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FHWA Highway ID No. RIV071250 SCH# 2008071075
Ora-91-R14.43/R18.91

RIV-91-R0.00/R13.04

RIV-15-35.64/45.14

EA 08-0F5400

PN 0800000136

The State Route 91 Corridor Improvement Project proposes widening, including the construction of one mixed-flow lane
in each direction, one auxiliary lane in each direction, high-occupancy or tolled express lanes, and direct
high-occupancy or tolled express lane connections between State Route 91 and Interstate 15.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

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

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

COOPERATING AGENCY:

UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF EN EERS
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Date of Abproval Basem Muallem i
District Director
District 8
California Department of Transportation
NEPA and CEQA Lead Agency

The following person may be contacted for additional information concerning this document:

Mr. Aaron Burton

California Department of Transportation, District 8
464 West 4th Street

6th Floor, MS 1162

San Bemnardino, CA 92401-1400

Email: aaron_burton@dot.ca.gov

Telephone: (909) 383-2841

Abstract: The project is in Orange and Riverside Counties, within the jurisdiction of California Department of
Transportation (Department) Districts 8 and 12. The Build Alternatives would provide facility improvements along State
Route 91 (SR-91) and Interstate 15 (I-15), spanning the Cities of Anaheim and Yorba Linda in Orange County, and the
Cities of Corona, Norco, and Riverside in Riverside County. There are two Build Alternatives extending on SR-91 from
State Route 241 (SR-241) (in the Cities of Anaheim and Yorba Linda) to Pierce Street (in the City of Riverside), a
distance of approximately 14 miles (mi), and on I-15 from the Hidden Valley Parkway interchange in the Cities of Corona
and Norco to the Cajalco Road interchange in the City of Corona, a distance of approximately 6 mi. SR-91 is continuing to
experience increased congestion as a result of population growth in Riverside County and the increase in jobs in Orange
County. Improvements are necessary to address existing and projected deficiencies regarding mobility, access, goods
movement, and freeway capacity on SR-91. The Build Alternatives would improve the vehicle, person, and goods
movement travel times on SR-91 and I-15 to more effectively serve existing and future travel demand between and within
Riverside and Orange Counties. Key issues include impacts to community character and cohesion, utilities and emergency
services, biological resources, cultural resources, paleontological resources, aesthetics, residential and business
relocations, water quality, air quality, and noise effects.
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Executive Summary

Effective July 1, 2007, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has I
been assigned environmental review and consultation responsibilities under NEPA
pursuant to Section 6005 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) (23 United States
Code [USC] 327). On projects for which the Department has assumed NEPA
responsibilities, the Department has also assumed responsibility for environmental
review and consultation under other federal environmental laws.

RCTC, in cooperation with the Department, has proposed capacity, operational, and
safety improvements on part of SR-91 and part of I-15, designated as the SR-91
Corridor Improvement Project (CIP). The project would widen the existing SR-01
from the SR-91/8R-241 interchange in the cities of Anaheim and Yorba Linda in
Orange County to Pierce Street in the City of Riverside in Riverside County. The
project also includes improvements to I-15 in Riverside County between the I-15 and
Cajalco Road interchange in the City of Corona and the I-15 and Hidden Valley
Parkway interchange in the City of Corona. The project is subject to State and federal
environmental review requirements. Project documentation has been prepared in
compliance with both CEQA and NEPA. The Department is the lead agency under
NEPA and CEQA for this project.

Lines were added to the margins of the pages in this document to assist the reader in
noting places where substantive changes were made after the circulation of the Draft
EIR/EIS during the preparation of this Final EIR/EIS.

S.1 Overview of the Project Study Area

The project study area extends along the project segments of SR-91 and I-15 in
northeastern Orange County and western Riverside County. The Post Miles for the
project on SR-91 in Orange County are between ORA-91-R14.43 and ORA-91-
R18.91, in Riverside County between RIV-91-R0.00 and RIV-91-R13.04, and on I-15
in Riverside County between RIV-15-35.64 and RIV-15-45.14. The project limits on
I-15 begin at Cajalco Road, approximately 5 mi south of SR-91 in the City of Corona.
The project limits extend north on I-15 to Hidden Valley Parkway, approximately

1 mi north of SR-91 in the cities of Corona and Norco.

In the project study area, SR-91 currently has four 11- to 12-feet- (ft) wide, general-
purpose (GP) travel lanes in each direction from the SR-241/SR-91 interchange to the
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SR-91/1-15 interchange. It has three 12 ft wide GP lanes in each direction from the
SR-91/I-15 interchange to Pierce Street. In addition, there are two tolled express lanes
and one high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction within the project
limits. The tolled express lanes, which are 11 or 12 ft wide depending on the location,
begin west of the SR-91/State Route 55 (SR-55) interchange and terminate at the
Orange/Riverside County line. The HOV lanes, which are 11 or 12 ft wide depending
on the location, begin where the tolled express lanes end just east of the Orange/
Riverside County line and extend east to Mary Street in the City of Riverside.

One project, which was recently completed, and several approved or planned projects
in the project study area may affect or require design coordination with the project.
These projects are:

e SR-91 Eastbound Lane Addition Project between SR-241 and State Route 71
(SR-71)} (operational)

e Santa Ana Mainstem Project — Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phase 2B Realignment/
Santa Ana River Interceptor Pipeline Reaches III and IV

e SR-91/SR-71 Interchange Improvement Project

o I-15 Corridor Improvement Project

e SR-241/SR-91 Direct Connector Project

e SR-91 between SR-55 and SR-241

e SR-91 Lane Addition from SR-55 to Weir Canyon Road north of SR-91

e State Route 57 (SR-57) Northbound Truck Climbing Lane

o SR-241/SR-91 HOV/High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Connector

e Express bus service operating on SR-91 that provides connections from Riverside
County to employment centers in Anaheim, Costa Mesa, Fullerton, and Irvine in
Orange County.

e Four additional express bus routes are planned for implementation in 2016.

e The parking capacity of the North Main Street Corona MetroLink parking
structure adjacent to SR-91 was increased in June 2009, which allowed commuter
rail ridership to increase, thereby diverting trips from SR-91.

e Future MetroLink service improvements are anticipated to include at least 40
daily trips each on the IEOC Line and 91-Line by 2020.

e Mid County Parkway

e Coal Canyon Landscape Project

e Cornidor A-1: Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability
Process (CETAP), Riverside County to Orange County, construct an intercounty
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transportation corridor with two toll lanes in each direction on a new facility
parallel to SR-91 from SR-241 to I-15

o SR-241/SR-91 Toll Connectors: Provide HOV/HOT connectors from northbound
SR-241 to eastbound SR-91 and from westbound SR-91 to southbound SR-241

e [-15 HOV/Express Lanes: Provide 2 HOV and 2 HOT lanes in each direction on
I-15 from SR-74 to the San Bernardino County line

o SR-71 Widening: Widen SR-71 to 3 mixed-flow lanes in each direction from
SR-91 to the San Bernardino County line

In addition to these projects, a number of other transportation and land use projects
are identified within the cumulative impact study area, including projects identified in
the most current SR-91 Implementation Plan (Orange County Transportation
Authority [OCTAD.

S.2 Purpose and Need

S.2.1 Project Purpose
The purpose of the project is to:

1. Improve the vehicle, person, and goods movement within the SR-91 corridor to
more effectively serve existing and future travel demand between and within
Riverside and Orange Counties.

2. Provide improvements along the SR-91 and I-15 transportation corridors as well
as to related local roads and to reduce diversion of regional traffic from the
freeways into the surrounding communities.

S.2.2 Project Need

SR-91 is the only major highway corridor that provides the home-to-work connection
for Riverside and San Bernardino County residents working in Orange and Los
Angeles Counties. SR-91 is currently used by more than 280,000 vehicles per day
(vpd) at the Orange/Riverside County line, and this volume continues to grow. At the
same time, travel speeds on SR-91 are well below 30 miles per hour (mph) during the
lengthy moming (westbound) and evening (eastbound) peak travel periods. Existing
congestion and delays on SR-91 and I-15 during peak travel periods result in freeway
traffic diverting to adjacent local roads to avoid congestion and delays. This diversion
of freeway traffic is particularly prevalent in the City of Corona as motorists on
westbound SR-91 and motorists transitioning from northbound I-15 to westbound
SR-91 seek less congested routes in the moming (westbound) peak travel period.
Similarly, diversion of freeway traffic into the City occurs as motorists on eastbound
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SR-91 and motorists transitioning from eastbound SR-91 to southbound 1-15 seek less
congested routes in the evening (eastbound) peak travel period.

SR-91 1s continuing to experience mcreased congestion as a result of population
growth in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties and the increase in jobs in Orange
and Los Angeles Counties. Demographic projections for the SCAG region (Orange,
Los Angeles, Ventura, Santa Barbara, and Riverside Counties), show that population
and employment in Riverside and Orange Counties are forecast to increase
substantially by 2035. As a result, traffic volumes on SR-91 are expected to increase
by approximately 50 percent by 2035, which would result in even greater congestion
and delays on SR-91. The existing travel demand on SR-91 has led to a heavy
directional commute pattern between Riverside and Orange/Los Angeles Counties
that is projected to continue into the future.

Improvements are necessary to address existing and projected deficiencies regarding
mobility, access, goods movement, and freeway capacity on the project segment of
SR-91, which is the only major highway that links Riverside and Orange Counties.

S$.3 Proposed Action

Both Build Alternatives would add one GP lane in each direction on SR-91 between
SR-241 and I-15. Both Build Alternatives would include improvements to I-15
between the Cajalco Road interchange and the Hidden Valley Parkway interchange in
the City of Corona.

The two Build Alternatives would provide auxiliary lanes or collector-distributor
roads at interchanges and would modify the existing interchange geometrics within
the project limits to improve traffic operations. The Build Alternatives would also
upgrade existing SR-91 to standard shoulder, lane, and buffer widths where those
upgrades can be accommodated.

Under Alternative 1, the existing HOV facilities and tolled express lanes on SR-91
would be maintained in their current configurations. Alternative 2 would result in two
tolled express lanes in each direction on SR-91 between SR-241 and I-15. The
existing HOV and express lanes would be converted into these two tolled express
lanes. East of I-15, the HOV lanes in Alternative 1 and the tolled express lanes in
Alternative 2 would be converted to join to the existing HOV and GP lanes at
approximately Mary Street.
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Alternative 1 would provide one median HOV lane in each direction on I-15 between
SR-91 and Ontario Avenue. Alternative 2 would provide one median tolled express
lane in each direction on I-15 between Hidden Valley Parkway and Cajalco Road.

Under Alternatives 1 and 2, existing local access to/from the existing interchanges is
expected to be maintained except at West Grand Boulevard, where the existing half-
diamond interchange ramps would be removed and replaced with improved local
connectivity to the Lincoln Avenue interchange.

The Build and No Build Alternatives are described briefly in the following section.

S8.3.1  Alternatives

S8.3.1.1  No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would maintain existing SR-91 and I-15 in the project area.
Under this alternative, there would be no additional GP lanes and no change in the
existing express or HOV lanes on SR-91. No improvements on SR-91, 1-15, or
intersecting local roads would be provided. The SR-91 Implementation Plan would
not be implemented under the No Build Altemative.

Under the future No Build Alternative, it is assumed the following independent
projects have been constructed and are operational:

e SR-71/SR-91 Interchange Improvement Project

e SR-91 Eastbound Lane Addition Project between SR-241 and SR-71 (this project
is now operational)

e SR-91 Lane Addition from SR-55 to Weir Canyon Road north of SR-91

e State Route 57 (SR-57) Northbound Truck Climbing Lane

e SR-241/SR-91 HOV/High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Connector

It is not anticipated that other major corridor improvements would be implemented on
the project segments of SR-91 and I-15 under the No Build Alternative. However, it
is anticipated that smaller localized projects could be considered, approved, and
implemented in the future on their own merits.

$.3.1.2 Alternative 1: Add General-Purpose Lanes and Maintain HOV
Lanes (GP + HOV Lanes)

One GP lane would be constructed in each direction on SR-91 from the SR-91/

SR-241 interchange in the Cities of Anaheim and Yorba Linda to Pierce Street in the

City of Riverside under Alternative 1. The existing HOV lanes on SR-91 between the

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS S-5



Executive Sumrmary

Orange/Riverside County line and Pierce Street would be maintained. Alternative 1
would provide HOV lane connectors from eastbound SR-91 to southbound I-15 and
from northbound I-15 to westbound SR-91. Those direct connectors would provide
direct HOV lane access between I-15 and SR-91 which would allow vehicles in the
HOV lanes to move from freeway to freeway, without the need to move through
traffic in the GP lanes. One HOV lane would be constructed on I-15 in each direction
from Ontario Avenue in the City of Corona to a proposed I-15/SR-91 HOV lane
direct connector.

Alternative 1 would provide auxiliary lanes or collector-distributor roads at
interchanges and would modify the existing interchanges within the project limits.
Existing local access to/from the existing interchanges would be maintained except at
West Grand Boulevard, where the existing nonstandard half-diamond interchange
ramps would be removed and replaced with improved local connectivity to the
Lincoln Avenue interchange. Alternative 1 also includes upgrades to existing SR-91
to standard shoulder, lane, and buffer widths where those upgrades can be
accommodated.

Alternative 1 includes four design variations (1a through 1d) that provide different
designs at Auto Center Drive/Maple Street (design variations 1a and 1b) and Lincoln
Avenue/Grand Boulevard (design variations 1¢ and 1d). The construction of
Alternative 1 will cost approximately $990 million to $1.0 billion, based on the
design variation.

S5.3.1.3 Alternative 2: Add General-Purpose Lanes and Extend Tolled
Express Lanes (GP + Tolled Express Lanes)

RCTC identified Alternative 2 as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA), as

discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives.

Under Alternative 2, one GP lane would be constructed in each direction on SR-91,
from the SR-91/SR-241 interchange in the Cities of Anaheim and Yorba Linda to
Pierce Street in the City of Riverside. The existing express lanes in Orange County
would be extended east from the Orange/Riverside County line to I-15 in the City of
Corona. The existing HOV lanes would be converted to tolled express lanes, and one
additional tolled express lane would be added in each direction on SR-91 from the
Orange/Riverside County line to I-15.

On June 7, 2012, the RCTC formally adopted the “RCTC 91 Express Lanes Toll
Policy.” The RCTC policy includes the same policies and toll pricing that exists today
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for the OCTA 91 Express Lanes. Toll prices currently range from $1.35 in the non-
peak hours to $10.05 in the eastbound SR-91 “super peak™ hour from 3:00 to 4:00
p.m. on Fridays.! In addition to the posted tolls, the RCTC 91 Express Lane toll
policy allows carpoolers with three or more persons (HOV3-+), zero emission vehicles
(ZEVs), motorcycles, disabled plates and disabled veterans to ride free during most
hours. The exception is Monday through Friday 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. in the
eastbound direction when they pay 50 percent of the posted toll.

A single eastbound SR-91 tolled express lane would extend past I-15 to McKinley
Street and then convert back to an HOV lane at Pierce Street in each direction. In the
westbound direction, the existing HOV lanes would be converted to a single tolled
express lane east of McKinley Street and join a second tolled express lane at the I-15
mterchange. Alternative 2 would add one tolled express lane in each direction on I-15
extending from the project express lane connectors north to Hidden Valley Parkway
and south to Cajalco Road.

Single tolled express lane direct connectors between [-15 and SR-91 would provide
access from northbound I-15 to westbound SR-91, extending on I-15 from SR-91 to
the Hidden Valley Parkway interchange, and from eastbound SR-91 to southbound
I-15, extending on I-15 from SR-91 to Cajalco Road. The direct connectors would
allow express lane drivers to travel from the express lanes on one freeway into the
express lanes on the other freeway without having to transition through the GP lanes.

Alternative 2 would also provide auxiliary lanes or collector-distributor roads at
interchanges and would modify the existing interchanges within the project limits.
Existing local access to/from the existing interchanges would be maintained except at
West Grand Boulevard, where the existing nonstandard half-diamond interchange
ramps would be removed and replaced with improved local connectivity to the
Lincoln Avenue interchange. Alternative 2 also includes upgrades to existing SR-91
to standard shoulder, lane, and buffer widths where those upgrades can be
accommodated.

Alternative 2 includes eight design variations (2a through 2h) that provide different
design options at Auto Center Drive/Maple Street (two design options), Smith
Avenue (two design options), and Lincoln Avenue (two design options). The
construction of Alternative 2 will cost approximately $1.345 to $1.426 billion,

: http://www.91expresslanes.com/schedules.asp.
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depending on the design variation. Alternative 2fis estimated to cost $1,380,500,000,
including roadway, structures and right-of-way costs.

S$.3.1.4 Preferred Alternative

On September 20, 2011, the Project Development Team (PDT) evaluated the two
Build Alternatives and the No Build Alternative to develop a recommendation to the
Department and RCTC for the Preferred Alternative. The PDT is made up of
representatives from Districts 8 and 12 of the Department; the Riverside County
Transportation Commission; the Transportation Corridor Agencies, the Orange
County Transportation Authority, the Cities of Corona, Riverside, Norco, and
Anaheim; and consultants providing technical support to the Department and RCTC.

The approach of the PDT for developing that recommendation was conducted in two
steps. Step 1 considered the ability of the two Build Aliernatives and the No Build
Alternative to meet the following five specific criteria: (1) the best alternative that
meets the purpose of the project; (2) the alternative that provides the best travel time
savings; (3) consideration of substantially differentiating environmental impacts for
each of the Build Alternatives; (4) consideration of the comments provided by
agencies and members of the general public during the public review period; and (5)
consistency with transportation system planning for SR-01. As described in detail in
Section 2.3.7.3, Development of the PDT Recommendation, Alternatives 1 and 2 both
meet the project purpose. Alternative 2 results in the best travel time savings
compared to Alternative 1 and the No Build Alternative. Alternatives 1 and 2 result in
similar environmental impacts, but the larger footprint for Altemative 2 results in that
Alternative having slightly greater impacts in some categories compared to
Alternative 1. There was no strong preference for or against a specific alternative by
the commenting agencies and members of the general public; however, the wider
cross section in Alternative 2 better meets the system planning criterion compared to
Alternative 1. Based on the evaluation of the ability of the No Build and Build
Altematives to meet these criteria, the PDT recommended Alternative 2 as the
Preferred Alternative for the SR-91 CIP. RCTC, the Department, the City of Corona,
the OCTA, and the Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA), all members of the
PDT, concurred with this recommendation. As a result, Alternative 2 is the Preferred
Alternative for the SR-91 CIP.

Once the Preferred Alternative was identified, Step 2 considered the design variations
for that Build Alternative and evaluated them on the following four criteria to
determine which design variations should be included in the Preferred Alternative:
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(1) the design variation that would minimize community and right-of-way

impacts; (2) the design variation that would provide the best traffic operations;

(3) consideration of substantially differentiating environmental impacts for each of
the design variations; and (4) consideration of the comments provided by agencies
and members of the general public during the public review period. The evaluation of
the design variations provided in Section 2.3.7.4, PDT Recommendation for SR-91
CIP, based on a comparison of these four criteria, determined that design variation f
better met these criteria than the other design variations applicable to Alternative 2.

The City of Corona indicated a strong preference for design variation f at the Auto
Center Drive/Maple Street, Smith Avenue/Mid-City Access, and Lincoln Avenue
interchanges. The PDT, including the Department and RCTC, concurred with the
identification of design variation f for inclusion in the Preferred Alternative, and
unanimously agreed with the recommendation of the identification of Alternative 2f
as the Preferred Alternative for the SR-91 CIP.

§.3.2 Travel Time and Travel Speed

Table S.1 summarizes travel times and speeds on SR-91 between SR-241 and I-15 for
the Baseline/Existing (2007) condition, and for 2015 and 2035 with the No Build and
Build Alternatives based on the peak directions and hours of travel (i.e., westbound

on SR-91 in the a.m. peak hour and eastbound in the p.m. peak hour). Key travel time
and speed comparnisons of Baseline/Existing (2007) conditions with the 2015 and |
2035 No Build and with project conditions are described in the following sections.

The project conditions are the Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects for both 2015 and
2035 and the Imitial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2 for 2015 only, which include only
the initial improvements in Alternatives 1 and 2. As shown in the following

discussion regarding travel times and travel speeds, the additional lane provided in

each direction in Alternative 2 compared to Alternative 1 generally results in reduced
travel times and increased travel speeds under Alternative 2 compared to both
Alternative 1 and the No Build Alternative.

No Build Conditions in the AM Peak Hour (Westbound SR-91)

In the GP lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately 8 minutes from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 No Build conditions and by approximately 15
minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007} to 2035 No Build conditions.
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Table S.1 SR-91 Travel Time and Travel Speed Summary’

Baseline/ AT | AR AT AT A2
Lanes E(’gg’;';‘)g Bugg | Utimate | Utimate | nigal | _NO | uitimate | Utimate
Project | Project | Project Project Project
SR-91 Westhound (AM Peak Hour)
Travel Time (minutes)
General Purpose 28.5 36.1 30.7 28.9 32.6 43.2 36.6 37.3
Percent change
compared to Baseline/ - 26.7% 7.7% 1.4% 14.4% 51.6% 28.4% 30.9%
Existing (2007)
HOV/Tclled Express 12.1 18.4 15.5 13.1 12.0 259 235 12.6
Percent change
compared to Baseline/ - 52.1% 28.1% 8.3% -08% | 114.0% 94.2% 4.1%
Existing {2007)
Travel Speed (mph)
General Purpose 24.2 191 22.5 23.8 21.2 18.0 18.9 18.5
Percent change
compared to Baselinef - ~21.1% -7.0% -1.7% | -12.4% | -33.9% -21.9% -23.6%
Existing (2007}
HOVITolled Express 56.8 37.5 44.4 52.8 57.3 26.6 28.4 55.0
Percent change
compared to Baseline/ - -34.0% | -21.8% -7.0% | 0.8%% | -53.2% -48.2% -3.2%
Existing (2007)
SR-91 Easthound (PM Peak Hour)
Travel Time {minutes)
General Purpose 44.0 79.1 66.3 63.7 70.6 86.4 73.3 73.7
Percent change
compared fo Baseline/ - 79.8% 50.7% 44.8% | 60.5% 96.4% 66.6% 67.5%
Existing {2007)
HOV/Tolled Express 30.0 39.7 31.2 13.0 12.5 47.0 48.1 13.8
Percent change
compared to Baseline/ - 32.3% 4.0% -56.7% 1 -58.3% | 56.7% 60.3% -54.0%
Existing (2007)
Travel Speed {mph)
(General Purpose 15.7 3.7 10.4 10.8 9.8 8.0 9.4 9.4
Percent change
compared io Baseline/ - -44.6% | -33.8% | -31.2% | -37.6% | -49.0% -40.1% ~40.1%
Existing {(2007)
HOV/Tolled Express 23.0 17.4 221 53.0 55.0 14.7 14.4 50.0
Percent change
compared to Baseline/ - -24.3% -3.9% 130.4% | 139.1% | -36.1% -37.4% 117.4%
Existing (2007}

Source: Speed surveys and the RCTC Model Resuits for the SR-91 CIP, as disclosed in Table 4-684 in the Final
Traffic Study Report (January 2010).

Travel times and speed are for SR-91 between SR-241 and 1-15.

The 2015 conditions under the Initial Phase of Alternative 1 are considered to be the same as for the Initial
Phase of Alternative 2.

Alt = Alternative

CiP = Corridor Improvement Praoject

HOV = high-occupancy vehicle

I-15 = Interstate 15

mph = miles per hour

RCTC = Riverside County Transportation Commission

SR-91 = State Route 91

SR-241 = State Route 241

2

In the GP lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately 5 mph from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 No Build conditions and by approximately 8 mph
from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 No Build conditions.
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In the HOV/tolled express lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately
6 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 No Build conditions and by
approximately 14 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 No Build
conditions.

In the HOV/tolled express lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately
19 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 No Build conditions and by
approximately 30 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 No Build conditions.

Alternative 1 in the AM Peak Hour (Westbound SR-91)

In the GP lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately 2 minutes from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 1 conditions and by approximately
8 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007} to 2035 with Alternative 1 conditions.

