of the proposed section would be constructed on elevated ground ranging from
10 to 26 ft in order to elevate the road above the 100-year floodplain. This would
help minimize the 100-year flooding on the land south of the MCP. After passing
through the proposed SR-79 Bridge and the Sanderson Avenue Bridge, flow
would be held to the north of the MCP. Also, four connector bridges are to be
built for the MCP/SR-79 interchange. For the San Jacinto alignment, these
connector bridges include an approximate 2,540-foot long SR-79
southbound/MCP westbound bridge, a 3,380 foot long SR-79 northbound/MCP
westbound bridge, a 2,160-foot long MCP eastbound/SR-79 southbound bridge,
and a 3,490-foot long MCP eastbound/SR-79 northbound bridge. All of the
existing culverts in these sections will be removed and replaced with new ones,
and the sizes range between 24 and 36 inches in diameter.
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iv. Nonstandard Design Features

The project was originally designed according to the design standards set forth in
Caltrans 2006 Highway Design Manual (HDM), Sixth Edition Change #6 (English) and
then later updated per the 2012 HDM. The nonstandard features in the Fact Sheets are
based on the 2012 HDM. Fact Sheet Exceptions to Mandatory Design Standards for the
original 1-215/MCP systems interchange and SR-79/MCP systems interchange were
both approved in August 2007. As discussed earlier, in 2009, the original project limits
were modified to focus on the transportation needs between [-215 and SR-79. The
project modifications triggered supplemental exceptions to mandatory design standards
on 1-215 for MCP Alternative 9 Modified, which was approved by Caltrans in September
2011 and later approved by FHWA in August 2012. All other Design Exception Fact
Sheets have also obtained Caltrans’ approval. The |-215 Advisory Fact Sheet was
approved in February 2014, the MCP Mainline Mandatory Fact Sheet was approved in
April 2014, and the MCP Mainline Advisory Fact Sheet was approved in March 2015.

The design exception items for the preferred Alternative 9 modified are listed below. For
additional explanation on justifications, see the project Fact Sheets Exceptions to Design
Standards.

Advisory

a. Side Slope Standards: The Advisory Standard in HDM Index 304.1 cannot be met.
The locations of the proposed nonstandard side slopes are as follows:

Location
No Location of 2:1 Side Slopes Standard Proposed | Approved
2:1 Beyond
. Clear
1 I-215/MCP NB-EB Connector 4:1 R Yes
ecovery
Zone (CR2)
2 [-215/MCP SB-EB Connector 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
CRz
3 |-215/MCP WB-NB Connector 4:1 2120 | yes
4 | 1-215/MCP WB-SB Connector 4:1 21 2¥nd | yes
EB off-ramp to Antelope Road 41 2:1 Beyond Yes
5 MCP Sta 345400 to 358+50 : CRZ
EB on-ramp from Antelope Road 41 2:1 Beyond Yes
6 MCP Sta 363+00 to 380+00 : CRZ
WB off-ramp to Bernasconi Road 41 2:1 Beyond Yes
7 MCP Sta 416+00 to 422+50 : CRZ
MCP EB mainline east of Bernasconi Rd 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
8 MCP Sta 445400 to 462+00 : CRZ
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Location

No Location of 2:1 Side Slopes Standard Proposed | Approved

MCP EB mainline west of Reservoir Ave -1 Bevond
9 to EB off-ramp to Reservoir Ave 4:1 ) CRé Yes

MCP Sta 490+00 to 516+50

WB off-ramp to Reservoir Ave 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
10 MCP Sta 518+50 to 523+00 : CRZ

EB off-ramp to Town Center Blvd 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
11 MCP Sta 575+00 to 580+50 : CRZ

WB off-ramp to Town Center Blvd 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
12 MCP Sta 581+50 to 587+00 : CRZ

EB on-ramp from Town Center Blvd 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
13 MCP Sta 582+50 to 587+50 : CRZ

WB on-ramp from Park Center Blvd 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
14 MCP Sta 637+50 to 643+00 ' CRZ

EB off-ramp to Park Center Blvd 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
15 MCP Sta 633+00 to 643+00 : CRZ

WB off-ramp to Park Center Blvd and

MCP WB mainline east of Park Center . 2:1 Beyond
16 | Bivd 41 CRZ Yes

MCP Sta 643+00 to 716+00

EB on-ramp from Park Center Blvd 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
17 MCP Sta 643+00 to 648+50 : CRZ

MCP EB mainline east of Park Center -1 Bevond
18 Blvd 41 ’ CRé Yes

MCP Sta 669+00 to 688+50

WB on-ramp from Warren Road 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
19 MCP Sta 812+50 to 822+50 : CRZ

WB off-ramp to Warren Road . 2:1 Beyond
20 | MCP Sta 824+50 to 838+50 41 CRZ Yes

EB on-ramp from Warren Road 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
21 MCP Sta 824+50 to 838+50 : CRZ

SR-79/MCP SB-WB Connector 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
22 SR-79 Sta 906+00 to 920+00 ' CRZ

SR-79/MCP EB-NB Connector 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
23 SR-79 Sta 886+00 to 913+00 ' CRZ

SR-79 SB mainline south of Gilman .
24 Springs Road 4:1 21 ggyéond Yes

SR-79 Sta 932+00 to 963+00

SR-79/MCP EB-SB Connector 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
25 SR-79 Sta 850+00 to 867+00 ' CRZ

SR-79/MCP NB-WB Connector 4:1 2:1 Beyond Yes
26 SR-79 Sta 850+00 to 867+00 ' CRZ

CRZ = Clear Recovery Zone
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The proposed 1-215/MCP freeway-to-freeway interchange is located adjacent to an
existing railroad west of 1-215, a frontage road east of 1-215, and near established
businesses and residential homes. In order to avoid or minimize right-of-way impacts
to these areas, the project proposes to provide nonstandard embankment side
slopes.

A large portion of the MCP corridor alignment runs through environmental resource
areas of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) and the Los Angeles Pocket Mouse (LAPM) habitat, cultural resource
sites, planned commercial, residential, and business developments, wetlands,
floodplains, and the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA). In order to avoid or minimize
impacts to these sensitive land areas, instead of the standard 4:1 side slope for the
entire embankment area, the project proposes to provide the following nonstandard
fill side slopes in those areas:

o In the area of the I-215/MCP systems interchange and along the MCP
mainline - 4:1 fill slope within a 30-foot Clear Recovery Zone (CRZ) followed
by a 2:1 fill slope beyond the CRZ to the toe of slope.

o Along the ramps - 4:1 fill slope within a 20-foot CRZ followed by a 2:1 fill
slope beyond the CRZ to the toe of slope.

Distance between Ramp Intersection and Local Road Intersection: The Advisory
Standard in HDM Index 504.3(3) cannot be met. The locations of the proposed
nonstandard distances between intersections are as follows:

Location
No.

Distance between Ramp Intersection and
Local Road Intersection Location

Standard

Proposed

Approved

1

Proposed Placentia Ave NB ramp intersection
and Placentia Ave/realigned East Frontage

500’

427

Yes

Road intersection

Proposed MCP/Redlands Ave EB ramp
2 intersection and Redlands Ave/Placentia
Avenue intersection

500’ 470° Yes

Proposed MCP/Evans EB ramp intersection

and Evans Rd/Toliver Rd intersection 500

450’ Yes

At location 1, to provide the standard 500’ intersection spacing would require either
realignment of the East Frontage Road at least 73 feet to the east or realignment of
the Placentia Avenue northbound on-ramp and off-ramp at least 73 feet to the west.
Realigning East Frontage Road approximately 150 feet to the east to connect to
existing Susan Lane would result in relocation of the Susan Lane cul-de-sac and
additional right of way impacts. Another option to meet the intersection spacing
would be to remove the existing East Frontage Rd between Placentia Avenue and
Walnut Street and to connect East Frontage Road directly to Walnut Street.
However, the City of Perris opposed this option because access to East Frontage
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Road from Placentia Avenue would be too circuitous (i.e., Placentia Avenue to Indian
Street to Walnut Street to East Frontage Road)

At location 2, to provide the standard 500’ intersection spacing would require
realigning existing Placentia Avenue to the south, resulting in five full and four partial
residential acquisitions, utility relocations on the south side of Placentia Avenue, and
impacts to the existing Paragon Park and North Perris Fire Station #90. Another
consideration would be to move the Redlands Avenue EB on- and off-ramps farther
to the north. However, this is not a viable option as it would result in nonstandard
superelevation on the EB on-ramp and nonstandard corner sight distance at the
intersection of the eastbound off-ramp.

At location 3, to provide the standard 500’ intersection spacing would require
realigning Toliver Road to the south, but this would necessitate three full and four
partial residential acquisitions, as well as utility relocations. Another consideration is
to move the ramp intersection 50’ to the north by either designing the eastbound loop
on-ramp with a smaller radius curve or moving the MCP mainline alignment to the
north. The proposed curve radius on the eastbound loop on-ramp is at minimum
standard. Reducing its curve radius would result in a nonstandard radius for the loop
ramp. Relocating the MCP alignment 50 feet to the north would not be practical
because it would impact Sparrow Way which provides access to 32 existing
residential homes.

c. Two Curb Ramps: The Advisory Standard in HDM Index 105.5(2) cannot be met.

The locations of the proposed nonstandard curb ramps are as follows:

Location
No Location Standard Proposed Approved
One curb ramp is proposed at
Proposed |-215/Ramona each corner along Ramona
Expwy SB Ramps and Two curb | Expwy westbound.

1 Yes
Ramona Expwy ramps No curb ramps are proposed
Intersection at each corner along Ramona

Expwy eastbound.

One curb ramp is proposed at
Proposed |-215/Ramona each corner along Ramona
Expwy NB Ramps and Two curb | Expwy westbound.

2 Yes
Ramona Expwy ramps No curb ramps are proposed
Intersection at each corner along Ramona

Expwy eastbound.

One curb ramp is proposed at
Proposed I-215/Placentia each corner along Placentia
Ave SB Ramps and Two curb | Ave westbound.

3 . Yes
Placentia Ave ramps No curb ramps are proposed
Intersection at each corner along Placentia

Ave eastbound.
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Location

No Location Standard Proposed Approved
Proposed I-215/Placentia Two curb ramps are proposeq
at NE corner, one curb ramp is
Ave NB Ramps and Two curb
4 . proposed at NW and SE Yes
Placentia Ave ramps b :
Intersection. corners, no curb ramp is
proposed at SW corner.
Proposed MCP/Redlands
Ave WB Ramps and Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
5 Redlands Ave ramps each of the four corners.
Intersection
Proposed MCP/Redlands
Ave EB Ramps and Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
6 Redlands Ave ramps each of the four corners.
Intersection
Proposed MCP/Evans Rd Two curb One curb ramp is proposed at
7 WB Ramps and Evans the SW corner and one at the Yes
: ramps
Rd Intersection SE corner.
Proposed MCP/Evans Rd .
3 EB Ramps and Evans Rd Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
. ramps each of the four corners.
Intersection
Proposed MCP/Ramona
Expwy WB Ramps and Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at
9 Yes
Ramona Expwy ramps each of the four corners.
Intersection
Proposed MCP/Antelope .
10 Rd EB Ramps and Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
. ramps each of the four corners.
Antelope Rd Intersection
Proposed
MCP/Bernasconi Rd WB Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at
11 | Yes
Ramps and Bernasconi ramps each of the two corners.
Rd Intersection
Proposed MCP/Reservoir
Ave WB Ramps and Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at
12 ; Yes
Reservoir Ave ramps each of the four corners.
Intersection
Proposed MCP/Reservoir
Ave EB Ramps and Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
13 Reservoir Ave ramps each of the four corners.
Intersection
Proposed MCP/Town
Center Blvd WB Ramps Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
14 and Town Center Blvd ramps each of the two corners.
Intersection
Proposed MCP/Town
Center Blvd EB Ramps Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
15 and Town Center Blvd ramps each of the four corners.
Intersection
Proposed MCP/Park
Center Blvd WB Ramps Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
16 and Park Center Blvd ramps each of the four corners.
Intersection
Proposed MCP/Park Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
17 Center Blvd EB Ramps ramps each of the four corners.
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Location

No Location Standard Proposed Approved

and Park Center Blvd
Intersection

Proposed MCP/Warren Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at

18 \?Vdayrvei Flé?jn?rﬁ)tse;asg?:tion ramps each of the four corners. ves
ELOE%SE{(;':?CSP; \r/1v darren Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes
19 Warren Rd Irrjwtersection ramps each of the four corners.
Proposed MCP/SR-79 .
00 Single Point Interchange Two curb | One curb ramp is proposed at Yes

; ; ramps each of the eight corners.
all ramp intersections

At locations 1 (SB Ramps and Ramona Exp Intersection) and 2 (NB Ramps and
Ramona Exp Intersection), the project proposes to provide sidewalk on Ramona
Expressway only in the westbound direction to match the existing condition between
Harvill Avenue and Nevada Avenue. Because there would be no sidewalk in the
eastbound direction, no crosswalk across Ramona Expressway is being proposed,
and therefore, the standard two curb ramps are not proposed on the westbound side.
No curb ramps are proposed along the eastbound side because no sidewalks are
proposed on that side. The [-215/Ramona Expressway overcrossing bridge was
recently widened, as part of a separate project. The bridge widening did not include
a new sidewalk in the eastbound direction.

At location 3 (SB Ramps and Placentia Ave Intersection), the project proposes to
provide sidewalk on Placentia Avenue only in the westbound direction to match the
existing condition. Sidewalk is not proposed in the eastbound direction due to the
presence of an existing equestrian pathway. Because of the equestrian community
in the area, Caltrans, the County of Riverside and City of Perris agreed not to
remove the existing equestrian pathway and replace it with a sidewalk. Because
there would be no sidewalk in the eastbound direction, no crosswalk across
Placentia Avenue is being proposed, and therefore, the standard two curb ramps are
not proposed on the westbound side. No curb ramps are proposed along the
eastbound side because no sidewalks are proposed on that side.

At location 4 (NB Ramps and Placentia Ave Intersection), the project proposes a
sidewalk along both sides of Placentia Avenue east of the northbound ramp
intersection. A sidewalk is provided only on the westbound side west of the
northbound ramp intersection due to the presence of an existing equestrian pathway
along the eastbound side. Because of the equestrian community in the area,
Caltrans, the County of Riverside and City of Perris agreed not to remove the
existing equestrian pathway and replace it with a sidewalk. The standard two curb
ramps are not provided at the northwest corner because there is no crosswalk
across Placentia Ave. Similarly, the standard two curb ramps are not provided at the
southeast corner because there is no crosswalk across the northbound off-ramp. No
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curb ramps are proposed at the southwest corner because there is no pedestrian
access at this location.

At locations 5 through 20, the project proposes to provide a sidewalk along each side
of the cross streets (Redlands Avenue, Evans Road, Ramona Expressway, Antelope
Road, Reservoir Avenue, Town Center Boulevard, Park Center Boulevard, Warren
Road, and along MCP Extension at the SR-79 Single Point Interchange) except at
Bernasconi Road where sidewalks are proposed only on the east side of the road.
At each of these ramp intersections, except at location 7, crosswalks are proposed
across the ramps but not across the local streets because the lack of development in
the area is expected to result in low pedestrian traffic, and crossing the local streets
can be achieved at nearby local street intersections. Because crosswalks across the
local street are not proposed, single curb ramps rather than the two curb ramps are
being proposed.

d. Superelevation Transition/Runoff Length Standard: The Advisory Standard in HDM
Index 202.5(1) cannot be met. The locations of the proposed nonstandard
superelevation runoff lengths are as follows:

Location .
No Location Standard | Proposed | Approved
1 MCP/Evans Rd WB Loop on-ramp 300 ft 200 ft Yes
2 MCP/Bernasconi Rd EB Loop on-ramp 300 ft 204 ft Yes
3 MCP/Reservoir Ave EB Loop on-ramp 300 ft 207 ft Yes
4 MCP/Town Center Blvd WB Loop on-ramp 300 ft 201 ft Yes
5 MCP/Park Center Bivd WB Loop on-ramp 300 ft 217 ft Yes
6 MCP/Warren Rd WB Loop on-ramp 300 ft 241 ft Yes
2 MCP/Ramona Expressway-Antelope Rd WB 300 ft 200 ft Yes
on-ramp

At locations 1 through 6, new loop on-ramps are proposed at local street
interchanges along the proposed MCP alignment. A design exception is requested
for a nonstandard superelevation transition/runoff length for the 12% superelevation
rate on the curve of the loop on-ramps. To meet the general condition for
superelevation transition lengths and to comply with the Advisory Standards in the
HDM, a runoff length of 300 feet and minimum 200 feet tangent on both sides of the
horizontal curve would be required in correspondence with a 12% superelevation
rate. However, a long tangent preceding the loop curve is considered undesirable as
it may allow the driver an opportunity to accelerate into the small radius and low
design speed curve. Per the HDM 504.3(8), loop ramps should have a radius in the
range of 150 feet to 200 feet which corresponds to a low design speed less than 25
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e.

mph. Although the proposed short tangent preceding the curve on the loop ramps
prohibits meeting the standard superelevation runoff lengths, the short tangent limits
the opportunity to accelerate into the loop curve, thereby providing a safety benefit.

Although the superelevation transition standard is not met per HDM Figure 202.5A, it
is met per the “Restrictive Situations” condition in HDM 202.5(3) which states, “In
restrictive situations, such as on...interchange ramps...where curve radius and
length and tangents between curves are short, standard superelevation rates and/or
transitions may not be attainable. In such situations....the rate of change of cross
slope should not exceed 6 percent per 100 feet.” The loop on-ramps fall under
“restrictive situations” as they are interchange ramps with short curve radii and
tangents. The proposed superelevation runoff lengths (between 200’ and 241’), as
shown in above table, all meet the advisory standard of 6% per 100 feet
superelevation transition rate for the tangent preceding the loop curve for each of the
loop on-ramps.

Eliminating the loop on-ramp and replacing it with a direct on-ramp to change the
interchange configuration to a diamond interchange at locations 2 and 4 was
investigated in an attempt to avoid this nonstandard feature; however, due to the
impacts of the diamond configuration to the MSHCP area at location 2 and impacts
to right of way at location 4, it was not feasible at either location.

At location 7, to provide the standard 300’ runoff length, instead of the proposed
200’, on the Ramona Expressway/Antelope Road WB on-ramp would require
lengthening the tangent near the ramp intersection. This would require moving the
westbound ramp intersection and the alignments of all three westbound ramps to the
northwest to further encroach by an additional 0.81 acres into the Los Angeles
Pocket Mouse (LAPM) habitat area. The LAPM habitat is protected habitat lands for
the conservation of the Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus), a California species threatened by agricultural and urban development,
under the MSHCP. Although the superelevation transition standard is not met per
HDM Figure 202.5A, the 6% per 100 feet superelevation transition rate per HDM
202.5 (3) “restrictive situations” is met.

Mainline Lane Reduction at Interchanges Standard: The Advisory Standard in HDM
Index 504.6 cannot be met. The locations of the proposed nonstandard mainline
lane reduction are as follows:

Location
No Location Standard | Proposed | Approved
[-215 Northbound at the 1-215/Van No Lane 1 Lane Yes
1 Buren Interchange Reduction | Reduction
[-215 Southbound at the 1-215/Nuevo No Lane 1 Lane Yes
2 Road Interchange Reduction | Reduction
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Location
No Location Standard | Proposed | Approved
MCP Eastbound at the No Lane 1 Lane Yes
3 MCP/Redlands Ave Interchange Reduction | Reduction

At location 1 (I-215 at Van Buren Blvd Interchange), the proposed [-215 within the
project limits is a four-lane facility in each direction. To match the existing three-lane
condition north of the project limits, the project proposes to reduce one northbound
mixed-flow lane at the Van Buren Boulevard interchange area. In order to comply
with the HDM 504.6 standard and avoid dropping a mainline lane through the Van
Buren interchange, consideration was given to dropping a lane between the Van
Buren Boulevard northbound slip on-ramp and the Cactus Avenue northbound off-
ramp, to the north. However, this location is not desirable for a lane reduction
because it is the weaving area with an auxiliary lane between those ramps. The
project, therefore, is proposing the mainline lane drop between the northbound off-
ramp and the northbound hook on-ramp of the Van Buren interchange.

At location 2 (I-215 at Nuevo Rd Interchange), the proposed 1-215 within the project
limits is a four-lane facility in each direction. To match the existing three-lane
condition south of the project limits, the project proposes to reduce one southbound
mixed-flow lane at the Nuevo Road interchange area. In order to comply with the
HDM 504.6 standard and avoid dropping a mainline lane through the Nuevo Road
interchange, consideration was given to dropping a lane between the Nuevo Road
southbound on-ramp and the D Street southbound off-ramp, to the south. However,
this location is not desirable for a lane reduction because this segment of the
freeway is a weaving area with a nonstandard weaving distance less than 2,000 feet.
Also, an auxiliary lane is being constructed at this location to mitigate the
nonstandard weaving, making this location even more undesirable for a mainline
lane drop. The project, therefore, is proposing the lane drop between the southbound
off-ramp and the southbound on-ramp of the Nuevo Road interchange.

At location 3 (MCP at Redlands Ave Interchange), the proposed design for the
eastbound lanes of the Mid County Parkway is three mixed flow lanes with an
additional two lanes from the 1-215 connectors such that MCP has five eastbound
lanes between 1-215 and the Redlands Avenue interchange. Because the MCP is a
six-lane facility East of Redlands Avenue interchange, two lanes need to be dropped.
The two lanes from the |-215 connectors serve as weaving lanes for the merging of
the connectors’ traffic onto MCP. One of the two additional lanes from the connectors
will be a must-exit lane to the two-lane eastbound exit ramp to Redlands Avenue
while the second lane is proposed to be dropped through the MCP/Redlands Avenue
interchange, resulting in this nonstandard. To meet the HDM 504.6 standard,
consideration was given to dropping a lane between the Redlands Ave eastbound
on-ramp and the Evans Road interchange eastbound off-ramp, to the east. However,
this location is not desirable for a lane reduction because it is the weaving area with
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an auxiliary lane between those ramps. The project, therefore, is proposing the lane
drop between the eastbound off-ramp and on-ramp at the MCP/Redlands Ave
interchange.

f.  Median Width Standard: The Advisory Standard in HDM Index 305.1(1)(a) cannot
be met. The location of the proposed nonstandard median width is as follows:

Location

No Location Standard | Proposed Approved

SR-79 median from Ramona .
1 Expressway to Gilman Springs Road 36 ft Va}[ge§61ff[1.4 Yes
(STA 900+14 to 966+88.32)

A design exception is requested for the proposed SR-79 median width between Ramona
Expressway and the SR-79 northern project terminus at Gilman Springs Road. The
proposed SR-79 median is 62’ wide south of the MCP Extension road. At the northern
project limits on SR-79 just south of Gilman Springs Road, SR-79 has an existing
median width of 14.4’. In order for the project to join the existing median, the proposed
median width needs to transition from 62’ to 14.4’ where it will be nonstandard in the
transition from 36’ to 14.4’. As a safety measure to reduce the risk of errant vehicles
crossing the nonstandard-width median and colliding with opposing traffic, a Type 60
concrete median barrier is proposed where the median width is nonstandard (between
14.4’ and 36°), in compliance with Caltrans median barrier design standard.

In order to meet the standard 36’ wide median, not only would the SR-79 median need
to be widened to 36’ from Ramona Expressway to Gilman Springs Road, it would also
need to be widened from 14.4’ to 36’ for an additional 6.5’ miles from Gilman Springs
Road to the SR-79 northern terminus at the I-10 freeway in the City of Beaumont, as that
segment of SR-79 falls under the California freeway and expressway system. However,
the terrain through this area of Lamb Canyon is mountainous, and the SR-79 widening
costs, including additional pavement, bridge widening, and earthwork for such an
extensive distance through mountainous terrain would be cost prohibitive.

Mandatory

g. Horizontal Stopping Sight Distance: The Mandatory Standard in HDM Index 201.6
cannot be met. The locations of the proposed nonstandard stopping sight distances
are as follows:

L .
o;e:)tlon Location Standard Proposed Approved
i S =430 for Design | 335’/ 43 mph
1 WB MCP to SB I-215 Connector Speed of 50 mph (R=870') Yes
S =840’ for Design | 800’/ 73 mph
2 [-215 SB 1459+92 to 1471+10 Speed of 75 mph (R=5000') Yes
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Loc':‘la;.ion Location Standard Proposed | Approved
3 1-215 NB 1475+90 to 1493+09 §p=egg(£ff‘7’fj?r?§19” ?gggggg,;“ph Yes
4 1-215 SB 1531438 to 1540+74 &123%;%??5:?” ?gggggg,;‘ph Yes
5 1-215 NB 154916 to 1568+58 §p=egg%ff3f52$§;]9” ?Sgé{)gg,;‘ph Yes
6 1-215 SB 1576443 to 1586-+49 §p=egg%ff3f52$§;]9” ?Sgé{)gg,;‘ph Yes
7 | 1-215 SB 1620409 to 1628+18 §p=egg%ff3f52$§;]9” ?éjéggg,;‘ph Yes
S =840’ for Design | 800’/ 73 mph
8 1-215 NB 1631495 to 1645475 | Speed of 75mph | (R=5000') Yes
9 1-215 SB 1652+40 to 1660+58 §p=egg%ff3f52$§;]9” ?Sgé{)gg,;‘ph Yes

The reason for the nonstandard feature at location 1 is to avoid substantial right of way
impact and avoid the realignment of the 1-215 mainline which would negatively impact
the geometries of the other connector ramps resulting in additional nonstandard
features. The west side of I-215 is also constrained by railroad right of way. To mitigate
the nonstandard stopping sight distance, a 10’ wide inside shoulder is proposed in place
of the 5 wide minimum width. For locations 2 to 9, the nonstandard stopping sight
distances result from the inside widening of 1-215; to provide standard stopping sight
distances would require realignment of the existing 1-215 to increase the centerline radii,
which would in turn necessitate reconstruction of existing overcrossing structures.

h. Standards for Superelevation: The Mandatory Standard in HDM Index 202.2(1)
cannot be met. The locations of the proposed nonstandard superelevation rates are

as follows:
Location Location of MCP Nonstandard
. Standard | Proposed | Approved
No. Superelevation
MCP/Ramona Expressway/Antelope o o
1 Road WB off-ramp 12% 4% Yes
2 MCP/Reservoir Avenue EB on-ramp 12% 6% Yes
3 MCP/SR-79 SB off-ramp 12% 3% Yes
4 MCP/SR-79 SB on-ramp 12% 3% Yes
5 MCP/SR-79 NB off-ramp 12% 3% Yes
6 MCP/SR-79 NB on-ramp 12% 3% Yes
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At location 1, to provide the standard 12% superelevation rate and associated
superelevation transition for the proposed 450’ radius curve on the Ramona
Expressway/Antelope Road WB off-ramp would require lengthening the tangent at
the ramp terminus. This would result in extending the ramp alignment farther north to
further encroach by an additional 0.63 acres into the Los Angeles Pocket Mouse
(LAPM) habitat area. The LAPM habitat is protected habitat lands for the
conservation of the Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus), a California species threatened by agricultural and urban development,
under the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP). The curve with the proposed nonstandard 4% superelevation rate is
located near the off-ramp terminus where vehicles are slowing down to a design
speed between 30 and 35 mph. The proposed 4% superelevation rate exceeds the
3% superelevation rate for maximum comfortable speed for a 450’ radius curve at 35
mph. The proposed 4% superelevation rate also allows for a transition to tie into the
cross street and meets the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

At location 2, on the EB on-ramp of the Reservoir Avenue interchange, lengthening
the tangent at the ramp terminus would be required to provide the standard 12%
superelevation rate and associated superelevation transition for the 500’ radius curve.
Increasing the tangent length would extend the on-ramp farther east, requiring
relocation of existing Reservoir Avenue and all the existing utilities running along
Reservoir Avenue. These utilities include aerial electric and telecom lines along with
underground water and natural gas lines, including a 36” gas line. Existing Reservoir
Avenue parallels the on-ramp and will serve as a frontage road after MCP is
constructed. The 500’ radius curve is located near the ramp intersection where the
design speed is 30 to 35 mph. Although the proposed 6% superelevation rate does
not meet the standard 12%, it does considerably exceed the 1% superelevation rate
corresponding to a maximum comfortable speed of 35 mph for a 500’ radius curve.
The proposed superelevation rate also allows for a transition to tie into the cross
street and meets the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

At locations 3, 4, 5, and 6, all four ramps of the Single Point Interchange (SPI) at MCP
Extension and SR-79 have a 330’ radius horizontal curve near the ramp terminus. The
standard superelevation rate for a 330’ radius curve is 12%. The proposed nonstandard
3% superelevation rate on all four ramps allows for smooth transitions into the 2%
crowned cross slope of the MCP Extension alignment. If the standard 12%
superelevation rate were applied, it would cause an undesirable and nonstandard
algebraic grade break at the join between the MCP alignment and all four ramps.
Additionally, because the 330’ radius curves are located at the ramp termini, applying
the standard 12% superelevation rate on these curves would potentially cause truck
overturning near the ramp intersection. Although the proposed 3% superelevation rate
at all four ramp locations does not meet the standard 12%, it does exceed the 2.3%
superelevation rate corresponding to a 330’ radius curve for a maximum comfortable
speed of 30 mph. The design speed at the ramp terminus is 25 to 30 mph.
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Interchange Spacing: The Mandatory Standard in HDM Index 501.3 cannot be met.
The locations of the proposed nonstandard interchange spacing are as follows:

Location
I-215 Freeway to Freeway and Standard Proposed | Approved
Local Street Interchange Spacing

Location
No.

Proposed MCP/I-215 Interchange and
1 existing Cajalco Road/Ramona 2 miles 1.60 miles Yes
Expressway Interchange

Proposed MCP/I-215 Interchange and

2 proposed Placentia Avenue Interchange 2 miles 0.07 mile Yes

Proposed MCP/I-215 Interchange and , . 1
3 MCP/Redlands Avenue Interchange 2 miles 1.40 miles Yes
4 Proposed MCP/I-215 Interchange and 5 miles 1.45 miles Yes

existing Nuevo Road Interchange

! The previously approved location was at Perris Boulevard with a spacing of 0.85 miles. The modified
location at Redlands Avenue provides a greater spacing of 1.40 miles, which is closer to standard;
therefore, a new design exception approval is not being requested.

The reason for the design exceptions at locations 1 through 4 is to avoid the closure of
the existing local street interchanges at Harley Knox Boulevard and/or Nuevo Road
and/or Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway, as well as eliminating the proposed
interchange at Placentia Avenue from local and regional plans. To provide standard
spacing along MCP would require deleting a proposed interchange at Redlands Avenue.
The closure or deletion of any of these interchanges would cause traffic congestion on
the existing local streets and adjacent interchanges. Relocation of any of these existing
or proposed interchanges on |-215 or MCP would result in conflict with the flight
approach clearance zones around March Air Reserve Base, adverse impacts to
commercial and industrial properties and the movement of goods, and/or introduce
another nonstandard interchange spacing and weaving for a different location.

. Location
Location
No SR-79 Freeway to Freeway and Standard Proposed | Approved
] Local Street Interchange Spacing
MCP/SR-79 Interchange and MCP/Warren , .
1 Road Interchange 2 miles 1.68 miles Yes
MCP/SR-79 Interchange and SR- ) .
2 79/Ramona Expressway Interchange 2 miles 0.00 mile Yes
MCP/SR-79 Interchange and SR- , .
3 79/Sanderson Avenue Interchange 2 miles 1.62 miles Yes
MCP/SR-79 Interchange and existing SR- , :
4 79/Gilman Springs Road Interchange 2 miles 1.78 miles Yes
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The reason for the approved design exceptions at locations 1 through 4 is that to provide
current standard spacing along MCP or SR-79 would require deleting or moving a
proposed interchange at Warren Road, an existing interchange at SR-79/Gilman Springs
Road, and a proposed interchange at Ramona Expressway. The closure or deletion of
these interchanges would result in traffic congestion on local roads and at adjacent
interchanges. Traffic analysis conducted to investigate the situation concluded that there
were no feasible improvements that would relieve the traffic congestion caused by the
closure or deletion of these interchanges. Justifications against deleting or moving the
proposed MCP/Warren Road interchange include: Warren Road is the only major north-
south arterial in this area, would require extensive realignment that results in odd angles
and not consistent or compatible with land use plans, and impacts to existing dairy
operations. Justifications against deleting or relocating the existing SR-79/Gilman
Springs Road Interchange include: impacts to MSHCP area and existing environmental
areas, results in removal of the only access point before Lamb Canyon area, loss of
access to numerous properties along Gilman Springs Road, and loss of connection from
SR-79 to SR-60.

j.  Interchange Weaving Length: The Mandatory Standard in HDM Index 504.7 cannot
be met. The locations of the proposed nonstandard weaving lengths are as follows:

Location Location

No. I-215 Nonstandard Weaving Standard | Proposed | Approved

Between proposed |-215/MCP WB-NB
connector and existing (realigned) I-
215/Cajalco-Ramona Expressway NB off-
ramp

5,000’ 3,960’ Yes

Between existing (realigned) 1-215/ Cajalco-
2 Ramona Expressway SB on-ramp and 5,000’ 4,540’ Yes
proposed 1-215/MCP SB-EB connector

Between proposed -215/MCP WB-SB
3 connector and existing 1-215/ Nuevo Rd SB 5,000’ 3,850’ Yes
off-ramp

Between existing 1-215/Nuevo Rd NB on-
4 ramp and proposed |-215/MCP NB-EB 5,000’ 3,690’ Yes
connector

Between proposed MCP/Redlands Ave WB
5 on-ramp and proposed |-215/MCP WB-NB 5,000’ 2,600’ Yes
connector ramp

Between proposed -215/MCP SB-EB
6 connector and proposed MCP/Redlands 5,000’ 3,000’ Yes
Ave EB off-ramp

At locations 1, 2, 3, and 4, in order to provide the current standard weaving length of
5,000’, removal of either the proposed I-215/MCP systems interchange or the existing |-
215/Cajalco/Ramona Expressway and [-215/Nuevo Road local street interchanges
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would be required. However, removal of either local street interchange is not a viable
option. The closure or deletion of these interchanges would cause immitigable traffic
congestion at the existing adjacent interchanges at Harley Knox Blvd and D St along |-
215.

Another option to achieve current standard interchange spacing and weaving section
lengths would be to relocate the Cajalco/Ramona Expressway interchange to the north
and the Nuevo Road interchange to the south. Moving the Cajalco/Ramona Expressway
interchange to the north is not feasible because the relocation would result in significant
economic impacts to properties surrounding the existing interchange, including the
Majestic Development. Moving the Nuevo Road interchange to the south is not feasible
because the relocation would result in nonstandard interchange spacing and weaving
lengths between Nuevo Road and the next interchange to the south at D Street.

At locations 5 and 6, in order to provide the current standard weaving length of 5,000’
removal of either the proposed 1-215/MCP systems interchange or the proposed
MCP/Redlands Ave local street interchange would be required. Removal of the
MCP/Redlands Ave interchange would result in standard weaving lengths between the I-
215/MCP interchange and the proposed MCP/Evans Rd interchange located 1 mile east
of the MCP/Redlands Ave interchange. However, removal of either interchange is not a
viable option.

Redlands Avenue is a designated truck route in the City of Perris’ General Plan. Without
the proposed MCP/Redlands Ave interchange, truck traffic will be accessing MCP via
Evans Rd or accessing |-215 via Placentia Ave. Neither of these routes is optimal
because both locations are in predominately residential areas, and improving the local
streets to be used as truck routes is not consistent with the city’s general plan.
Proposing an interchange with MCP at Redlands Ave provides the most direct access
for trucks to MCP, therefore avoiding routing trucks through residential areas. This is
important to traffic circulation, therefore it is crucial to have an interchange with MCP at
Redlands Avenue. The MCP/Redlands Ave interchange offers an optimum location
among the potential adjacent local street options. It provides better spacing to the I-
215/MCP interchange ramps with standard auxiliary lane lengths than proposing an
interchange at MCP/Perris Blvd. It also provides a standard spacing of one mile to the
MCP/Evans Rd interchange that neither the neighboring Wilson Ave nor Murrieta Rd
interchange would provide. In addition, Wilson Ave and Murrieta Rd are both collector
roads in the City of Perris’ General Plan, while Redlands Ave is a designated truck route
and secondary arterial. Thus, the relocation of the proposed MCP/Redlands Ave
interchange is not a viable consideration.

Removal of the [-215/MCP systems interchange would eliminate the weaving altogether
at all the locations. However, removal of the systems interchange is not a viable option.
The 1-215/MCP systems interchange is critical to meeting the project's Need and
Purpose, which states that the MCP project is proposed for the purpose of transporting
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people, goods, and services regionally west-east between Perris and San Jacinto. With
the 1-215 freeway in the City of Perris serving as the MCP logical west terminus and
76,200 ADT vehicles at the MCP mainline west terminus, the 1-215/MCP systems
interchange is a necessary connection to effectively provide access and maintain
mobility for MCP traffic in order to meet the project’'s Need and Purpose.

The aforementioned justifications listed in section i. Interchange Spacing for
nonstandard interchange spacing on SR-79 also apply to nonstandard weaving lengths
for the two locations on SR-79 shown below.