In the GP lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately 2 mph from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 1 conditions and by approximately
5 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 1 conditions.

In HOV/tolled lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately 3 minutes
from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 1 conditions and by
approximately 11 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 1
conditions.

In HOV/tolled lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately 12 mph
from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 1 conditions and by
approximately 27 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 1
conditions.

Alternative 2 in the AM Peak Hour (Westhound SR-91)

In the GP lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately 0.5 minute from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 2 conditions and by approximately
9 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 2 conditions.

In the GP lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately 0.5 mph from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 2 conditions and by approximately
6 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 2 conditions.

In the tolled express lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately
1 minute from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 2 conditions and by
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approximately 0.5 minute from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 2
conditions.

In the tolled express lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately

4 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 2 conditions and by
approximately 2 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 2
conditions.

No Build Conditions in the PM Peak Hour (Eastbound SR-91)

In the GP lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately 35 minutes from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 No Build conditions and by approximately 42
minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 No Build conditions.

In the GP lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately 7 mph from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 No Build conditions and by approximately 8 mph
from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 No Build conditions.

In the HOV/tolled express lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately
10 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 No Build conditions and by
approximately 17 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 No Build
conditions.

In the HOV/tolled express lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately
6 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 No Build conditions and by
approximately 8 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 No Build conditions.

Alternative 1 in the PM Peak Hour (Eastbound SR-91)

In the GP lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately 22 minutes from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 1 conditions and by approximately
29 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 1 conditions.

In the GP lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately 5 mph from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 1 conditions and by approximately
6 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 1 conditions.

In the HOV/tolled express lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately
1 minute from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Altemnative 1 conditions and by
approximately 18 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 1
conditions.
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In the HOV/tolled express lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately
1 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 1 conditions and by
approximately 9 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 1
conditions.

Alfternative 2 in the PM Peak Hour (Eastbound SR-91)

In the GP lanes, travel time is forecast to increase by approximately 20 minutes from
Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 2 conditions and by approximately
30 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 2 conditions.

In the GP lanes, travel speed is forecast to decrease by approximately 5 mph from
Basehne/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 2 conditions and by approximately
6 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 2 conditions.

In the tolled express lanes, travel time is forecast to decrease by approximately

17 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 2 conditions and
by approximately 16 minutes from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative
2 conditions.

In the tolled express lanes, travel speed is forecast to increase by approximately

30 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2015 with Alternative 2 conditions and by
approximately 27 mph from Baseline/Existing (2007) to 2035 with Alternative 2
conditions.

S$.3.3 Modal Interrelationships Include System Linkages

SR-91 is an integral component of the regional transportation system. It provides a
key linkage between the Inland Empire (Riverside and San Bernardino Counties) and
Orange County as well as a gateway into southern Los Angeles County. It connects a
large residential population to substantial employment opportunities. The project
would provide enhanced mobility and system linkages between the counties as well
as additional connectivity as a result of the provision of the direct HOV connectors to
the tolled express lanes within the region.

Existing public transit linkages between Riverside and Orange Counties include bus
and commuter rail. MetroLink commuter rail services between the two counties are
nearing capacity on existing equipment. As identified in the Major Investment Study
(MIS) Locally Preferred Strategy (LPS), all transit components in the Riverside
County/Orange County study area were to be maximized as part of all future
transportation improvements. Alternatives 1 and 2 do not specifically identify these
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transit improvements, but they are part of the overall background of transit and
transportation improvements required through the extensive elected officials,
interested stakeholders, and public outreach process implemented as part of the MIS
process by RCTC, OCTA, and the Department.

Some of the existing and planned multimodal components of the overall
transportation system include:

e Express bus service operating on SR-91 that provides connections from Riverside
County to employment centers in Anaheim, Costa Mesa, Fullerton, and Irvine in
Orange County.

e Four additional express bus routes are planned for implementation in 2016. These
routes would orniginate in the Riverside and Temecula areas with destinations to
employment centers in Anahemm and Orange in Orange County.

e The parking capacity of the North Main Street Corona MetroLink parking
structure adjacent to SR-91 was increased in June 2009, which allowed commuter
rail ridership to increase, thereby diverting trips from SR-91.

o MetroLink currently operates 23 trips daily on the Inland Empire-Orange County
(IEOC) Line between downtown Riverside, Laguna Niguel/Mission Viejo, and
Oceanside.

e Future MetroLink service improvements are anticipated to include at least 40
daily trips each on the IEQC Line and 91-Line by 2020.

$.3.3.1 Logical Termini and Independent Utility

Logical Termini

The project limits for the SR-91 CIP were defined based on providing a logical and
independent set of improvements. Logical termini are defined as rational end points
for a transportation improvement and rational end points for a review of the
environmental impacts of a proposed project. Refer to Figures 2.14 and 2.17,
provided later in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, which show the improvements in the
Alternative 1 and 2 Initial Phases and Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects,
respectively.

L ogical Termini for the Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects

The Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects provide logical termini because they
connect to major transportation facilities (SR-241, SR-71, and 1-15), which are
destinations of the major traffic volumes along SR-91, and terminate at major arterial
interchanges (SR-241 on the west and Pierce Street on the east on SR-91, and Hidden
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Valley Parkway on the north, and Cajalco Road on the south on I-15). The SR-91 CIP
Build Alternatives can be implemented without being dependent on any other
improvements, and they would provide substantial benefits to the traveling public
between the project termini described without other improvements. Alternatives 1 and
2 for the SR-91 CIP have logical termini that allow for evaluation of potential
environmental effects for a project large enough to address the defined traffic need in
the affected part of the corridor.

Logical Termini for the Alternative 1 and 2 Initial Phases

Similar to the Ultimate Projects for Alternatives 1 and 2, the limits for the Initial
Phases of those Build Alternatives were also defined based on providing a logical and
independent set of improvements. The Initial Phase of Alternative 1 provides logical
termini because it connects to major transportation facilities (SR-71 and I-15) and
terminates at major arterial or freeway interchanges (Green River Road on the west
on SR-91, at I-15 on the east on SR-91, and at Ontario Avenue on I-15). The Initial
Phase of Alternative 2 also provides logical termini because it connects to major
transportation facilities (SR-241, SR-71, and I-15) and terminates at major arterial or
freeway interchanges (SR-241, Pierce Street on SR-91, and Hidden Valley Parkway
and Ontario Avenue on I-15).

Independent Utility

A project has independent utility if it meets a project purpose in the absence of other
improvements in the project segment or in other parts of the corridor. The SR-91 CIP
has independent utility because the Alternative 1 and 2 Initial Phases and Ultimate
Projects are usable improvements and represent reasonable expenditures even if no
additional transportation improvements are made in the area. Altenatives 1 and 2 can
be implemented in the absence of any other improvements and do not restrict
consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation
improvements in the SR-91 and I-15 corridors.

S.3.4 Phasing and Funding of Alternatives 1 and 2
Implementation of the project will be in phases over a 20-year period, beginning with

an Initial Phase and culminating with completion of the Ultimate Project by 2035.
Phasing plans for the Build Alternatives were developed based on the funding
anticipated to be available for the project after completion of the environmental
process, including identification and approval of the Preferred Alternative. Separate |
phases would be identified and programmed to incorporate the components of the
improvements on SR-91 and I-15 between the Initial Phase which would be '
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completed in 2017 and completion of the Ultimate Project by 20335, as funding
becomes available. A summary of anticipated funding sources for Altematives 1 and
2 is shown in Table S.2. Additional funds will be needed to construct all phases of the
project. Potential funding sources for future phases include federal grants, State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds, and Measure A.

Table S.2 Anticipated Funding Sources

Potential Funding Source Alternative 1 Alternative 2
RCTC Contribution {Measure A) $830,586,000 $734,944,000
Federal TIFIA Loan 0 444,117,000
STIP Funds $2,000.600 $2,000,000
Toll Revenue Bends {CIBs/CABs) 0 $163,768,000
Total $832,586,000 $1,344,829,000

Source: Riverside County Transportation Commission (2011).
CABs = Capital Appreciation Bonds

CiBs = Current interest Bonds

RCTC = Riverside County Transportation Commission

STIP = State Transportation [mprovement Program

TiFIA = Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act

S.4 Joint CEQA/NEPA Document

The project is a joint project by the Department and FHWA, and is subject to State
and federal environmental review requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has
been prepared in compliance with both CEQA and NEPA. The Department is the lead
agency under NEPA and CEQA. In addition, FHWA’s responsibility for
environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with
applicable federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by the
Department under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 USC 327.

Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not lead to a
determination of significance under NEPA. Because NEPA is concerned with the
significance of the project as a whole, it is quite often the case that a “lower level”
document is prepared for NEPA. One of the most commonly seen joint document
types is an EIR/EIS.

In accordance with CEQA, the Department determined that the project could have a
significant effect on the environment and prepared an EIR. In addition, the
Department has determined that the action may substantially impact the environment.
Therefore, the Department, as assigned by FHWA, prepared an EIS.

Following a review of public comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS and
circulation of the Final EIS, the Department will take actions regarding the
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environmental document. The Department will certify the Final EIR, issue Findings
and a Statement of Overriding Considerations under CEQA; and approve the Final
EIS and issue a Record of Decision (ROD) under NEPA. Based on the project
phasing discussed in Section S.3.4, the Department anticipates issuing separate RODs
for the Initial Phase and the Ultimate Project.

At the time the Ultimate Project is programmed, RCTC will assess whether the
project scope has changed, existing conditions in the study area have changed, and/or
there is potential for substantial new adverse impacts not evaluated in the original
Final EIR/EIS. That assessment may result a determination that additional
environmental documentation (such as an Environmental Reevaluation under NEPA
and an Addendum to the Final EIR under CEQA if there are no substantial changes in
the project, the existing environment and the project impacts) and/or updated
technical studies are needed prior to implementation of the Ultimate Project.

S.41 Determining Significance Under the California Environmental
Quality Act
One of the primary differences between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is
determined. Under NEPA, significance is used to determine whether an EIS, or some
lower level of documentation, will be required. NEPA requires that an EIS be
prepared when the proposed federal action (project) as a whole has the potential to
“significantly affect the quality of the human environment.” The determination of
significance under NEPA is based on context and intensity. Some impacts determined
to be significant under CEQA may not be of sufficient magnitude to be determined
significant under NEPA. Under NEPA, once a decision is made regarding the need
for an EIS, it is the magnitude of the impact that is evaluated and no judgment of its
individual significance is deemed important for the text. NEPA does not require that a
determination of significant impacts be stated in the environmental document.

CEQA, on the other hand, does require the Department to identify each “significant
effect on the environment” resulting from the project and ways to mitigate each
significant effect. If the project may have a significant effect on any environmental
resource, then an EIR must be prepared. Each and every significant effect on the
environment must be disclosed in the EIR and mitigated if feasible. In addition, the
CEQA Guidelines list a number of mandatory findings of significance, which also
require the preparation of an EIR. There are no types of actions under NEPA that
parallel the findings of mandatory significance of CEQA.
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S.4.2 Discussion of Significance of Impacts Under CEQA

The significance of the potential impacts of the Build Alternatives under CEQA was
assessed based on the CEQA Environmental Checklist provided in Appendix A,
CEQA Environmental Checklist, as required per the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Standard Environmental Reference, and the analyses of
project impacts discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Affected Environment,
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation
Measures. The impacts of the Build Alternatives and the No Build Alternative are
discussed and summarized throughout Chapter 3. Chapter 4, California
Environmental Quality Act Evaluation, provides the applicable discussion regarding
the determination of significance under CEQA based on the responses to the CEQA
Checklist questions.

S$.5 Project Impacts

$.51 Summary of Impacts and Measures

Table S.3, which follows the last page of text in this Executive Summary, summarizes
the impacts of the Build Alternatives where there is a difference in the impacts
between Alternatives 1 and 2. The environmental commitments (measures to avoid,
minimize and/or mitigate impacts) to address those impacts are also summarized in
Table S.3. All the measures in Table S.3 apply to both Altematives 1 and 2, unless
otherwise noted.

Table S.4, which follows Table S.3 at the end of this Executive Summary, lists those
impacts that are the same or very similar for Alternatives 1 and 2. Measures to
address those impacts are also summarized in Table S.4.

Tables S.3 and S.4 also indicate whether the individual avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures apply to the Initial Phase (IP in Tables S.3 and S.4), the Ultimate
Project (UP in Tables S.3 and S.4), or the Initial Phase and the Ultimate Project (IP
and UP in Tables S.3 and S.4).

The impacts in Tables S.3 and S.4 are organized in the order in which the impact
analyses occur in Chapter 3. For more detailed information regarding the impacts
summarized in Tables 8.3 and S.4, refer to the following sections in Chapter 3:

¢ 3.1 Land Use
e 3.2 Growth
e 3.3 Farmlands/Timberlands
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e 3.4 Community Impacts

e 3.5 Utilities/Emergency Services

e 3.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

o 3.7 Visual/Aesthetics

e 3.8 Cultural Resources

o 3.9 Hydrology and Floodplains

e 3.10 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff

e 3.11 Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography

e 3.12 Paleontology

e 3.13 Hazardous Waste/Materials

e 3.14 Air Quality

e 3.15 Noise

e 3.16 Energy

e 3.17 Natural Communities

e 3.18 Wetlands and Other Waters

e 3.19 Plant Species

o 3.20 Animal Species

e 3.21 Threatened and Endangered Species

e 3.22 Invasive Species

e 3.23 Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of the Human Environment
and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity

e 3.24 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources That Would Be
Involved in the Proposed Action

e 3.25 Cumulative Impacts

S.5.2 Summary of Significant Adverse Impacts Under CEQA after
Mitigation

As discussed in detail in Chapter 4, the following impacts of Alternatives 1 and 2

were determined to be significant, adverse, and unavoidable under CEQA, after

implementation of the identified avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures,

as well as project design features:

e Permanent impacts to oak woodland
e Cumulative impacts
e Long-term noise

o Adverse effects on human beings
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The remaining impacts of the Build Alteratives were determined to be either not
significant or to be avoided or reduced to below a level of significance under CEQA,
based on implementation of the project avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures and project design features, as described in detail in Chapter 4.

S.6 Coordination with Public and Other Agencies

Public participation and agency consultation for this project have been accomplished
through a variety of formal and informal methods, including monthly PDT meetings,
interagency coordination meetings, resource agency meetings, public meetings, and
consultation with interested parties.

S.6.1 Notice of Intent

The Notice of Intent (NOI) under NEPA was prepared by the Department and was
published on July 3, 2008 in the Federal Register, Volume 73, No. 129. No written
comments were received in response to the NOI.

$.6.2 Notice of Preparation

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) under CEQA was distributed to federal, tribal,
State, regional, county, and local agencies; elected officials; special districts; groups;
businesses, major property owners, and organizations; and property owners within
700 ft of the project segments of SR-91 and I-15.

The State Clearinghouse (SCH) distributed the NOP to a number of State agencies on
July 15, 2008.

The Notice of Scoping/Initiation of Studies letters were sent on August 7, 2008, to
elected and City officials, agencies, and other interested parties. These letters
included a project location map.

In response to the NOP, letters were received from one federal agency, four State
agencies, eight regional agencies, and three organizations/interested parties. The
responses to the NOP are provided in Attachment 5.D, Responses to the Notice of
Preparation, in Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination.

§.6.3 Public Outreach

S.6.3.1 Scoping Meetings

The RCTC and the Department hosted a public scoping meeting for the proposed
project at the City of Corona Multi-Purpose Room at 400 South Vicentia Avenue in
Corona, California, on July 29, 2008. Project aerial maps and display boards that
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showed the project alternatives and display boards of the environmental process were
provided. The aerial maps and display boards were described to meeting attendees by
the RCTC, the Department, and consultant staff. Tables for scoping meeting
participants to write and submit comment cards were provided. A court reporter was
available to document verbal comments provided at the meeting.

The scoping meeting sign-in sheets showed 14 agencies and elected officials in
attendance, as well as 11 property owners. A total of 64 people attended the meeting.

Refer to Section 5.2.5, Scoping Meetings, for additional discussion regarding the
project scoping meetings.

S.6.3.2 Public Information Meetings

Two public information meetings were held to update interested parties on the
progress of the project. The first meeting was on March 3, 2009, with 60 people
attending. The second public information meeting was on August 26, 2010, with 280
people attending. Both public information meetings were held at the Corona Public
Library, 650 South Main Street, Corona, California, 92882.

$.6.3.3 June 9, 2011 Public Hearing

On June 9, 2011, RCTC and the Department held an open-house format public
hearing to provide information to the public regarding the project alternatives and the
Draft EIR/EIS and to solicit input from the attendees regarding the project
alternatives and the analyses provided in the Draft EIR/EIS. The public hearing was
announced in newspaper advertisements and several mailings of project and hearing
related materials. The open-house format included 17 stations, 53 exhibit boards, 5
large maps, and 6 viewing display monitors. Agency and consultant staff were
available at each station to greet the attendees, describe the material at the station,
answer attendees’ questions, and direct attendees to other stations for other
information relevant to their questions and/or comments. Approximately 260 agency
representatives and members of the general public attended the public hearing. The
meeting format allowed attendees to move from station to station at their own pace,
and to review the available materials and discuss their questions/comments with the
staff at each station. A total of 49 comment cards and 19 verbal comments transcribed
by court reporters were received from attendees at the public hearing. In addition,
many attendees discussed their concerns with staff present at the individual topic
stations. Based on those interactions, the majority of the comments raised were
related to right-of-way acquisition. Other topics of concern included the location of
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noise walls, the phasing of the project, the proposed construction date of the project,
and a preference for a certain alternative or design variation.

Refer to Section 5.2.6.3, June 9, 2011, Public Hearing, for additional description of
the public hearing and comments provided by the hearing attendees regarding the
project and the EIR/EIS.

S.6.3.4 Noise Barrier Survey Public Outreach Efforts

Permanent noise impacts were identified at 416 properties. In accordance with
Department procedures, a noise barrier survey package was sent by certified mail to
each property owner on May 20, 2011. Of the 416 packages sent, 320 went unclaimed
and were returned. Only 24 completed surveys were received.

Based on the low number of completed surveys returned as part of the first noise
barrier survey mail-out and the fact that several residents had requested additional
clarification on the purpose of the noise barrier survey and the voting process, RCTC
initiated an additional noise barrier public outreach effort that included a focused
meeting for property owners affected by Noise Barriers (NBs) D1-B, I-1, and I-2, and
a second mail-out of noise barrier survey information to all confirmed property owner
addresses on the noise barrier mailing list.

'The second noise barrier survey mail-out occurred on August 5, 2011. During the
second round mail-out, 319 property owners received a noise barrier survey package.
Of the 319 packages sent by both certified mail and regular first class mail, 45 went
unclaimed and were returned, and 74 completed surveys were received.

Invitations to two noise barrier focus meetings were also sent on August 5, 2011, to
residents affected by NBs D1-B, I-1, and I-2. A second mailing for that noise barrier
focus meeting was sent August 17, 2011, to the same residents as a reminder of the
upcoming focus meetings.

The first noise barrier focus meeting for property owners affected by NBs I-1 and I-2,
was held at The Veranda at the Green River Golf Club, 5215 Green River Road,
Corona, on August 23, 2011, from 7:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. A similar meeting with the
same format and handouts was held for property owners affected by NB D1-B from
7:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. on August 25, 2011, in the Multipurpose Room in Corona City
Hall, at 400 South Vicentia Avenue, Corona. All property owners were requested to
provide their votes by September 9, 2011.
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Due to a large number of no responses received from affected property owners,
RCTC and the Department conducted a third round of public outreach efforts. RCTC
and the Department prepared a cover letter and noise barrier survey that were
distributed during door-to-door home visits conducted between the hours of 3:30 p.m.
and 7:30 p.m. on September 30, 2011, and October 4, 2011. All teams that made
personal visits to property owners were bilingual and provided noise barrier surveys
with self-addressed stamped envelopes that requested the completed surveys be
returned and postmarked no later than October 5, 2011. A total of 140 homes were
visited during the third round public outreach process. A total of 39 noise barrier
surveys were returned.

In addition, a focused effort was made to inform the Villaggio Condo Homeowners
Association (HOA) about the proposed location of NB D1-B. RCTC and the
Department held a meeting with the Villaggio HOA and interested residents at the
Villaggio community pool on Saturday, November 12, 2011, from 11:00 a.m. to
12:30 p.m. Six agency and consultant staff and 15 homeowners attended the meeting,
After the meeting, the HOA was asked to vote in support or against the construction
of NB D1-B.

Based on comments received during the public review period of the Draft EIR/EIS
and prior commitments made by previous Department projects to build NB K1-A,
along I-15, a noise barrier survey was conducted for property owners affected by the
construction of NB K1-A. Based on the surveys submitted by affected property
owners, NB K1-A received a majority approval and will be carried through
construction.

Refer to Sections 5.2.7, Noise Barrier Survey Public Outreach Efforts, and 3.15.3.2,
Permanent Impacts (in the subsection titled Noise Barrier Survey Public Qutreach
Efforts) for additional discussion regarding the public outreach efforts regarding noise
barriers.

8.6.4 Coordination with Agencies and Utilities
The Department has coordinated with the following agencies as Participating
Agencies:

e United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region IX
e United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)

e South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
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e Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA)

e Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
e Riverside County Transportation Department

e City of Corona

e (City of Riverside

The Department has coordinated with the following agency as a Cooperating Agency:
e United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

In addition to those agencies, coordination has been conducted with the following
agencies and utility providers:

e Department of the Interior, National Park Service

e California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 12
e California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)

o State Historic Preservation Officer

e Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA)
e Orange County Parks (OC Parks)

o (California State Parks (State Parks)

o SCAG Transportation Conformity Working Group (TCWG)

e Regional Water Quality Control Board

e Orange County Flood Control District

e Orange County Public Works

¢ Ruverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
e Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad

* Southern California Regional Rail Authority

e AT&T/Pac Bell

e Southern California Edison Company

e Southern California Gas Company

e Comcast Cable

e Sprint

e Time Warner Cable

e Level 3 Communications

e Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority

o Western Riverside Regional Wastewater

e Questar (Four Corners Pipeline Company)
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Native American consultation and coordination was conducted with the following:

e Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)

e Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians: Mary Ann Green

e Juanefio Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians: Anita Espinoza

o Juanefio Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians: Joe Ocampo

e Juanefio Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation: David Belardes
e Juanefio Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians: Sonia Johnston

e Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians: Anthony Morales

e Pechanga Band of Mission Indians: Paul Macarro

e Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians: Erica Helms

e Ti’At Society: Cindi Alvitre

S.7 Permits and Approvals

Table S.5 identifies the permits and/or approvals that are or may be required prior to
or during construction and/or operation of Alternatives 1 and 2. Table S.5 is provided
following Table S.4 at the end of this Executive Summary.

The SR-91 CIP is designated as an FHWA Major Project due to the project cost
exceeding $500 million. For federal funding to be authorized for the financing of
Major Projects such as the SR-91 CIP, the project owner (i.e., RCTC for the SR 91
CIP) must demonstrate to FHW A that the project has been carefully planned (i.e.,
costs have been estimated as accurately and meticulously as possible; risks have been
carefully considered and mitigated; financing requirements and strategies have been
clearly defined; and the implementation of the project delivery has been carefully
planned). Through the different phases of project delivery and as required under
SAFETEA-LU, the FHWA Major Project designation triggers a number of
deliverables for submittal to FHWA for approval on the SR-91 CIP, including: (1) a
Cost Estimate Review (CER), which must be approved prior to approval of a Final
EIS; (2) an Operational Independence and Non-Concurrent Construction (OINCC)
Determination; (3) an Initial Financial Plan (IFP); and (4) a Draft and Final Project
Management Plan (PMP). The Draft PMP should be submitted to FHWA 60 days
prior to approval of an ROD, and the Final PMP must be submitted no later than 90
days after approval of the ROD. The Plan of Finance (POF) required with RCTC’s
application for Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA)
funds will be submitted in lien of the IFP per FHWA financial plan guidance. The
FHWA Major Project deliverables schedule of approvals is included in Table S.5.
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S.8 Unresolved Issues

The project involves consideration of a complex set of interrelated issues. Local and
federal decision-makers (RCTC and the Department, respectively) must balance the
need to provide transportation infrastructure to serve an increasing traffic demand
with the need to protect natural resources and improve environmental quality. As part
of the SAFETEA-LU 6002 process, the EPA sent a letter dated June 18, 2010, that
identified that agency’s concerns with regard to the proposed project. These concerns
include independent utility, premature comparisons of the No Build and Build
Alternatives, consistency with the RCTC’s 10-Year Measure A Delivery Plan and the
SR-91 Implementation Plan, transit and transportation system management/
transportation demand management alternatives and options, methodologies that
include Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT), waters of the United States and waters
assessment, on-site alternatives and minimization, compensatory mitigation,
greenhouse gas (GHGQ) emissions and sustainable communities strategies, Section
6002 coordination for future projects, purpose and need and range of alternatives,
Section 6002 process, and participating agency coordination meetings.

In addition, through the public review of this Draft EIR/EIS, issues that were
identified have been resolved prior to approval of this Final EIR/EIS, the issuance of
the Notice of Determination (NOD) under CEQA, and the issuance of the ROD under
NEPA.

$.9 Areas of Controversy

During the scoping process, agencies and members of the general public identified a
number of concerns and environmental issues regarding the proposed project. Those
issues are summarized in Table 8.6, which is provided following Table 8.5 at the end
of this Executive Summary.
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Table §.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures®

Total Costs {Final
Design, Right-of-
Way, and
Construction)

Not applicable

$990 million to $1.0 billion, depending
on the design variation,

$1.345 to $1.428 billion, depending on the
design variation.

Alternative 2f is anticipated to cost $1.38
billion.

Not applicable

Acquisition and
removal of Homes

No impact

Purchase and removal of 93 to 117
homes, depending on the design
variation.

Purchase and removal of 114 to 161 homes,
depending on the design variation.

Alternative 2f would purchase and remove
145 homes.

Measure CI-1: Design refinemenis to minimize property
acquisition. (IP and UP)

Measure Cl-2: Compliance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Parking
studies will be conducted to investigate the use of adjacent
acquisitions for replacement parking and options for
reconfiguring parking lots, driveways, and/or delivery
locations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
properties. {IP and UP)

Number of
Residents
Displaced

No impact

252 to 410 residents displaced,
depending on the design variation.

399 to 564 residents displaced, depending on
the design variation.

Alternative 2f would displace 507 residents.

Measure Ci-1: Design refinements to minimize property
acquisition. {IP and UP}

Measure Cl-2: Compliance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Progerty Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Parking
studies will be conducted to investigate the use of adjacent
acquisitions for replacement parking and options for
reconfiguring parking lots, driveways, and/or delivery
locations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
properties. (IP and UP)

Acquisition and
removal of
Businesses

No impact

Purchase and removal of 110 fo 189
businesses, depending on the design
variation; removal of 9 billboards.

Purchase and removal of 221 to 275
businesses, depending on the design
variations; removal of 10 billboards.

Alternative 2f would purchase and removal 88
businesses, displace 242 nonresidential
units, and remove 10 biltboards.

Measure Cl-1: Design refinements to minimize property
acquisition; assistance in relocating billboards. (IP and UP)

Measure CI-2: Compliance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 and Title V1 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Parking
studies will be conducted fo investigate the use of adjacent
acquisitions for replacement parking and options for
reconfiguring parking lots, driveways, and/or delivery
locations fo reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
properties. (1P and UP)
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Table .3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

| Potentiat Impact

No Build
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures®

Measure Cl-4: Assist with relocation of billboards within the
City of Corona. (IP and UP)

Number of
Employees
Displaced

No impact

A range of between 114 and 527
employees, depending on the design
variation and the employee
displacement factors.

A range of between 133 and 554 employees,
depending on the design variation and the
employee displacement factors.

Alternative 2f would displace 169 to 576
employees.

Measure Cl-1: Design refinements to minimize property
acquisition. ([P and UP}

Measure Cl-2: Compliance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Parking
studies will be conducted to investigate the use of adjacent
acquisitions for replacement parking and options for
reconfiguring parking lots, driveways, andfor delivery
locations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
properties. (IP and UP)

Measure Cl-3: Reconfigure nonresidential uses on property
only partially acquired for the project. {IP and UP)

l.and Use: Existing
and Future Land
Uses

Neo impact

The Ultimate Project under Alternative
1 would result in the permanent use
of between 61.8 and 65.7 ac of land
designated in local General Plans for
uses other than transportation.

The Initial Phase of Alternative 2 would result
in the permanent use of 64.0 ac of land
designated in local General Plans for uses
other than transportation,

The Uliimate Project under Alternative 2
would result in the permanent use of between
78.0 and 94.6 ac of land designated in focal
General Plans for uses other than
transportation.

The Initial Phase of Alternative 2f would also
result in the permanent use of 64.0 ac and
the Ultimate Project under Alternative 2f
would result in the permanent use of 78.0 ac
of land designated in local General Plans for
uses other than transportation.

Measure LU-1: General Plan Amendments to modify the
land use designations to fransportation. {IP and UP}
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Table 8.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact A'::gr?z;:::/je Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures? |
Land Use: Parks No impact Alternative 1 would result in a 1.65 ac | Alternative 2 would result in a 1.88 ac Measure Cl-1: Design refinements to minimize property
and Recreation permanent subsurface easementat | permanent subsurface easement at CHSP. | acquisition, (IP ang UP)

Facilities CHSP.
Alternative 2 would resulfina 2.2 ac Measure CI-2; Compliance with the Uniform Relocation
Alternative 1 would resultin a 0.4 ac | permanent subsurface easement at the New | Assistance and Real Property Acquisifion Policies Act of
permanent subsurface easementat | OC Park (NNL). 1970 and Tifle Vi of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Parking
the New OC Park (NNL). studies will be conducted to investigate the use of adjacent
acquisitions for replacement parking and options for
reconfiguring parking lots, driveways, andfor delivery
locations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
properties, (IP and UP)
Farmlands and No impact The Initial Phase of Alternative 1 and | The Initial Phase of Altemative 2 and its Measure Cl-2; Compliance with the Uniform Relocation
Timberlands its design variations would resultin a [ design variations, including Alternative 2f, Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
permanent conversion of 3.8 ac of would result in a permanent conversion of 3.8 | 1970 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1984, Parking
designated Farmland of Local ac of designated Farmland of Local studies will be conducted to investigate the use of adjacent
Importance and 2.7 ac of Grazing Importance and 2.7 ac of Grazing Land to acquisitions for replacement parking and options for
Land te nonagricultural uses. nenagricultural uses. reconfiguring parking lots, driveways, andfor delivery
locations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
Alternative 1 and its design variations | Alternative 2 and its design variations, properties. {IP and UP)
would result in a permanent including Alternative 2f, would result in the
conversion of 1.8 ac of designated permanent conversion of 4.1 ac of Farmland
Farmland of Lecal Importance and of Local Importance and 16.6 ac of Grazing
15.2 ac of Grazing Land to Land.
nonagriculiurat uses.
Alternative 2 and its design variations,
Alternative 1 and its design variations | including Alternative 2f, would resutt in the
would result in the temporary use of | temporary use of 0.1 ac of Farmland of Local
3.4 ac of Grazing Land. fmportance and 3.5 ac of Grazing Land.
Community No impact Alternative 1 would result in expanded | Although Alternatives 1 and 2 including Measure Cl-1: Design refinements to minimize property
Impacts: right-of-way, which waould add Alternative 2f would impact community acquisition. (IP and UP}
Community additional hardscape, graded slopes, |character through the decrease of visual
Character and modified and new ramps, quality and cohesion, the visual quality under | Measure Cl-2; Compliance with the Uniform Relocation
Cohesion overcrossings and bridges, concrete | Alternative 2 and Alternative 2f would be Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of

barriers, and new retaining tieback
and sound walls, thereby modifying
existing visual quality and impacting
community character.

altered more than under Alternative 1 due to
a larger amount of hardscape, including
retaining walis and sound walls.

1970 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Parking
studies will be conducted to investigate the use of adjacent
acquisitions for replacement parking and options for
reconfiguring parking lots, driveways, and/or delivery




Table $.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacis
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

| Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures®

Widened freeway cross sections
would result in wider overcrossings
and undercrossings, and increased
lengths of pedestrian paths onfunder
those structures.

The new parts of undercrossings
would include lighting for vehicles and
pedestrians consistent with local
standards. However, segments of
those roads under the existing
overcrossings would experience a
reduction in amount of natural light,
which could be perceived by
pedestrians and bicyclists as
adversely affecting their experiences
as they cross the freeways.

Alternative 2 including Alternative 2f would
result in expanded right-of-way, which would
add additional hardscape, graded slopes,
modified and new ramps, overcrossings and
bridges, concrete barriers, and new retaining
tieback and sound walls, thereby modifying
existing visual quality and impacting
community character.

Widened freeway cross sections would resuilt
in wider overcrossings and undercrossings,
and increased lengths of pedestrian paths
onfunder those structures.

The new parts of undercrossings would
include lighting for vehicles and pedestrians
consistent with local standards, However,
segments of those roads under the existing
overcrossings would experience a reduction
in amount of natural light, which couid be
perceived by pedestrians and bicyclists as
adversely affecting their experiences as they
cross the freeways.

tocations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
properties. (IP and UP)

Measure CI-3: Reconfigure nonresidential uses on properiy
only partially acquired for the project. (IP and UP)

Measure T-4: Provision of lighting in undercrossings. (IP
and UP)

Community
Impacts:
Relocations and
Real Property

No impact

Alternative 1 would result in the
acquisition and removal of 21 single-
family homes under all design
variations, and 72 to 96 multifamity

Alternative 2 would result in the acquisition
and removal of 23 fo 24 single-family homes
and 81 to 129 multifamily homes, depending
on the design variation.

Measure Cl-1: Design refinements to minimize property
acquisition, (IP and UP)

Measure CI-2: Compliance with the Uniform Relocation

cquisition homes, depending on the design ) . o Assistance _and Real Prop_e!'ty Acquisition Policies Act. of

variation. Alternative 2 would result in the acquisition of | 1970 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Parking
) ) 221 and 275 business parcels, depending on | studies will be conducted to investigate the use of adiacent
Alternattlve 1f\;0ttj\f reSL11I1t (I)FI thée 8 the design variation. acquisitions for replacement parking and options for
acquisition of between and 189 : reconfiguring parking lots, driveways, and/or delivery
business parcels, depending on the ;Rgrtr]oéﬁL:n;p::g::sfrg:]sﬂascse%Léré%er focations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
design variation. employees, depending on the design properties. (IP and UP)
;me tOt?' e”ji pI;yeesf d'Spﬁi"’f usnzc;er variation. Measure Cl-3: Reconfigure nonresidential uses on property
em‘;fé?é\;i d:a:eg:digogr%n the% asign Alternative 2 would result in between only partially acquired for the project. {IP and UP}
varlation. $274,216 and $399,372 in property tax
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with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2
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No Build

Potential Impact Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures® |

Alternative 1 would result in between
$188,691 and $279,889 in property
tax revenue losses in the City of
Corona, depending on the design
variation.

Under Alternative 1, the potential
sales tax loss from the business
displacements in the City of Corona
would range between $314,888 and
$359,872 (depending on the design
variation), representing a loss of 1.1
to 1.2 percent of the overall sales tax
revenues in the City.

Alternative 1 would remove 50 to 122
storage units, depending on the
design variation.

Alternative 1 would generate between
21,762 and 22,736 total direct and
indirect jobs, depending on the design
variation.

revenue losses in the City of Corona,
depending on the design variation.

Under Alternative 2, the potential sales tax
losses from the business displacements in
the City of Corona would range between
$277,402 and $299,894 (depending on the
design variation), representing a loss of 0.8 to
1 percent of overall sales tax revenues in the

City.

Alternative 2 would remove 157 to 198
storage units, depending on the design
variation.

Alternative 2 would generate between 30,563
and 32,154 total direct and indirect jobs,
depending on the design variation.

The Initial Phase under Alternative 2f would
result in the acquisition and removal of 18
single-family homes and 127 multifamily
homes.

The Ultimate Project under Alternative 2f
would result in the additional acquisition and
removal of 8 multifamily homes.

Alternative 2f would result in the acquisition
and removal of 88 businesses and a total of
242 nonresidential unit displacements.

The total employees displaced under
Alternative 2f range from 169 to 576
employees.

Alternative 2f would result in $298,825 in
property tax revenue losses in the City of
Corona.

Measure Cl-4: Assist with relocation of billboards within the
City of Corona, (IP and UP)
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Table $.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

| Potential impact Alftgr?\:;ge Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures®
Under Alternative 2f, the potential sales tax
losses from the business displacements in
the City of Corona would be $659,766,
repraesenting a loss of 2.2 percent of overall
sales tax revenues in the City.
Alternative 2f would remove 154 slorage
units,
Alternative 2f would displace 10 billboards.
The Initial Phase of Alternative 2f would
generate 7,681 direct jobs and 14,796
indirect jobs.
The Ultimate Project under Alternative 2f
would generate an additional 2,931 direct
jobs and an additional 5,645 indirect jobs.
Alternative 2f would generate a total of
31,053 direct and indirect jobs.

Utilities and No impact No relocation of the SCE substation. | Design Variations 2¢, 2d, 2g, and 2h would Measure UES-1: Coordination with SCE on the substation
mergency require relocation of the SCE substation. relocation (applies to Alternatives 2c, 2d, 2g, and 2h only).
ervices , o {IP and UP)

Design Variations 2a, 2b, 2e, and 2f would

not require relocation of the SCE substation. | Other: Coordinate with SCE on SCE preparation and
processing of environmental documents for the substation
relocation (applies to Alternatives 2c, 2d, 2g, and 2h only).

| Refer also to Measure HW-15 under Hazardous Waste and

Materials.
Utilities No impact During construction, Alternative 1 and | During construction, Alternative 2 and its Measure UES-1: Coordination with ufility providersiowners
its design variations would result in design variations, including Afternative 2f, for relocation of utility facilities. {IP and UP)
the relocation, removal, or protection [ would result in the relocation, removal, or ) .
in-place of approximately 150 utility | protection in-place of approximately the same | Measure HW-12: Notify Underground Service Alert (USA) at
lines or failities. 150 utility lines or facilities as Alternative 1 | least 2 days prior to excavation. (IP and UP)
and would result in the relocation, removal, or
protection in-place of the following additional
utility facilities not affected by Altemative 1
and its design variations:
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Table $.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures?

s 4 SCG naturat gas lines (includes 2 high-
risk lines)

+ 4 SCE overhead and underground electric
lines (includes 1 high-risk line)

s 1 potable water line in Corona

¢ 1 sanitary sewer line in Corona

s 2 AT&T underground and overhead
telephone lines

» 1 Comcast cable television cable

Traffic and
Transportation/
Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities

No impacts to
pedestrian and
hicycle facilities

Would increase the lengths of seven
undercrossings on SR-91 and four
undercrossings on I-15 to new total
tengths of between 145 and 487 ft,
depending on the individual
undercrossing.

Would increase the lengths of two
overcrossings on SR-91 {o new total
lengths of between 250 and 375 ft,
depending on the design variation
and individual overcrossing.

Alternative 2 and Alternative 2f would
increase the lengths of seven undercrossings
on SR-91 and five undercrossings on |-15 to
new total lengths of between 158 and 519 ft,
depending on the individual undercrossing.

Alternative 2 and Alternative 2f would
increase the lengths of three overcrossings
an SR-81 to new total lengths of between 250
and 630 ft, depending on the design variation
and the individual overcrossing,

Measure T-4: Provision of lighting in undercrossings. (IP
and UP)

Measure V-1; Textured/site-specific aesthetic features on
paved slopes along pedestrian and bicyclist travel paths. (IP
and UP)

Visual and
Aesthetics

No impact

Alternative 1 would result in expanded
right-of-way; added hardscape;
graded stopes; modified and new
ramps, overcrossings, and bridges;
concrete barriers; and new retaining,
tieback, and sound walls. The lengths
of the retaining walls in Alternative 1
range between 50 and 5,550 #t, and
the heights of those retaining walls
range between 2 and 28 ft. The
lengths of the recommended noise
barriers for Alternative 1 range from
424 fo 9,284 ft, and the heights of
those noise barriers range from 10 to
14 fi. The fill stopes, bridges, and
other structures in Alternative 1 could

Alternative 2 including Alternative 2f would
result in expanded right-of-way,; added
hardscape; graded slopes; modified and new
ramps, overcrossings, and bridges; concrete
barriers; and new retaining, tieback, and
sound walls. The lengths of the retaining
walls in Alternative 2 including Alternative 2f
range from 50 to 5,755 ft, and the heights of
those retaining walls range from 2 to 40 ft.
The lengths of the recommended noise
barriers for Alternative 2 range from 424 to
9,284 ft, and the heights of the recommended
noise barriers range from 8 to 14 ft.

Although Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternafive
2f have similar retaining wall and noise

Measure V-1: Structural enhancements and design |
measures identified in the 275/91 Corridor Master Plan will
be incorporated in the design and construction of sound
walls, retaining walls, and bridge elements. (IP and UP) |

Measure V-2: Mitigation for the loss of landscaping through
replacement planting approved by the District Landscape
Architect. (IP and UP)

Measure V-3: Lighting fixtures with non-glare hoods will be
designed to Hluminate only the right-of-way. ([P and UP)

Measure V-4: Graffiti Reduction, Removal, and Control.

The Department and the City of Corona have existing
ongoing maintenance programs for Graffiti Removal and

SR-91 Corridor improvement Project Final EIR/FIS
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Table 3.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

| Potential Impact Ar;]tgr?\:ge Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Aveidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures®
result in light and glare impacts. barrier lengths and heights, the visual quality | Control. Those programs would apply to all new and
Alternative 1 would result in a of the study area under Alternative 2 would modified structures for Alternatives 1 and 2. (IP and UP)
graded/disturbed area of 351 ac. be altered more than under Alternative 1 due
to a larger fotal amount of hardscape
The largest wall {i.e., largest wall area | features, including retaining walls and noise
in one location) in Alternative 1 would | barriers. The fill slopes, bridges, and other
I be 28 ft high and 1,894 ft long. structures in Alternative 2 incluging
. Alternative 2f could result in light and glare
In Alternative 1, the maximum cut Impacts.
slopes would be approximately 190 ft
| high and 700 # long, and the Alternative 2 including Alternative 2f would
maximum fill slopes would be result in a graded/disturbed area of 503 ac.
approximately 45 fi high and 1,200 ft
long. The largest wall (i.e., largest wall area in one
location) in Alternative 2 would be 40 ft high
Alternative 1 would add 120 ac of new | and 2,376 it long.
impervious arealpaving, which is a
| 27.5 percentincrease over the Under Alternative 2 including Alternative 2f,
existing facility, resulting in a smaller- | the maximum cut slopes would be
scale facility under Alternative 1 than | approximately 190 ft high and 700 ft long, and
under Alternative 2. the maximum fill siopes would be
approximately 45 ft high and 1,650 ft long.
Alternative 2 including Alternative 2f would
add 173 ac of new impervious area/paving,
which is a 39.6 percent increase over the
existing facility, resulting in a larger-scale
| facility under Alternative 2 and Alternative 2f
than under Alternative 1.
Water Quality and | No impact Potential water quality benefits based | Potential water quality benefits based on the | Measure WQ-1: Compliance with the NPDES General

Storm Water

on the Treatment BMPs.

Treatment BMPs.

Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with

Runoff ) . ) . . . Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No.
Would increase the impervious Would increase the impervious surface area | 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002), and any

| surface area by 117 ac (i.e., 27.0 by 173 ac (i.e., 39.6 percent increase) subsequent permit, as they relate to construction aclivities
percent) compared to the existing compared to the existing freeway facilities. for the project. {IP and UP)
freeway facllities. ] . .

] ) Would increase the potential for erosion and | Measure WQ-2: Compliance with the provisions of the
Would increase the potential for sedimentation during construction. The total | Seneral Waste Discharge Reguirements for Discharges to
erosion and sedimentation during soil area to be disturbed during construction | §rface Waters that Pose an Insignificant (De Minimus)
5-34 SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS
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Potential Impact A“Zrﬁ:gee Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Avoldance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures? |
construction. The total soil area to be |is estimated to be approximately 503 ac. Threat to Water Quality, Order No. R8-2009-0003, NFDES
disturbed during construction is Alternative 2f would increase the impervious | No. CAGS98001, as they relate to discharge of non-storm-
estimated to be approximately 351 ac. | surface the same as discussed for Alternative | water dewatering wastes for the project. (IP and UP)

2.
Measure WQ-3: Prior to dewatering activities, issuance of
Alternative 2f would increase the potential for { the discharge authorization letter from RWQCB Executive
erosion, and the total scil area to be disturbed | Director will be required for the project.(IP and UP}
during construction would be the same as
discussed for Alternative 2. Measure WQ-4: Compliance with the Caltrans Storm Water
Quality Handbooks, Project Planning and Design Guide
{July 2010 or subsequent issuance} for implementing
Design Poliution Prevention and Treatment BMPs for the
project.
Compliance with the provisions of the NPDES Permit,
Statewide Storm Water Permit, and Waste Discharge
Requirementis for the State of California, Department of
Transportation, Order No. 89-06-DWQ, NPDES No.
CAS000003 and NPDES Permit and Waste Discharge
Requirements for the Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, the County of Riverside, and
the incorporated cities of Riverside County within the Santa
Ana Region, Order No. R8-2010-0033, NPDES No.
CAS618033. (IP and UP)
Geology, Soil, No impact Alternative 1 would excavate (cut) Alternative 2 would excavate 725,719 to Measure GEO-1: A final geotechnical design report. (IP and
Seismic, 708,420 to 761,723 cy of material 793,107 cy of material (depending on the UP)
Topography {depending on the design variation), | design variation}, which would be used

which weuld be used elsewhere on
the project site during construction.

Alternative 1 would require 275,467 to
343,004 cy of additional imported fill
material, depending on the design
variation.

elsewhere on the project site during
construction.

Alternative 2 would reguire 644,110 to
738,946 cy of additional imported fill material,
depending on the design variation,
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Table $.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

[ Potential Impact Aﬁgrﬁgigse Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures®
Elazardous Waste | No impact Would not require relocation of the Design Variations 2c, 2d, 2g, and 2h would Measure HW-15: Coordination with SCE regarding
nd Materials SCE substation. require the relocation of the SCE substation. | relocation of the SCE substation. (IP)
Design Variations 2a, 2b, 2e, and 2§ would
not require the relocation of the SCE
substation.
Noise Increased noise | Would result in noise levels in 2035 Would result in noise levels in 2035 greater Measure N-1: Provision of naise barriers as follows:
levels as a greater than 67 dBA at up fo 38 than 67 dBA at up to 41 locations, depending
result of focations, depending on the design | on the design variation. Alternative 1
l increased traffic | variation. Heights: 8 to 14 ft
Would resuit in noise level increases from Number of Benefited Residences and Other Uses: 4 to 119
Would result in noise level increases | existing levels to 2035 by 12 or more dBA at | homes and the Green River Golf Club
I from existing levels to 2035 by 12 or | 6 or 7 receivers, depending on the design Lengths of Barriers: 424 t0 8,284 ft
more dBA at 6 or 7 receivers, variation. Number of Barriers: 13 approved barriers
depending on the design variation.
Would result in noise levels in 2035 at 75 Alternative 2
Would result in noise levels in 2035 at | dBA or greater at 37 to 41 receivers Heights: 8o 14 ft
75 dBA or greater at 34 to 37 depending on the design variation. Number of Benefited Residences and Other Uses: 4 to 119
receivers depending on the design homes and the Green River Golf Club
variation. Initial Phase under Alternative 2fin 2015 and | Lengths of Barriers: 424 to 9,284 it
the Ultimate Project in 2035 would resultin | Number of Barriers: 13 approved barriers (IP)
noise levels greater than 67 dBA at up to 87
locations; 46 are predicted to have noise Measure N-4: Separate project for the 1-15 sound barriers
levels 75 dBA or greater. {with the exception of NB K1-A} if the 1-15 improvements
are not constructed within & years of the completion of
consfruction of the SR-91 CIP. (IP and UP)
MNatural No impact The Alternative 1 Ultimate Project The Alternative 2 Ultimate Project would Compensatory Mitigation: Restoration of C3S and other

Communities

would result in permanent impacts to
17.37 ac of CS8, 0.48 ac of
riparian/rivering habitat, and 0.01 ac
of oak woodlands.