Location Location
d P d | A d
No. SR-79 Nonstandard Weaving Standar ropose pprove
Between SR-79/Gilman Spring Road SB
1 on-ramp and MCP/SR-79 SB-WB 5,000’ 3,930 Yes
connector

Between MCP/SR-79 EB-SB Connector

2 and SR-79/Sanderson Ave SB off-ramp 5,000 3,700 Yes

v. Interim Features

The County of Riverside approved a project along Ramona Expressway from the curve
south of Lake Perris to Warren Road. This project is currently known as Specific Plan
342, The Villages of Lakeview. The EIR for The Villages of Lakeview Specific Plan was
certified by the Riverside County in March 2010. On May 23, 2012, the approval of the
Final EIR for The Villages of Lakeview Specific Plan was set aside by Riverside County
Superior Court, who found the EIR did not adequately address some impacts. The EIR
and project are currently being revised to address those impacts. When the project
moves forward, it would add two additional lanes to the existing Ramona Expressway
and three grade separated interchanges. This project is part of the County of Riverside
development conditions for development currently being planned in the Lakeview Nuevo
area referred to as the above-mentioned “The Villages of Lakeview.” The County project
would construct two new lanes to the south of the existing two-lane facility. The two
existing lanes would become the westbound lanes and the two new lanes would be the
eastbound lanes of Ramona Expressway. The new lanes would be constructed in
accordance with the design for the two outside eastbound lanes of MCP. The project
would include interchanges at Reservoir Avenue, Town Center Boulevard, and Park
Center Boulevard. Some of this construction could take place as part of the potential
phasing of the project as described in the Build Alternatives section. The majority of the
project would be funded by Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees
(TUMF).
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vi. High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes

On-ramps proposed by the project accommodate the option for HOV preferential lanes if
it is determined necessary in the future. The provision for future freeway to freeway HOV
direct connectors at 1-215/MCP is not provided in this project due to right of way and
railroad constraints. Additionally, 1-215 configuration does not provide provisions for
direct HOV connection from 1-215 to 1-215/SR-60; therefore, a through HOV lane is not
provided within Riverside County. There is no HOV lane construction as part of the
MCP, but design does not preclude future HOV lanes.

vii. Ramp Metering

The MCP project provides provisions for ramp metering facilities, including provisions for
loop detectors, enforcement areas, and connectors to 1-215. Final locations to be
provided will be determined during the final design phase.

viii. CHP Enforcement Areas
Areas for CHP enforcement are provided for at the local interchange on-ramps.

ix. Park and Ride and Maintenance Facilities

Park and Ride lots are not proposed as part of the MCP project. The use of Park and
Ride lots to support ridesharing and future HOV lanes is being coordinated. Park and
Ride lots adjacent to MCP are part of the District's Long Range Operations Plan. This
project will not include the construction of a Park and Ride lot because there are existing
and planned Park and Ride facilities in the MCP project area. These include the existing
Perris Multimodal Facility (PMF), the existing Mt San Jacinto College Park and Ride lot,
and the planned Perris Valley Line with stations in close proximity to MCP. The PMF
currently includes a park-and-ride facility, with 141 Park and Ride stalls, and serves as a
transit center for the Riverside Transit Agency, connecting seven transit lines. The Mt
San Jacinto College serves as a Park and Ride lot, with 26 Park and Ride stalls, and as
a transit transfer point, connecting four transit lines. Existing bus routes travel north-
south on the 1-215, Perris Boulevard, Evans Road, and SR-79 within the MCP area. In
the future, the MCP could be considered for an east-west bus route. The planned PVL
station at Cajalco Road and Harvill Avenue plans to include a Park and Ride lot. Based
on research of other Park and Ride lots, church sites appear to be amenable to allow
use of parking for Park and Ride. There are some potential locations for new Park and
Ride facilities in the area of the MCP project. In the Lakeview Nuevo area, 12,000 new
residential units are planned as part of a development project; it is reasonable to assume
a new church may be built in this area that could serve as a Park and Ride lot. Two other
potential Park and Ride locations are the Calvary Chapel Perris Valley on Barrett
Avenue and Nuevo Community Church on Nuevo Road both in the City of Perris. For a
map showing existing, planned and potential Park and Ride lots see G-11, Appendix G,
Park and Ride Locations.
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Maintenance facilities are not proposed as part of the MCP project but are being
coordinated. Two possible locations for maintenance facilities are near the -215/MCP
systems interchange and the SR-79/MCP systems interchange as discussed below.
Depending on the type and size of the maintenance facility, there are full parcel takes
that will have excess land and partial parcel takes that have additional land for purchase
that could become a maintenance facility. For a map showing potential Maintenance
Facility locations see G-11, Appendix G.

I-215 Area:

The project has three potential maintenance facility locations: (1) between Cajalco Road
Interchange northbound off-ramp and realigned frontage road, adjacent to Ramona
Expressway, with access from the frontage road. At this location, there are parcels that
are partial takes that have additional land that could be acquired for a maintenance
facility. (2) at the northeast side of the Placentia Avenue interchange, between the
northbound on-ramp and the realigned frontage road, with access from the frontage
road. At this location, there are parcels that are partial takes that have additional land
that could be acquired for a maintenance facility. (3) along Placentia Avenue, between
Barrett Avenue and Perris Boulevard, with access from either street. At this location,
there are full takes with approximately 7 acres excess land.

None of these areas have proposed developments.

SR-79 Area:

The project near the SR-79 could have a potential maintenance facility location within
the SR-79/MCP systems interchange in the northwest quadrant. At this location, there
are parcels that are partial takes for the MCP direct connectors, and a maintenance
facility could be located on approximately 6 acres of land in between the direct connector
structures or on additional acquired lands to the northwest. In addition, where RCTC
owns land south of the existing Sanderson Avenue and Ramona Expressway
intersection, there would be excess land of approximately 10 acres that could be utilized
for a maintenance facility.

x. Utility and Other Owner Involvement

Existing Utilities:

Existing utilities are located all along the project, primarily concentrated in the developed
areas along Ramona Expressway and Placentia Avenue. The utility types and their
owners are described in the Utility Information Sheets shown in Attachment |, Right of
Way Data Sheets. Ownership of the various utilities was determined by contacting each
known utility company operating within the project limits and requesting as-built records
of their facilities. An investigation into determining prior rights has not been performed for
this preliminary engineering phase. Affected utilities are located in the street R/W of local
county-owned and city-owned streets and have been assumed to have prior rights for
the preliminary engineering phase utility relocation cost estimates. Anticipated permit
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obligations consist of the State granting Joint Use or Consent to Common Use
Agreements with the existing utilities that cross the future State right of way.

Utility Impacts:

Construction of the project affects existing utilities as a result of R/W requirements,
conflicts between facilities, and structural impacts such as additional soil loads on
pipelines due to roadway embankments. Utilities located longitudinally in the proposed
MCP R/W will be relocated outside of the R/W. Subsurface utilities crossing the MCP
R/W will be relocated into steel casings across the R/W. Aerial lines will need to be
evaluated for vertical clearance requirements from the roadway, and their supporting
poles will be relocated to locations outside of the R/W. “Determination of Liability” will be
prepared during the final design phase and a more detailed engineering study will be
performed to identify the exact utility impacts.

There are also potentially a small number of permanent utility easements required in the
Perris Valley area and potentially a “utility corridor” in the San Jacinto Valley. These
locations are accounted for in the relocation estimate and Right of Way Data Sheets.
Otherwise, all utilities are relocated into public R/W. Final locations are to be determined
with each utility provider.

Table 5.F provides a summary of some of the more costly utilities and their potential
impacts.
Table 5.F:
Utility Impacts

Utility
Provider

Type of
Utility

Potential Impacts

Verizon

Telephone

Impacts consist of relocating conduits, cables, and aerial lines/poles outside
of the MCP right of way to avoid longitudinal encroachments. The utility poles
themselves may not be owned by Verizon. Conduits crossing the proposed
MCP R/W at new bridge locations will be relocated into the bridge structure
cells. Aerial crossings of the MCP R/W may require relocating poles outside
the R/W or installation of taller poles to meet vertical clearance requirements.
Protection in place may be required in areas where excavation will occur.

e Major relocations would include: Relocate 72” conduit outside the MCP
R/W along Ramona Expressway from Lakeview Avenue to N. Ramona
Boulevard in San Jacinto.

e Relocate 42” conduit outside of the MCP R/W near SR-79 in San
Jacinto.

Adelphia

Cable TV

Impacts consist of relocating conduits and aerial lines/poles outside of the
MCP R/W to avoid longitudinal encroachments. The utility poles themselves
may not be owned by Adelphia. Conduits crossing the proposed MCP R/W at
new bridge locations will be relocated into the bridge structure cells. Aerial
crossings of the MCP R/W may require relocating poles outside the R/W or
installation of taller poles to meet vertical clearance requirements. Protection
in place may be required in areas where excavation will occur.

Southern
California

Overhead
and

Impacts consist of relocating aerial and underground lines and poles outside
of the MCP R/W to avoid longitudinal encroachments. Aerial crossings of the
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Table 5.F:
Utility Impacts
Utility Type of .
Provider Utility Potential Impacts
Edison underground | MCP R/W may require relocating poles outside the R/W or installation of
electric lines | taller poles to meet vertical clearance requirements. Opportunities for
converting aerial lines to underground conduits and/or placing conduits into
new bridge structure cells may be available. Protection in place may be
required in areas where new construction will occur.
e  From Orange Street east, the power lines are within MCP R/W.
e A number of poles on N. Sanderson Avenue at the MCP/SR-79
interchange will need to be relocated.
The Gas Natural gas Impacts consist of relocating pipelines outside of the MCP R/W to avoid
Company lines, longitudinal encroachments and relocating pipelines into jacked steel casings
pressure across the MCP R/W at perpendicular crossings. Protection in place may be
reducing required in areas where excavation will occur.
station e Relocate 24” High Pressure line into jacked steel casing across the
proposed MCP R/W. Located east of Martin Street crossing Ramona
Expressway in San Jacinto.
e Relocate 16” High Pressure line into jacked steel casing across the
proposed MCP R/W. Located east of Martin Street crossing Ramona
Expressway in San Jacinto.
e Relocate 8” High Pressure line longitudinally outside of the MCP R/W
from Martin Street east to west of Warren Road in San Jacinto.
e Relocate 4”-6” gas line within MCP R/W from the San Jacinto River to
Orange Street.
e Relocate 36” line outside of the MCP R/W at the Reservoir Avenue
interchange from Lakeview Avenue to Davis Road in San Jacinto.
e Relocate 36” line into jacked steel casing across the proposed MCP
R/W at Davis Road/Hansen Avenue in San Jacinto.
e Relocate 8” line outside of the MCP R/W from west of Warren Road
through the Warren Road interchange.
Eastern Potable Impacts consist of relocating pipelines outside of the MCP R/W to avoid
Municipal water, longitudinal encroachments and relocating pipelines into jacked steel casings
Water sanitary across the MCP R/W at perpendicular crossings. Protection in place may be
District sewer required in areas where excavation will occur.
e Major relocations would include: 1-215 widening causes a 38” water
pipe extension and casing, along with a pump station relocation at
Morgan Street and Nevada Avenue intersection.
¢ Relocate well and pump station from MCP R/W on Perris Boulevard
south of Placentia Avenue.
e Relocate 12” water line into 24” casing through Placentia Avenue
Bridge.
¢ Relocate water line of unknown size within MCP R/W on Reservoir
Avenue.
e  Sewer on Placentia Avenue cut off by MCP in cut condition which will
require a lift station.
e  Sewer on Redlands Avenue cut off by MCP in cut condition requiring a
lift station.
e 24" sewer conflict with Evan Road interchange.
Relocate recycled water pump station from MCP R/W at Bridge Street
in San Jacinto.
e  Relocate 42" recycled water line from MCP R/W at Warren Road.
Metropolitan | Water The MCP, at various locations, will be located adjacent to and also cross
Water Supply Metropolitan pipelines along the alignment. The MCP would cross the
District of Aqueduct Colorado River Agueduct (CRA) in three places, and run roughly parallel to it
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Table 5.F:
Utility Impacts

Utility Type of

Provider Utility Potential Impacts

Southern Pipe Lines in other locations. The three crossings are located just east of Lake Perris,
California at Warren Road, and at the interchange with SR-79. In areas where the MCP
is running roughly parallel to the CRA, the design would incorporate elements
to ensure that settlement from the roadway embankments is either minimized
or avoided. At the crossing locations, two designs would be utilized. Where
the roadway facilities are near ground level, a protective slab would be built
over the CRA, and the roadway would then be placed on a small fill above
the slab. This would minimize the potential for settlement or other impacts to
the CRA. Where the roadway facilities are substantially above ground level,
structures would be built to carry the roadway facilities over the CRA. This
would occur at Warren Road and with the connectors at the interchange with
SR-79. These structures would have a minimal vertical clearance of 22 ft
above ground at the CRA, as requested by Metropolitan for maintenance
purposes. Columns for the elevated structures would be outside
Metropolitan’s right of way for the CRA, and the designs of these structures
would be such that settlement or other impacts to the CRA would be
minimized or avoided

xi. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

Installation of ITS infrastructure will be considered for the project. A fiber optic
communication system may be used for the transmission of video and data from field
elements to the Transportation Management Center (TMC). Other infrastructure may
include vehicle detection stations (VDS) for the collection of speed and volume data;
changeable message signs (CMS) to convey traveler information to motorists; and
closed circuit television (CCTV) cameras to enable the TMC to assess traffic incidents,
construction closures, major events, and provide traveler information. Final locations of
the ITS elements will be determined during the final design phase.

xii. Railroad Involvement

The project crosses railroad lines west of 1-215. The railroad lines are owned by RCTC
in fee so no further easements are necessary. They are operated by BNSF, which holds
a license from RCTC. The transverse crossings will be expanded at existing crossings at
Cajalco Road and Placentia Avenue. No new fee R/W is anticipated from the existing
railroad R/W and no new railroad alignment is anticipated. Early railroad notification is
anticipated due to the lengthy notification and approval process typically encountered
with railroad crossing approvals. Temporary Construction Easements (TCEs) are
possible at these locations. Construction and Maintenance (C&M) agreements are also
anticipated. A California Public Utility Commission Application (CPUC) will need to be
submitted to the CPUC for approval. The type of application has yet to be determined.
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xiii. Highway Planting

The project will include landscaping for unpaved areas within the MCP R/W, affected
R/W of 1-215 and SR-79, and any affected existing landscaping within the MCP area of
potential effect. Landscaping will focus on native plant species, particularly in areas
adjacent to undeveloped land and reserve areas with native plant species. The roadside
within the project limits is generally classified as “natural” vegetation, with the exception
of the existing 1-215. The entire MCP corridor, including 1-215 and SR-79, is considered
to be in an urban area that will provide for “Highway Planting.” The graded areas
between the edge of shoulder and the cut/fill (daylight/catch point) line and at all Best
Management Practice (BMP) basins are assumed to have highway planting that will
include plant species consistent with adjacent vegetation and trees and shrubs that will
enhance the visual character of the corridor while also being noninvasive. Plant pallets
and materials will include those that are native, drought-resistant, shadow- and shade-
resistant, noninvasive, and offer soil erosion control. All highway planting plans should
be prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect. All highway planting within the state
right-of-way should be reviewed and approved during the final design phase by the
District Landscape Architect.

xiv. Erosion Control, Runoff Management, Water Quality Best Management
Practices (BMPs)

Permanent erosion control measures will be incorporated into the project for the
proposed side slopes to help stabilize the slopes, minimize catch basin siltation, and
prevent storm water pollution. During final design, slowing velocities via landform
grading will be evaluated and applied in accordance with Caltrans’ design standards.
The erosion control plan will be reviewed and approved during the final design phase by
a licensed Landscape Architect.

Design Pollution Prevention BMPs are permanent measures that are used to reduce
erosion after construction is complete. Design Pollution Prevention BMPs applicable to
the project include measures that minimize impacts to downstream drainage systems,
slope surface protection, concentration flow conveyance systems, and preservation of
existing vegetation. These BMPs will be implemented on the project to reduce storm
water impacts. The Storm Water Data Report (September 2014) includes BMPs in a
conceptual plan for the project. Thirty-six BMPs are proposed for this project in the
conceptual BMP plans included in the Storm Water Data Report and shown in F- 1 to F-
23, Attachment F, Layout Plans).

Biofiltration swales (bioswales) are vegetated channels that convey storm water and
remove pollutants by filtration through the grass, sedimentation, absorption to soil
particles, and infiltration through the soil. Bioswales are effective at removing debris and
solid particles, although only some removal of dissolved constituents is achieved.
Bioswales will be incorporated into the project wherever feasible. Two bioswales are
proposed for this project as shown in the conceptual plans that are included in the Storm
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Water Data Report. The two bioswales are located at the 1-215 / Cajalco Road
interchange and at the MCP and Ramona Expressway / Antelope Road interchange.

Infiltration basins are designed to remove pollutants by capturing storm water runoff and
infiltrating it to the soil, instead of discharging it into receiving waters. Infiltration basins
remove a wider range of pollutants than detention basins. Pollutants removed by
infiltration basins include total suspended solids, nutrients, pesticides, particulate metals,
dissolved metals, pathogens, litter, biochemical oxygen demand, and total dissolved
solids (TDS). Table 5.G lists the number of bioswales and infiltration basins proposed for
this project.

Table 5.G:
Quantities of Potential BMPs to be Implemented in the Project Area

Bioswales | Infiltration Basins
2 36

All proposed locations for bioswales and infiliration basins have been identified.
Additional field studies will need to be conducted to determine if sites are suitable for
these BMPs during the final design phase.

xv. Noise Barriers

For proposed noise barriers on private property, Caltrans requires that 100 percent of
the property owners adjacent to that noise barrier approve the installation of that noise
barrier at that location. For noise barriers on/along State right of way, Caltrans’ Traffic
Noise Analysis Protocol states that if 50 percent or more of the adjacent property owners
deny the installation of that noise barrier at that location, then it is not considered
reasonable. In accordance with Caltrans procedures, RCTC sent letters in January 2014
by certified mail to each property owner adjacent to a proposed noise barrier for
Alternative 9 Modified (Preferred Alternative) to survey the owners on whether they
would approve or disapprove of the noise barriers at the locations at or adjacent to their
properties. Each letter included a noise barrier survey letter and survey form, a map
showing the location of the noise barrier being considered specific to the individual
property, and a postage paid return envelope. For the noise barriers proposed on private
property (NB-5, NB-50, NB-43, and NB-44), responses in support of the noise barriers
were less than 100 percent. Similarly, for the noise barriers that would be located on
future State right of way, less than 50 percent of the adjacent property owners support
the proposed noise barriers. Therefore, it was not possible to reach a conclusion on
whether the noise barriers were reasonable under the “Viewpoints of Benefited
Receptors” requirements in Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. However, as Lead
Agency under CEQA, RCTC will carry the feasible and reasonable noise barriers
forward into final design for the preferred alternative and will continue to work with
adjacent property owners to assess their support for those noise barriers.
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xvi. Non-Motorized and Pedestrian Features

Where feasible, the project will provide pedestrian crossings of the MCP facility in
locations where local streets will cross the MCP facility. The sidewalks will comply with
ADA requirements and the latest HDM standards during final design. Type D detector
loops will be considered per Assembly Bill 1581. Type D is required at limit lines for the
purpose of limit line bicycle/motorcycle detection.

Cross slopes for pedestrian crossings would be flatter than the maximum allowable
cross slope per Caltrans and ADA standards, with the exception of some existing
conditions. Lighting standards, electrical cabinets, fire hydrants, signs, and other fixed
objects would be located per HDM 309.1 Horizontal Clearances for Highways.
Temporary access for pedestrians, individuals with disabilities, and bicyclists will be
considered during construction stages. Lighting will be considered in areas that are not
within reserves or environmentally sensitive areas. In addition, existing and planned bike
routes and trails are being considered in the design of the MCP project and provisions
are being made so that bike routes and trails can use the planned overcrossing bridges
and undercrossings to cross the MCP facility where existing and/or planned features
exist. The Riverside County General Plan calls for a combination trail (Regional/Class 1
Bike Path) along the San Jacinto River south of Ramona Expressway, and along Cajalco
Road west of 1-215. The City of Perris is preparing a Trails Master Plan to identify
existing and future needs for bikeway and trail users. The existing Placentia Avenue
overcrossing and overhead structures have designated equestrian trails on the south
sides of the bridges. Both of these bridges are being widened as part of the project and
the widened structures will also include an equestrian crossing similar to the existing
crossing on the south side of the widened structures.

xvii. Needed Roadway Rehabilitation and Upgrading

In the next phase of design, any proposed modifications to existing 1-215 and SR-79 will
be coordinated with Caltrans to review the status of rehabilitation of these existing
facilities.

xviii. Needed Structure Rehabilitation and Upgrading

In the next phase of design, any proposed modifications to existing structures on 1-215
and SR-79 will be coordinated with Caltrans to review the status of rehabilitation and
retrofitting of these existing structures.

xix. Cost Estimate

The project cost estimate was prepared using the Caltrans Project Cost Estimate
Summary sheets. These summary sheets provide the cost breakdown and are
presented in H-1 to H-8 in Attachment H, Cost Estimates, of this document. The cost
estimates for the bridges can be found in the Advance Planning Study (APS) General
Plan sheets included in H-B-1 to H-B-48, Attachment H. The list of the bridges and a key
map showing their locations are provided in H-9 and H-10, respectively, Attachment H.
APS General Plans for the following three bridge undercrossing locations on SR-79 were
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not prepared and are being deferred until the Plans, Specifications and Estimates
(PS&E) phase: Ramona Expressway, MCP Extension and Record Road. The cost
estimates for these three bridges are based on a bridge square footage cost in lieu of
the APS cost estimates and are included in the total project cost estimate in Table 5.H
below. The minimum vertical clearance requirements for these bridges have been met.