The Afternative 1 Ultimate Project
would result in temporary impacts to
7.59 ac of CSS, 1.60 ac of
riparian/riverine and 0.51 ac of cak
woodlands.

result in permanant impacts to 25.58 ac of
CSS, 0.47 ac of riparian/riverine habitat, and
0.02 ac of oak woodlands.

The Alternative 1 Ulimate Project would
result in temporary impacts to 8.02 ac of
CS8, 2.04 ac of riparian/riverine and 0.50 ac
of oak woodlands.

The Alternative 2f Ultimate Project would
result in permanent impacts to 25.58 ac of
CS88S, 0.47 ac of riparian/rivering habitat, and
0.02 ac of pak woodlands.

vegetation communities used by CAGN and implementation
of a project-specific HMMP for compensatory mitigation for
impacts to C8S and riparian habitat, (IP)

Measure NC-1; ESAs for CSS, chaparral, riparian/riverine
vegetation, oak habitat, and restoration and mitigation areas
in Coal Canyoen., (IP and UP)

Measure NC-2: Wildlife moniforing in the vicinity of ESAs.
(IP and UP)

Measure NC-3: Preconstruction nesting bird surveys and
timing of vegetation removal. {IP and UP)

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS
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with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Execulive Summary

No Buiid

Potential Impact Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures® [

The Alternative 2f Ultimate Project would
result in temporary Impacts to 8.04 ac of

CSS, 1.29 ac of riparianfriverine and 0.50 ac

of oak woodlands.

Measure NC-4: Vegetation clearing during the fire season,
Operation of mechanized equipment not allowed during
Red Flag Warning Periods as issued by the Nationat
Weather Service. {IP and UP)

Measure NC-5: Use of nonsensitive upland areas during
construction for equipment storage, fueling, and related
activities. (1P and UP)

Measure NC-7: The habitat areas adjacent to Coal Canyon,
B Canyon, Fresno Canyon/Wardlow Wash, and Bedford
Wash that were disturbed during construction will be
restored on a 1:1 ratio as construction in the affected areas
is completed. Restoration will include the use of native
vegetation, as determined by RCTC and the Department in
coordination with the resource agencies. (IP and UP)

Measure NC-17: Compliance with the Western Riverside
County MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines. (IP
and UP)

Measure NC-18: Compliance with the Western Riverside
County MSHCP Construction Guidelines for Criteria Areas.
(IP and UP)

Measure NC-19: Compliance with the Western Riverside
County MSHCP Construction Guidelines and Standard
BMPs. (IP and UP)

Wetlands and
Other Waters of the
United States

No impact

2.69ac

2.84t0 3.54 ac

ac

+ CDFG jurisdictionat areas;

Depending on the design variation,
permanent impacts as follows:

» Corps jurisdictional waters: 2.18 fo

* RWAQCB jurisdictional areas: 1.68

Depending con the design variation,
permanent impacts as follows:

o

o CDFG jurisdictional areas:
1.3itc4.41 ac

e RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 0.42 to
2.89ac

Corps jurisdictional waters: 0.42 {0 2,49 a¢

Measure WET-1: Section 404 Nationwide Permit. {IP and
UuP)

Measure WET-2: CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement.
(IP and UR)

Measure WET-3: Section 401 Water Quality Certification
from the RWQCB. {IP and UP)
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Table §.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

| Potential Impact Aﬁ:(ﬁ:g\d’e Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures’
Alternative 2f permanent impacts:
« Corps Jurisdictional Waters: 0.42 ac
» CDFG Jurisdictional Areas: 1.31 ac
» RWQCB Jurisdictional Areas: 0.42 ac
Depending on the design variation, Depending on the design variation, temporary | Measure WET-1: Section 404 Nationwide Permit. (IP and
temporary impacts as follows: impacts as follows: upP}
= Corps jurisdictional waters: 1.90 to |« Corps jurisdictional waters: 1.72 to 1.98 a6 | Measure WET-2: CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement.
1.91ac CDFG jurisdictional areas: | o CDFG jurisdictional areas: 2.01 t0 3.85 ac | (|p and UP)
24310 3.45ac ¢ RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 1.94 to
. I?VQVQCB jurisdictional areas: 2.07ac Measure WET-3: Section 401 Water Quality Certification
90 ac Alternative 2f temporary impacts: from the RWQCB. (IP and UP)
+ Corps Jurisdictional Waters: 1.98 ac
e CDFG Jurisdictional Areas: 2.01 ac
o RWQCB Jurisdictionat Areas: 1.98 ac
Threatened and No impact 8.56 ac of permanent direct impacts | 6.32 ac of permanent direct impacts to CAGN | Measure TE-1: Designated biologist to be identified
Endangered to CAGN habitat. habitat. throughout the construction period. {IP and UP)
Ppecies The Ultimate Project under Alternative | The Ultimate Project under Alternative 2 Measure TE-2: Construction site to be watered to reduce
1 would result in direct permanent would result in direct permanent impact of dust during construction, (IP and UP)
impacts to 1.23 ac and temporary 5.72 ac and temporary impacts to 18.88 ac of
impacts to 2.6 ac of SKR HCP fee SKR HCP fee area, Measure TE-3: Erosion and sediment control devices will be
area, biodegradable. (IP and UP}
Permanent indirect impacts to 0.94 ac of LBV
Permanent indirect impacts to habitat. Measure TE-4: Noise during construction activity will be
0.94 ac of LBV habitat. consistent with Calfrans Standard Specifications and will be
2.09 ac of temporary direct impacts o CAGN | |imited at night. (IP and UP)
1.08 ac of temporary direct impacts to | habitat.
CAGN habitat, Measure TE-5: Noise will be controlled near biologically
The impacts under Alternative 2f would be sensitive areas. (IP and UP)
the same as Alternative 2,
Measure TE-6: Construction work conducted after 7:00 p.m,
and before 7:00 a.m. will be coordinated with the affected
local jurisdiction. (IP and UP)
Measure TE-7: Construction work conducted after 7:00 p.m.
and before 7:00 a.m. near major wildlife movement
S-38 SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS
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Table 8.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures® ]

corridors will be coordinated with the Wildlife Agencies. (IP
and UP)

Measure TE-8: Pre-construction survey for Braunton's milk-
vetch will be conducted at Coat Canyon. (IP and UP)

Measure TE-S: Biologist will monitor construction in vicinity
of CAGN designated critical habitat. (IP and UP)

Measure TE-10: 16.03 ac of habitat suitable for CAGN
breeding, dispersal, and foraging will be restored to offset
permanent impacts. (IP)

Measure TE-11: Loss of 3.01 ac of occupied CAGN habitat
in Orange County, including 2.09 ac of CAGN-designated
critical habitat, with in-kind on-site restoration. (IP)

Measure TE-12: A restoration plan will be developed and
approved by the USFWS for impacts to CAGN-designated
crifical habitat. (IP and UP)

Measure TE-13: During nighttime construction, lighting will
be shielded away from coastal sage scrub in CAGN-
designated critical habitat. (IP and UP)

Measure TE-14: Pre-construction survey will be conducted
near riparian and rivering areas during the bird breeding
season. (IP and UP)

Measure TE-15: Additional project features will be
investigated along with the USFWS to minimize effects from
light intrusion and potential fire threat at Coal Canyon from
operation of SR-91. {IP and UP)

Measure TE-16: Coordination with Corps during 8R-81 CIP
construction for areas restored as part of the Santa Ana
Reach 9 Phase 2B Realignment Project. (IP and UP)
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Table S$.3 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
with Differences Between Alternatives 1 and 2

| Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures?

Measure TE-17: Coordination with Corps during
construction of SR-81 CIP to not afiect releases from Prado
Dam or result in a permanent reduction of acreage within
Santa Ana River Canyon Habitat Management Area, (P
and UP)

Measures for natural communities, wetlands and other
waters, plant species, and animal species would also
mitigate project effects to threatened and endangered
species.

The Western Riverside County MSHCP provides this measurement in metric units.

2

IP = Applies to the Inifial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2

UP = Applies o the Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects
IP and UP = Applies to the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for Aliernatives 1 and 2
HCP = Habitat Conservation Plan
HMMP = Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
I-15 = Interstate 18

4ac = acre, acres

BMPs = best management practices

CAGN = California gnatcatcher

Caltrans = California Department of Transportation
CDFG = Californta Department of Fish and Game

CHSP = Chino Hills State Park
CIP = Corridor Improvement Project

Corps = United States Army Corps of Engineers

CSS = coastal sage scrub

oy = cubic yards

dBA = A-weighted decibels

ESA = Environmentally Sensitive Areas

ft = feet, foot

LBV = least Bell's vireo

MSHCPF = Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
NB = Noise Barrier
New OC Park (NNL} = New Orange County Park (Nafional Natural Landmark)
NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCE = Southern California Edison
SCG = Southern California Gas Company

SKR = Stephens' kangaroo rat
SR-91 = State Route 91

S5-40
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Table 8.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact A';It:rE:gSe Potential Impacts %22%:3::?;?::: 1and 2 and Their Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures’

Land Use: No impact Alternatives 1, 2, and Alternative 2f would result in temporary impacts to | Measure Cl-1: Design refinements to minimize property acquisition.

Existing and existing land uses during construction that are related to disruption of (IP and UP}

Future Land local traffic patterns and access, noise, vibration, dust, and temporary . . ) . .

: Measure Cl-2: Compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance

Uses uses of land for temporary construction easements. and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and Title V| of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, Parking studies will be conducted to
investigate the use of adjacent acquisitions for replacement parking
and options for reconfiguring parking lots, driveways and/or delivery
locations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
properties. (IP and UP)
Measure T-1: Development and implementation of the Final TMP. {IP
and UP)
Measure T-2: Development and implementation of the Final Ramp
Closure Study. (IP and UP)
Measure N-2: Compliance with Caltrans Standard Specifications
Section 14-08.02, "Noise Control,” and SSP $5-310. (IP and UP)
Measure N-3: Compliance with local noise ordinances (Cities of
Anaheim, Corcna, Norco, and Riverside). (P and UP}

Land Use: Inconsistent with | Alternatives 1 and 2 are consistent with the RCP, CGV, and the No mitigation is required.

Consistency with | most plans Western Riverside County MSHCP. The SR-91 CIP Preferred

Federal, State, Alternative (Atternative 2f) is programmed in the 2012 RTP and 2011

Regional, and FTIP (Amendment 24). The 2012 RTP and 2011 FTIP/Amendment 24

Local Plans were approved on June 4, 2012; therefore, the SR-91 CIP is consistent

with the RTP and FTIP.

Land Use: Parks | No impact Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in the permanent use of any land | No mitigation is required.

and Recreation from the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane, Featherly Regional Park,

Faclilities New OC Park (NNL), Griffith Park, and El Cerrito Sports Park.

No impact Alternatives 1 and 2 would resultin the permanent use of 0.48 ac in Measure Cl-1: Design refinements to minimize property acquisition.

CHSP for two column footings, and an aerial easement for the Green
River Road westbound off-ramp,

Alternatives 1 and 2 would potentially result in temporary detours of part
of the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane during construction to protect
Trail/Bike Lane users and construction workers, and TCEs at Featherly
Regional Park (0.2 ac), CHSP (2.0 ac), Griffin Park (0.5 ac), and EI
Cerrito Sports Park {0.18 ac}.

(IP and UP)

Measure ClI-2: Compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and Title Vi of the

Civit Rights Act of 1964. Parking studies will be conducted to

investigate the use of adjacent acquisitions for replacement parking
and options for reconfiguring parking lots, driveways and/or delivery

locations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
properties. (IP and UP)




Table S.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative

Potential Impacts Under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Their
Design Variations

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures'

Alternatives 1 and 2 would permanently relocate an approximately 200
it long segment of the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane further north.

Measure PR-1: During final destgn/construction of the Initial Phase,
RCTC will contribute $100,000 to the planning and implementation of
improvements in that area that would support and expand regional
trait connectivity. (IP)

Measure PR-2: During final design/construction of the Initial Phase,
RCTC will coordinate with State Parks on the aesthetic features that
will be included in the project specifications for the proposed retaining
wall facing CHSP between SR-71 and the westbound Green River
Road exit ramp, consistent with the aesthetic and features required in
Measure V-1. The aesthetic treatment will include a texture to
simulate a natural type appearance such as a soil or rock surface or
equivalent. (IP)

Measure PR-3: RCTC's Resident Engineer will require the design/
build contractor to limit the hours of construction in CHSP fo daylight
hours {7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.), with the exception of limited periods
when evening or night construction is necessary for operational
reasons.

The enfry gates at Coal Canyon must remain closed at all times
except to provide access to and from the construction site for
construction workers, materials delivery, and construction equipment,
to prevent wildlife from inadvertently entering the freeway area. (IP
and UP)

Other Commitments by RCTC Relevant to CHSP. RCTC has
committed to an a stand-alone project to construct barriers on the
south and north sides of SR-91 to shield headlight glare and freaway
noise, in tandem with the completion of the SR-81 widening in this
area currently planned for completion in 2035.

The following other measures would aiso benefit CHSP.

Measure V-1: Structural enhancements and design measures
identified in the 215/97 Corridor Masfer Plan will be incorporated in
the design and construction of sound walls, retaining walls, and
bridge elements to address adverse impacts and bridge elements. (IP
and UP)

S-427
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Table §.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential impact

No Build
Alternative

Potential Impacts Under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Their
Design Variations

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures’

Measure V-2: Mitigation for the loss of landscaping through
replacement planting approved by the District Landscape Architect.
(IP and UP}

Measure V-3: Lighting fixtures with non-glare hoods will be designed
to illuminate only the right-of-way. (IP and UP}

Measure V-4 The Department and the City of Corona have existing
ongeing maintenance programs for Graffiti Removal and Control,
Those programs would apply to all new and modified structures for
Alternatives 1 and 2. {iP and UP)

Measure SC-1: Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, control of
ozone precursor emissions from construction equipment, compliance
with State Vehicle Code Section 23114, with special attention to
Section 23114(b)(F), (e)(2), and (e)(4) as amended, regarding hauling
of loads of materials, and compliance with Caltrans Standard
Specifications for Construction (Sections 10 and 18 for dust control,
Section 39-3.06 for asphalt concrete plant emissions). (IP and UP)

Measure SC-4: Testing for ACMs. (IP and UP)

Measure SC-5: Appropriate removal and dispesal of ACMs, (IP and
UP)

Measure N-2: Compliance with Caltrans Standard Specifications
Section 14-08.02, "Noise Control,” and SSP 85-310. {IP and UP}

Measure N-3: Compliance with local noise ordinances (Cities of
Anaheim, Corona, Norco, and Riverside). (1P and UP)

Areas used for TCEs will be restored prior to return of those lands to
their original owners.

Growth

No impact

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in project related growth impacts.

No mitigation Is required.

Farmlands and
Timberlands

No impact

No permanent impacts related to remainder parcels, access to
agricultural parcels, policies related to agricultural uses, and agricultural
preserve and Williamson Act Contract lands.

Measure CI-3: Modifications to partial acquisitions. {IP and UP}
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Table $.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact A?Itgrg:::ee Potential Impacts %2‘;?;:{;;:?;}2’:; 1and 2 and Their Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures’
Community No impact Alternatives 1 and 2, including Altemative 2f, would introduce additional |Measure V-1: Structural enhancements and design measures
Impacts; hardscape, graded slopes, modified and new ramps, overcrossings and | identified in the 275/91 Corridor Master Plan will be incorporated in
Community bridges, concrete barriers, and new retaining, tieback, and sound walls | the design and construction of sound walls, retaining walls, and
Character, along the project segments of SR-91 and 1-15. These changes would bridge elements to address adverse impacts and bridge elements. (IP

Cohesion and
Environmentat

maodify the visual quality of the area by infroducing more urbanized and
hardscape elements, and as a result, would affect the existing

and UP)

Justice community character. Measure V-2: Mitigation for the loss of landscaping through

replacement planting approved by the District Landscape Architect.
{IP and UP)
Measure V-3: Lighting fixtures with non-glare hoods will be designed
to illuminate only the right-of-way. (IP and UP)
Measure V-4: The Department and the City of Corona have existing
ongoing maintenance programs for Graffiti Removat and Confrol.
Those programs would apply to all new and modified structures for
Alternatives 1 and 2. (IP and UP)

Alternatives 1 and 2, including Alternative 2f, would improve pedestrian | Measure T-4: Provision of lighting in undercrossings. (IP and UP)

and bicycle facilities within the project limits with improved sidewalks on

the arterials crossing SR-91. Measure V-1: Structural enhancements and design measures
identified in the 215/91 Corridor Master Plan will be incorporated in

Under Alternatives 1 and 2, and Alternafive 2f, freeway cross sections | the design and construction of sound walls, retaining walls, and

would be widened, resulting in wider overcrossings and undercrossings | bridge etements to address adverse impacts and bridge elements. (IP

that would increase the lengths of the roads and sidewalks on the and UP})

overcrossings or in the undercrossings. Therefore, the amount of time

pedestrians and bicyclists spend on the overcrossings or in the Measure V-4: The Department and the City of Corona have existing

undercrossings would increase compared to existing conditions. As a engoing maintenance programs for Graffiti Removal and Control.

result, some pedestrians and bicyclists may perceive the longer Those programs would apply to all new and modified structures for

overcrossings and undercrossings as negatively affecting their Alternatives 1 and 2. (IP and UP)

experiences as they cross the freeways, which may inhibit their desire

to cross the freeways and would therefore be an adverse effect on

community cohesion.

Construction activities would temporarily disrupt [ogal traffic patterns Measure T-1: Development and implementation of the Final TMP. (IP

and access o residences and businesses, increase fraffic congestion, | and UP)

and increase noise, vibration, and dust.
Measure T-2: Development and implementation of the Final Ramp
Closure Study. (IP and UP)
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Table $.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact AII\!cgrE:;:\dre Potential impacts %12%:32:?;:2::5? 1and 2 and Their Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures’
Measure SC-1: Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, control of
ozone precursor emissions from construction equipment, compliance
with State Vehicle Code Section 23114, with special attention to
Section 23114(b)(F), (e}(2}, and (e)(4} as amended, regarding hauling
of loads of materials, and compliance with Caltrans Standard
Specifications for Construction {Sections 10 and 18 for dust control,
Section 39-3.06 for asphalt concrete plant emissions). (IP and UP)
Measure SC-4: Testing for ACMs. (IP and UP)

Measure SC-5: Appropriate removal and disposal of ACMs. {IP and
UP}
Measure N-2: Compliance with Caltrans Standard Specifications
Section 14-08.02, "Noise Control,” and SSP §5-310. (IP and UP)
Measure N-3: Compliance with local noise crdinances (Cities of
Anaheim, Corona, Norco, and Riverside). (IP and UP)
Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f would not cause No mitigation is required,
disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-
income populations per Executive Order 12898 regarding
environmental justice.
Utilities and No impact Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations 2a, 2b, 2e, and 2f would | No mitigation is required.
Emergency not result in permanent adverse impacts related to utilities and
Services emergency services providers.

Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations, including Alternative 2f,
would include additional CHP enforcement areas on SR-91.

No mitigation is required.

During construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations
including Alternative 2f, the ability of emergency services providers to
meet response times could be impaired as a result of temporary traffic
delays; road, lane, and/or ramp closures; or detours.

Measure T-1: Development and implementation of the Final TMP. (IP
and UP)

Measure T-2: Development and implementation of the Final Ramp
Closure Study. (IP and UP)

Measure UES-2: Coordination of the Final TMP and the Final Ramp
Closure Study with affected utility and emergency service providers.
(fP and UP)
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Table $.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative

Potential Impacts Under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Their
Design Variations

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures®

Potential for fires in construction areas, associated with operating
construction equipment, vehicles, and the presence of construction
personnel.

Measure UES-3: Fire prevention and coordination with local fire
departments during construction. (IP and UP)

Measure UES-4: Fire prevention adjacent to CHSP with the
equivalent of a continuous barrier 30 to 36 inches high on the edge of
the shoulder on both westbound and eastbound SR-91 from SR-71 to
SR-241. (UP)

Alternative 1 and alt its design variations and Alternative 2 with Design
Variations 2a, 2b, 2e, and 2f would require the use of 0.018 ac of land
from the SCE property for use as a TCE during construction.

Measure Ci-1: Design refinements to minimize property acquisition.
(IP and UP)

Measure Cl-2: Compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, Parking studies will be conducted to
investigate the use of adjacent acquisitions for replacement parking
and options for reconfiguring parking lots, driveways, and/or delivery
locations to reduce the project effects on partial acquisition
properties. (IP and UP)

Traffic and
Transportation/
Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities

Impacts to traffic
and transportation
would worsen
thraugh continued
increase of traffic
congestion

Deterioration of
LOS

Altermatives 1 and 2 including Alternative 2f in design year 2035 would
maintain or slightly improve VHT, VHD, and LOS along the SR-91
freaway mainline compared to 2035 No Build conditions,

Under Alternative 1 in design year 2035, there would be a 2 percent
reduction in VHT, a decrease of 13,000 hours in VHD, and four freeway
segments on SR-81 would be improved from LOS Fto LOSDorE
when compared to 2035 No Build conditions. On [-15, one segment
would worsen from LOS E o LOS F, one segment would improve from
LOS F 1o LOS E, and one segment would improve from LOS D to LOS
C when compared to 2035 No Build conditions.

No mitigation Is required.

Under Alternative 2 including Alternative 2f in design year 2035, there
would be a 4 percent reduction in VHT, a decrease of 23,000 hours in
VHD, and eight segments on SR-91 would improve from LOS F to LOS
D or E when compared to 2035 No Build conditions.

On I-15, one segment would improve from LOS F and two segments
would respectively worsen from LOS B and C to LOS C and D when
compared to 2035 No Build conditions.

Pemmanent impacts may occur to local intersections.

Measure T-3: Fair Share Contributions. (IP and UP)

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS
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Table $.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

. No Build Potential Impacts Under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Their . N N 1
Potential Impact Alternative Design Variations Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
No permanent Alternatives 1 and 2 and Altemative 2f in design year 2035 would No mitigation required.
impacts {o provide an overall positive improvement to pedestrian and bicycle

pedestrian or
bicycle facilities

No added bensfit
related to
pedestrian and
bicycle access

facilities within the project limits. All local streets that cross the project
segments of SR-91 and 1-15 would be returned to their existing
conditions or, in some cases, widened across sections. Most sidewatks
replaced under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f will be designed
consistent with applicable ADA requirements for handicap access. The
Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane within the State right-of-way for SR-91
will be relocated farther north as part of the project.

No temparary
impacts to traffic
and transportation

Construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f would require
complete closure of ramps er connectors for certain periods of time or
on weekends. Staging plans were developed to ensure that closure
durations are minimized, and every effort is made to prevent concurrent
multiple closures. Because longer closures may occur as a result of
Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f, detour routes will be provided.

Measure T-1: Final TMP. (IP and UP)

Measure T-2: Development and implementation of the Final Ramp

Closure Study. (IP and UP)

No temporary
impacts to
pedestrian or
hicycle facilities

Temporary sidewalk closures at certain crossings would occur during
construction. These closures may temporarily impact accessibility in the
project limits. On street bicycle facilities along Green River Road and
the Magnolia Avenue crossing at SR-31 may also experience
temporary closures. it is possible that short segments of the Santa Ana
River Trail/Bike Lane west of Green River Golf Club and east of
Featherly Regional Park may be detoured temporarily during
construction, However, these detours are anticipated to be very limited
in duration, and alternate routes would be provided.