The cost estimate provided is for the project. Table 5.H summarizes the project costs,
including construction (roadway and structure), right-of-way, and support costs.

Table 5.H:
Cost Summary
Cost ltem Cost (in $B)
Roadway $0.587
Structure $0.526
Subtotal Construction $1.113
Right-of-Way $0.237
TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY COST $1.350
PR/ED Support $0.045
PS&E Support $0.167
Right-of-Way Support $0.014
Construction Support $0.156
TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT COST $ 0.382
TOTAL PROJECT COST $1.732B

xx. Right of Way Data

New R/W acquisitions and utility easements will be required for the project. R/W
acquisitions include partial takes and full takes. Permanent easements including utility
easements and public lands (local, state, federal government, and public agency
properties) are included in the estimate within the R/W footprint.

Total R/W cost include all identified R/W acquisitions, relocation expenses, demolition
costs, SB-1210 appraisal costs, condemnation, and title and escrow fees. These costs
are listed in the project Right of Way Data Sheet presented in Attachment | (November
2014).

xxi. Effect of Special Funded Proposal on State Highway

The Mid County Parkway is not currently a State Highway, but RCTC proposes to
recommend this facility for adoption as a new State Route alignment. Any impacts the
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proposed MCP facility would have on existing State Highways [-215 and SR-79 will be
adequately mitigated by the MCP project. The project assumes and includes mitigation
for a “no project” condition on the I-215 and SR-79.

B. Rejected Alternatives
i. Alternatives considered and withdrawn from further study

Seven alternatives were evaluated and eliminated from further study during the
alternatives refinement process and response to concerns on the Draft EIR/EIS
circulated in October 2008.

During the Value Analysis (VA) process, it became apparent that the alternative
alignments near the dams at Lake Perris (Perris Dam) and Lake Mathews (Lake
Mathews Dam) may be substantially constrained by engineering considerations
associated with those dams. Section 6.B provides additional information about the VA
process and steps undertaken to develop and refine alternatives. The additional
alternatives considered in the development of this report but withdrawn from further
consideration as a result of the VA process include Build Alternative 2 and Alternative 3,
previously named Alternative 1B in the Tier 1 HCLE studies and named Alternative 2:
Offsite Alternative — North of Lake Mathews in the PSR (December 2004).

To address the concerns in response to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS for a 32-mile
MCP facility, in spring 2009, RCTC as the lead agency under CEQA, FHWA as the lead
agency under NEPA, in cooperation with Caltrans, developed an approach for
completing the EIR/EIS process for the project that would refine the project purpose
statement and project alternatives to focus on the transportation needs from 1-215 to SR-
79. Therefore, the additional alternatives considered but withdrawn in response to these
concerns include Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9.

Table 5.1 identifies and describes the alternatives withdrawn and provides a summary of
the decisions to remove these alternatives from further study.

Table 5.1:
Summary of Alternatives Withdrawn from Further Study
Alternative Description Comment
2 Provide a six- to eight-lane controlled- This alternative was eliminated
North Lake | access facility north of Lake Mathews due to engineering safety
Mathews/ and a north alignment through city of concerns regarding proximity to
North Perris | Perris near Perris Lake the Lake Perris Dam, and
Alternative Metropolitan facilities including
Lake Mathews Dam, as stated in
letters from Metropolitan dated
May 13, 2005, and DWR dated
August 19, 2005.
3 Provide a six- to eight-lane controlled- This alternative was eliminated
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Table 5.1:
Summary of Alternatives Withdrawn from Further Study
Alternative Description Comment
North Lake | access facility north of Lake Mathews due to engineering safety
Mathews/ and a south alignment through city of concerns regarding proximity to
South Perris | Perris near Perris Lake Metropolitan facilities including
Alternative Lake Mathews Dam, as stated in
a letter from Metropolitan dated
May 13, 2005.
4 Provide a six- to eight-lane controlled- This alternative was eliminated
South Lake | access parkway located south of Lake in 2009 to address the concerns
Mathews/ Mathews that follows a northern identified in public comments on
North Perris | alignment through the City of Perris, the Draft EIR/EIS and to focus
(Drain) adjacent to the Perris Drain transportation funding where the
Alternative need is the greatest, between I-
215 and SR-79.
5 Provide a six- to eight-lane controlled- This alternative was eliminated
South Lake | access parkway located south of Lake in 2009 to address the concerns
Mathews/ Mathews that follows a southern identified in public comments on
South Perris | alignment through the City of Perris the Draft EIR/EIS and to focus
(Rider Street) | along Rider Street transportation funding where the
Alternative need is the greatest, between I-
215 and SR-79.
6 Implementation of General Plan This alternative was eliminated
General Circulation Element improvements in 2009 to address the concerns
Plan/North | between I-15 and El Sobrante Road and | identified in public comments on
Perris (Drain) | a new six- to eight-lane controlled- the Draft EIR/EIS and to focus
Alternative | access parkway east of El Sobrante transportation funding where the
Road to SR-79. Includes a four-lane need is the greatest, between I-
urban arterial north of Lake Mathews, a | 215 and SR-79.
four-lane controlled-access expressway
south of Lake Mathews, west of El
Sobrante Road, and a six- to eight-lane
controlled-access parkway east of El
Sobrante Road. Alternative 6 follows a
northern alignment through the City of
Perris.
7 Implementation of General Plan This alternative was eliminated
General Circulation Element improvements in 2009 to address the concerns
Plan/South | between I-15 and El Sobrante Road and | identified in public comments on
Perris a new six- to eight-lane controlled- the Draft EIR/EIS and to focus
Alternative | access parkway east of El Sobrante transportation funding where the

Road to SR-79. Includes a four-lane
urban arterial north of Lake Mathews, a
four-lane controlled-access expressway
south of Lake Mathews, west of El
Sobrante Road, and a six- to eight-lane
controlled-access parkway east of El
Sobrante Road. Alternative 6 follows a

need is the greatest, between
[-215 and SR-79.
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Table 5.1:
Summary of Alternatives Withdrawn from Further Study
Alternative Description Comment
southern alignment through the City of
Perris along Rider Street.
9 Provide a four- to six-lane controlled- This alternative was eliminated
Far South/ | access parkway south of both Lake in 2009 to address the concerns
Placentia Mathews and Mead Valley and a six- to | identified in public comments on
Avenue eight-lane controlled-access parkway the Draft EIR/EIS and to focus
Alternative | between Old Elsinore Road and |-215 transportation funding where the
and a six- to eight-lane controlled-access | need is the greatest, between
parkway between [-215 and SR-79. I-215 and SR-79.

ii. Rejected Environmental Site Avoidance Design Variations
No alternatives or design variations have been rejected due to environmental concerns.

6. CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRING DISCUSSION
A. Hazardous Waste

A Hazardous Waste Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was prepared for the project (LSA,
July 2011) to determine whether construction of the proposed project could be affected
by any recorded or visible hazardous waste problems and to recommend any additional
work that may be needed. Releases of hazardous substances occurred in the vicinity of
the project.

Historically, groundwater in the vicinity has been encountered between 20 and 350 feet
below ground surface (bgs).” Six hazardous spill incidents have been recorded as
occurring within the project footprint; these consist of five geocoded sites and one non-
geocoded site.® None of the spill and/or release cases within the project footprint has
affected area groundwater and/or is currently within remediation. Three leaking
underground storage tank (LUST) sites have affected groundwater in the vicinity and are
currently undergoing various stages of remediation. They are identified as Nandina
Liquor store-Texaco gas station, Nuevo AM/PM, and U.S. Army Camp Haan (Former)
Site Y. March Air Reserve Base (MARB) has also been identified as a source of
extensive groundwater contamination and a National Priorities List site and is
undergoing remediation. Due to the proximity of these sites to the project R/W, and as
dewatering may occur during construction of the proposed project, these sites are likely
to pose a concern during construction of the proposed project.

Based on the governmental records database search, site survey, and aerial photograph
review, several measures are recommended, which apply the project. A Site

Water Quality Assessment Report for Mid County Parkway. August 2011.

Non-geocoded sites are sites where missing or inaccurate information has been provided by the
reporting agency or where insufficient information prevents the proper placement of a site on a
given map.
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Investigation (SI) will be conducted for hazardous materials sites identified in the ISA
that are within the right of way of the project.

Prior to construction, prepare a site-specific Health and Safety Plan consistent with
Caltrans requirements.

Sls for any automotive or industrial uses will be coordinated with the Riverside
County Department of Environmental Health (RCDEH). Sls for any clandestine drug
lab locations will be coordinated with the RCDEH, Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC), and law enforcement agencies.

Soil sampling will be conducted for aerially deposited lead (ADL) in unpaved
locations adjacent to existing highway right of way within the project limits, if not
previously tested.

A certified consultant will conduct asbestos, lead-based paint (LBP), and
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) surveys of building structures that will be renovated
or demolished as part of the proposed project.

Utility pole-mounted transformers within the project area will be inspected for leaks.

Unless documentation from the utility company indicates that creosote was not used,
all wooden utility poles that are to be removed or relocated as part of the proposed
project as well as those soils located at the bases of these utility poles will be
handled for treated wood waste in accordance with Caltrans SSP 14-11.09 “Treated
Wood Waste” during PS&E or prior to construction.

Notify and ensure that utility owners mark the locations of underground transmission
lines and facilities; call the Underground Service Alert of Southern California at 811
at least 2 working days prior to subsurface excavation.

Any yellow traffic striping and pavement-marking material will be tested and removed
in accordance with Caltrans Standard Special Provisions.

Prior to construction, determine whether removal of groundwater will be required
during construction of the project. Any dewatering will require coordination with the
Riverside County Department of Environmental Health, the DTSC regarding removal
and disposal of groundwater, and the Department of Defense. The RCTC Project
Engineer will provide the RCTC Resident Engineer and the Construction Contractor
with the Waste Discharge Identification Number or a copy of an individual permit (as
applicable) issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) prior to
construction. During all disturbance, excavation, and drilling requiring groundwater
dewatering, the RCTC Resident Engineer will require the Construction Contractor to
collect any extracted groundwater and dispose of that water consistent with the
requirements of the Waste Discharge Identification Number or the individual RWQCB
permit.

Soils adjacent to the BNSF railroad tracks that will be disturbed during construction
of the project will be sampled for petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, and solvents at a
minimum to determine whether they require special handling and disposal.
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e Soil sampling for pesticides in former or current agricultural properties will be
conducted where soil has not been disturbed (through grading, etc.) if these areas
will be disturbed by the project.

e Any demolition or renovation of a structure requires notification and submittal of fees
to the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) at least 10 days prior
to proceeding with the demolition work (refer to SCAQMD Rule 1403). Contractors
will adhere to the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1403 during renovation/demolition
activities.

e |f suspect hazardous waste or underground tanks are encountered during
construction, the contractor will stop work and follow the procedures in Caltrans
Unknown Hazards Procedures for Construction.

Details of these recommendations are available in the ISA.

During preparation of the ISA for the project, RCTC requested that Preliminary Site
Investigations (PSls) be completed after the environmental studies stage. The basis for
this request is that there is a long lead time for a project of this scale; thus, any PSls
conducted now may be outdated by the time the PS&E phase commences. Caltrans
accepted this approach and approved the ISA in July 2011. Consistent with the
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) requirements, RCTC will update the
approved ISA no later than 180 days prior to property acquisition to ensure no additional
Recognized Environmental Concerns (REC) are present.

B. Value Analysis and Original Build Alternatives Refinement Process

Since the Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation (NOI/NOP) was issued, Caltrans
conducted a total of four Value Analysis (VA) Studies in 2004-2006, on the original
project, to determine whether there were additional alignment refinements that could
more effectively and efficiently meet the project Purpose and Need. As a result of the VA
Study, new information became available with regard to the practicability of some of the
alternative alignments, as well as opportunities to further avoid or minimize adverse
environmental impacts to existing habitat reserves, Section 404 and Section 4(f)
resources, and existing communities.

In addition, during this same period, the MCP engineering and environmental project
team conducted engineering studies, environmental studies, fieldwork, public scoping
meetings, and traffic modeling for the MCP. Based on these studies and results from the
VA Studies, the Small Working Group (SWG) considered and approved the refined set
of alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EIR/ Draft EIS in 2008, later to be modified,
approved and evaluated in the RDEIR/SDEIS in 2013. As described earlier in Section
5.B, the revised suite of alternatives eliminated two alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3)
that included a facility north of Lake Mathews and rerouted a segment of Alternatives 4
and 6 away from the Perris Dam due to engineering feasibility issues. The approved
revised suite of alternatives also renumbered Alternative 8 to Alternative 1B (No
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Action/No Project General Plan Circulation Element conditions) and added Alternative 9,
the Far South Alternative. In 2009, the original project limits were modified to focus on
the transportation needs from [-215 to SR-79. Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9 were
eliminated from further consideration based on the comments on the 2008 Draft
EIR/EIS. In June 2009, RCTC took action to Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 to create a modified
version referred to as Alternative 4 Modified, Alternative 5 Modified, and Alternative 9
Modified focusing on a 16-mile MCP project from 1-215 to SR-79. Specific considerations
in the alternatives refinement process are discussed below.

i. Value Analysis Study Results and Constraints Considered

This Project Report is the final version of the Revised Draft Project Report signed in
January 2013 for the modified 16-mile Mid County Parkway project that supported the
RDEIR/SDEIS released in 2013. The Revised Draft Project Report and RDEIR/SDEIS
are the revised version of the original Draft Project Report signed in October 2008 for a
32-mile Mid County Parkway that supported the DEIR/DEIS released in 2008.

The VA Studies for the MCP alternatives were conducted by Caltrans District 8 as part of
the original Draft Project Report and DEIR/DEIS process (2005 to 2008). The VA Study
objectives were to identify alternatives that would maintain or improve MCP
performance, reduce costs if possible, and minimize impacts to local agency land use
plans, including local circulation access. The MCP VA mainline study complemented
earlier VA studies that focused on the configuration of the MCP connections at SR-79,
[-215, and I-15.

The VA Study process resulted in the generation of multiple alternative alignments that
were presented to Caltrans, RCTC, the Cities, the County, and the SWG for
consideration. Some of these alternative alignments offered advantages with regard to
transportation and safety concerns, as well as the avoidance and/or minimization of
impacts to the natural and built environments. Some of the specific resources and
constraints that were addressed through the VA process and led to refinement of
alternatives included the following.

Engineering Constraints (Dams). Two of the initial alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3)
included a facility north of Lake Mathews in close proximity to Lake Mathews Dam, and
three of the initial alternatives (Alternatives 2, 4, and 6) included a facility along the
existing Ramona Expressway in close proximity to Perris Dam. Lake Mathews Dam is
owned and operated by Metropolitan and the Perris Dam is owned and operated by the
State Department of Water Resources, with Metropolitan as the principal user of water
from Lake Perris. For the alternatives in close proximity to Lake Mathews Dam and Lake
Perris Dam, the VA team determined that it was prudent to consider other alternatives
that would fully avoid close proximity to the dams given the engineering and safety
constraints related to the two dams as described below.
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The Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety and Dams, regulates the safety
and integrity of dams in California. There are several constraints in the area adjacent to
Perris Dam including Metropolitan facilities (pipeline, tunnels, and power plant) and
Department of Water Resources (DWR) emergency facilities. The VA team developed a
revised alignment for Alternatives 2, 4, and 6 to avoid the area adjacent to Perris Dam
that also attempted to minimize community impacts in the City of Perris. The alignment
proposed by the VA team extends west from Antelope Road, west along the South
Perris alignment to the Perris Drain, north past Evans Road and parallel to and west of
the Perris Drain, then turns west and joins the North Perris alignment before Perris
Boulevard (at Perry Street). The advantages of this alignment include full avoidance of
Perris Dam; however, one disadvantage is that it would require flood control
improvements as part of the MCP to locate the facility outside the Perris Drain floodway
or placing the facility on a structure to avoid impacts to the floodway. Consultation with
the Riverside County Flood Control District (RCFCD) regarding the feasibility of a flood
control project, resulted in the decision to study constructing the alternative on an
elevated structure (such as a viaduct) to avoid the floodway.

Preceding and concurrent with the VA process, RCTC and the MCP project team
consulted with the Metropolitan engineering staff and the State. The discussions focused
on safety issues with regard to excavation, construction activities, and ultimate operation
of a major transportation facility in proximity to the major dam structure, Perris Dam. In a
letter dated May 13, 2005 (see J-1 to J-3 in Attachment J, Agency Letters), Metropolitan
specified that excavation for the MCP facility could not take place within 1,000 feet of the
Lake Mathews Dam abutment (Lake Mathews Dike No. 1). In letters dated June 8, 2005,
and August 19, 2005 (see Figures J-4 and J-5 in Attachment J, Agency Letters), DWR
expressed similar concerns regarding the potential impacts of a major transportation
facility adjacent to Perris Dam, with specific concerns regarding the recent DWR seismic
stability analysis, adjacent wildlife areas, and the need to maintain access to emergency
outlet structures and a seepage collection system at the base of the dam. DWR
requested that RCTC not move forward with the North Perris alignment in this location
due to impacts to existing facilities and the need to maintain R/W for possible repair
operations.

Given the discussed engineering and safety constraints, Alternatives 2 and 3 were
removed from further consideration due to proximity to Lake Mathews Dam and
Alternatives 4 and 6 were revised to be located away from the Perris Dam.

Local Traffic Circulation. The VA team evaluated the need to maintain parallel west-
east access through the study area to accommodate local west-east traffic movement,
especially through the Mead Valley area. The specific traffic concern identified by the VA
Team was that Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7, parkway alternatives on Cajalco Road, would
eliminate a major west-east thoroughfare for local traffic in Mead Valley. Although the
County of Riverside Transportation staff identified long-term opportunities for the
development of parallel access as provided for in the General Plan Circulation Element,

Page 86 of 123



08 - RIV - MCP - PM 0.0/16.3
08 - RIV - 215 - PM 28.0/34.3

the VA team also considered this concern in the development of other possible MCP
alternatives. This discussion supported adding an alternative that did not eliminate
Cajalco Road. Alternative 9 was added to the suite of alternatives. Alternative 9 was
located approximately two miles south of Cajalco Road; therefore, existing Cajalco Road
would remain in place and could continue to accommodate local west-east traffic
movement.

Other constraints considered in the Area East of Warren Road to SR-79. The
original alignment located the MCP alignment just north of the existing Ramona
Expressway. Through the VA process, a second alignment was proposed in this area
where the MCP to SR-79 alignment parallels the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) and is
located between Ramona Expressway and adjacent to the CRA. This design variation
alignment was proposed to better fit with planned land uses as designated in the City of
San Jacinto General Plan, optimize the interchange configuration at SR-79, and move
the alignment farther from the San Jacinto River and floodplain. This variation became
part of the main alternative alignment and the original alignment in this area became the
design variation for this area (San Jacinto North Design Variation).

ii. Other Alternatives Refinement

Reorganization of the No Project/No Action Alternatives. As a result of discussions
with the SWG, the No Build Alternative 8 was renumbered to Alternative 1B and No
Build Alternative 1 renumbered to 1A. The SWG identified two No Project/No Action
Alternatives as described in the November 2004 NOI and NOP. Alternative 1 was
represented by projected 2035 traffic on the planned street network with the exception of
Cajalco Road and the Ramona Expressway, which would remain as they exist today.®
Alternative 8 was described as full implementation of the County’s General Plan
Circulation Element street network, including the planned improvements to Cajalco Road
and the Ramona Expressway. Both these alternatives are considered “No Action”
alternatives for RCTC, FHWA, and Caltrans as they reflect conditions that would occur
without the MCP. Therefore, to clarify the status of these alternatives as No Action
alternatives, they were renumbered as Alternatives 1A and 1B and titled “No Action/No
Project—Existing Ground Conditions” and “No Action/No Project—General Plan
Circulation Element Conditions,” respectively, as follows:

e Alternative 1A (originally Alternative 1): No Project/No Action—Existing Ground
Conditions

Alternative 1A is the CEQA No Project Alternative comparing the proposed MCP
project to existing conditions (“plan to ground” comparison) and 2040 traffic on

9

The planned street network includes improvements in the 2003 Riverside County General Plan,
Circulation Element.
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the planned street network except for Ramona Expressway, which would remain
as it exists today.

e Alternative 1B (originally Alternative 8): No Project/No Action—General Plan
Circulation Element Conditions

Alternative 1B is the NEPA No Action Alternative including foreseeable future
actions and 2040 traffic on the planned street network according to the
Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan.

As a result, there is no Alternative 8 under consideration for this project and the No Build
Alternatives are listed as Alternatives 1A and 1B, as discussed above.

C. Resource Conservation

Features proposed affecting energy requirements and energy use efficiencies for various
stages of construction, operation and maintenance include the construction techniques
and design features. Existing fill slopes will be left in place wherever possible.

Measures proposed to minimize the consumption, destruction and disposal of
nonrenewable resources include recycling of pavement and salvaging existing materials.
Pavement recycling will be considered and specified in the project’s Special Provisions
where applicable. The contractor will have the option of recycling the existing asphalt
concrete (AC) pavement for use on the project or stockpiling the removed AC for future
use as a base material. If economically available and feasible, the contractor will have
the option to utilize State-owned salvaged AC materials. In addition, items such as
guardrails, light standards, and signs will be salvaged or relocated wherever possible.

D. Right of Way Issues

Right of way acquisition costs account for approximately 14% of the total project costs.
R/W impacts for the project are as follows: (1) outdoor advertisement signs, (2) dairies,
(3) gas stations, (4) retail improvements, (5) utility substations, (6) sod farms, (7) single-
family residences (SFRs), (8) mobile homes, (9) proposed residential tract development,
and (10) industrial/manufacturing facilities.

Right of way spreadsheets for the build alternative detailing individual parcels have been
submitted to Caltrans Right of Way staff for internal review and are not a part of this
report due to the confidentiality of the information submitted.
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Table 6.A:
Number of Parcels Affected by Project
Alt 9 Modified
LU with SJRB DV
Number of Partial Acquisition (Fee) 239
Number of “Full Takes” (Fee) 199
Number of Anticipated Permanent _

Right of way Data Sheets for the project are provided in Attachment |. A Final Relocation
Impact Report (FRIR) was prepared for this project. Proposed R/W impacts are both full
and partial parcel acquisitions. Relocations will be required for the project.

i. Right of Way Required

As noted above, various property types are affected by the project outlined in more detalil
in the Right of Way Data Sheets. Depending on the complexity and size, the R/W
impacts are influenced and at times subordinate to the impacts from environmental and
engineering design demands. Potential R/W cost impacts were considered for the
project along with potential damage mitigation. Measures such as shifting the R/W line
or adding retaining and sound walls were suggested to mitigate damages and impacts.
These suggestions were considered in close cooperation with the engineering and
environmental teams. Significant R/W cost impacts were examined for proposed new
construction of improvements that would severely affect the project budget or community
agencies. These included regional and national distribution warehouses, major housing
developments, and commercial and industrial work centers. Attempts are made for
avoidance of existing and proposed public facilities such as schools, parks, public safety,
service facilities, and environmentally sensitive areas. Utility impacts have similar
scrutiny.

ii. Relocation Impact Studies

A Draft Relocation Impact Report (DRIR; December 2011) was prepared for all the build
alternatives to determine potential property acquisitions. The DRIR covered a wide area
due to the size of the project and examined the current and future impacts of the project
related to relocation of residential, commercial, and industrial uses. An updated Final
Relocation Impact Report was prepared in November 2014 for the project. Below is a
summary table of the number of potential full acquisitions for the project. As shown in
Table 6.B, while the project would result in acquisitions, due to the rapid growth of the
areas and availability of vacant land and existing relocation facilities, it was determined
that there was an adequate supply of relocation stock available to handle the
displacements without going outside of the communities or constructing new housing.
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Table 6.B:
Project Full Parcel Acquisitions

A Alternative 9 Modified
Full Parcel Acquisitions with SJRB DV
Residential acquisitions 99
Nonresidential acquisitions 100
Total Full Acquisitions 199

Source: Final Relocation Impact Report, November 2014.

iii. Airspace Lease Areas

Based upon the preliminary nature of the design, there does not appear to be any
significant potential for future airspace leases at this time. Once the project is completed,
the project agency and its engineering, environmental, R/W, and traffic safety teams will
review any potential excess land for possible airspace leases. Typically, airspace
projects are constructed in more dense urban areas with little available vacant land for
development. Airspace leases are driven by a lack of alternative sites outside of the
project area. The rural portions of the transportation project generally have demands that
are tied to potential cell site or communication facilities, or even traveler services or rest
stops. These are limited many times by the lack of available utilities or service roads.
The majority of the project traverses through rural areas except for the west portion of
the project through the City of Perris. Land values along the project corridor are not high
and there are sufficient undeveloped areas for private enterprise to acquire airspace
lease from adjacent properties along the project corridor. The March Air Reserve Base
(MARB) is located approximately 2.5 miles north of the MCP project. The MARB is
currently the home to the Air Force Reserve Command’s 4" Air Force Headquarters and
the host to the 452d Air Mobility Wing. The MARB is also home to units from the Army
Reserve, Navy Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve and the California Air National Guard.
The status of the MARB should be reviewed at time of right of way purchase to make
sure the use at the facility does not change conclusions on air space leases.

E. Environmental Issues

The Final EIR/EIS has been prepared in accordance with Caltrans’ environmental
procedures, State and Federal environmental regulations, CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5 and CEQ NEPA Regulation 42 CFR 1502.9 “Draft, final, and supplemental
statements.” The attached Final EIR/EIS is the appropriate document for the proposal
and was signed on April 15, 2015.

i. Biological Resources

A Natural Environment Study (NES) (July 31, 2008), a Supplemental NES (December
2011), a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Consistency
Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation Analysis (September 2014), and a Determination of Biologically Equivalent
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or Superior Preservation Analysis Addendum (October 2014) were prepared for the
MCP project. The project would result in direct and indirect impacts on biological
resources as summarized below. Impacts within the project footprint have been
calculated entirely as permanent impacts, with the exception of areas spanned by
bridges that have resulted in reduced or avoided impacts. Impacts to riparian habitats
and jurisdictional areas at the bridged areas have been calculated as temporary and
permanent impacts (permanent impact calculations were estimated conservatively).

Potential Impacts to Critical Habitat Areas. The project would affect final designated
critical habitat areas for San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat (SBKR) and spreading
navarretia. The project would affect approximately 1.5 acres of final SBKR critical habitat
and 18.6 acres of final spreading navarretia critical habitat of which 1.09 consists of
primary constituent elements for the species.

Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools. There will be permanent and temporary
impacts to riparian/riverine areas. The project will not affect vernal pools as defined
under the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

MSHCP Plant Survey Species. The project would affect areas of long-term
conservation value for smooth tarplant, Coulter’s goldfields, spreading navarretia, and
San Jacinto Valley crownscale. The project would potentially affect approximately 1.09
acres of spreading navarretia occupied habitat, 2.72 acres of smooth tarplant occupied
habitat, and 2.25 acres of Coulter’s goldfields occupied habitat. The project would also
affect 0.36 acres of San Jacinto Valley crownscale occupied habitat.

Burrowing Owl. Suitable burrowing owl habitat was determined to be present within the
MCP Biological Study Area (BSA). A single burrowing owl was observed within the BSA.
There is suitable habitat in the project footprint that burrowing owl may subsequently
occupy due to the transitory nature of the species. Pre-construction presence/absence
surveys for burrowing owl within suitable habitat will be conducted within 120 days and
30 days prior to ground disturbance.

Least Bell’s Vireo (LBV) and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (SWWF). There are
3.66 acres of occupied LBV habitat located within the project at the San Jacinto River
and SR-79. The project study area will not affect SWWF breeding habitat.

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse (LAPM) and San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat (SBKR).
LAPM were captured within the BSA southwest of the San Jacinto River and Lake
Perris, and northeast of the San Jacinto River and Sanderson Avenue. The project will
potentially affect approximately 20.85 acres of LAPM-occupied habitat suitable for long-
term conservation. The Project will affect approximately 1.29 acres of occupied SBKR
habitat.
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Bat Species. The project will directly impact the edges of existing bridges and larger
culverts that may provide maternity roosts and foraging roosts for bat species. Those
bridges and culverts will be impacted by extending the existing structures to
accommodate the MCP project improvements. The existing bridges and culverts will not
be removed; therefore, only a small part of bat roosting habitat may be permanently
altered by the MCP Build Alternatives. Bat maternity roosts change seasonally;
therefore, maternity roosting surveys will be conducted between May 1 and August 31
prior to construction at larger culverts and bridges to determine the location of active
maternity roosts.

Western Riverside County MSHCP. The project will result in impacts to the MSHCP
Conservation Area east of Lake Perris. Specifically, the project would traverse Existing
Constrained Linkage C, Proposed Extension of Existing Core 4, Proposed Constrained
Linkage 20, and Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 5 of the MSHCP Conservation
Area and would traverse Cells 2442, 2347, 2348, 2251, 2252, 2253, 2349, 2258, 2259,
2355, 2357, 2261, 2358, 2266, 2363, 2267, and 2364 within the MSHCP Conservation
Area. Detailed discussion of the MCP project’s effect on the MSHCP Conservation Area
is presented in the report titled Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination
Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis
(Dudek, February 2014, revised in September 2014, DBESP Addendum October 2014).

ii. Mitigation
In order to avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources during construction of the
project, the following measures, where applicable, will be implemented:

e Removal of vegetation will be confined to approved limits by erecting barrier
fencing (or other appropriate means of demarcating construction limits) at project
limits in the area adjacent to habitat with long-term conservation value.

e Notes will be placed on project construction plans informing contractors that
areas designated with long-term conservation value outside the project footprint
are environmentally sensitive and that construction activity is excluded from
those areas.

e A biological monitor will ensure that disturbance outside the footprint is avoided
and seasonal restrictions are observed.

e Removal of riparian vegetation prior to construction and between September 16
and February 14 will avoid the nesting season.

e Avoidance and minimization measures specified in the MSHCP Guidelines
Pertaining to Urban Wildlands Interface will be followed, as applicable.

A determination of biologically equivalent or superior preservation (DBESP) as set forth
in MSHCP Section 4.1 through 4.6 was prepared to ensure that mitigation for
unavoidable impacts to riparian/riverine areas will be sufficient (mitigated to replace the
lost functions and values as they relate to covered species).
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Mitigation for permanent impacts to USACE jurisdictional non-wetland waters of the U.S.
and wetlands waters of the U.S. and CDFW jurisdictional areas will be implemented at a
minimum replacement ratio of 2:1. This will occur through habitat restoration and/or
enhancement of on-site areas along the length of the MCP to the extent practical. If it is
infeasible to mitigate entirely on site, alternative off-site mitigation, such as
enhancement, creation, and restoration, would occur through coordination with USACE
and CDFW. USACE/EPA wetland mitigation regulations include a stated preference for
mitigation bank and in lieu fee programs over permittee-responsible mitigation, if
appropriate credits are available. However, Federal policies for replacement of resource
function and area in the same watershed generally take precedence over the mitigation
mechanism. Therefore, mitigation for impacts to waters/wetlands will be within the San
Jacinto River watershed and will be at a minimum 1:1 replacement ratio through
establishment or reestablishment of both State and federal jurisdictional areas within the
San Jacinto River watershed. This will mitigate for the replacement of area and function
of both State and federal jurisdictional areas within the San Jacinto River watershed.
The project will comply with the Federal policy to achieve “no net loss” of wetlands.

The Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for USACE Jurisdictional Waters
(Appendix P in the Environmental Impact Report [EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement
[EIS]) describes the approach and specific concepts for mitigation of impacts to waters
of the United States and wetlands. This HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters was
prepared in coordination with the USACE, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). It is
RCTC’s intent that mitigation sites identified in the HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional
Waters will also address project effects on State jurisdictional areas.

Additional mitigation to achieve the remainder of the 2:1 mitigation ratio may occur
outside of the San Jacinto River watershed.

If there are any temporary impacts to USACE and/or CDFW jurisdictional areas, the
RCTC Resident Engineer will require the Construction Contractor to revegetate those on
site areas at a minimum 1:1 replacement ratio.

Should an in-lieu fee program for mitigating impacts to waters of the United States be
developed and become available within the San Jacinto River watershed with an
appropriate service area that encompasses the MCP project area, the RCTC shall
consult with the USACE and the USEPA to determine if a third-party mitigation option
would be preferable rather than the permittee-responsible mitigation described in the
HMMP for USACE Jurisdictional Waters.

As a permittee under the Western Riverside County MSHCP, RCTC has committed to a
number of measures addressing impacts of the MCP project on biological resources.
Those measures are documented in the Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency
Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
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Preservation Analysis (September 2014) and the Determination of Biologically
Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis Addendum (October 2014) provided in
Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS. RCTC will comply with the commitments in those
measures throughout the design, construction, and operation of the MCP project.

Mitigation for impacts to smooth tarplant, Coulter’s goldfields, spreading navarretia, San
Jacinto Valley crownscale, LBV, LAPM, and SBKR will be achieved through project
consistency with the MSHCP. In order for MCP to be consistent with the MSHCP, a
DBESP was made because 90 percent or more of those portions of the site that provide
for long-term conservation value for these species are affected, and if achievement of
overall MSHCP conservation goals for the particular species has not yet been
demonstrated. A DBESP (as set forth in MSHCP Sections 4.1 through 4.6) ensures that
there is sufficient mitigation to provide benefits with respect to MSHCP Conservation
Area design and configuration. USFWS issued a streamlined Biological Opinion on the
federally listed species (San Jacinto Valley crownscale, least Bell's vireo, San
Bernardino kangaroo rat, spreading navarretia, and California gnatcatcher) based on the
project’s consistency with the MSHCP and its associated implementation agreement and
permit (as documented in the MSHCP Consistency Determination and DBESP for MCP).
Take of these federally listed species is authorized for MCP through the Section
10(a)(1)(B) permit for the MSHCP.

For the project to be in compliance with the MSHCP, impacts to burrowing owls within
the project footprint will be mitigated by passive relocation (use of one-way doors and
collapse of burrows) outside of nesting season. A pre-construction presence/absence
survey for burrowing owl! within suitable habitat will be conducted within 120 days prior to
disturbance due to the transitory nature of the species, which may subsequently occupy
the project footprint or leave the project footprint. Should any owls be found within the
project footprint, any owls remaining in the Perris Valley Storm Drain portion of the
project alignment or elsewhere in the construction footprint 30 days prior to construction
that would be impacted by the project will be conserved through avoidance measures
and relocation efforts as described in a burrowing owl relocation plan. If burrowing owls
are identified during the preconstruction surveys and cannot be avoided between 60 and
90 days prior to any ground-disturbing activities, the relocation plan will be submitted to
the CDFW and the Regional Conservation Authority 60—90 days prior to ground
disturbing activities.

Environmental mitigation costs are included in the project cost estimate and include
specific considerations for impacts to biological, aquatic, cultural, paleontological, and
visual resources.

ili. Wetlands and Flood Plains

The 2008 Jurisdictional Delineation and Assessment Report was updated in December
2013. A Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination was issued by the USACE on
December 18, 2013.
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Table 6.C shows the acreage of direct impacts to CDFW jurisdictional riparian habitat
and streambeds, and wetlands and non-wetland waters under USACE jurisdiction.

Table 6.C:
Impacts to Wetlands and Other Jurisdictional Areas*

Impacts (acres)
USACE
CDFW
Non-Wetlands Wetlands Total
Temp Perm Temp | Perm Temp | Perm | Temp | Perm
MCP 3.63 7.94 1.99 4.36 4.69 0.64 6.68 5.00

* Excludes impacts to jurisdictional areas that are within the MCP/SR-79 interchange footprint, but are wholly attributable to the
SR-79 EA 494000 (PN 0800000784) realignment project (i.e., jurisdictional areas that will be impacted by the SR-79 project
prior to construction of MCP).

USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife SJRB = San Jacinto River Bridge

Alt = Alternative DV = Design Variation Mod = Modified

iv. Cultural Resources

A Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) (LSA Associates, Inc., June 2012), a
Supplemental HPSR (LSA Associates, Inc. July 2014), and Findings of Effect (FOE)
(LSA Associates, Inc., November 2012), Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (LSA
Associates, Inc. August 2014) and Discovery and Monitoring Plan (DMP) (LSA
Associates, Inc. August 2014) were prepared for the project. The documents were
completed in accordance with the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) and the
Caltrans Environmental Handbook, Volume 2, Cultural Resources (February 2012). As
such, this project is designed to meet the requirements of reporting cultural resource
investigations as required under both CEQA and 36 CFR 800 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA).

The studies found that one property (Site 33-16598) in the MCP Area of Potential Effects
(APE) is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), five
properties (33-3653, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866) are assumed
eligible for the National Register for the project. Seven resources are considered
Historical Resources for the purposes of CEQA (Sites 33-16598, 33-3653, 33-19862, 33-
19863, 33-19864, 33-19866 and CBJ Dairy). Based on the Finding of Effect (FOE) (LSA
Associates, Inc., November 2012), the MCP project will result in an adverse effect under
NHPA Section 106 for Sites 33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In order to complete Section 106/CEQA historical resources compliance, a MOA has
been developed for Sites 33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 to
document the required mitigation measures in consultation with the Native American
Tribes and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The Native American Tribes
that have been involved in consultation for the MCP project were invited to participate in
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the development of the MOA for the MCP project including a DMP and a Burial
Treatment Plan. A Final MOA was submitted to SHPO on September 23, 2014 and
SHPO concurred on October 30, 2014. The stipulations in the MOA will be complied with
throughout the PS&E and construction phases of the project.

v. Growth Inducement

A Community Impact Assessment (CIA) was prepared for the project (LSA Associates,
Inc., January 2012). As a designated CETAP Corridor planned as part of the RCIP, one
of the purposes of the project is to accommodate planned growth by providing a
transportation facility that will effectively and efficiently accommodate regional west-east
movement of people and goods between and through San Jacinto and Perris.
Specifically, the proposed project would provide increased capacity to support the
forecast travel demand generated by planned land uses for the 2040 design year.