Measure T-1: Final TMP. (IP and UP)

Visual and
Aesthetics

No impact

Alternatives 1 and 2, including Alternative 2f, would include no new
lighting except for safety lighting at the interchanges and in
undercrossings. Existing lighting on local streets, SR-91, and I-15 would
be modified or relocated.

Alternatives 1 and 2, including Alternative 2f, would result in an adverse
impact to the segment of SR-91 eligible for designation as a State
Scenic Highway.

Measure V-1: Structural enhancements and design measures

identified in the 215/91 Corridor Master Plan will be incorporated in

the design and construction of sound walls, retaining walls, and

bridge elements to address adverse impacts and bridge elements.

(IP and UP)
Measure V-2: Mitigation for the loss of landscaping through

replacement planting approved by the District Landscape Architect.

(IP and UP)

Measure V-3: Lighting fixtures with non-glare hoods will be designed
to iluminate only the right-of-way. The RCTC Project Engineer will
coordinate with the City of Corona and ofher applicable cities and
counties to ensure that sufficient lighting is provided as part of the
improvements to local streets consistent with applicable local policies

and street lighting codes. (IP and UP)
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Table S.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative

Potential Impacts Under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Their
Design Variations

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures’

Measure V-4: Sound barriers will include vine planting. The
Department and the City of Corona have existing ongoing
maintenance programs for Graffiti Removal and Control, Those
programs would apply to all new and modified structures for
Alternatives 1 and 2. {IP and UP)

Cultural
Resources

No impact

Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations including Alternative 2f
would result in permanent impacts to the National Register-listed Grand
Boulevard Historic District; this would result in a finding of No Adverse
Effect with Standard Conditions on this property.

Cendition for Acorn-Style Streellights: Up to seven acorn-style
sireetlights in the project limits will be relocated as close to their
existing locations as possible based on the project design or
elsewhere within the boundaries of the Grand Boulevard Historic
District. An architectural historian will be on site during the removal,
dismantling, and reinstaltation of the acorn-style streetlights. (IP)

Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations including Alternative 2f
woutd resutt in the removal of 18 trees in the Grand Boulevard Historic
District.

Measure CR-1: The 18 trees removed from the Grand Boulevard
Historic District will be replaced at a ratio of 1:1 and will be compatible
with the existing plantings in the Grand Boulevard Historic District.
The replacement trees will be identified in consultation with the City of
Corona, the Department's District Landscape Architect, and a
Professional Qualified Staff Architectural Historian from the District.
All replacement trees will be instalied no later than the completion of
construction activities in the Grand Boulevard Historic District. (IP)

Discovery of cultural materials during construction.

Measure CR-2: Discovery of Cultural Materials. If cultural materials
are discovered during construction, all earthmoving activity will be
diverted within and around the immediate discovery area until a
qualified archaeologist can assess the nature and significance of the
find. (IP and UP}

Discovery of human remains during construction.

Measure CR-3: Discovery of Human Remains. If human remains are
discovered during construction, State Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 will be complied with, activities shall cease in the
area, and the County Coroner shall be contacted. Pursuant to PRC
Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American,
the Coroner will notify the NAHC, which will then notify the MLD. The
Department will be contacted so they may work with the MLD on the
respectiul treatment and disposition of the remains. (IP and UP)

Potential to impact archaeological resources.

Measure CR-4: A Native American monitor will be present and
conducting monitoring during construction in areas identified and
considered sensitive by the Pechanga Band of Mission Indians as
shown on the project plans. (IP and UP)

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS




Table S.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact A':(Zrﬁzgge Potential Impacts %’;gie;:s::?aatﬂ)v:: 1and 2 and Their Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures’
Hydrotogy and No impact Assuming a worst case using the existing FIRMs and the total Construction Site, Design Pollution Prevention, and Treatment BMPs
Floodplain improvements under Alternative 2, including Alternative 2f, the Build would be implemented to minimize water quality-related impacts to
Alternatives would result in encroachments into the 100-year floodplain | the 100-year floodplain and the associated beneficial uses. As
at the Santa Ana River at Wardlow Wash, at Country Club Creek, and | discussed below for natural communities and wetlands and other
at West Grand Boulevard. There would be no appreciable increase in waters, measures to minimize impacts and preserve natural and
the 100-year surface water elevations under Alternatives 1 and 2 and beneficial floodplain values include installation of construction fencing
Alternative 2f. There would not be significant encroachments, and the | around riparian/riverine vegetation to be preserved and compensatory
encroachments would not result in significant adverse impacts to mitigation for temporary and permanent impacts to riparian and
natural and beneficial floodplain values, aquafic habitats. No further mitigation measures for impacts to
flocdplains are required. (IP and UP)
Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f could result in the erosion of The measures for water quality and storm water runoff, natural
exposed soil suifaces during construction, which would be controlled communities, and wetlands and other waters would minimize
using BMPs as described in the SWPPP. Temporary detention basins | construction-related water quality impacts and preserve natural and
would be used, as needed, during construction to prevent localized beneficial floodplain values. No further mitigation measures for
flooding. Therefore, the construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 and impacts to floodplains are needed. (IP and UP)
Alternative 2f will not result in adverse impacts related to floodplains.
Geology, Soil, No impact Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f would similarly permanently Measure GEO-1: A final geotechnical design report. (IP and UP)
Seismic, result in or be affected by the following geotechnical conditions: ground
Topography motion, liquefaction, fault rupture, and other effects related to seismic BMPs for water quality/erosion. (IP and UF}
activity; retaining walls for slope stability; erosion of slopes and other
unpaved areas; and permanent subsurface easements in CHSP and
the New OC Park (NNL} adjacent to SR-91 for engineered tiebacks for
the wall along SR-91 in those areas,
The construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations, Standard construction good housekeeping and worker safety
including Alternative 2f, would temporarily result in or be affected by the | practices.
following geotechnical conditions: increased potential for soil erosion in . .
areas o?c?isturbeci soil; ground motion, liquefaction, fault rupture, and | Measure GEC-1: A final geotechnical design report. (IP and UP)
other effects related to seismic activity; and the potential need for Measure GEO-2: Quality assurance/quality contra! plan. (IP and UP)
blasting in areas with non-rippable granitic bedrock.
Measure GEO-3: Blasting Plan. (IP and UP)
BMPs for water guality/erosion. (IP and UP)
Paleontology No impact The construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations Measure PAL-1: Preparation and Implementation of a Palecntological

could resutt in permanent impacts on paleontological resources in the
following sediments: all types of Pleistocene alluvium, sedimentary
rocks of the Norco area, the Fernando Formation, sandstone of the
Norco area, Chine Hills Pliocene sediments, the Puente Formation, the
Topanga Formation, the Sespe and Vaqueros Formations, the Santiago
Formation, the Silverado Formation, the Williams Formation, and the

Mitigation Plan to provide guidance for developing and implementing
paleontological mitigation efforts including field work, laboratory
methods, and curation for significant paleontological resources that
may exist within the project disturbance limits, including measures
specific to sediments with high and low sensiivity.
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Table $.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact Ar;‘tgrﬁgﬁge Potential Impacts %’:;?;:3:::;?2‘:55 1 and 2 and Their Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures'
Ladd Formation. While there will be minor differences in areas
disturbed during construction, the impacts of Alternatives 1 and 2 and
their design variations including Alternative 2f on these sediments
would be very simitar because the construction of these alternatives
would use similar techniques and would disturb approximately the same
argas along the alignments. As a result, there is not a substantive
difference in permanent impacts on paleontological resources under
Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations including Alternative 2f.

Hazardous No impact Routine operation and maintenance of the facllities under Alternatives 1 | No mitigation is required.

Waste and and 2 including Alternative 2f would not introduce new sources of

Materials hazardous materials and wastes. Continued exposure io existing
hazardous wastes through vehicle transport would continue. Howaver,
the transport of hazardous waste and/or materials is heavily regulated.
Therefore, no new permanent adverse impacts related to hazardous
wastes/materials (direct or indirect) beyond existing conditions would
occur during operation of Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design
variations and Alternative 2f. There is no difference in permanent
impacts between Alternatives 1 and 2.
Properttes zoned for industrial and automotive uses within the project Measure HW-1: Phase | Environmental Site Assessments for 2
disturbance fimits may routinely store hazardous wastes an¢ materials | properties were conducted fo characterize the extent of the
on site. Therefore, prior to acquisition of these properties, any contamination. These sites were identified to be a potential
potentially hazardous waste material present will be relocated and/or environmental concern during construction. Additional testing and/or
removed off site. remediation are required for these sites during the design/build

phase. {IP)
Impacted seils and/or groundwater have been identified at two Measure HW-2; Site investigations for any new potenfial release
properties within the disturbance limits for Alternatives 1 and 2 and their | sites. (IP and UP)
design variations.
Contact with hazardous materials during construction would be further | Measure HW-3: ADL testing in previously untested areas. (IP and
minimized through the sampling (Phase | Environmental Site UP}
Assessments) of suspacted hazardous materials prior to construction.
Measure HW-4: ACM, LBP, and PCB surveys for building structures

Other areas of environmental congern include potentially contaminated | during the design phase. ACM and LBP surveys were conducted for
soils related to the BNSF railroad tracks, agricultural fand uses, and 21 freeway structures. Six bridges contained ACMs and three bridges
ADL in areas not previously sampled; ACMs, L.BPs, and PCBs in contained LBPs. ACMs and LBPs must be removed by a certified
building structures that will be disturbed or demolished under contractor prior to disturbance or demolition. (IP and UP)
Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f; and ACMs and LBPs in road
structures that will be disturbed or renovated as part of Alternatives 1 Measure HW-5; Inspections for PCBs in utility pole-mounted
and 2 and Alternative 2f. transformers. (IP and UP)
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Table S.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

- No Build Potential Impacts Under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Their . s . 1
Potential Impact Alternative Design Variations Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Measure HW-6: Testing and removal of traffic striping. (IP and UP)
Measure HW-7: Compliance with NPDES permit requirements during
construction dewatering. (IP and UP)
Measure HW-8: Sampling of scil adjacent fo the BNSF railroad
fracks. (IP and UP)
Measure HW-8: Preparation of a HASP prior to construction and
implementation of the HASP. (IF and UP)
Measura HW-10: Preparation and implementation of a Contaminant
Management Plan. (IP and UP)
Measure HW-11: Preparation and implementation of a Construction
Contingency Plan for unknown hazards. (IP and UP)
Measure HW-12: Notify Underground Service Alert at least 2 days
prior to excavation. {IP and UP)
Measure HW-13: Fee submittal to the SCAQMD at least 10 days prior
fo demolition or renovation of structure. (IP and UP}
Measure HW-14: Testing and disposal for wood-treated materials. (IP
and UP)
Air Quality Potenttal In the long term, Alternatives 1 and 2 including Alternative 2f would No mitigation is needed.

permanent improve traffic flow by reducing congestion. This improvement in traffic

increase in flow would reduce regional vehicle emissions. In addition, the Build

pollutants Alternatives would not delay the attainment of the federal CO, PMas,

associated with and PM, standards. Therefore, Altemnatives 1 and 2 and their design

increased variations including Alternative 2f would not result In long-term adverse

congestion impacts retated to air quality.

No construction
along the project
segments of
SR-91 and |-15
and, therefore,
would not result in
temporary air
quality impacts

The construction of Alternatives 1 and 2, including Alternative 2f, has
the potential to temporarily increase air quality emissions in the project
area.

Measure SC-1: Finalization of the project-specific Construction
Emissions Mitigation Plan, compliance with the Department's
Standard Specification Section 10 and 18 {Dust Control}, Section
39.3.06 for asphalt concrete plant emissions, and SCAQMD Rule
403. {IP and UP)

Measure SC-2: Implementation of the Construction Emissions
Mitigation Plan. (IP and UP)

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS
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Table S.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

No Build Potential Impacts Under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Their

[| Potential Impact Alternative Design Variations

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures'

Measure SC-3: Project Engineer will ensure that grading plans and
project specifications show anticipated duration of construction in
individual areas along the project alignment. (IP and UP)

Measure SC-4: During final design and prior to any ground
disturbance, appropriate testing to determine if ACMs are present in
the project disturbance limits. {IP and UP)

Measure SC-5: Appropriate removal and disposal of ACMs. (IP and
UP)

Noise No impact During construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 including Alternative 2f, Measure N-2: Compliance with Caltrans Standard Specifications
noise from construction equipment and activities could reach 89 dBA at | Section 14-08.02, “Noise Control,” and SSP $5-310. {IP and UP)

50 ft from the noise source. -
=0 Measure N-3: Compliance with local noise ordinances (Cities of

Anaheim, Corona, Norco, and Riverside). {IP and UP)

Measure N-4; RCTC will initiate a separate project to construct noise
barriers for 1-15 {with the exception of NB K1-A) if they are not
constructed as part of a separate 1-15 project within 5 years of
completion of the construction of the SR-81 CIP. (UP)

Measure N-5: Unusual and extraordinary abatement measures will be
implemented if certain residences will experience a severe traffic
noise impact of 75 dBA Ly or higher. (IP and UP}

Energy No impact Alternatives 1 and 2 including Altemative 2f would result in permanent | No mitigation is needed.
direct reductions of up to 3.0 percent in fuel consumption in 2015 and
up to 4.15 percent by 2035,

| Alternatives 1 and 2 including Alternative 2f would resultin very minor | No mitigation is needed.
increases in indirect energy consumption, up to 0.7 percent, for energy
used for the manufacturing and maintenance of vehicles oparating on
roads in the project study area; however, there would be no increase in
indirect energy consumption for vehicles in the SCAG reglon.

| Alternatives 1 and 2 including Alternative 2f would not result in a
substantial change in the demand for electricity for road and sign
lighting, toll facilities, and ramp metering.

Temporary energy consumption during the construction of Alternatives | No mitigation is needed.
1 and 2 including Alternative 2f would represent a very small percent of
tolal regional consumption and would not result in a noticeable impact
related to short-term energy demand.
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Table S.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

: No Build Potential Impacts Under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Their . N e e 1
Potential Impact Alternative Design Variations Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Natural No impact The Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2, and Alternative 2f would Refer to compensatory mitigation and measures listed in Table S.3

Communities

result in permanent impacts of 9.87 ac of CSS, and temporary impacts
to 3.38 ac of CSS5, 1.72 ac of riparian/riverine, and 0.04 ac of oak
woodlands.

for natural communities.

The Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects under Alternatives 1 and 2 and
Alternative 2f will not impact NCCP lands in Crange County.

No mitigation Is needed.

Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f will result in temporary impacts
to wildlife corridors during construction.

Measure NC-6: Identification of locations with existing wildlife fencing,
installation of new fencing prior to removal of existing fencing, and
protection of fencing. (IP and UP})

Measure NC-8: Limiting consfruction equipment maintenance,
lighting, and staging away from wildlife corridor entrances. {IP and
up)

Measure NC-9: Directing construction noise and light away from
wildlife corriders, bridges, and biologically sensitive areas. (IP and
upP)

Measure NC-10: Locating construction equipment and structures to
avoid barriers to wildlife passage. {IP and UP)

Measure NC-11: Existing overcrossing and culvert designs
compatible with wildlife usage, Openness ratios of 1.96 for large
mammals and 0.81 for medium-sized mammals will be provided in
modified overcrossings and culverts as appropriate at each c¢rossing.
{IP and UP)

Measure NC-12: Limiting construction to daylight hours in Coal
Canyon, B Canyon, Fresno Canyon/Wardlow Wash, and Bedford
Canyon with the exception of limited periods when evening or night
work is required for operational reasons. (IP and UP}

Measure NC-13: Structures for bridge work structures will not block
the main underpasses in Coal Canyon, B Canyon, Fresno Canyon/
Wardlow Wash, and Bedford Canyon. (IP and UP)

Measure NC-14: Location restrictions for construction staging areas
in Coal Canyon. {IP and UP)
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Table 5.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact AﬁZrE;tI:Se Potential Impacts %Zi?;:{fg:g:gf; 1and 2 and Their Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures’
Measure NC-15: Maintenance of Coal Canyon for emergency access
during censtruction. {IP and UP)

Measure NC-16: Clasing of the gates at Coal Canyon at the end of
each construction day. (IP and UP)

Plant Species No impact Alternatives 1 and 2 including Alternative 2f would result in the The measures provided elsewhere in this table for natural
permanent removal of 0.74 ac on which Southern Califarnia black communities and threatened and endangered species will adequately
walnut trees were observed, and the permanent removal of 0.33 acon | avoid and minimize permanent impacts to special-status plant
which Coulter's matilija poppy was observed. species during construction of the Build Alternafives. However,

Measure PS-1 was added as an additional minimization measure for:
Measure P3-1: Replacement planting of Southern California black
walnut and Coulter's matilija poppy.
Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in permanent or temporary No mitigation is needed.
impacts to any other special-status species in the BSA.
Animal Species | No impact Alternatives 1 and 2 including Alternative 2f would not resuit in Measure AS-1: Preconstruction BUOW surveys. (IP and UF)

permanent direct impacts on BUOW but could resuit in indirect impacts
to BUOW as a result of the loss of potential habitat.

Alternatives 1 and 2 including Alternative 2f would not result in
permanent direct impacts fo other special-status animal species.
Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f could result in permanent
indirect impacts to other special-status species as a result of habitat
loss and fragmentation and edge effects such as noise, litter, lighting,
and human encroachment.

Measures for natural communities, wetlands and other waters, and
plant species would also mitigate project effects to animal species.

Alternatives 1 and 2 including Alternative 2f would result in temporary
effects to the BUOW and other special-interest animal species as a
result of unavailability of potential habitat, noise, vibration, lighting, and
other edge effects.

Measure AS-1; Preconstruction BUOW surveys. {IP and UP}
Measure AS-2: Preconstruction bat surveys. {IP and UP)

Measure AS-3: Bat exclusion devices installed for any structure with
potential bat habitat. (IP and UP)

Measure AS-4: Limited night construction at bridges. Limited evening
and/or night construction may be required for safety and/or operations
reasons. {IP and UP)

Measure AS-5: Retention of riparian vegetation near bat roosting
sites. (IP and UR)

Measure AS-6: Bridge construction outside bird nesting season and
installation of bird nesting exclusion devices. (IP and UP)
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Table 5.4 Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative and Impacts
With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

Potential Impact Aﬁ:rig:we Potential Impacts %’;2?5:3:;?:&:}":: 1and 2 and Their Avcidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures®
Measure AS-7: Permanent bat exclusion ang the provision of habitat
replacement structures. (IP and UP)

Measure AS-8: Installation and maintenance of silt fence barriers at
all staging or construction areas at Coal Canyon and areas within
CHSP to prevent small animals from entering those areas. (IP and
UP)
Threatened and | No impact Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f would not result in permanent No mitigation is needed.
Endangered impacts to Braunton's milk vetch, the Santa Ana sucker, western
Species yellow-billed cuckoo, SWWF, and bald eagle.
Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f would result in temporary Compensatory Mitigation: Based on compliance with the Westam
indirect impacts to Braunton's milk vetch, CAGN, LBV, Santa Ana Riverside County MSHCP for SKR and Measures TE-1 to TE-15,
sucker, western yellow-billed suckoo, SWWF, and bald eagle. provided earlier in Table $.3.
Measures for natural communities, wetlands and other waters, plant
species, and animal species would also mitigate project effects to
threatened and endangered species,
Invasive Species |No impact Revegetation and landscaping under Alternatives 1 and 2 and No mitigation is needed.
Alternative 2f would be similar, would not include any plants with high or
moderate ratings in the California Invasive Plant Inventory, and
therefore would help to inhibit the spread of invasive species.
Construction activities for Alternatives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f have | Measure 1S-1: Development and implementation of a Weed
similar potential to spread invasive species. Abatement Program. (IP and UP)
Cumutative No impact Alternafives 1 and 2 and Alternative 2f would contribute incrementally, | Refer to the measures in Tables 5.3 and S.4 for project-specific
Impacts when considered with the other cumulative projects, to cumulative measures by environmental resource that address project-specific

impacts related to:

» Conversion of designated farmlands to nonagricuttural use

s Community character and cohesion

»  Acquisition and removal of existing residential and nonresidential
uses

Short-term traffic impacts during construction

impacis to the visual/aesthetic environment

Short- and long-term impacts to water quality

Permanent impacts to paleontological resources

Short-term air quality impacts associated with fugitive dust and
consiruction equipment emissions

Long-term noise |evels in the project area

*® & o0 & =

impacts.
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With No Substantial Difference Between Alternatives 1 and 2

No Build Potential Impacts Under Alternatives 1 and 2 and Their

N T TonT - i N 1
Alternative Design Variations Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

Potential Impact

* Incremental impacts on natural communities and the plant and
animal species associated with them

+ Incremental impacts on jurisdictional and other waters

» Incremental impacts on threatened and endangered species and
other special-interest species

» Incremental impacts related to invasive species in northeast
Orange County and western Riverside County

' P = Applies to the Initial Phases of Altermatives 1 and 2

UP = Applies to the Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects
IP and UP = Applies to the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for Aliernatives 1 and 2

ac = acres, acre FIRMs = Floed Insurance Rate Maps PM1p = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size
ACMs = asbestos containing maierials FSTIP = Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program  PRC = Public Resources Code

ADA = Americans with Disabilities Act ft = foot/feet RCP = Regional Comprehensive Plan

ADL = aerially deposited lead HASP = Health and Safety Plan RTP = Regional Transportation Plan

BMPs = best management practices I-15 = Interstate 15 SCAG = Southern California Association of Governments
BNSF = Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad LBP = lead-based paint SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District
BSA = biological study area LBV = least Bell's vireo SCE = Southem California Edisan

BUQOW = burrowing owl LOS = level of service SKR = Stephens' kangaroo rat

CAGN = California gnatcatcher MLD = Most Likely Descendant SR-91 = State Rouie 91

Caltrans = California Department of Transportation MSHCP = Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan $8Ps = Standard Special Provisions

CGV = Campass Growth Vision NAHC = Native American Heritage Commissicn State Parks = California State Parks

CHP = California Highway Patrol Natienal Register = Naticnal Register of Historic Places SWPPP = Storm Waler Pollution Prevention Plan

CHSP = Chino Hills State Park NCCP = Natural Communities Canservation Plan SWWF = southwestern willow flycatcher

CO = carbon monoxide New OC Park (NNL) = New Orange Countly Park (Mational Natural TCEs = temporary construction easements

dBA = A-weighted decibels Landmark} TMP = Transportation Management Plan

Department = California Department of Transportation NPDES = National Polluiant Discharge Elimination System VHD = vehicle hours daily

EIR = Environmental Impact Report PCBs = polychlorinated biphenyis VHT = vehicle hours fraveled

EIS = Envirenmental Impact Statement PMz 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
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Table S.5 Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency | Permit/Approval | Status/When Required
Federal Agencies
FHWA Approval for Modified Access Report to the Interstate A “Letter of Acceptability” approving the modified access
System was received from FHWA in a letter to the Department

dated May 11, 2011. Final approval will occur in August
2012 after approval of the ROD

Section 6005 of SAFETEA-LU for satisfying Air QGuality Approval was received from FHWA on June 6, 2012
Conformity Reguirements
Major Project Operational Independence and Non- Concept submitted January 20, 2012 and final approval
Concurrent Construction Determination is expected by June 2012
Cost Estimate Review Approval received on March 23, 2012
Draft Project Management Plan Approved in May 2012
Plan of Finance (in lieu of Initial Financial Plan) Submittal is expected by July 2012
Final Project Management Plan Approval is expected by October 2012
Close of Finance/Financial Plan Annual Update The first annual update would be submitted in May 204 3.
USFWS Section 7 Consultation for Threatened and Endangered The BO was approved cn November 30, 2011, by
Species USFWS (refer to Appendix Q).
Review and Comment on 404 Permit
Corps Section 404 Nationwide Permit for filling or dredging waters | The application for this permit was submitted In July
of the United States. 2011,
Section 408 Permit for modifications to Corps’ facilities in An initial application for this permit was submitted in
three locations and a modified easement at a fourth December 2011.
location.
National Park Service Approval of the use of tand from CHSP if that land is Because the 0.48 ac of land in CHSP that will be used by
protected under Section 6(f) the project is not currently protected by Section 6(f), no

NPS approval is required at this time.