The growth analysis conducted for the MCP project concluded that implementation of
the proposed MCP project is expected to have little influence on location, amount, rate,
or type of growth in the area. The basis for this conclusion is threefold:

(1) The area has undergone rapid development since well before the MCP project
planning (and prior to CETAP corridor planning) had begun.

(2) The MCP project has been integrated into the overall planning of the area based on
the inclusion of the CETAP corridor overlay in the Riverside County General Plan
Circulation Element.

(3) Based on RCTC monthly review meetings with local land use authorities, there has
been no indication of developers intensifying or substantially modifying their
development proposals in response to the proposed MCP project.

Therefore, the MCP project will meet the purpose and need of the project to
accommodate regional west-east movement of people and goods without resulting in
adverse growth-related effects due to unplanned growth within the study area.

vi. Noise

A Vehicular Traffic Noise Impact Analysis was prepared for the project (LSA Associates,
Inc., January 2012). Short-term noise levels were measured at 63 representative
locations to document the existing noise environment. Twenty-five out of the 63 short-
term noise level measurements were used to calibrate the noise prediction model with
concurrent traffic counts and measured vehicle speeds. No calibration factors for the
remaining 38 short-term noise level measurements were applied to the monitoring
locations due to one or more of the following reasons: no existing roadways, very little
traffic volumes or slow travel speeds identified during the noise monitoring work, or
substantially altered alignments and profiles of an existing highway under 2040 build
conditions.
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A total of 355 receptors were modeled and evaluated for potential noise impacts
resulting from vehicular traffic for the project. The results of the existing and the
predicted future worst-case noise levels are shown in Noise Study Report (LSA
Associates, Inc., January 2012). When traffic noise impacts were identified, noise
abatement measures were considered.

Traffic noise impacts result from one or both of the following occurrences: (1) an
increase of 12 dB or more over existing noise levels; or (2) predicted noise levels
approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC).

Implementation of the project Variation would result in potential short-term noise impacts
during construction and long-term noise impacts from use of the completed project. Of
the 355 modeled receptors under the project traffic noise conditions, 66 receptors
approach or exceed the 67 dBA L, NAC, and 150 receptors would experience a
substantial increase in noise of 12 dB or more over their corresponding modeled existing
noise level for Activity Categories B and C.

Noise abatement measures were evaluated for frequent outdoor use areas within the
project limits that would be or would continue to be exposed to traffic noise levels
approaching or exceeding the NAC or would experience a substantial noise increase of
12 dB over their corresponding modeled existing noise level. A total of 23 of 24 noise
barriers evaluated for the project were capable of reducing noise levels by 5 dB or more
as required to be considered feasible. Two or three combined barriers that are evaluated
to shield the same group of impacted receptors are counted as one barrier because they
overlap one another. Noise Barrier Alt9-NB-4 was determined to be not feasible because
they would not reduce noise levels by 5dB or more. The overall reasonableness of
noise abatement for each noise barrier is determined by considering a minimum noise
reduction of 7 dB for at least one of the benefited receptor locations based on the Traffic
Noise Analysis Protocol (Caltrans 2011). Noise barriers Alt9-NB-29 could provide a 7 dB
insertion loss to satisfy the design goal with a barrier of 18 ft. Noise barriers Alt9-NB-
52/53/54 was determined to be not reasonable because it would not reduce noise levels
by 7 dB or more for at least one of the benefited receptor locations. Detailed information
on noise barriers are provided in Tables C-1 through C-8 of the Noise Study Report
(LSA Associates, Inc., January 2012).

F. Air Quality Conformity

An Air Quality Analysis for the project was prepared (LSA Associates, Inc., March 2012).
The proposed project will help to improve traffic flow and reduce congestion on roadway
links in the project vicinity. The project is located in an attainment/maintenance area for
Federal carbon monoxide (CO) standards. Using the Caltrans Transportation Project-
Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, a screening analysis was conducted to determine
whether the proposed project would result in any CO hot spots. It was determined that
the proposed project will not result in any exceedances of the one-hour or eight-hour CO
standards.
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The proposed project is within a nonattainment area for federal standards for particulate
matter (PM) less than 2.5 microns (PM,s) and within a federal attainment/maintenance
area for PM less than 10 microns (PM;o) in size. Therefore, per 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 93, PM analyses are required for conformity purposes. However,
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) does not require hot-spot analyses,
qualitative or quantitative, for projects that are not listed in Section 93.123(b)(1) as an air
quality concern. As the MCP project will be constructing a new roadway, it is potentially
a project of air quality concern. A detailed PM,s and PM;, hot-spot analysis was
submitted to and reviewed by the Transportation Conformity Working Group (TCWG) on
June 14, 2011, and June 28, 2011, respectively. This project was approved and
concurred upon by Interagency Consultation by the TCWG as a project not having
adverse impacts on air quality and that meets the requirements of the CAA and 40 CFR
93.116.

Compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rules and
regulations during construction will reduce construction-related air quality impacts from
fugitive dust emissions and construction equipment emissions. To reduce fugitive dust
emissions, the construction contractor shall adhere to the requirements of SCAQMD
Rule 403. The Best Available Control Measures (BACM) specified in SCAQMD Rule 403
shall be incorporated into the project construction. Because the proposed highway
construction project does not generate new regional vehicular trips, no new regional
vehicular emissions would occur as a result of project operation.

The MCP project is listed in the 2012 RTP ISCS Amendment No.1, which was found to
conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) by the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) on June 6, 2013, and the FHWA and the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) made a regional conformity finding on July 15, 2013. The project is
also included in the financially constrained 2015 Federal Transportation Improvement
Program (FTIP) (Project ID: RIV031218). The 2015 FTIP was determined to conform to
the SIP by the FHWA and the FTA on December 15, 2014. Regional PM,, State
Implementation Plan (SIP) budget compliance was accounted for during the currently
approved RTP and FTIP conformity determination. Therefore, as the proposed project is
consistent with the FTIP description, it is in conformance with the SIP.

G. Title VI Considerations

A Community Impact Assessment (CIA) (LSA, January 2012) and a Final Relocation
Impact Report (FRIR) (Epic, November 2014) were prepared for the proposed modified
project. The project will involve the construction of a new highway through communities
within the City of Perris that have a higher number of minority groups, a higher number
of persons below the poverty line, and lower median income than the County and the
cities within the study area. The establishment of a facility will result in a large number of
property acquisitions, temporary construction detours, temporary air quality impacts,
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permanent noise impacts, permanent aesthetic impacts, and temporary and permanent
changes in travel patterns throughout the study area, including the Perris area.

Impacts to minority and low-income populations will be avoided or minimized through a
variety of measures. Air quality impacts would be avoided or minimized by adhering to
SCAQMD rules and regulations and to Caltrans Standard Construction Specifications for
equipment emissions and fugitive dust. Temporary noise impacts would be avoided or
minimized through implementation of Caltrans Standard Construction Specifications for
noise. Long-term noise impacts would be minimized by implementing abatement
measures such as noise barrier construction. These barriers reduce noise levels to
within noise abatement criteria, an improvement in many cases over existing and future
No Build conditions. For property acquisitions, standard relocation assistance will be
provided to all displacees, in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. As indicated in the Final
Relocation Impact Report (2014), there is adequate replacement housing for those
residents being displaced. Appropriate signage and detours for both pedestrian and
vehicular traffic will reduce impacts to access and circulation.

The project is not considered to have disproportionate impacts to environmental justice
populations because measures such as depressing the alignment below grade and
providing a local roadway connections across the new freeway would help maintain the
cohesiveness of this community. Also, there is an ample supply of existing housing
stock in the immediate area that will facilitate the ability to relocate residents within their
existing communities.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AS APPROPRIATE

A. Public Hearing Process

In January 2013, after approval of the Revised Draft Project Report, the Recirculated
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was circulated to the public. A public hearing to
present the developed viable alternatives for public comment was held within the 45 day
public review period and 57 people attended. A public hearing is recommended after the
approval of this document.

B. Route Matters

RCTC anticipates recommending the MCP facility for route adoption as a new State
Route alignment on or near Ramona Expressway. Upon adoption of MCP as a state
route, SR-74 from generally the same limits as MCP (from [-215 to SR-79) may be
relinquished to the local agencies, subject to a future, formal agreement. The
relinquishment would be an action of CTC resolution. SR-74 is an existing, west-east
state highway located approximately 6 miles south of MCP.

This proposal is a Category 1 project (see Attachment AA-2, Project Category
Assignment Memorandum) as defined in the Project Development Procedures Manual
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(7" Edition, Chapter 8, and Section 5) requiring access control, new alignment, new
R/W, and adoption of a new route by the California Transportation Commission (CTC).

C. Permits

The project meets the thresholds required for consideration in the NEPA/Section 404
integration process. Pursuant to the NEPA/Section 404 Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU), the resource agencies each participated in the project development process at
an appropriate level depending on the quality and quantity of the resource involved.
Checkpoint meetings were held when it was time to make a checkpoint decision.
Caltrans on behalf of RCTC and FHWA transmitted the appropriate checkpoint decision
items to the resource agencies for agree/disagree, comment/no comment, and
concur/non-concur and sent the checkpoint closure letters as defined in the MOU. A
Section 408 permit from the USACE is not required for the project.

The permits, reviews, and approvals listed in Table 7.A are anticipated to be required for

the proposed MCP project:

Table 7.A:

Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency Permit/Approval Status/Timeline
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Section 7 consultation for Threatened 1. The USFWS issued the Biological
Service (USFWS) and Endangered Species Opinion on February 11, 2015.

Review Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
Consistency Determination
Concurrence on Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation (DBESP)

2. The MSHCP Consistency
Determination and DBESP were
reviewed by USFWS, and the
DBESP was concurred on
November 14, 2014.

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE)

Section 404 Permit for the discharge of
dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States; a Section 408 permit will
not be required.

Application was submitted by RCTC to
USACE on February 11, 2015.
USACE approval will occur after
FHWA approves the Record of
Decision (ROD), and USACE will issue
its own ROD for the permit decision
based on the Final EIR/EIS.

California Department
of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)

Section 1602 Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement

Review RCTC’s MSHCP Consistency
Determination

Concurrence on DBESP

1. Section 1602 Notification is to be
submitted and agreement obtained
prior to the start of construction.

2. The MSHCP Consistency
Determination and DBESP were
reviewed by CDFW, and the DBESP
was concurred on November 14,
2014.
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Table 7.A:

Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency

Permit/Approval

Status/Timeline

California Department
of Transportation
(Caltrans) District 8

Route Adoption

Freeway Agreements with County of
Riverside, Cities of Perris and San
Jacinto

Construction Encroachment Permit
Freeway Maintenance Agreement
PS&E and Construction Cooperative

1. RCTC will submit a request to
Caltrans for Route Adoption prior to
the MCP project being operational.

2. Freeway Agreements would be
executed following Route Adoption

3. Construction Encroachment Permit
will be obtained prior to start of
construction.

4. Freeway Maintenance Agreement
will be executed following Route
Adoption.

5. PS&E and Construction
Cooperative Agreement will be
executed prior to start of PS&E and
construction, respectively.

State Water
Resources Control
Board (SWRCB)

Water Discharge Permit, approval of
Notice of Intent to comply with General
Construction Activity National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit.

Application to be submitted prior to
construction.

Western Riverside
County Regional
Conservation
Authority (RCA)

Concur on and approve RCTC’s MSHCP
Consistency Determination

Concur on and approve RCTC’s DBESP
Concur on and approve RCTC’s Public/

Quasi-Public Equivalency Determination

(per MSHCP, Section 3.2.1)

The MSHCP Consistency
Determination, DBESP, and Public/
Quasi-Public Equivalency
Determination were concurred on
August 20, 2014 by RCA.

Region 8, Santa Ana
Regional Water
Quality Control Board
(RWQCB)

Section 401 Water Quality certification

Application to be submitted following
FHWA Record of Decision.

County of Riverside,
City of Perris and City
of San Jacinto

Freeway Agreement with Caltrans should
the project be adopted as a State
Highway by the California Transportation
Commission (CTC)

Approval of encroachment permits and
street construction permits, street
closures and re-routing, and associated
improvements in the public right of way
General Plan Amendment

Actions/permits would be issued prior
to start of construction.

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation
District (RCFCD)

Encroachment permits and/or
cooperative agreements for
improvements in District Rights of Way or
easements affecting RCFCD facilities

Application(s) to be submitted prior to
construction.

Riverside County
Environmental Health
Department and
California Department
of Transportation
(Caltrans)

Aboveground Storage Tank
(AST)/Underground Storage Tank
(UST)Permits

Caltrans Statewide permit (Order No. 99-
06-DWQ), NPDES NO. CAS000003

Permit to be requested if project
acquires parcels with ASTs or USTs on
site.

State Historic
Preservation Officer
(SHPO)

Approval of a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) with FHWA

SHPO approval of the MOA occurred
on October 30, 2014.
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Table 7.A:

Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency

Permit/Approval

Status/Timeline

Interested Native
American Tribes

Required consultation under Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) on the overall project cultural
work, including (but not limited to)
determinations of eligibility, findings of
effect, and future work that includes
involvement with the MOA,
Archaeological Monitoring Plan, and
Data Recovery Plan.

Native American consultation for the
MCP is ongoing and will continue
through project design and
construction as described in the MOA.

Utilities

Approvals to relocate, protect in place, or
remove utility facilities

Prior to any construction activities that
would affect utility facilities.

Burlington Northern
Santa Fe (BNSF)
Railroad Company

Memorandum of Understanding and a
Construction and Maintenance
Agreement between RCTC and BNSF
Approval of the proposed action, based
on review of the Construction and
Maintenance Agreement between RCTC
and BNSF.

Prior to any construction within or
above railroad right of way.

California Public
Utilities Commission
(CPUC)

General Order 131-D for relocation of
electrical transmission lines between 50
to 200 kilowatts

1. Prior to any construction within or
above railroad right of way.
2. After certification of EIR/EIS and the

e Certificate of Public Convenience and filing of a Notice of Determination to
Necessity for relocations to electrical complete the CEQA process.
transmission lines and gas lines

In addition, the FEIR/FEIS may be used by Responsible Agencies under CEQA for
related discretionary actions, including General Plan Circulation and Land Use Element
Amendments by the County of Riverside, City of Perris, and City of San Jacinto.

D. Cooperative Agreements

It is anticipated that a Cooperative Agreement between Caltrans and RCTC will be
needed for the PS&E/Right of Way and Construction phases of the project.

E. Other Agreements

If the MCP becomes a new state freeway, New Freeway Agreements will be required
with the City of Perris, City of San Jacinto and County of Riverside for their respective
jurisdictions along the MCP. Superseding Freeway Agreements will be required with the
City of Perris and the County of Riverside for the new interchanges of MCP and
Placentia Avenue on 1-215 and for the modification of the Ramona Expressway/Cajalco
Road interchange. If the SR-79 becomes a freeway, it would cover the MCP/SR-79
interchange in the Freeway Agreement with the City of San Jacinto.

If the MCP is adopted as a state route, a Freeway Maintenance Agreement will be
needed with the City of Perris, City of San Jacinto and County of Riverside. A
construction and maintenance agreement with BNSF will be needed for the widening of
the Placentia Overhead Bridge and the Cajalco Overhead Bridge. A maintenance
agreement for shared R/W with Metropolitan Water District will also be needed.
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F. Navigable Rivers

None of the alternatives considered would require construction of a new bridge over a
navigable river and thus would not disrupt public access to any navigable river.

G. Public Boat Ramps

The project is located adjacent to the Lake Perris Park. The park contains public boat
ramps. The existing access at Bernasconi Road will be replaced with a service
interchange at the same location. During construction, activities will be coordinated with
the Park so as not to impact access to the public boat ramps.

H. Transportation Management Plan for Use During Construction

Overview:

The Transportation Management Plans (TMPs) will employ the following strategies to
mitigate the traffic impact during construction to the region: a Public Information/Public
Awareness Campaign (PAC), Traveler Information Strategies, Incident Management,
Construction Strategies, Demand Management (DM), Alternate Route Strategies and
other strategies. See K-1 to K-6, Attachment K, Transportation Management Plan Data
Sheets.

According to Deputy Directive DD-60-R1, the policy objective for creating the TMP is to
minimize motorist delays when implementing projects or performing other activities on
the California State highway and freeway systems. This should be accomplished without
compromising public or worker safety or the quality of the work being performed.

TMPs, including contingency plans, are required for all construction, maintenance,
encroachment permits, planned emergency restoration, locally or specially-funded, or
other activities on the State highway system. Where several consecutive or linking
projects or activities within a region or corridor create a cumulative need for a TMP,
Caltrans coordinates individual TMPs or develops a single interregional TMP. TMPs are
considered during the project initiation or planning stage.

A TMP will be implemented for the project in a cost-efficient and timely manner with
minimal interference to the traveling public. The TMP, when implemented, results in
minimized project-related traffic delay and accidents by the effective application of
traditional traffic mitigation strategies and innovative combinations of public and motorist
information, demand management, incident management, system management,
alternate route strategies, construction strategies, and other strategies.

The following construction impacts are anticipated for the project:
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I-215 and Mainline Area

It is anticipated that traffic will be maintained in both directions along 1-215 as
MCP connections are made and as the median lanes are added. However, over
the course of construction, a total of 40 nighttime temporary lane closures are
anticipated on I-215 for restriping and the placement of temporary railing.

It is anticipated that the existing ramps at Ramona Expressway will be
temporarily closed for 12 nights for restriping to accommodate the construction of
the new ramps.

It is anticipated that 12 nighttime temporary lane closures on Placentia Avenue
will be required for construction of the new ramps at Placentia Avenue.

It is anticipated that Placentia Avenue will be reduced to one lane in each
direction at 1-215 for 180 days during construction for widening of the existing
I-215 overcrossing and widening of the existing railroad overhead west of 1-215.

It is anticipated that Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway will be reduced to one
lane in each direction west of 1-215 for 180 days during construction for widening
of the existing railroad overhead and tieback walls.

It is anticipated that East Frontage Road will be temporarily closed for 60 days for
reconstruction from Orange Avenue to West Morgan Street.

It is anticipated that Nevada Avenue will be temporarily closed for 40 days for
reconstruction north and south of Ramona Expressway.

It is anticipated that Indian Street will remain open as the mainline bridge
structure is constructed over Indian Street. However, construction false work and
restriping may require nighttime closures for 12 nights and reduction in lanes for
180 days.

It is anticipated that Placentia Avenue will be temporarily closed for the
construction of the proposed overcrossings at the MCP (west of Redlands
Avenue) for approximately 160 days. The detour will use Harvill Avenue and
Ramona Expressway.

It is anticipated that Perris Boulevard will be temporarily closed, from Placentia
Avenue to Gallant Fox Road, for approximately 160 days to construct the
proposed Perris Boulevard overcrossing. The detour will use Redlands Avenue.

It is anticipated that Redlands Avenue will be temporarily closed, from Placentia
Avenue to south of Rider Street, for approximately 160 days to construct the
proposed Redlands Avenue overcrossing. The detour will use Perris Boulevard.

SR-79 Interchange Area

It is anticipated that traffic will be maintained in both directions along Ramona
Expressway as MCP connections are made to the existing Ramona Expressway
alignment. However, traffic lanes will be closed temporarily for 30 nights, along
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Ramona Expressway when the lanes will be restriped in stages as the MCP
connections are made.

During the second stage of construction:

e |t is anticipated that construction of the remaining connections will have little or
no effect on the surrounding roadway system. Construction false work and
restriping may require nighttime closures for 24 nights and/or reduction in lanes
for 30 months.

. Stage Construction

In an effort to minimize impacts to freeway and local street operations, construction of
the project will occur in multiple stages as described below.

I-215 and Perris Area

In this area the project constructs two new mixed-flow lanes in the existing 1-215 median
from south of Nuevo Road to Van Buren Boulevard, a new 6-lane MCP freeway between
[-215 and west of Bernasconi Road, and a new freeway-to-freeway system interchange
between MCP and 1-215. The project also modifies the existing interchange at
Cajalco/Ramona Expressway on 1-215, constructs a new interchange at the existing
Placentia Avenue overcrossing on 1-215, and constructs the new MCP local service
interchanges at Redlands Avenue, Evans Road, and Ramona Expressway/Antelope
Road. Additionally, the project adds 1 auxiliary lane each direction from Nuevo Road
interchange to [-215/MCP systems interchange and from [-215/MCP systems
interchange to Cajalco/Ramona Expressway interchange. See L-1 to L-3, Attachment L,
Stage Construction.

The entire I-215 mainline widening and the freeway-to-freeway systems interchange can
be constructed with minimal impact to the 1-215 and local street operations. This section
of the MCP will be constructed in two stages.

Stage 1

e |-215 inside median widening will be constructed from 0.4 mile south of the
Nuevo Road overcrossing to the Van Buren Boulevard overcrossing (Sta
1460+00 to Sta 1809+50). The freeway will be re-striped to allow the three lanes
of traffic to be shifted to the outside, allowing the contractor to construct
pavement in the median for the length of the project. The inside shoulder in both
directions will be 1 foot wide. There are no anticipated long-term closures or
detours.

e The following streets will be reconstructed:

o East Frontage Road will be reconstructed just north and south of Orange
Avenue and from Placentia Avenue to West Morgan Street.
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o Patterson Avenue and Nevada Avenue will be reconstructed just north and
south of Ramona Expressway.

The following improvements will be made to bridges and ramps: See H-B-13 to
H-B-17 and H-B-30 to H-B-032, Attachment H, Cost Estimates.

o The Perris Boulevard overcrossing over the proposed MCP will be
constructed

o The Placentia Avenue overcrossing over the proposed MCP will be
constructed

o The Redlands Avenue overcrossing over the proposed MCP and ramps will
be constructed

o The MCP bridge at the Perris Valley Storm Drain undercrossing will be
constructed

o The MCP bridges at Evans Road undercrossing and ramps will be
constructed

o The MCP bridges at Ramona Expressway / Antelope Road undercrossing
and ramps will be constructed

The 6-lane MCP mainline will be constructed from [-215 to west of Bernasconi
Road, 3-lanes in the eastbound direction and 3-lanes in the westbound
directions. This portion of MCP is predominantly on new roadway. Any detail
relating to local road closures or detours is not discussed at this time and will be
outlined in the final design phase.

Stage 2

I-215 outside widening will be constructed from 0.3 mile north of the Nuevo Road
overcrossing to 0.6 mile south of the Placentia Avenue overcrossing (Sta
1492+00 to Sta 1527+00) and from 0.5 mile north of the Placentia Avenue
overcrossing to just north of the Ramona Expressway overcrossing (Sta 1586+00
to Sta 1641+50). The freeway will be re-striped to push the traffic toward the
median to utilize the newly constructed pavement in the median. The contractor
would begin to work on the widening toward the outside of the freeway. There will
be bridge widening, retaining walls, drainage structures, and other items being
constructed during this stage of the project. There are no long-term closures or
detours anticipated during this stage.

The following 1-215/MCP connectors will be constructed:
o |-215 southbound to MCP eastbound direct connector
o 1-215 northbound to MCP eastbound connector

o MCP westbound to I-215 southbound direct connector

o MCP westbound to 1-215 northbound connector
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e The following improvements will be made to bridges and ramps:

O

At Cajalco/Ramona Expressway, the ramps connecting to 1-215 will be
realigned to tie into the new construction.

At the existing Placentia Avenue overcrossing, new ramps will be constructed
connecting to the 1-215 new construction.

The existing Ramona Expressway railroad overhead just west of 1-215 will be
widened to the outside.

Tieback walls will be constructed for the existing Ramona Expressway
overcrossing at 1-215.

The existing Placentia Avenue overcrossing at 1-215 and railroad overhead
just west of 1-215 will be widened to the outside.

Lakeview/Nuevo Area

This section of the project constructs a new 6-lane MCP freeway, 3-lanes in the
eastbound direction and 3-lanes in the westbound directions, from west of Bernasconi
Road to west of Warren Road including the local service interchanges at Bernasconi
Road, Reservoir Avenue, Town Center Boulevard, and Park Center Boulevard. This
section of MCP will be constructed in two stages. See L-4 to L-8, Attachment L, Stage
Construction Plans.

Stage 1

e The three-lane MCP eastbound will be constructed from west of Bernasconi
Road to west of Warren Road to the south of the existing Ramona Expressway.
The project will leave the existing Ramona expressway in place to carry traffic.

Stage 2

e Once the three new MCP lanes are constructed the traffic from Ramona
expressway will be shifted to utilize the newly constructed pavement to carry
traffic in both the west bound and east bound directions. The contractor will begin
to construct the three-lanes of MCP westbound on what used to be the existing
Ramona expressway.

e The following MCP bridges and interchanges will be constructed: See H-B-33, H-
B-36, and H-B-37, Attachment H, Cost Estimates.

o The Bernasconi Road overcrossing over the proposed MCP and ramps
will be constructed

o The Reservoir Avenue overcrossing over the proposed MCP and ramps
will be constructed

o The Town Center Boulevard overcrossing over the proposed MCP and
ramps will be constructed
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o The Park Center Boulevard overcrossing over the proposed MCP and
ramps will be constructed

San Jacinto River Bridges (within Lakeview Nuevo Area)

This subsection of the Lakeview Nuevo MCP mainline section constructs the Martin St
undercrossing and San Jacinto River Bridge. It assumes that mainline MCP has been
constructed to the west of this area and to the east of Reservoir Avenue with a
connection remaining to existing Ramona Expressway. A section of existing Ramona
Expressway remains in the area for local access form Martin Street across the San
Jacinto River to Reservoir interchange under the final project conditions. See L-6 to L-8,
Attachment L, Stage Construction Plan.

Stage 1

e Existing Ramona Expressway is extended with a detour from west of the
proposed Martin Street bridge to join the newly built MCP westbound and
eastbound lanes to the west of this area. Existing Ramona Expressway carries
eastbound and westbound traffic to and from the newly constructed MCP on
either sides of this section.

Stage 2
e The three new MCP eastbound lanes and bridges are constructed.
Stage 3

e The traffic from Ramona expressway will be shifted to utilize the newly
constructed MCP eastbound pavement and bridges to carry traffic in both the
west bound and east bound directions.

e The contractor will construct the three-lanes of MCP westbound and bridges, with
portions overlapping existing Ramona Expressway.

e The -contractor will construct the realigned portion of existing Ramona
Expressway and connection to Martin Street.

e Traffic moved to utilize eastbound and westbound MCP, as well as Ramona
Expressway for local access from Martin Street to Reservoir Avenue interchange.

SR-79 Interchange Area

This section of the project constructs a new 6-lane MCP freeway, 3-lanes in the
eastbound direction and 3-lanes in the westbound direction between west of Warren
Road and SR-79, and a new freeway-to-freeway interchange between MCP and SR-79.
The project also modifies the existing ramps at the SR-79/Gilman Springs Road
interchange, constructs new local interchanges at SR-79 and Warren Road, and
reconfigures SR-79 from Gilman Springs Road interchange to south of the new MCP /
SR-79 freeway-to-freeway interchange. The freeway-to-freeway interchange will be
constructed with minimal impact to the SR-79 and Ramona Expressway. This section of
MCP will be constructed in two stages as detailed below.

Page 108 of 123



08 - RIV - MCP - PM 0.0/16.3
08 - RIV - 215 - PM 28.0/34.3

Stage 1

The project will leave the existing SR-79 in place to carry both northbound and
southbound traffic and will construct the new southbound SR-79 lanes to the
west of existing SR-79 from Ramona Expressway to the south of the Gilman
Springs Road interchange. Once the new southbound SR-79 lanes are
constructed, southbound traffic can be moved from existing SR-79 to the new
southbound section. If the construction of this area for both projects - SR-79
Realignment and MCP, is within a short time frame, the area of SR-79 from the
San Jacinto River Bridge to south of the proposed MCP/SR-79 freeway-to-
freeway interchange would be constructed to match proposed MCP plans to
reduce any throwaway. If the duration between the construction of the SR-79
realignment and the construction of MCP in this area is lengthy, after new
southbound SR-79 constructed, traffic in both the southbound and northbound
directions would be shifted from exist SR-79 to new southbound SR-79. The new
northbound SR-79 lanes would be constructed and replace the existing SR-79
lanes.

The following SR-79 bridge widening will be constructed:
o San Jacinto River Bridge at SR-79

Stage 2

The new six-lane MCP freeway between west of Warren Road and SR-79 and
the new freeway-to-freeway interchange will be constructed. The freeway-to-
freeway interchange can be constructed with minimal impact to the existing SR-
79 traffic operations and local road circulation. The staging will utilize the
existing Ramona Expressway while the MCP Extension Road is constructed from
Warren Road to Ramona Expressway and utilize the new MCP Extension Road
when constructing the systems interchange over existing Ramona Expressway.

The following connections and ramps will be constructed:

o MCP eastbound and westbound from Warren Road to Ramona Expressway
with intersections at Sanderson Avenue and Ramona Expressway.

o SR-79/Ramona Expressway single-point diamond interchange (via newly
constructed MCP eastbound and westbound extension).

o Southbound SR-79 on-ramps and off-ramps at MCP eastbound and
westbound MCP extension to Ramona Expressway.

o Northbound SR-79 on-ramps and off-ramps at MCP eastbound and
westbound MCP extension to Ramona Expressway.

o Warren Road interchange at MCP.
Ramona Expressway realignment at Warren Road.

The following connectors and bridges will be constructed: See H-B-43 to H-B-47,
Attachment H, Cost Estimate.
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o MCP eastbound to SR-79 northbound direct connector (with bridge structure
over Ramona Expressway westbound to MCP westbound on-ramp).

o MCP eastbound to SR-79 southbound connector (with bridge structure over
MCP eastbound off-ramp to Ramona Expressway eastbound).

o SR-79 northbound to MCP westbound direct connector (with bridge structure
over Ramona Expressway westbound to MCP westbound on-ramp).

o SR-79 southbound to MCP westbound connector (with bridge structure over
Ramona Expressway westbound to MCP westbound on-ramp).

J. Potential Phasing

The MCP from |-215 to SR-79 has been cleared by the Final EIR/Final EIS and is ready
to move forward into the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) and Construction
phases for the entire 16-mile facility. It is RCTC’s intent that full funding will be identified
following the ROD, and that RCTC would proceed to construction of the entire MCP
facility so that it would be opened to the public at the same time.

Both this document and the approved Final EIR/Final EIS assume the project will be
constructed in its entirety at one time and have conducted their analyses as such.
However, RCTC received several comments on the Draft EIR/EIS that circulated in
October 2008 for the 32-mile MCP, requesting additional information on when the “west”
segment (I-15 to 1-215) versus the “east” segment (I-215 to SR-79) would be constructed
and what interim effects on traffic conditions might result from constructing the project in
phases. In response to public comments, in the event that funding is not available for
construction of the entire project at one time, RCTC developed a potential construction
phasing plan that could provide traffic benefits to the traveling public during the interim
condition of each phase. As an FHWA Major Project, if the project is constructed in
phases, the MCP project must meet FHWA Major Project Guidance for operational
independence, nonconcurrent construction, and advancing the Purpose and Need.
Coordination with FHWA will be required prior to each phase to determine that the
FHWA Major Project Guidance is being met.

This Final Project Report and the Final EIR/Final EIS include a description of this
potential phasing plan. The FEIR/FEIS also includes a traffic phasing analysis for 2020
and 2030 conditions in addition to the traffic analysis for the build and no build conditions
in 2040. The purpose of the traffic phasing analysis is to provide general information on
the expected traffic forecasts and roadway improvements that would be provided should
the MCP project be built in phases. All other impact discussions in the FEIR/FEIS
assume construction of the project at one time.

It is noted that this is a “potential” phasing plan, one of many scenarios that could be
done if the project is phased. If the project is phased, a phasing plan will be reviewed
with FHWA for approval.
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Potential Phasing Plan

The following summarizes the potential phasing plan for all MCP Build Alternatives.
Each phase consists of improvements that would provide independent utility, logical
termini, and advance the Purpose and Need should funding not be available to construct
the project at one time; (see M-1 through M-3, Attachment M, Phasing). Each phase
assumes local and regional roadway improvements in the project study area to have
been completed by other projects if they are included in local and regional plans
including, but not limited to, SCAG Regional Transportation plan and City/County five-
year capital improvement programs.

Initial Phase (Opening Day): The initial phase of the project could be built by 2020
and would include the following improvements: (1) a service interchange at
I-215/Placentia Avenue providing access to 1-215 to and from Placentia Avenue; (2)
one additional lane in each direction on [-215 from Nuevo Road to Van Buren
Boulevard; and (3) a four-lane arterial from west of Bernasconi Road to Reservoir
Avenue, including an intersection with Bernasconi Road, and a four-lane MCP
freeway from west of Reservoir Avenue to west of Warren Road, including service
interchanges at Reservoir Avenue, Town Center Boulevard, and Park Center
Boulevard (these improvements would likely be built in conjunction with Riverside
County and other local land development projects with County conditions). The four-
lane facility from Bernasconi Road to Warren Road, would leave the existing two-
lane Ramona Expressway in place and add two lanes to the south of the existing
Ramona Expressway. The existing Ramona Expressway lanes would carry
westbound traffic and the two new lanes of eastbound traffic. The two new lanes
would be constructed at the location and elevation of the ultimate MCP. Existing
Ramona Expressway is four or more through lanes from 1-215 to west of Bernasconi
Road and four lanes from west of Warren Road to the future SR-79 alignment. The
existing Ramona Expressway between Bernasconi Road and Warren Road is two
lanes.

Second Phase: The second phase of the project could be built by 2030 and would
include the following improvements: (1) the MCP systems interchange at 1-215 that
would include only the southbound 1-215 to eastbound MCP and the westbound
MCP to northbound I-215 ramps; (2) a four-lane MCP freeway from | 215 to west of
Bernasconi Road, including service interchanges at Perris Boulevard or Redlands
Avenue, Evans Avenue, Ramona Expressway/Antelope Road, and Bernasconi Road
(locations differ by MCP Build Alternative); and (3) a four-lane MCP freeway from
west of Warren Road to SR-79, including a service interchange at Warren Road, an
intersection with Sanderson Avenue, and a service interchange with SR-79. This
phase would differ by MCP Build Alternative regarding the location where the system
interchange would be constructed along | 215 and the completion of the four-lane
freeway through the city of Perris.
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Final Phase (Horizon Year): The final phase of the project could be built by 2040
and would include: (1) the addition of northbound 1-215 to eastbound MCP and the
westbound MCP to southbound [-215 ramps at the | 215/MCP interchange; (2)
widening of the MCP facility to a six-lane freeway from 1-215 to SR-79; and (3) a
system interchange at SR-79 and MCP. The widening of the MCP from four to six
lanes, from 1-215 to Bernasconi Road and from Warren Road to SR-79, involves
constructing an additional lane on the inside of the two existing lanes in each
direction of travel. The widening of the MCP from four lanes to six lanes in the
section between Bernasconi Road and Warren Road would involve adding one lane
to the inside of the two eastbound lanes built in the initial phase. It would also include
removing the two westbound lanes, which are the original Ramona Expressway, and
constructing three westbound lanes at the location and elevation of the MCP.

Although the MCP project is currently fully funded in the 2015 FTIP, if a decision is made
after project approval to construct the MCP project in phases, then RCTC would identify
the impacts and needed mitigation measures of a first phase and would compare these
to the impacts and mitigation measures addressed and committed to in the Final
EIR/EIS through an Environmental Revalidation, which would determine whether an EIR
Addendum, Supplemental EIR, or Subsequent EIR would be required under CEQA, and
whether a Supplemental EIS would be required under NEPA. If new adverse impacts or
mitigation are identified for the first phase or a subsequent phase, then RCTC would
prepare supplemental environmental documentation for approval of that project phase.
In addition, the MCP project is considered a “major project” under FHWA guidelines, and
it is not unusual for major projects to be constructed in phases due to the size of such a
project. If the project is to be constructed in phases, the MCP project phases must meet
FHWA Major Project Guidance for operational independence, nonconcurrent
construction, and advancing the project purpose and need. This guidance is used to
determine if a project can be divided from the scope of work in the NEPA decision
document (the Final EIS and Record of Decision) into phases. This determination is
made by the FHWA Division Office and the FHWA Project Delivery team prior to
initiation of phased construction. Per the Major Project Deliverable Timeline, the Cost
Estimate Review, Financial Plan, and Project Management Plan would be re-submitted,
approved, and/or updated.

The Supplemental New Connection Report (NCR) Conceptual Acceptability was granted
on August 17, 2012, from FHWA for the full build out of the new connection of the MCP
at 1-215, including a new Placentia Avenue interchange and improvements to 1-215 from
Nuevo Road to Van Buren Boulevard. The NCR Conceptual Acceptability was required
before the approval of the Revised Draft Project Report and circulation of the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. FHWA approval of an NCR is required
after the federal Record of Decision. If a decision is made to construct the MCP project
in phases, after project approval, RCTC certification of the Final EIR, and FHWA
approval of a Record of Decision, the RCTC will submit the phase of the NCR to be
constructed to FHWA for NCR final approval. As subsequent phases are constructed,
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the process will be repeated, similar to the Cost Estimate Review (CER), Financial Plan,
and Project Management Plan.

The regulatory permitting could be authorized for all of the phases under one permit/
agreement/certification from each regulatory agency (USACE, CDFW, and RWQCB).
Implementation of the mitigation may also be phased, as would be identified in the
permit/agreement/certification. Regulatory agencies may require updated information if
phasing is to occur and may also require higher mitigation ratios than if all mitigation
obligations were met at the beginning of the construction. Alternatively, the permits could
be phased as described above, with acknowledgment by the agencies that each phase
is part of a larger project.

Supplemental New Connection Report (NCR) Conceptual Acceptability was granted on
August 17, 2012 from FHWA for the full build of the new connection of MCP at I-215,
including a new Placentia Avenue Interchange and improvements to the 1-215 from
Nuevo Road to Van Buren Boulevard. The NCR Conceptual Acceptability was required
before the approval of the Revised Draft Project Report and circulation of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. FHWA approval of an NCR is required after the federal Record of
Decision. If a decision is made to construct the MCP project in phases, after project
approval, RCTC certification of the Final EIR, and FHWA approval of a Record of
Decision, the RCTC will submit the phase of the NCR to be constructed to FHWA for
NCR final approval. As subsequent phases are constructed, the process will be
repeated, similar to the Cost Estimate Review (CER), Financial Plan, and Project
Management Plan.

K. Accommodation of Oversize Loads

The project freeway-to-freeway interchange ramp construction at 1-215 and SR-79
maintains standard vertical clearances. Modifications to existing interchange at Ramona
Expressway also maintains standard vertical clearances. Consequently, the project will
not affect the ability of the 1-215 freeway mainline and ramps to transport oversized
loads. The I-215 is a designated Extra Legal Network (ELLN) route.