If that land becomes protected under Section 8(f) prior to
the use of 0.48 ac in CHSP for the SR-91 CIP, the
requirements for protection under Section 6(f) will be
analyzed and addressed with State Parks and the
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Office of
Grants and Local Services,

State Agencies
CDFG 1602 Agreement for Streambed Alteration The application for this agreement was submitted in
February 2011.
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Table S.5 Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency

Permit/Approval

Status/When Required

California State Parks

Concurrence regarding the determination of the project
effects on CHSP

State Parks provided written concurrence with the de
minimis determination for project effects on CHSP in
a letter dated March 26, 2012; a copy of that letter is
provided in Appendix B.

Right-of-Entry/Encroachment Permit

An approved Right-of-Entry/Encroachment Permit will be
required prior to any construction encroaching onto land
within the boundary of CHSP.

Approval of a permanent aerial easement in CHSP

Prior to construction of the Green River Road westbound
off-ramp.

Cailifornia Transportation Commission

Approval of STIP funding

After the Department approves the Final EIR and files
the Notice of Determination.

SWRCE

Section 402 NPDES (Construction Activity)

The notification for coverage under Order No. 2009-
0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002 will be submitted
prior to construction.

Section 402 NPDES Permit (Depariment NPDES Permit)

Coverage under Order No, 98-06-DWQ, NPDES No.
CAS000003 wilt be addressed with submittal of the NOI
under NPDES No. CAS000002, which will be submitted
prior to construction.

Santa Ana RWQCB

Section 402 NPDES (Groundwater Dewatering)

The notification for coverage under Order No. R8-2009-
0003, NPDES No. CAG998001, will be submitted prior io
construction.

Section 401 Water Quality Certification

The application for this agreement was submitted in
February 2011.

Regional and Local Agencies

Naorco, and Counties of Riverside and Orange

Western Riverside County RCA and the RCTC | JPARP A Preliminary Determination of Biologically Equivatent or
Superior Preservation is provided in Appendix O of the
Natural Environment Study (2010).

Cities of Anaheim, Corona, Riverside, and Freeway Agreements Freeway agreements reflecting the project will be

finalized after completion of the Final EIR/EIS.

Cities of Anaheim, Corona, and Riverside, and
Counties of Orange and Riverside

Encroachment permits for any encroachments into public
right-of-way owned by these jurisdictions.

Prior to any encroachment

Cities of Anaheim, Corona, and Riverside, and
Counties of Orange and Riverside

Approval of the TMP ang any detour plans using local
streets

Prior to construction

Orange County Flood Control District and
Riverside County Flood Control District

Coordination for, and approval of, any project-related
changes to the existing flood control facilities

During final design

County of Orange

Approval of a permanent subsurface easement in the New
OC Park (NNL)

Prior to construction of the Ultimate Project

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS
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Table 8.5 Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency

Permit/Approval

Status/When Required

Railroads

BNSF Raitroad Company

Memorandum of Understanding and a Construction and
Maintenance Agreement with the railroad

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

California Public Utilities Commission

Approval of the project, based on review of the
Construction and Maintenance Agreement

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

Utilities

SCG
SCE

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

Prior to any construction activities that would affect utility
facilities

City of Corona

AT&T/Pacific Bell

Comcast Cable

Sprint

Time Warner Cable

Questar/Four Corner Pipeline Company
Level 3 Communications

Temescal Valley Regional Interceptor
City of Riverside

Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority
Western Riverside Regional Wastewater

BNSF = Burlington Northern Santa Fe

BO = Biclogical Opinion

CDFG = California Department of Fish and Game
Corps = United States Army Corps of Engineers
Department = California Department of Transportation
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

EIS = Environmental Impact Statement

FHWA = Federal Highway Administration

JPARP = Joint Project Acquisition/Review Process
NOD = Notice of Determination

NOI = Notice of Intent

NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
RCA = Regional Conservation Authority

RCTC = Riverside County Transportation Commission
ROD = Record of Decision

RWQCE = Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCE = Southern California Edison

SCG = Southern California Gas Company

SWRCB = State Water Rasources Control Board

TMP = Transportation Management Plan

USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service




Table S.6 Summary of Issues Raised During Scoping

General Topic

Issues

EIR/EIS Section Where Topic is
Discussed

Project Alternatives Comments related to the individual alternatives, funding, the use of Measure A funds for | Chapter 2, Project Alternatives
Alternative 2, operations, public transit instead of project.

Right-of-Way Acquisition and Comments related to the effect of project acquisition on residences and businesses Chapter 2, Project Alternatives

Relocation adjacent to the project segment of SR-81. Comments from the City of Corona regarding and Section 3.4.2, Relocations
the importance of attempting fo avoid and minimize right-of-way impacts within the City and Real Property Acquisitions
limits and requesting the identification of potential right-of-way impacts for each Build
Alternative.

Traffic Comments regarding the expected traffic volumes for the proposed MCP project, how Section 3.6, Traffic and

the project will address traffic congestion in the area once MCP begins to distribute
numerous vehicles onto |-15 and how that might distribute the congestion onto SR-91,
and the importance of optimizing SR-21 corridor traffic to accommodate future traffic
demand.

Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities

Biological Resources

Comments regarding the importance of maximizing Chino Hills and Santa Ana
Mountains habitat protection for future generations, effects of additional incremental
lighting at entrances and exits to the constrained wildlife corridors, and the need o
protect existing wildlife habitat and listed species on or near the project site,

Sections 3.17, Natural
Communities; 3.18, Wetlands and
Other Waters; 3.19, Plant
Species; 3.20, Animal Species;
3.21, Threatened and Endangered
Species; and 3.22, Invasive
Species.

Land Use

Comments regarding consistency of the project with General Plans and regional plans.

Section 3.1, Land Use

Air Quality

Comments regarding air quality impacts during construction and operations, and
compliance with AB 32,

Section 3.14, Air Quality

Cumulative Impacts

Suggestion to include other transportation projects in the analysis, including the MCP;
cumttlative analysis within the context of other CETAP projects.

Section 3.25, Cumuiative Impacts

Growth

Growth inducement

Section 3.2, Growth

Floodplains and Drainage

Consider additional flood control improvements in the Lower Santa Ana River, including
bank protection on the south bank of the River at several locations between Prado Dam
and the western part of the Green River Golf Club as part of the County of Orange and
Corps projects. Comments regarding the importance of fully evaluating the potential
impacts of the project o master planned drainage facilities such as the La Sierra MDP
facilities, which would provide flood protection and adequate drainage outlets to relieve
substantial flooding problems. Concerns regarding the alteration of existing drainage
patterns, the potential diversion or concentration of storm water flows, and the potential
for increased runoff and potential impacts that could result from that runoif.

Section 3.9, Hydrology and
Floodplains
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Table 5.6 Summary of Issues Raised During Scoping

.

General Topic

Issues

EIR/EIS Section Where Topic is
Discussed

Noise

Comments regarding potential noise and vibration impacts at entrances to and exits from
the constrained wildlife corridors and potential noise barriers constructed in front of
homes and businesses.

Section 3.15, Noise

Historical Resources

Comments to protect historical resources.

Section 3.8, Cultural Resources

Hazards

The potentiat for exposure to hazardous wastes during construction activities.

Section 3.13, Hazardous
Waste/Materials

Construction Impacts

Comments regarding potential impacts during construction, including air quality, visibility,
biclogical resources, noise, traffic, and hazardous wastes; and requests for advanced
notice of construction activities.

In the impacts analyses by topic
throughout Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization, and/or Mitigation
Measures

Mitigation

Mitigation for direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.

In the avoidance, minimization,
and/or mitigation measure
sections by topic throughout
Chapter 3, Affected Environment,
Envirormental Conseguences,
and Avoidance, Minimization,
andfor Mitigation Measures

AB 32 = Assembly Bill 32

CETAP = Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process
Corps = United States Army Corps of Engineers

1-15 = Interstate 15

MCP = Mid County Parkway
MDP = Master Drainage Plan
SR-91 = State Route 91
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Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

2.1 Project Description

This chapter describes the proposed action and the alternatives that were developed to
meet the identified purpose and need for the project, while avoiding or minimizing
the potential for adverse environmental impacts. The alternatives described in detail
in this chapter and evaluated in this EIR/EIS are shown on Figure 2-1 and all
described briefly below:

e No Build Alternative

e Would maintain existing SR-91 and I-15 in the project area.

¢ No additional GP lanes and no change in the existing tolled express or HOV
lanes on SR-91.

e Provides a benchmark by which the public and decision-makers can compare
the magnitude of the effects of the Build Alternatives.

e Alternative 1: Add General-Purpose Lanes and Maintain HOV Lanes (GP +

HOV Lanes)

e Would add one GP lane in each direction on SR-91 from the SR-91/SR-241
interchange to Pierce Street.

e Would maintain the existing tolled express lanes in Orange County and the
existing HOV lanes on SR-91 between the Orange/Riverside County line and
Pierce Street.

e Would add one HOV lane on I-15 in each direction from Ontario Avenue in
Corona to HOV lane direct connectors from eastbound SR-91 to southbound
[-15 and from northbound 1-15 to westbound SR-91.

e Alternative 2: Add General-Purpose Lanes and Extend Tolled Express Lanes

(GP + Tolled Express Lanes)

e Would add one GP lane in each direction on SR-91, from the SR-91/SR-241
interchange to Pierce Street in the City of Riverside.

e Would extend the existing tolled express lanes and would add one tolled
express lane in each direction from Orange County east to I-15 in Corona
(express lanes are separate lanes with limited access/egress points that provide
long-lasting, reliable, free flow travel for eligible users in an otherwise per
vehicle congested corridor; users pay tolls but buses, HOVs with three or
more persons, motorcycles, zero-emission vehicles, and vehicles driven by

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS 2-1
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Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

handicapped persons, including disabled veterans, would pay a reduced or no
toll).

e Would convert the existing SR-91 HOV lanes to tolled express lanes.

e Would provide express lane direct connectors between the express lanes on
SR-91 and I-15.

e Would extend one tolled express lane in each direction on I-15 from the
express lane connectors north to Hidden Valley Parkway and south to Cajalco
Road.

This chapter also provides a brief history of the project; describes the proposed action
and the alternatives developed to meet the identified purpose and need, while
avoiding or minimizing the potential for adverse environmental impacts; discusses
phasing for the two Build Alternatives; and discusses other alternatives that were
considered but were eliminated from further evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

The project is in Orange and Riverside Counties along the existing SR-91 corridor
and includes connections to I-15 in Riverside County. Figure 1-1, provided in
Chapter 1, shows the project vicinity. Figure 2-1 shows the project location on SR-91
and 1-15. The western project limit on SR-91 is at the SR-91/SR-241 interchange in
the east part of the City of Anaheim in northeast Orange County. The eastern project
limit on SR-91 is Pierce Street in the City of Riverside, just east of the City of
Corona. The project limits extend approximately 14 mi along SR-91.

The project limits on 1-15 begin at Cajalco Road and extend approximately north 5 mi
on I-15 to Hidden Valley Parkway in the City of Corona.

The project study area extends approximately 2 mi beyond the project limits on
SR-91 and I-15 to allow for the placement of advance signage for construction areas
and tolled express lane access. The advanced signage areas, as the ends of the project
limits on SR-91 and I-15, are shown on Figure 2-1.

The improvements in Alternatives 1 and 2 will be implemented in phases: the Initial
Phase and the Ultimate Project.

2.2 Project Background

2.2.1 State Route 91
SR-91 is one of the major surface transportation facilities connecting Orange and
Riverside Counties. SR-91 begins in Los Angeles County at the junction with SR-1 in

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS 2-5
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Hermosa Beach and continues east through Los Angeles, Orange, and Riverside
Counties, terminating at the SR-91/SR-60/1-215 interchange in the City of Riverside.
Traveling west on SR-91, the freeway ends at 1-110, but SR-91 continues on Artesia
Boulevard as a highway until it terminates at SR-1.

The existing SR-91 GP lanes within the project limits were constructed beginning in
1959 as a four-lane divided facility. Two additional GP lanes (one each direction)
were completed in 1974. The construction of the HOV lanes within the project limits
was completed in 1993. The construction of the tolled express lanes within the project
limits was completed in 1995. Within the project limits, SR-91 currently has three to
four GP lanes in each direction, which vary in width from 11 to 12 feet (ft) from the
SR-241/SR-91 interchange to the SR-91/1-15 interchange, and three 12 ft wide GP
lanes in each direction from the SR-91/I-15 interchange to Pierce Street. There are
two tolled express lanes in each direction within the project limits. Those tolled
express lanes begin west of the SR-91/SR-55 interchange and end at the Riverside/
Orange County line. Two HOV lanes, one in each direction, extend from the terminus
of the existing tolled express lanes to beyond the project limits at approximately
Marshall Street on the eastbound side and McKinley Street on the westbound side.

An Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration/Environmental
Assessment was prepared and approved in December 2007 by Department Districts 8
and 12, in conjunction with OCTA and RCTC, for the SR-91 Eastbound Lane
Addition Project. This project along SR-91 is between SR-241 in eastern Orange
County and SR-71 in western Riverside County and construction of this project began
in 2010. The project added an additional GP lane and widened all lanes and shoulders
to standard widths on eastbound SR-91 by widening SR-91 to the south. This project
is now operational.

2.2.2 Interstate 15

I-15 starts in San Diego, extends north-northwest through the States of California,
Nevada, Utah, Idaho, and Montana, and continues north as Alberta Highway 4 in
Canada. Regionally, 1-15 is an important intercounty link between San Diego,
Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. In the project area, 1-15 is an eight-lane
divided highway with a center median. I-15 converts to a six-lane divided facility
north and south of SR-91. As it proceeds across the Mojave Desert, it converts to a
four-lane facility.

2-6 SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS'
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2.2.3 Other Major Projects In the Project Area

One transportation project is operational, and several approved or planned
transportation projects and one water pipeline project in the general area of the
project may affect or require design coordination with the project. These projects,
described in Table 2.1, are each independent of the project and the other projects
listed in the table. Each of the transportation projects would function effectively as an
individual project and would provide specific benefits to the traveling public
regardless of whether or not the other projects are implemented.

In addition to those projects listed in Table 2.1, many other transportation and land
use projects are within the cumulative study area, including projects identified in the
State Route 91 Implementation Plan (OCTA 2010). Refer to Section 3.25,
Cumulative Impacts, for a description of the cumulative impact study area and a full
listing and evaluation of cumulative projects relevant to the project.

The Corps and local sponsors (Orange County Flood Control and Riverside County
Flood Control Districts) are implementing a series of Santa Ana River Bank
Protection projects north of SR-91 between Gypsum Canyon Road and SR-71. Those
Corps projects will be completed as follows:

e Reach 9 Phase 2B: From east of Coal Canyon to west of Green River Road,;
completion in 2012

e Reach 9 Phase 2A: From Prado Road to SR-71; completion in 2014

e Reach 9 Phase 3: From Gypsum Canyon Road to Coal Canyon Road; completion
in 2015

2.3 Range of Alternatives

The two Build Alternatives for the project were developed to implement one
component of the MIS LPS. Section 2.3.5.3, Major Investment Study Build
Alternatives, provides additional information regarding the MIS alternatives and the
LPS.

The two Build Alternatives are:

e Alternative 1: Add General-Purpose Lanes and Maintain HOV Lanes (GP +
HOV Lanes) Alternative; and

e Alternative 2: Add General-Purpose Lanes and extend Tolled Express Lanes
(GP + Tolled Express Lanes) Alternative.

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS 2-7
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Table 2.1 Other Related Major Projects

Addition Project
Between SR-241 and
SR-71

existing lanes and shoulders to standard widths on
eastbound SR-91 between SR-241 in eastern Orange
County and SR-71 in western Riverside County. This
project is being accommodated in the SR-91 CIP design.
This project is now operational.

. T Completion
Project Title Summary Time Frame
SR-91 Eastbound Lane | The project will add one additional GP lane and widen the Operational

Santa Ana Mainstem
Project — Santa Ana
River Reach 9, Phases
2A and 2B/Santa Ana
River Interceptor
Pipeline Reaches I
and IV

These projects will reinforce the banks of the Santa Ana
River by providing grouted stone bank protection and
sheet pile to protect river bank below the Prado Dam
(Phase 11A) and near the Riverside/Orange County line
(Phase 11B) from damage that would be caused by a full
release of stored water from Prado Dam and also relocate
the SARI pipeline currently located in the river channel.
These projects will accommodate the SR-91 CIP design.

Reach 9, 2B-2012
SARI Line-2013
Reach 9, 2A-2014

SR-91/SR-71
Interchange
Improvement Project

This project proposes replacing the existing single-lane
connection between eastbound SR-91 and northbound
SR-71 with a two-lane, direct flyover ramp. It also
proposes a new, separate eastbound road just south of
and parallel to SR-91 to provide improved access
between the Green River Road interchange and the SR-
91/SR-71 interchange. This project will accommodate the
SR-91 CIP design.

Post-2018

I-15 Corridor
Improvement Project

As part of other congestion relief projects in Riverside
County, RCTC is planning improvements to |-15 from just
north of the I-15/1-215 separation in the City of Murrieta,
north to the San Bernardino County line. The I-15 CIP
extends approximately 44 mi along I-15. Two Build
Alternatives are under consideration: an HOV lane and
mixed-flow lane alternative, and a tolled express lane and
mixed-flow lane alternative. The SR-91 CIP and the I-15
CIP Build Alternatives each accommodate the design of
the improvements on the other freeway.

2018

SR-241/SR-91 Direct
Connectors

This project would allow SR-241 toll road users to
transition directly onto the SR-91 tolled express lanes and
vice versa. This project will accommodate the SR-91 CIP
design. This project will be constructed after the Initial
Phase of the SR-91 CIP.

Late 2018

SR-91 between SR-55
and SR-241

This project will add one GP lane in each direction on
SR-91. This project is west of the limits for the SR-91 CIP
and would not affect the SR-91 CIP. This project is under
construction.

Mid-2013

SR-91 Westbound
Lane Addition at Tustin
Avenue

This project would add a westbound auxiliary lane on
SR-91 from the northbound SR-55 to the westbound
SR-91 connector through the Tustin Avenue interchange.
The project would include the reconstruction of the Tustin
Avenue overcrossing structure. The total project length is
1.6 mi. The primary features of this project are: widening
of the SR-91 bridge over the Santa Ana River (by adding
either one or two GP lanes over the Santa Ana River), the
addition of GP lanes from northbound SR-55 to
westbound SR-91 through Tustin Avenue (by adding
either one or two GP lanes), and realignment of the
westbound SR-91 Tustin Avenue off- and on-ramps.

2018

2-8
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Table 2.1 Other Related Major Projects

SR-57 Northbound This project will add a lane on SR-57 from north of SR-91 2014
Lane Addition Project near Orangethorpe Avenue in Placentia to Lambert Road
in Brea, and Katella Avenue and Lincoln Avenue in
Anaheim. The environmental phase was completed in
December 2007, and construction on the Orangethorpe
Avenue to Lambert Road segment began construction in
January 2011. The environmental phase for the Katella
Avenue to Lincoln Avenue segment was completed in
November 2009, design was completed in spring 2011,
and construction is expected to begin in early 2012.

Cajalco Road Widening | This project would widen Cajalco Road from two to four 2019
and Safety lanes between Harvill Avenue on the east and Temescal

Enhancement Project Canyon Road on the west, and from four to six lanes

between Temescal between the 1-215 southbound ramps and Harvill Avenue.

Canyon Road and I-15 | Additional proposed improvements include traffic signals,

bus turnouts, additional turn lanes, and watercourse

crossing and drainage improvements.

Source: Riverside County Transportation Commission (2010 and 2011).

! The locations of these projects, except the SR-57 Northbound Lane Addition Project, which is several miles
west of the project limits, are shown later on Figure 2-16.

CIP = Corridor Improvement Project SARI = Santa Ana River Interceptor
GP = general-purpose SR-55 = State Route 55

HOV = high-occupancy vehicle SR-57 = State Route 57

I-15 = Interstate 15 SR-71 = State Route 71

1-215 = Interstate 215 SR-91 = State Route 91

mi = mile/miles SR-241 = State Route 241

RCTC = Riverside County Transportation Commission

Alternative 1 includes four design variations (1a through 1d) and Alternative 2
includes eight design variations (2a through 2h). These alternatives are described in
detail in the following sections.

2.3.1 Project Build Alternatives

Each Build Alternative would add one GP lane in each direction on SR-91. These
lane additions would be continuous throughout the project limits. Both Build
Alternatives would provide auxiliary lanes or collector-distributor roads at
interchanges and would modify the existing interchange geometrics within the project
limits to improve traffic operations. Existing local access to/from all the existing
interchanges would be maintained except at West Grand Boulevard, where the
existing half-diamond interchange ramps would be removed and replaced with
improved local connectivity to the Lincoln Avenue interchange. The Build
Alternatives include upgrades to existing SR-91 standard shoulder, lane, and buffer
widths where those upgrades can be accommodated.

Alternative 1 would maintain one median HOV lane in each direction on SR-91
within the project limits. It would also construct two HOV lane connectors: from
eastbound SR-91 to southbound 1-15, and from northbound I-15 to westbound SR-91.
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Alternative 1 would add one HOV lane in each direction on 1-15 extending from the
new HOV lane connectors south to Ontario Avenue.

Alternative 2 would convert the existing HOV lanes to two tolled express lanes in
each direction on the SR-91 from the Orange/Riverside County line to I-15, including
two tolled express lane connectors, one from eastbound SR-91 to southbound 1-15
and one from northbound I-15 to westbound SR-91. Alternative 2 also proposes to
add tolled express lane connectors from eastbound SR-91 to northbound I-15 and
from southbound I-15 to westbound SR-91. Alternative 2 would also add one tolled
express lane in each direction on I-15 extending north to Hidden Valley Parkway and
south to Cajalco Road.

In addition to the schematic figures of Alternatives 1 and 2 provided in this chapter,
detailed preliminary design plans on an aerial photograph base for the two Build
Alternatives and their design variations are provided in Appendix L, Project Features.
The figures in Appendix L show the existing and proposed State and City rights-of-
way; freeway lanes, centerlines, and ramps; permanent easements and temporary
construction easements (TCESs); retaining walls, concrete barriers, and sound barriers;
limits on existing and proposed bridges; storm water best management practices
(BMPs); and the boundaries of individual land parcels.

The project alignments on SR-91 and I-15 are shown on Figure 2-1.

2.3.2 Common Features of the Build Alternatives

Alternatives 1 and 2 have a number of permanent features and components that are
the same or very similar. In addition, these alternatives have the same or similar
temporary project features that would occur during construction. These common
features of the Build Alternatives are described in this section.

Typical mainline one-directional cross sections on SR-91 and 1-15 for the No Build
Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2 are shown in Table 2.2.

2.3.2.1 Nonstandard Mandatory and Advisory Design Features
The following categories of nonstandard mandatory and advisory design features are
common to Alternatives 1 and 2:

e Clear width to bridge rails
e Compound/reverse curves
e Corner/decision sight distance
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Table 2.2 Typical Mainline One-Directional Cross Sections for the No Build Alternative and
Alternatives 1 and 2

Freeway Segments

No Build Alternative

| Alternative 1

Alternative 2°

Typical Cross Sections on SR-91

SR-241 to the Orange/Riverside County line

2 tolled express lanes
5 general-purpose lanes

o 2 tolled express lanes
e 6 general-purpose lanes

2 tolled express lanes
6 general-purpose lanes
1 express auxiliary lane®

Orange/Riverside County line to SR-71

2 HOV lanes
5 general-purpose lanes

e 2 HOV lanes
e 6 general-purpose lanes

2 tolled express lanes
6 general-purpose lanes
1 express auxiliary lane®

SR-71to I-15

1 HOV lane
4 general-purpose lanes

e 1HOV lane
e 5general-purpose lanes
e 1 auxiliary lane

2 tolled express lanes
5 general-purpose lanes
1 auxiliary lane

I-15 to Pierce Street

1 HOV lane
3 general-purpose lanes

e 1 HOV lane
e 4 general-purpose lanes

4 general-purpose lanes

1 tolled express lane

Typical Cross Sections on I-15

Cajalco Road to Ontario Avenue

3 general-purpose lanes

e 3 general-purpose lanes

e 3 general-purpose lanes

1tolled express lane

Ontario Avenue to SR-91

4 general-purpose lanes

e 1HOV lane
e 4 general-purpose lanes

4 general-purpose lanes

1 tolled express lane

SR-91 Interchange to Hidden Valley Parkway

4 general-purpose lanes

e 4 general-purpose lanes

o 1tolled express lane
4 general-purpose lanes

Source: Project Report Attachment 8 (September 2011).

Note: Bold indicates a change in the cross section when compared to the cross section under the No Build Alternative.

1
2
3

HOV = high-occupancy vehicle
I-15 = Interstate 15

SR-71 = State Route 71
SR-91 = State Route 91
SR-241 = State Route 241

Refer to Figures 2-2 and 2-3 for figures showing the typical sections on SR-91 and I-15, respectfully, under Alternative 1.
Refer to Figures 2-10 and 2-11 for figures showing the typical sections on SR-91 and I-15, respectfully, under Alternative 2.
An express auxiliary lane is provided as a weaving lane for traffic entering and exiting the express lane facility.

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS
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e Design speed standards

e Grade of local road at ramp connection
e Horizontal clearance to wall

e Horizontal curve radius

e HOV preferred lane (on-ramp)

e Interchange spacing

e Lane width

e Length of single lane/branch connectors
e Mainline reduction at interchange

e Minimum clearances

e Outer separation

e Superelevation rates and transitions

e Ramp gore geometry

e Shoulder width

e Side slope

e Standards for curvature

e Standard freeway entrance/exit

e Stopping sight distance (horizontal and vertical)
e Superelevation rate/transition/runoff

e Through/ramp lane drop

e Vertical curve length

All nonstandard design exceptions identified during the preliminary engineering
phase and the development of the Project Report have been or will be approved and
signed by the appropriate Department staff, in accordance with the procedures and
standards described in the Department’s Design Manual, prior to approval of the final
Project Report by the Department’s District Director. The design exception fact
sheets and geometric approval drawings for the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project
designs for Alternative 2f, which has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, will
be included in the final Project Report.

2.3.2.2 Permanent Project Features

Bridges

Alternative 1 would require bridge work involving up to 27 structures and Alternative
2 would require bridge work involving up to 34 structures. For both Build
Alternatives, this work would be a combination of modifications to existing
structures, replacement of existing structures, and construction of new bridges. Some
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existing bridges that would be widened would also be seismically retrofitted. The
structures work under Alternatives 1 and 2 is summarized in Tables 2.3 and 2.4,

respectively.

Table 2.3 Structures Work under Alternative 1

(] 4+
o c =
PM Bridge Name Bridge No. aga g_ 8 g
=2 ) = 7}
o o
Ora-91-R17.95 Coal Canyon Road UC 55-0507 L/R X
Riv-91- R0.07 County Line Creek 56-0366 X
Riv-91-TBA Green River WB Off-ramp OH TBA X
Riv-91-R1.14 West Prado OH 56-0634 L X
Riv-91-R2.08 Rte 91/71 Sep 56-0587 X
Riv-91-R2.08 E91-N71 Conn Sep 56-0635 X X
Riv-91-R2.84 Prado OH 56-0637 L/R X
Riv-91-R3.71 Serfas Club Drive UC 56-0368 L/R X X
Riv-91-TBA Westbound Maple On-ramp TBA X
Riv-91-TBA Eastbound Maple Off-ramp TBA X
Riv-91-4.16 Maple Street OC 56-0344 X
Riv-91-5.38 Lincoln Avenue OC 56-0362 X
Riv-91-5.70 Buena Vista Avenue UC 56-0373 L/R X
Riv-91-5.99 West Grand Boulevard UC 56-0445 L/R X X
Riv-91-6.34 Main Street UC 56-0448 L/R X
Riv-91-TBA Main Street EB On-Ramp BOH TBA X
Riv-91-6.65 East Grand Boulevard UC 56-0364 L/R X X
Riv-91-TBA EB On-ramp E Grand Blvd UC TBA X
Riv-91-6.93 Temescal Wash BOH 56-0446 L/R X X
Riv-91-TBA E91-N15/S15 Connector BOH TBA X
Riv-91-TBA N15/S15-W91 Connector BOH TBA X
Riv-91-9.18 McKinley Street UC 56-0365 L/R X X
Riv-91-10.29 Buchanan Street OC 56-0368 X
Riv-91-TBA 91-15 Express Viaduct TBA X
Riv-91-TBA S-W Express Viaduct (15/91) TBA X
Riv-38.69 Ontario Avenue UC 56-0498 L R X X
Riv-39.40 Old Temescal Rd UC 56-0644 L/R X X

Source: Project Report (September 2011).
! Selected design variations only.
BOH = bridge and overhead
Conn Sep = Connector Separation
EB = eastbound

L/R = left/right

OC = overcrossing

OH = overhead

Ora = Orange County

R =realigned

RCB = reinforced concrete box
Riv = Riverside County

Rte = Route

SW = southwest

TBA = to be assigned

UC = undercrossing

WB = westbound
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Table 2.4 Structures Work under Alternative 2

) —
%) c =
PM Bridge Name Bridge No. % —g % g
z ) ; [<5)
o a4
Ora-91-R17.95 Coal Canyon Road UC 55-0507 L/R X
Riv-91- R0.07 County Line Creek 56-0366 X
Riv-91-TBA Green River WB Off-ramp OH TBA X
Riv-91-R1.14 West Prado OH 56-0634 L X
Riv-91-R2.08 Rte 91/71 Sep 56-0587 X
Riv-91-R2.08 E91-N71 Conn Sep 56-0635 X X
Riv-91-R2.84 Prado OH 56-0637 L/IR X
Riv-91-R3.71 Serfas Club Drive UC 56-0368 L/R X X
Riv-91-TBA Westbound Maple On-ramp TBA X
Riv-91-TBA Eastbound Maple Off-ramp TBA X
Riv-91-4.16 Maple Street OC 56-0344 X
Riv-91-4.71 Smith Avenue OC 56-0357 X
Riv-91-TBA Smith Avenue Drop-ramp TBA X
Riv-91-5.38 Lincoln Avenue OC 56-0362 X
Riv-91-5.70 Buena Vista Avenue UC 56-0373 L/IR X
Riv-91-5.99 West Grand Boulevard UC 56-0445 L/R X X
Riv-91-6.34 Main Street UC 56-0448 L/IR X
Riv-91-TBA Main Street EB On-Ramp BOH TBA X
Riv-91-6.65 East Grand Boulevard UC 56-0364 L/R X X
Riv-91-TBA EB On-ramp E Grand Blvd UC TBA X
Riv-91-6.93 Temescal Wash BOH 56-0446 L/IR X X
Riv-91-TBA E91-N15/S15 Connector BOH TBA X
Riv-91-TBA N15/S15-W91 Connector BOH TBA X
Riv-91-9.18 McKinley Street UC 56-0365 L/R X X
Riv-91-10.29 Buchanan Street OC 56-0368 X
Riv-91-10.81 Pierce Street UC 56-0369 L/R X X
Riv-91-TBA 91-15 Express Viaduct TBA® X
Riv-91-TBA S-W Express Viaduct (15/91) TBA® X
Riv-91-TBA E91-N15 Express Connector TBA® X
Riv-15-TBA N-W Express Viaduct (15/91) TBA® X
Riv 37.82 El Cerrito Road UC 56-0558 L/R X X
Riv-38.69 Ontario Avenue UC 56-0498 L R X X
Riv-39.40 Old Temescal Rd UC 56-0644 L/R X X
Riv-42.45 Corona Ave UC 56-0644 L/R X X

Source: Project Report (September 2011).

Note: Bold italics indicate structures work that is required under Alternative 2 but not under Alternative 1.
Selected design variations only.
These are new structures that do not have assigned bridge numbers yet.

1
2

BOH = bridge and overhead
Conn Sep = Connector Separation

EB = eastbound
L/R = left/right

OC = overcrossing

OH = overhead

Ora = Orange County

R =realigned

RCB = reinforced concrete box
Riv = Riverside County

Rte = Route

SW = southwest

TBA = to be assigned
UC = undercrossing

WB = westbound
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As shown in Table 2.4, Alternative 2 requires work on seven more structures than
Alternative 1.

It is important to note that the Smith Avenue overcrossing replacement and new
Smith Avenue drop ramp structure would be required in only four of the eight design
variations (2c, 2d, 2g, and 2h) under Alternative 2 where access to the tolled express
lanes will be from Smith Avenue. For the other 27 structures, the bridge work in
Alternatives 1 and 2 is similar. However, in Alternative 2, the undercrossing and
bridge structures generally would be widened an additional 12 ft on either side of
SR-91 compared to Alternative 1.

Interchanges

The existing local road interchanges on SR-91 at Gypsum Canyon Road, Green River
Road, Auto Center Drive, Maple Street, Lincoln Avenue, West Grand Boulevard,
Main Street, McKinley Street, and Pierce Street would be modified to accommodate
the improvements on SR-91 under Alternatives 1 and 2. The existing system
interchanges with SR-91 at SR-241, SR-71, and I-15 would also be modified to
accommodate the improvements on SR-91 under Alternatives 1 and 2. The specific
modifications at these local road interchanges and system interchanges are described
in detail by alternative later in this section.

Major Drainage and Culvert Facilities

There are over 105 major cross-drainage structures and numerous inlets and
contributory structures on the alignments of Alternatives 1 and 2. The potential
project changes at each crossing under Alternatives 1 and 2 are summarized in

Table 2.5. There are 32 locations where the anticipated project changes differ slightly
between Alternatives 1 and 2, with approximately 12 ft (on average) of additional
culvert lengthening on either side of SR-91 under Alternative 2 compared to
Alternative 1. Those locations are highlighted in Table 2.5.

Water Quality/Erosion Control

Erosion control will be required for Alternatives 1 and 2 to assure storm water
quality compliance and minimize long-term facility maintenance requirements. For
slopes steeper than 4:1, an erosion control plan will be developed under the
supervision of the Department District Landscape Architect stating how the steeper
slopes will be stabilized. For slopes steeper than 2:1, the erosion control plan will
include a Geotechnical Report that addresses the stability of slopes steeper than 2:1
and will have concurrence by the District Maintenance Storm Water Coordinator.
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Table 2.5 Drainage Structures Work Under Alternatives 1 and 2

Alternative 1 Drainage Structure Impacts

Alternative 2 Drainage Structure Impacts

Post Mile Exusgng Drainage Impact Modification Existing Drainage Impact Modification
tructure Structure
SR-91 — Orange County
R16.4 Trpl 12'x10’ RCB Protect In Place None Trpl 12'’x10' RCB Protect In Place None
R16.61 60" RCP Protect In Place None 60" RCP Protect In Place None
R17.00 60" RCP Extend Rt 2'Rt 60" RCP Extend Rt 2'Rt
R17.09 60" CMP Protect In Place None 60" CMP Protect In Place None
R17.38 5'x5' RCB Protect In Place None 5'x5' RCB Protect In Place None
R17.43 5'x5' RCB Protect In Place None 5'x5' RCB Protect In Place None
R17.70 3'X3' RCB Protect In Place None 3'x3' RCB Protect In Place None
R17.94 Dbl. 10'x8’ RCB Protect In Place None Dbl 10'x8’ RCB Protect In Place None
R18.16 36" RCP None See Note 1 36" RCP None See Note 1
R18.25 36" RCP Extend Rt 27’ Rt 36" RCP Extend Rt 27 Rt
R18.37 36" RCP None See Note 1 36" RCP None See Note 1
R18.55 48" RCP None See Note 1 48" RCP None See Note 1
R18.66 48" RCP None See Note 1 48" RCP None See Note 1
R18.72 60" RCP None See Note 1 60" RCP None See Note 1
R18.82 30" RCP None See Note 1 30" RCP None See Note 1
R18.89 54" RCP None See Note 1 54" RCP None See Note 1
SR-91 — Riverside County

R0.07 Tunnel None See Note 1 Tunnel None See Note 1
R0.12 54" RCP None See Note 1 54" RCP None See Note 1
R0.21 36" CMP None See Note 1 36" CMP None See Note 1
R0.35 12'x12' RCB None See Note 1 12'x12' RCB None See Note 1
R0.47 36" CMP Extend Rt 32'Rt 36" CMP Extend Rt 32" Rt
R0.59 36" CMP Extend Rt 27 Rt 36" CMP Extend Rt 27 Rt
R0.78 36" CMP Extend Rt 70' Rt 36" CMP Extend Rt 70' Rt
R0.91 24" CMP Abandon Portion Remove 13’ 24" CMP Abandon Portion Remove 13’
R1.13 24" CMP Protect In Place None 24" CMP Protect In Place None
R1.22 54" CMP Protect In Place None 54" CMP Protect In Place None
R1.38 72" CMP Protect In Place None 72" CMP Protect In Place None
R1.52 72" CMP Protect In Place None 72" CMP Protect In Place None
R1.73 12'x9’ RCB Protect In Place None 12'x9’ RCB Protect In Place None
R2.55 24" CMP Protect In Place None 24" CMP Protect In Place None
R3.13 24" CMP Extend Rt 21' Rt 24" CMP Extend Rt 33' Rt
R3.26 24" CMP Protect In Place None 24" CMP Protect In Place None
R3.41 24" CMP Protect In Place None 24" CMP Protect In Place None
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Table 2.5 Drainage Structures Work Under Alternatives 1 and 2

Alternative 1 Drainage Structure Impacts Alternative 2 Drainage Structure Impacts
Post Mile Exusgng Drainage Impact Modification Existing Drainage Impact Modification
tructure Structure

R3.47 8'x8" RCB Extend Rt 75’ Rt 8'x8" RCB Extend Rt 87’ Rt
R3.98 42" RCP Protect In Place None 42" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 17 Rt & 4’ Lt
4.24 42" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 16’ Rt & 27" Lt 42" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 28" Rt & 39’ Lt
4.39 30" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 31' Rt & 40’ Lt 30" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 55' Rt & 64’ Lt
4.44 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 50’ Rt & 51" Lt 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 62' Rt & 63’ Lt
451 4'x3' RCB Extend Rt 54’ Rt 4'x3" RCB Extend Rt 66’ Rt
4.65 Dbl 4'x3' RCB Extend Rt 48’ Rt Dbl 4'x3' RCB Extend Rt 60’ Rt
471 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 29’ Rt & 34’ Lt 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 41' Rt & 46’ Lt
474 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 27 Rt & 13’ Lt 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 39'Rt & 25’ Lt
491 24" RCP Extend Rt 15’ Rt 24" RCP Extend Rt 25' Rt
5.05 2-3" RCP Extend Rt 36’ Rt 2-30" RCP Extend Rt 36’ Rt
5.20 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 50’ Rt & 45’ Lt 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 50" Rt & 50’ Lt
5.39 30" RCP Abandon Portion Rt Abandon 40’ Rt 30" RCP Abandon Portion Rt Abandon 40’ Rt
5.43 12'x7.5' RCB Extend Rt & Lt 110' Rt & 32’ Lt 12’x7.5' RCB Extend Rt & Lt 110' Rt & 32’ Lt
5.45 17'x14’ RCB Protect In Place None 17'x14’ RCB Protect In Place None

5.50 24" RCP Extend Lt 10’ Lt 24" RCP Extend Lt 20" Lt
5.58 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 75 Rt & 50" Lt 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 65' Rt & 60’ Lt
5.71 54" RCP Protect In Place None 54" RCP Protect In Place None

5.72 18" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 35 Rt& 4|gcl|_3t New 24 18" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 78' Rt & 75’ Lt

Abandon Portion Abandon Portion
5.84 30" RCP Rt 50’ New 30" RCP Rt 30" RCP Rt 60’ New 30" RCP Rt
Abandon Portion Abandon Portion

5.85 30" RCP Rt 50’ New 30" RCP Rt 30" RCP Rt 55’ New 30" RCP Rt
6.00 36" RCP Protect In Place None 36" RCP Protect In Place None

6.02 18" RCP Abandon Entire Abandon 270’ 18" RCP Abandon Entire Abandon 270’
6.06 84" RCP Protect In Place None 84" RCP Protect In Place None

6.08 36" RCP Protect In Place None 36" RCP Protect In Place None

6.14 36" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 5" Rt & 226’ Lt 36" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 5' Rt & 226’ Lt
6.22 48" RCP Extend Rt 25’ Rt 48" RCP Extend Rt 30’ Rt
6.29 48" RCP Extend Rt 12' Rt 48" RCP Extend Rt 25' Rt
6.32 18" RCP Extend Lt 40' New 24" RCP Lt 18" RCP Extend Lt 50" New 24" RCP Lt
6.35 48" RCP Protect In Place None 48" RCP Protect In Place None

6.37 48" RCP Protect In Place None 48" RCP Protect In Place None

6.38 18" RCP Extend Lt 70" New 24" RCP Lt 18" RCP Extend Lt 90’ Lt
6.43 48" RCP Protect In Place None 48" RCP Protect In Place None
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Table 2.5 Drainage Structures Work Under Alternatives 1 and 2

Alternative 1 Drainage Structure Impacts

Alternative 2 Drainage Structure Impacts

Post Mile Exusgng Drainage Impact Modification Existing Drainage Impact Modification
tructure Structure

6.50 30" RCP Extend Rt 112' Rt 30" RCP Extend Rt 125' Rt
6.58 48" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 90’ Rt & 178’ Lt 48" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 110' Rt & 190’ Lt
6.63 30" RCP Extend Rt 70' Rt 30" RCP Extend Rt 70" Rt
6.68 18" RCP Protect In Place None 18" RCP Protect In Place None
6.82 18" RCP Abandon Entire Abandon 146’ 18" RCP Abandon Entire Abandon 146’
6.92 18" RCP Extend Lt 36’ New 24" RCP Lt 18" RCP Extend Lt 40' New 24" RCP Lt
7.29 24" RCP Protect In Place None 24" RCP Protect In Place None
7.33 18" RCP Extend Lt 30’ New 24" RCP Lt 18" RCP Extend Lt 30’ New 24" RCP Lt
7.38 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 20’ Rt & 15’ Lt 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 20’ Rt & 15’ Lt
7.49 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 40' Rt & 40" Lt 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 40' Rt & 40’ Lt
7.56 18" RCP Protect In Place None 18" RCP Protect In Place None
7.78 18" CSP Extend Lt 30’ New 24" CSP Lt 18" CSP Extend Lt 30’ New 24" CSP Lt
7.88 54" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 40' Rt & 15’ Lt 54" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 40' Rt & 15' Lt
8.26 8'x6’ RCB Protect In Place None 8'x6’ RCB Protect In Place None
8.64 18" RCP Abandon Entire Abandon 90’ 18" RCP Abandon Entire Abandon 90’
8.74 Dbl 8'x5' RCB Protect In Place None Dbl 8'x5' RCB Protect In Place None
8.79 18" RCP Protect In Place None 18" RCP Protect In Place None
8.91 30" RCP Extend Lt 10 Lt 30" RCP Extend Lt 10’ Lt
9.05 18" RCP Extend Lt 20’ New 24" RCP Lt 18" RCP Extend Lt 20’ New 24" RCP Lt
9.12 24" RCP Protect In Place None 24" RCP Protect In Place None
9.19 48" RCP Protect In Place None 48" RCP Protect In Place None
9.19 48" RCP Protect In Place None 48" RCP Protect In Place None
9.21 18" RCP Extend Rt 70" New 24" RCP 18" RCP Extend Rt 70’ New 24" RCP
9.38 18" RCP Extend Rt 35" New 24" RCP Rt 18" RCP Extend Rt 35" New 24" RCP Rt
9.55 24" RCP Protect In Place None 24" RCP Protect In Place None
9.60 30" RCP Protect In Place None 30" RCP Protect In Place None
9.73 36" RCP Extend Lt 10’ Lt 36" RCP Extend Lt 10’ Lt
10.00 Trpl 5'x3' RCB Protect In Place None Trpl 5'x3' RCB Protect In Place None
10.08 18" RCP Extend Lt 18 New 24" RCP Lt 18" RCP Extend Lt 18 New 24" RCP Lt
10.14 18" RCP Protect In Place None 18" RCP Protect In Place None
10.18 48" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 4 Rt&12' Lt 48" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 15" Rt & 25’ Lt
10.47 18" RCP Extend Rt 24’ New 24" RCP Rt 18" RCP Extend Rt 40' New 24" RCP Rt
10.52 18" RCP Protect In Place None 18" RCP Extend Rt 10’ New 24" RCP Rt
10.59 Trpl 4x2' RCB Extend Rt 10’ Rt 3-4'X2’ RCB Extend Rt 40’ Rt
10.70 Trpl 12'x9' RCB Extend Rt 12' Rt 3-12'X9’ RCB Extend Rt 65’ Rt
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Table 2.5 Drainage Structures Work Under Alternatives 1 and 2

Alternative 1 Drainage Structure Impacts Alternative 2 Drainage Structure Impacts
Post Mile Exusgng Drainage Impact Modification Existing Drainage Impact Modification
tructure Structure
10.72 18" RCP Extend Rt 30’ Rt 18" RCP Extend Rt 40' Rt
10.82 18" RCP Protect In Place None 18" RCP Extend Rt 65’ New 24" RCP Rt
10.86 18" RCP Protect In Place None 18" RCP Protect In Place None
10.94 18" RCP Protect In Place None 18" RCP Extend Rt 25" New 24” RCP Rt

Source: Project Report (September 2011).

Note: Bold italics indicate drainage structures where the work required under Alternative 2 would differ from the work required under Alternative 1.

! These cross culverts will be extended as part of the SR-91 Eastbound Lane Addition Project on the south side of SR-91 and the United States Army Corps of
Engineers’ Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phase 2B Project on the north side of SR-91.

CMP = corrugated metal pipe

CSP = corrugated steel pipe

Dbl = double

Lt = left

N/A = not applicable

R =realigned

RCB = reinforced concrete box

RCP = reinforced concrete pipe

Rt =right

SR-91 = State Route 91

Trpl = triple
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In addition, temporary BMPs will be implemented during construction of Alternatives
1 and 2. Permanent BMPs for long-term operations of Alternatives 1 and 2 would
include biofiltration swales, infiltration basins, detention basins, and/or media filters
(also referred to as Austin Sand Filters).

The increased impervious surface areas and disturbed soil areas under Alternatives 1
and 2 are summarized in Table 2.6. Alternative 2 results in a larger increase in new
impervious surfaces than Alternative 1 because it has a larger footprint which results
in a larger total disturbed soil area. The quantities of treatment BMPs estimated for
Alternatives 1 and 2 are listed in Table 2.7. Alternative 2 requires more BMPs and
greater costs for BMPs than Alternative 1 because it results in a larger area of
disturbed soil and increased new impervious surfaces.

Table 2.6 Storm Water Effect Areas for
Alternatives 1 and 2

Alternative 1 Alternative 2'
Im gf\\ll\ilous Disturbed im ES\\/Ailous Disturbed
P Soil Area p Soil Area
Surface Area Surface Area
(acres) (acres)
(acres) (acres)
Total 117 351 173 503

Source: Project Report (September 2011).
Including Alternative 2f.

Table 2.7 Estimated Quantities of Treatment Best Management
Practices for Alternatives 1 and 2

Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Biofiltration Infiltration | Detention Austin | Biofiltration Infiltration | Detention Austin
Swales/ Devices Devices Sand Swales/ Devices Devices Sand
Strips (Each) (Each) Filters Strips (Each) (Each) Filters
(Each) (Each) (Each) (Each)

Total 18 13 16 16 25 19 22 22
Source: Project Report (September 2011).
Note: The design variations would not impact the implementation or number of the best management practices
listed in the table above.

Refer to Table 3.11.2 in Section 3.11, Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography, for the
estimated cut and fill amounts under Alternatives 1 and 2.