There is also a need for the project to accommodate truck traffic, which will be integral to
future job growth in the area. For this reason, the design of the project considers the
potential to serve large trucks. The Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) of
1982 allows large trucks to operate on the Interstate and certain primary routes (called
collectively the National Network). Roadway design to accommodate these trucks,
referred to as STAA trucks, must accommodate turning movements characterized by the
rear tires following a shorter tracking path than the front tires. Ramp local street
intersections will be designed to accommodate STAA trucks. Currently, I-215 and SR-79
north of the study area and south of State Route 74 (SR-74) are included in the STAA
network. The project, is designed to meet STAA standards and will provide another east-
west link for goods movement.
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L. Graffiti Control

Development of a graffiti removal specification is anticipated as parts of the project site
are in an urbanized area of Riverside County and are therefore considered graffiti-prone.
In addition, design features will be proposed to prevent vandals from accessing bridges,
signs, walls, and other features. Furthermore, vines and/or aesthetic architectural
treatment will be provided wherever large vertical surfaces (e.g., retaining walls and
sound walls) are accessible to discourage graffiti, minimize adverse impacts, and allow
for easy maintenance.

. FUNDING/PROGRAMMING

MCP is currently included in Amendment No. 1 of the 2012 RTP adopted June 6, 2013,
listed as New Mid County Parkway (RIV031218). The FTIP Project ID number is also
RIV031218.

The following is the description for the project, adopted in June 2013:

“CONS 6 THRU LN (3 LNS IN EA DIR) APPROX 16-MI BTWN 1-215 IN
PERRIS EAST TO SR-79 IN SAN JACINTO, INC CONS/RECONS OF 13
ICS, ADD OF AUX LN REDLANDS — EVANS AND EB AUXILIARY LN
EVANS — ANTELOPE. I-215 IMP: ADD 1 MF LN IN EA DIR NUEVO RD —
VAN BUREN BLVD, & ONE AUX LN IN EA DIR MID CO PKWY —
CAJALCO/RAMONA EXP AND FROM MID CO PKWY — NUEVO.”

Funding for the Project Approval/Environmental Document (PA/ED) phase of the project,
including preparation of the Recirculated FEIR/FEIS, was provided from the western
Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF) and from a Federal
Streamlining Fund Allocation. Measure A designates funding to CETAP corridors; Mid
County Parkway is one of four CETAP Corridors. Funding for the PS&E and right of way
phases is provided from local Measure A, bond, and TUMF revenues. The project is
scheduled for start of construction in February 2018. The project is eligible for federal-
aid funding, and funding for the construction phase is included in the FTIP window from
FY 2012/183 to FY 2019/20. It is anticipated that a combination of the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), local Measure “A” 0.5 cent sales tax, local
TUMF fees, and Federal dollars would be pursued. The Mid County Parkway is
recognized by Caltrans as a possible future State Highway and will be considered for
adoption as such. It is anticipated the project will be eligible for STIP funding if it is
included in the State Highway System.

Table 8.A shows the Capital Outlay Support and Project Estimates.
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Table 8.

A:

Capital Outlay Support and Project Estimates

Fund Source

Fiscal Year Estimate

Measure A Prior | 2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 ] 2018/19| Future | Total

Component In thousands of dollars ($1,000)
PA&ED Support 38,000 | 7,083 45,083
PS&E Support 75,000 | 80,000 | 11,899 166,899
Right-of-Way Support 6,000 | 7,000 | 1,446 14,446
Construction Support 40,000 | 50,000 | 65,773 155,773
Right-of-Way 30,000 | 150,000 | 56,630 236,630
Construction 250,000 | 350,000 | 512,662 | 1,112,662
Total 38,000 | 7,083 | 111,000 |237,000 |359,975 | 400,000 | 578,435 | 1.732B

The current project cost estimate of $1.732B, which was updated in late 2014, slightly
exceeds the current FTIP programmed amount of $1.691B. Prior to this update, the cost
estimate had been less than the FTIP programmed amount. RCTC will request an
amendment to the FTIP in the next programming update to amend the programmed
funds to match or exceed the cost estimate amount. The support cost ratio is 28.3%.

9. SCHEDULE
. . Scheduled Delivery Date
Project Milestones

(Month Year)
PROGRAM PROJECT MO15 2004
BEGIN ENVIRONMENTAL MO020 2004
NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) MO030 November 2004
NOTICE OF INTENT (NOI) MO035 November 2004
CIRCULATE DPR & DED EXTERNALLY M120 November 2008
CIRCULATE SDPR & RDED EXTERNALLY January 2013
PA & ED M200 April 2015
DRAFT STRUCTURES PS&E (1™ Segment) M378 August 2016
PROJECT PS&E M380 July 2017
RIGHT OF WAY CERTIFICATION M410 August 2017
READY TO LIST M460 October 2017
AWARD M495 December 2017
APPROVE CONTRACT M500 January 2018
CONTRACT ACCEPTANCE M600 December 2020
END PROJECT MS800 December 2020

MO30 and MO35 are only required if the environmental document is an EIR/EIS, M120 is only
required if there is a draft environmental document that will be released to the public, and M378
is not required, but optional if there are structures involved, delete rows as needed.
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10.RISKS

A Risk Register was created to identify and manage the major project risks that may
have a potential to adversely affect the project cost and/or schedule. At the Major
Project Cost Estimate Review (CER) workshop conducted by FHWA and Caltrans in
April 2014, the risk items in the Risk Register were further analyzed with each risk
quantified by dollars and schedule delay using a probabilistic model and input from the
subject matter experts present at the CER. The results of the risk analysis performed at
the CER workshop are tabulated in the Risk Register N-1 to N-3, Attachment N, Risk
Register.

The major project risks consist of, but are not limited to, the following::

e Geotechnical
o MCP alignment embankment stress on the MWD Colorado River
Aqueduct (CRA)
o Groundwater table at depressed MCP segment in city of Perris
o Uncertainty of soil conditions along project corridor as geotechnical soil
sampling only performed at bridge locations and a few other specific
locations
e Earthwork and Pavement
o Uncertainty in pavement structural section, contingent upon whether MCP
is adopted as a state route
o Earthwork balance dependent on construction sequencing
¢ Right-of-Way Acquisition
o Large number of acquisitions with some likely requiring eminent domain
o Market conditions with potential for property value increase
Utility Relocation
¢ Railroad Coordination
Connection with SR-79
o MCP project assumes SR-79 will be constructed prior to MCP
construction
e Environmental Issues
o Unanticipated Cultural/Archaeological Findings
o Section 4(f) Resources
o Floodplain Impact
Coordination with local developers

11.FHWA COORDINATION

FHWA has been involved with the MCP project since it was identified as a key west-east
regional transportation corridor in Riverside County’s RCIP, and more specifically, in the
CETAP planning efforts, which began in 1999. CETAP study efforts were jointly
undertaken by RCTC and the County in coordination with Caltrans and FHWA. FHWA
has participated in the planning process through RCIP, CETAP, and now the PA/ED of
the MCP.
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The MCP is an Executive Order 13274 Project, signed September 18, 2002, with
CETAP selected as a priority project in October 31, 2002. MCP, as a CETAP corridor,
meets criteria qualifications of Joint Stewardship and Oversight as a High Profile Project
(HPP). Per the current Joint Stewardship and Oversight Agreement between Caltrans
and FHWA, signed September 4, 2007 and the subsequent update signed October 14,
2010, this project is considered to be an HPP.

FHWA “Engineering and Operational Conceptual Acceptability Determination”, in the
form of the New Connection Report for the I-215/MCP systems interchange, was
received in September 2011. “Final Approval” is expected to be received after the
Record of Decision in early 2015.

12.PROJECT REVIEWS

Per the current Joint Stewardship and Oversight Agreement (Agreement) between the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), signed September 4, 2007 and the subsequent update signed October 14,
2010, this project is considered to be a High Profile Project. The MCP is an Executive
Order 13274 Project, signed September 18, 2002, with CETAP selected as priority
project October 31, 2002. Therefore, MCP, as a CETAP corridor, meets criteria
qualifications of Joint Stewardship and Oversight as a High Profile Project. However,
should any future situation/circumstance that will potentially declassify the project as a
High Profile Project arise, Caltrans shall notify FHWA and reassess this project using the
High Profile Project selection outlined in the Agreement.

The project requires approval of the following engineering technical studies and reports
from Caltrans and/or FHWA: Design Exception Fact Sheets, New Connection Report
(NCR), Geometric Approval Drawings (GAD), and the Project Report. The six Design
Exception Fact Sheets have all been approved and consist of the following: 1-215
Mandatory, [-215 Mandatory Supplemental, 1-215 Advisory, MCP Mainline Mandatory,
MCP Mainline Advisory, and the SR-79 Mandatory. The 1-215 Supplemental NCR
obtained conceptual approval (operational and engineering acceptability) in August 2012
and is awaiting final approval following the approval of this Project Report. The GAD was
approved in February 2015. The Draft Project Report was approved in January 2013.
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The following is a list of the FHWA and Caltrans personnel who have provided review
and the engineering studies/reports they have reviewed.

Jeff Holm

Bren George

Luis
Betancourt

Brian Frazer

Title

FHWA
Senior Transportation
Engineer

FHWA
Design/Traffic Ops
Engineer

FHWA
Field Operations Engineer

Caltrans
HQ Design Coordinator,
Division of Design

Caltrans
HQ Design Reviewer

Phone
(213) 202-3954

(916) 498-5021

(916) 498-5890

(916) 651-6551

(916) 651-6775

Date(s) of Review

e Supplemental NCR:
[-215, 2011

e NCR: |-215, 04/2008

e Supplemental NCR:
I-215, 2011

e NCR: [-215, 04/2008

e Mandatory Fact
Sheets: I-215 and SR-
79, 08/2007

e Supplemental
Mandatory Fact
Sheets: I-215, 09/2011

e NCR: I-215, 08/2007

e Supplemental NCR:
[-215, 09/2011

¢ Fact Sheets: I-215 and
SR-79, 08/2007

e Supplemental
Mandatory Fact
Sheets: I-215, 09/2011

e NCR: |-215, 08/2007

e Supplemental NCR:
[-215, 09/2011
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Name

Christy
Connors

Nassim Elias

Title

Caltrans

Phone
(909) 383-7582

Deputy District Director,

Design

Caltrans
Project Manager

(909) 383-6713

Date(s) of Review

Mandatory Fact
Sheets: I-215 and SR-
79, 08/2007

Supplemental
Mandatory Fact
Sheets: 1-215, 09/2011

NCR: I-215, 08/2007

Supplemental NCR:
1-215, 09/2011

Mandatory Fact Sheet:
MCP Mainline,
03/2014

Advisory Fact Sheet:
[-215, 02/2014

Advisory Fact Sheet:
MCP Mainline,
10/2014

Draft Project Report:
MCP, 12/2012

Mandatory Fact
Sheets: I-215 and SR-
79, 08/2007

Supplemental
Mandatory Fact Sheet:
[-215, 09/2011

NCR: I-215, 08/2007

Supplemental NCR:
[-215, 09/2011

Mandatory Fact Sheet:
MCP Mainline,
03/2014

Advisory Fact Sheet:
[-215, 02/2014

Advisory Fact Sheet:
MCP Mainline,
03/2014, 10/2014

Draft Project Report:
MCP, 12/2012

GAD, 2011-2014
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Name Title Phone
Anthony Ng Caltrans (909) 383-4952
FHWA Liaison/Design
Reviewer
Jon Bumps Caltrans (909) 383-4616

Design Oversight Manager

Mark Pertile Caltrans (909) 383-4243
(Former) Design Oversight
Manager

Manuel Caltrans

Jabson Traffic Operations Senior (909) 383-4226

Date(s) of Review

Supplemental
Mandatory Fact
Sheets: I-215, 09/2011

Supplemental NCR:
1-215, 09/2011

Advisory Fact Sheet:
[-215, 02/2014

Mandatory and
Advisory Fact Sheets:
MCP Mainline,
03/2014

GAD, 2011-2014

Supplemental
Mandatory Fact Sheet:

[-215, 09/2011

Supplemental NCR:
[-215, 09/2011

Mandatory Fact Sheet:
MCP Mainline,
03/2014

Advisory Fact Sheet:
[-215, 02/2014

Advisory Fact Sheet:
MCP Mainline,
03/2014, 10/2014

Draft Project Report:
MCP, 2012

GAD, 2011-2014

Mandatory Fact
Sheets: I-215 and SR-
79, 08/2007

NCR: 1-215, 08/2007

Traffic Technical
Report, 02/2012

GAD, 2011-2014
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13. PROJECT PERSONNEL
The following individuals may be contacted for information or questions regarding this

Project Report:

Name

Nassim Elias

Jon Bumps

Mainul Khan

Marie Petry

Alex Menor

Gustavo Quintero

Merideth Cann

Chao Chen

Rob McCann

Frank Lara

Affiliation

Caltrans
Project Manager

Caltrans
Design Oversight Manager

Caltrans
Project Oversight Engineer

Caltrans
Senior Environmental Planner,
Special Projects “B”

RCTC
Capital Project Manager

Bechtel/RCTC
Project Coordinator

Jacobs
Project Manager

Jacobs
Engineering Task Lead

LSA Associates Inc.
Environmental Task Lead

Jacobs
Drainage and Utility Task Lead

Phone

(909) 383-6713

(909) 383-4616

(909) 388-7307

(909) 383-6379

(951) 787-7970

(951) 787-7935

(949) 224-7810

(909) 974-2702

(949) 553-0666

(909) 974-2726
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Erik Ruehr VRPA (858) 566-1766
Traffic Task Lead

George Hsu CH2M Hill (714) 435-6205
Drainage Task Lead
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14. ATTACHMENTS

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT AA:

ATTACHMENT A:
ATTACHMENT B:
ATTACHMENT C:

ATTACHMENT D:

ATTACHMENT E:
ATTACHMENT F:
ATTACHMENT Gt

ATTACHMENT H:
ATTACHMENT I:

ATTACHMENT J:
ATTACHMENT K:
ATTACHMENT L:
ATTACHMENT M:
ATTACHMENT N:

Final EIR / Final EIS Cover Page and Signature and Project Category
Assignment Memorandum

Vicinity Map
Purpose and Need Exhibits

2040 ADT Forecasts, and Directional ADT and Peak Hour Horizon Year
2040 and Capacity and Level of Service Horizon Year 2040

Peak Hour Traffic Forecasts 2040 — Systems (Freeway to Freeway)
Interchanges

Peak Hour Traffic Forecasts 2040 — Service (Local) Interchanges
Layout Plans

Typical Sections, Life Cycle Cost Analyses, Traffic Index Memorandum,
Park and Ride Locations, and Maintenance Facility Locations

Cost Estimates

Right of Way Data Sheets

Agency Letters

Transportation Management Plan Data Sheets
Stage Construction

Phasing

Risk Register
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT AA: Final EIR/Final EIS Cover Page and C-14 1-215
Signature and Project Category Assignment Memorandum C-15 MCP
AA-1 FEIR / FEIS Cover Page and Signature C-16 Existing (2010) Intersections
AA-2 Project Category Assignment Memorandum C-17 No Build Intersections
C-18 Intersections (MCP)

ATTACHMENT A: Vicinity Map
ATTACHMENT D: Peak Hour Traffic Forecasts Year 2040 — Systems (Freeway to Freeway)

Al Vicinity Map Interchanges
ATTACHMENT B: Purpose and Need Exhibits D-1 MCP/ 1-215
B-1 Circulation Element D-2 MCP/ SR-79
B-2 Hemet to Corona / Lake Elsinore Study Area ATTACHMENT E: Peak Hour Traffic Forecasts Year 2040 — Service (Local) Interchanges
B-3 Freeways and Other State Highways
B-4 Jurisdictional Boundaries E-1 MCP at Redlands Ave
E-2 MCP at Evans Road
ATTACHMENT C: 2040 ADT Forecasts, Directional ADT and Peak Hour Horizon Year 2040, E-3 MCP at Ramona Expressway / Antelope Road
and Capacity and Level of Service Horizon Year 2040 E-4 MCP at Bernasconi Road
2040 Average Daily Traffic Forecasts E-5 MCP at Reservoir Avenue
C-1to C-2 No Build E-6 MCP at Town Center Boulevard
C-3to C-4 MCP E-7 MCP at Park Center Boulevard
E-8 MCP at Warren Road
Directional ADT and Peak Hour Horizon Year 2040 E-9 SR-79 at MCP Extension
C-5 Existing (2010) 1-215 E-10 [-215 at Placentia Ave
C-6 No Build 1-215 E-11 [-215 at Cajalco / Ramona Expwy
C-7 1-215
c8 MCP ATTACHMENT F: Layout Plans
F-1 Layout Sheets Key Map
Capacity and Level of Service Horizon year 2040 F-21t0 F-9 215
C-9 Existing (2010) I-15 F-10to F-20 MCP
C-10 Existing (2010) I-215 F-211to F-23 SR-79
C-11 No Build I-15
C-12 No Build 1-215

C-13 [-15
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G-1to G-3
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G-5

G-6
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G-8
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G-11

Park and Ride Locations, and Maintenance Facility Locations

[-215 Typical Sections

MCP Typical Section

MCP Typical Sections (Depressed and at Bridge)
SR-79 Typical Section

LCCA — MCP Mainline, Preliminary Draft

LCCA — Ramp A (Typical Ramp), Preliminary Draft
LCCA — Ramp B (High Truck Traffic), Preliminary Draft
Traffic Index Memorandum

Park and Ride & Maintenance Facility Locations

ATTACHMENT H: Cost Estimates

H-1 to H-8

H-9

H-10

H-B-1 to H-B-48

Project Cost Estimate Summary Sheets

Bridge APS List

Bridge APS Key Map

APS General Plan Sheets with Bridge Cost Estimates
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I-1to -4

MCP
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K-1to K-6

TMP Data Sheets

ATTACHMENT L: Stage Construction

L-1to L-3
L-4
L-5
L-6
L-7
L-8

[-215 Stages 1-2

Lakeview Nuevo Area Stage 1
Lakeview Nuevo Area Stage 2
San Jacinto River Bridges Stage 1
San Jacinto River Bridges Stage 2
San Jacinto River Bridges Stage 3

ATTACHMENT M: Phasing
M-1to M-3

Potential Phasing Plan

ATTACHMENT N: Risk Register

N-1 to N-3

Risk Register Matrix
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SCH# 2004111103

FHWA EIS#

08-RIV-MCP PM 0.0/16.3; 08-RIV-215 PM 28.0/34.3
EA 08-0F3200 (PN 0800000125)

Mid County Parkway, a new freeway from the City of Perris in the west to the City of San Jacinto in the cast,

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
AND FINAL SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Submitted Pursuant to: (State) Division 13, California Public Resources Code
(Federal) 42 USC 4332(2)(C) and 49 USC 303

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration, and
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Department of Transportation, and
THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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California Public Utilities Commission,
County of Riverside,
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City of San Jaci
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The following persons may be contacted for additional information concerning this document:

Mr. Alex Menor Mr. Tay Dam

Riverside County Transportation Commission Federal Highway Administration
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor 888 South Figueroa Street, Suite 1850
Riverside, CA 92501 Los Angeles, CA 90017-5467 3337
(951) 787-7141 (916) 498-5001

Abstract: The Mid County Parkway project will provide a new freeway that will effectively and efficiently accommodate regional
west-east movement of peaple and goods between and through the citie