Existing runoff from SR-91 and I-15 in the project study area is currently untreated.
The BMPs under Alternatives 1 and 2 would be implemented to target pollutants of
concern in runoff from the additional freeway facilities. As noted, drainage from the
new freeway facilities would be treated by biofiltration swales, infiltration basins,
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detention basins, and/or media filters under Alternatives 1 and 2. All of the runoff
from the new net impervious surface areas under Alternatives 1 and 2 would be
treated; in addition, those BMPs would treat some part of the current untreated runoff
from the existing SR-91 and I-15 facilities. The amount of runoff from the existing
facilities that would be treated by the project BMPs would be determined during the
final design of those BMPs.

The preliminary estimated costs for the temporary (construction) and permanent
BMPs for Alternatives 1 and 2 are listed in Table 2.8. The costs for temporary BMPs
for Alternative 2 would be slightly higher than for Alternative 1 because the ground
disturbance for construction of Alternative 2 would be slightly greater than for
Alternative 1.

Table 2.8 Cost Estimates for Temporary and Permanent Best
Management Practices for Alternatives 1 and 2

Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent
BMPs BMPs BMPs BMPs
Total $4,390,000 $5,775,000 $5,716,000 $10,148,250

Source: Project Report (September 2011).
BMPs = best management practices

The costs for permanent BMPs are estimated based on the increased impervious area.
The large difference in estimated costs for permanent BMPs between Alternatives 1
and 2 reflects the additional lane widening (impervious area) in each direction with
Alternative 2 along most of the project limits.

Prior to and during construction of the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for the
SR-91 CIP Build Alternatives, the design/build contractor will be required to comply
with the provisions of the following:

¢ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance
Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002), and any
subsequent permit, as they relate to project construction activities.

e General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Surface Waters that
Pose an Insignificant (De Minimus) Threat to Water Quality, Order No. R8-2009-
0003, NPDES No. CAG998001, as they relate to discharge of non-storm-water
dewatering wastes for the project.
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e Procedures outlined in the Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks, Project
Planning and Design Guide (July 2010 or subsequent issuance) for implementing
Design Pollution Prevention and Treatment BMPs for the project.

o NPDES Permit, Statewide Storm Water Permit, and Waste Discharge
Requirements for the State of California, Department of Transportation (Order
No. 99-06-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003)

e NPDES Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements for the Riverside County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the County of Riverside, and the
incorporated cities of Riverside County within the Santa Ana Region (Order No.
R8-2010-0033, NPDES No. CAS618033); and for the County of Orange, Orange
County Flood Control District, and the incorporated cities of Orange County
within the Santa Ana Region (Order No. R8-2009-0030), as applicable.

Retaining Walls

Retaining walls are required to retain fill or cut slopes along the alignment of
Alternatives 1 and 2. The approximate wall locations and average heights of the
retaining walls on SR-91 and I-15 are listed in Tables 2.9 and 2.10 for Alternatives 1
and 2, respectively. The Alternative 2 retaining walls are generally a little longer and
higher than under Alternative 1 due to the additional 12 ft of outside widening in each
direction with Alternative 2. Shorter retaining walls will be constructed in Alternative
2 where the additional widening intersects slopes that are not encountered in
Alternative 1. In many locations, however, the retaining walls are similar for
Alternatives 1 and 2 where the additional widening occurs over level ground and,
therefore, has little impact on the height or length of the retaining wall.

One particular wall where there is a noticeable difference is Wall No. 599, located
west of the SR-91/Green River Road westbound on-ramp. As shown in bold italics in
Tables 2.9 and 2.10, under Alternative 1, Wall No. 599 will measure 1,894 ft long
and 28 ft high, but under Alternative 2 the wall will measure 2,376 ft long and 40 ft
high. In this location, the centerline of SR-91 will be shifted so that all of the
widening would occur on the north side of SR-91 to minimize impacts to the large
slopes on the south side of SR-91 through the canyon. This equates to an additional
24 ft of widening on the north side of SR-91 to accommodate the additional lane in
each direction under Alternative 2, which requires a higher and longer retaining wall.
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Table 2.9 Alternative 1 Average Retaining Wall Heights
on SR-91 and I-15

Average | Average
Wall Name Location Wall Type | Begin PM | End PM Length Height
(ft) (ft)
Eastbound SR-91
482 Mainline Tieback 017.12 017.26 750 5
502 Mainline 1 017.46 017.69 1250 3
536 Mainline 1 018.11 018.15 200 2
538 Mainline Tieback 018.15 018.19 200 6
24 Mainline Tieback 0.55 0.65 50 5
28 Mainline & Green River off-ramp Tieback 0.53 0.69 850 20
38 Green River off-ramp Tieback 0.74 0.97 1200 20
166 Mainline & Auto Center off-ramp 1 3.22 3.70 2550 4
192 Auto Center on-ramp 1 3.73 4.01 1500 10
198 Maple off-ramp LT between Mainline 1 3.84 3.98 700 14
200 Maple off ramp RT between Auto 1 384 397 650 1
Center on-ramp
212 Auto _Ce_nter on-ramp/Maple off-ramp 1 4.09 412 138 6
& Mainline
216 (Varl) | Maple St. off-ramp 1 4.07 4.16 500 12
222 (Varl) | Maple on-ramp & Mainline 1 4.19 4.80 3200 2
216 (Var2) | Maple off-ramp 1 4.07 4.15 450 12
228 (Var2) | Maple on-ramp & Mainline 1 4.29 4.80 2700 2
228 Mainline 1 4.80 4.83 200 5
273 (Var 1) | Lincoln off-ramp 1 5.14 5.22 450 4
279 (Var 1) | Lincoln off-ramp 1 5.24 5.38 745 9
278 (Var 2) | Mainline/Lincoln off-ramp 1 5.22 5.40 956 5
285 (Var 2) | Mainline Tieback 5.37 5.40 125 11
287.1 (Var 1) |Lincoln on-ramp 1 5.40 5.47 376 18
295 (Var 1) | Lincoln on-ramp 1 5.56 5.69 690 13
299 (Var 2) | Lincoln on-ramp 1 5.62 5.72 488 13
303 Mainline 1 5.73 6.01 1459 22
321 Mainline & Main St off-ramp 1 6.05 6.29 1263 20
334.1 Mainline 1 6.28 6.35 332 13
334.2 Main St off-ramp 1 6.29 6.34 252 5
338.1 Mainline 1 6.38 6.55 907 15
342 HOT Connectors MSE 6.44 6.58 705
343 Main St on-ramp & braid on-ramp 1 6.46 6.70 1234 16
351 Mainline 1 6.60 6.67 343 6
355 Mainline 1 6.69 6.72 127 6
356.1 SR-91 CD road to I-15 1 6.71 6.90 1023 20
356.2 Main St braid on-ramp 1 6.72 6.77 247 19
357 Mainline 1 6.74 6.79 254 6
361 Main St braid on-ramp 1 6.80 6.92 612 8
381 EB SR-91 to SB I-15 conn 1 7.20 7.28 425 6
383 Mainline 1 7.24 7.30 283 6
394 I-15/SR-91 Sep Tieback 7.43 7.48 266 6
424 Mainline 1 8.01 8.06 300 10
441 Mainline 1 8.32 8.38 300 6
448 Mainline 1 8.45 8.62 900 10
457 Mainline 1 8.62 9.13 2700 8
487 McKinley St loop on-ramp 1 9.19 9.37 929 5
494 McKinley St on-ramp 1 9.32 9.35 150 8
496 McKinley St on-ramp 1 9.36 9.39 150 7
498 McKinley St on-ramp 1 9.40 9.51 600 15
504 Mainline & McKinley St on-ramp 1 9.51 9.63 600 4
510 Mainline 1 9.63 9.68 261 4
513 Mainline 1 9.68 9.75 399 6
517 Mainline 1 9.75 9.93 925 6
527 Mainline 1 9.93 10.22 1550 5
553 Pierce St off-ramp 1 10.43 10.56 699 5
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Table 2.9 Alternative 1 Average Retaining Wall Heights
on SR-91 and I-15

Average | Average
Wall Name Location Wall Type | Begin PM | End PM Length Height
(ft) (ft)
Westbound SR-91
463 Mainline 1 016.71 017.76 5550 6
537 Mainline 1 018.16 018.90 3910 8
1 Mainline 1 0.00 0.50 2643 10
599 Mainline & Green River on-ramp MSE 0.44 0.79 1894 28
37 Green River on-ramp 1 0.79 0.96 850 8
33 Zer;vgeen Mainline & Green River on- 1 0.72 0.94 1125 3
61 Mainline & Green River off-ramp 1 1.24 1.90 3500 15
101 Mainline 1 1.98 2.04 350 4
105 Mainline 1 2.08 2.18 500 3
115 Mainline and 71 W-N Connector Tieback 2.23 2.76 2800 4
141 Mainline 1 2.76 2.88 600 2
153 Mainline & Auto Center on-ramp 1 2.94 3.62 3550 2
193 (Var 1) g”é%ce”ter off-ramp & Maple on- 1 3.74 4.27 2800 8
197 (Var 1) E)%t“)"’ee” Mainline & Maple W8 on 1 3.82 4.32 2600 2
223 (Var 1) | Maple off-ramp & Mainline 1 4.30 4.78 2550 4
193 (Var 2) | Auto Center off-ramp 1 3.74 4.26 2750 8
199 (Var 2) E/Iaple on-ramp LT between Auto 1 3.85 3.95 500 9
enter on-ramp
201 (Var 2) | Maple on-ramp RT between Mainline 1 3.85 3.95 500 7
223 (Var 2) | Maple off-ramp & Mainline 1 4.31 4.78 2500 4
223 Mainline 1 4.80 5.36 3000 10
284 Mainline 1 5.35 5.41 315 6
287.2 Lincoln Ave off-ramp 1 5.40 5.69 1500 17
304 Mainline & Main St on-ramp 1 5.72 6.02 1616 23
325 Main St on-ramp 1 6.12 6.31 992 22
333 Mainline 1 6.26 6.34 398 19
338.2 Mainline 1 6.38 6.52 783 21
339 Main St off-ramp 1 6.39 6.59 1058 22
342 HOT Connectors MSE 6.44 6.58 705 7
353 Mainline 1 6.66 6.90 1262 28
375 NB I-15 to WB SR-91 conn 1 7.05 7.16 591 8
385 SB I-15 to WB SR-91 conn 1 7.24 7.26 95 4
393 I-15/SR-91 Sep Tieback 7.42 7.47 279 6
406 WB SR-91 to NB I-15 conn 1 7.59 7.73 760 9
421 Mainline 1 7.94 7.98 200 6
425 Mainline 1 8.03 8.09 350 6
433 Mainline 1 8.16 8.22 350 6
444 Mainline 1 8.37 8.62 1326 9
458 Mainline 1 8.65 8.74 467 7
473 Mainline 1 8.92 9.07 789 5
488 McKinley St loop off-ramp 1 9.20 9.32 619 13
511 Mainline 1 9.66 9.78 649 7
520 Mainline 1 9.81 9.87 300 9
Northbound I-15
2149 [ HOT Connectors | MSE | 4071 | 4082 | 586 | 8
Southbound I-15
2149 [ HOT Connectors | MSE | 4071 | 4082 | 586 | 8
Source: Project Report (September 2011).
CD = collector-distributor LT = left turn SB = southbound
conn = connector MSE = Mechanically Stabilized Earth Sep = Separation
EB = eastbound NB = northbound SR-91 = State Route 91
ft = feet PM = Post Mile St = Street
HOT = high-occupancy toll road O = Orange County Var = design variation
I-15 = Interstate 15 RT =right turn WB = westbound

W-N = west to north
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SR-91 and I-15
. Average | Average
Wall Name Location _\I_NaII Begin End PM Lengtgh Heigr?t
ype PM
(ft) (ft)
Eastbound SR-91
482 Mainline Tieback | 017.08 | 017.30 1150 12
502 Mainline 1 017.47 | 0O17.75 1500 9
536 Mainline 1 018.07 | 018.11 200 2
538 Mainline Tieback | 018.11 | 018.15 200 2
22 Mainline 1 0.42 0.46 250 10
28 Mainline and Green River off-ramp Tieback 0.60 0.78 900 20
48 Green River off-ramp & Mainline Tieback 0.81 1.04 1200 20
66 Mainline & SR-71 NE Conn 1 1.32 1.45 650 18
148 Mainline 1 2.89 3.02 700 2
162 Mainline & Auto Center off-ramp 1 3.17 3.70 2800 7
192 (Var 1/3) | Auto Center on-ramp & Mainline 1 3.73 3.98 1300 6
TBA Serfas Club Dr. UC Tieback 3.68 3.75 400 11
TBA Maple St. OC Tieback 4.13 4.14 98 124
198 (Var 1-4) | Maple off-ramp LT between Mainline 1 3.83 3.97 700 9
200 (Var 1-4) '(\:"ap'e off-ramp RT between Auto 1 3.83 3.97 700 6
enter on-ramp
216 (Var 1/2) | Maple off-ramp at intersection 1 4.18 4.28 550 14
224 (Varl) Mainline & Maple St. on-ramp 1 4.20 4.80 3150 4
192 (Var 2) Auto Center on-ramp & Mainline 3.73 4.01 1500 6
224 (Var 2) Mainline & Maple St. on-ramp 1 4.20 4.80 3150 4
235 (Var 2) Smith Drop Ramp 1 4.43 4.56 700 22
251 (Var 2) West side of Smith OC 1 4.68 4.70 100 6
253 (Var 2) East side of Smith OC 1 4.70 4.72 100 6
216 (Var 3) Maple off-ramp at intersection 1 4.18 4.27 450 9
220 (Var 3) Mainline 1 4.26 4.34 438 7
228 (Var 3) Maple on-ramp & Mainline 1 4.29 4.80 2700 2
192 (Var 4) Auto Center on-ramp & Mainline 1 3.73 4.02 1550 9
216 (Var 4) Maple Off Ramp at intersection 1 4.18 4.13 -312 19
222 (Var 4) Mainline 1 4.27 4.35 438 9
228 (Var 4) Maple on-ramp & Mainline 1 4.29 4.80 2700 4
235 (Var 4) Smith Drop Ramp 1 4.43 4.56 700 22
251 (Var 4) West side of Smith OC 1 4.71 4.72 50 6
253 (Var 4) East side of Smith OC 1 4.73 4.74 50 6
228 Mainline 1 4.80 4.83 200 5
273 (Var 1/2) | Lincoln off-ramp 1 5.14 5.22 450 4
279 (vVar 1/2) | Lincoln off-ramp 1 5.24 5.38 745 9
278 (Var 3/4) | Mainline/Lincoln off-ramp 1 5.22 5.40 956 5
285 (Var 3/4) | Mainline Tieback 5.37 5.40 125 11
287.1 (Var 1/2) | Lincoln on-ramp 1 5.40 5.47 376 18
295 (Var 1/2) | Lincoln on-ramp 1 5.56 5.69 690 13
299 (Var 3/4) | Lincoln on-ramp 1 5.62 5.72 488 13
303 Mainline 1 5.73 6.01 1459 22
321 Mainline & Main St off-ramp 1 6.05 6.29 1263 20
334.1 Mainline 1 6.28 6.35 332 13
334.2 Main St off-ramp 1 6.29 6.34 252 5
338.1 Mainline 1 6.38 6.55 907 15
342 HOT Connectors MSE 6.44 6.58 705 7
343 Main St on-ramp & braid on-ramp 1 6.46 6.70 1234 16
351 Mainline 1 6.60 6.67 343 6
355 Mainline 1 6.69 6.72 127 6
356.1 SR-91 CD road to I-15 1 6.71 6.90 1023 20
356.2 Main St braid on-ramp 1 6.72 6.77 247 19
357 Mainline 1 6.74 6.79 254 6
361 Main St braid on-ramp 1 6.80 6.92 612 8
381 EB SR-91 to SB I-15 conn 1 7.20 7.28 425 6
383 Mainline 1 7.24 7.30 283 6
394 I-15/SR-91 Sep Tieback 7.43 7.48 266 6
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Table 2.10 Alternative 2 Average Retaining Wall Heights on

SR-91 and I-15
. Average | Average
Wall Name Location wall Begin End PM Lengtgh Heigr?t
Type PM

(ft) (ft)

424 Mainline 1 8.01 8.06 300 10
441 Mainline 1 8.32 8.38 300 6
448 Mainline 1 8.45 8.62 900 10
457 Mainline 1 8.62 9.13 2700 8
487 McKinley St loop on-ramp 1 9.19 9.37 929 5
494 McKinley St on-ramp 1 9.32 9.35 150 8
496 McKinley St on-ramp 1 9.36 9.39 150 7
498 McKinley St on-ramp 1 9.40 9.51 600 15
504 Mainline & McKinley St on-ramp 1 9.51 9.63 600 4
510 Mainline 1 9.63 9.68 261 4
513 Mainline 1 9.68 9.75 399 6
517 Mainline 1 9.75 9.93 925 6
527 Mainline 1 9.93 10.22 1550 5
553 Pierce St off-ramp 1 10.43 10.56 699 5
562 Pierce St off-ramp 1 10.62 10.77 799 4

Westbound SR-91

471 Mainline 1 016.71 | 017.80 5755 9
537 Mainline 1 018.11 | 018.90 4171 19

1 Mainline 1 0.00 0.53 2798 12

599 Mainline & Green River on-ramp MSE 0.44 0.89 2376 40
37 Green River on-ramp 1 0.89 0.97 422 3
3 Green River and Corps Bankment 1 0.03 0.14 581 4
33 Il?aitqvgeen Mainline & Green River on- 1 0.72 0.95 1214 8

59 Green River off-ramp & Mainline 1 1.24 1.90 3485 20

115 Mainline and 71 W-N Connector Tieback 2.23 2.75 2746 10
141 Mainline 1 2.75 2.88 686 4
153 Mainline & Auto Center on-ramp 1 2.94 3.59 3432 7
193 (Var 1) Auto Center off-ramp & Maple on-ramp 1 3.74 4.28 2850 9
TBA Serfas Club Dr. UC Tieback 3.68 3.75 400 11

TBA Maple St. OC Tieback 4.12 4.14 115 124
197 (Var 1) Maple Loop on-ramp between mainline 1 3.70 4.20 2650 2
223 (Var 1) Maple off-ramp & Mainline 1 4.19 4.80 3200 6
193 (Var 2) Auto Center off-ramp & Maple on-ramp 1 3.74 4.28 2850 9
197 (Var 2) Maple Loop on-ramp between Mainline 1 3.82 4.32 2650 2
223 (Var 2) Maple off-ramp & Mainline 1 4.19 4.80 3200 7
235 (Var 2) Smith Drop Ramp 1 4.43 4.56 700 22
TBA Smith Ave OC Tieback 4.70 4.73 124 9.7
251 (Var 2) West side of Smith OC 1 4.71 4.72 50 6
253 (Var 2) East side of Smith OC 1 4.73 4.74 50 6
193 (Var 3) Auto Center off-ramp 1 3.74 4.29 2900 10
199 (Var 3) Maple off-ramp RT between Mainline 1 3.85 4.01 850 14
201 (Var 3) Maple off-ramp LT between Auto Center 1 3.87 3.05 400 19

off-ramp
223 (Var 3) Maple off-ramp Mainline 1 4.19 4.80 3200 3
193 (Var 4) Auto Center off-ramp 1 3.74 4.26 2750 10
199 (Var 4) Maple off-ramp RT between Mainline 1 3.86 3.95 450 18
201 (Var 4) Maple off-ramp LT between Auto Center 1 3.86 3.05 450 18
off-ramp

223 (Var 4) Maple off-ramp & Mainline 1 4.31 4.91 3200 6
235 (Var 4) Smith Drop Ramp 1 4.43 4.56 700 22
251 (Var 4) West side of Smith OC 1 4.71 4.72 50 6
253 (Var 4) East side of Smith OC 1 4.73 4.74 50 6
223 Mainline 1 4.80 5.36 3000 10
284 Mainline 1 5.35 5.41 315 6
287.2 Lincoln Ave off-ramp 1 5.40 5.69 1500 17
304 Mainline & Main St on-ramp 1 5.72 6.02 1616 23
325 Main St on-ramp 1 6.12 6.31 992 22
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Table 2.10 Alternative 2 Average Retaining Wall Heights on

SR-91 and I-15
. Average | Average
Wall Name Location wall Begin End PM Lengtgh Heigr?t
Type PM
(ft) (ft)
333 Mainline 1 6.26 6.34 398 19
338.2 Mainline 1 6.38 6.52 783 21
339 Main St off-ramp 1 6.39 6.59 1058 22
342 HOT Connectors MSE 6.44 6.58 705 7
353 Mainline 1 6.66 6.90 1262 28
375 NB I-15 to WB SR-91 conn 1 7.05 7.16 591 8
385 SB I-15 to WB SR-91 conn 1 7.24 7.26 95 4
393 I-15/SR-91 Sep Tieback 7.42 7.47 279 6
406 WB SR-91 to NB I-15 conn 1 7.59 7.73 760 9
421 Mainline 1 7.94 7.98 200 6
425 Mainline 1 8.03 8.09 350 6
433 Mainline 1 8.16 8.22 350 6
444 Mainline 1 8.37 8.62 1326 9
458 Mainline 1 8.65 8.74 467 7
473 Mainline 1 8.92 9.07 789 5
488 McKinley St loop off-ramp 1 9.20 9.32 619 13
511 Mainline 1 9.66 9.78 649 7
520 Mainline 1 9.81 9.87 300 9
Northbound I-15
2149 HOT Connectors MSE 40.71 40.82 586 8
2212 HOT Connectors MSE 41.91 42.00 475 8
Southbound I-15
2149 HOT Connectors MSE 40.71 40.82 586 8
2212 HOT Connectors MSE 41.91 42.00 475 8
Source: Project Report (September 2011).
CD = collector-distributor MSE = Mechanically Stabilized Earth Sep = Separation
conn = connector NB = northbound SR-91 = State Route 91
Dr. = Drive NE = northeast St = Street
EB = eastbound O = Orange County TBA =to be added
ft = feet OC = overcrossing UC = undercrossing
HOT = high-occupancy toll road PM = Post Mile Var = design variation
I-15 = Interstate 15 RT =right turn WB = westbound
LT = left turn SB = southbound W-N = west to north

Permanent Features: Noise Barriers

There are existing noise barriers on the north side of the SR-91 mainline in the
vicinity of the SR-91/SR-241/Gypsum Canyon Road interchange. Those walls would
remain under Alternatives 1 and 2 although some would be reconstructed. Locations
for new or replacement noise barriers on SR-91 and I-15 under the Alternatives 1
and 2 Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects are summarized later in Tables 3.13.27
through 3.13.30, and shown later on Figure 3.15-1 in Section 3.15, Noise, and on the
detailed project features plans in Appendix L.

Utilities

There are several known utility facilities within the project limits. The following
utility companies have facilities within the project limits on SR-91 that will be
impacted by Alternatives 1 and 2:
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e Southern California Edison Company (SCE)

e Southern California Gas Company (SCG)

e AT&T/PacBell (AT&T)

e City of Corona water, sewer, and communications
e Comcast Cable

e Sprint
e Time Warner Cable
e Questar

Some existing utility facilities would require only encasement or protection in place
during construction of Alternatives 1 and 2. However, the relocation of some existing
utility facilities would be necessary to accommodate construction of Alternatives 1
and 2. Appendix J, Utility Relocations, summarizes the anticipated utility relocations
for Alternatives 1 and 2. Several of these have been identified as “high/low risk”
under the Department “Policy on High and Low Risk Underground Facilities Within
Highway Rights of Way,” as defined in Chapter 13 of the Caltrans Right-of-Way
Manual. All the utility relocation work needed to construct the improvements under
Alternatives 1 and 2 is considered to be part of the project. No utility relocations are
anticipated on the project segment of 1-15.

Refer to the following tables provided later in Section 3.5, Utilities/Emergency
Services, which describe the effects of the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for
Alternatives 1 and 2 on utilities in detail, including those utilities considered high
risk:

e Table 3.5.4: Utility Relocations, Removals, and Protection In-place under Both
Alternatives 1 and 2
e Table 3.5.5: Additional Utility Relocations Under Alternative 2

Landscaping and Irrigation Systems

The Department District 8 Landscape Architecture Branch developed the 215/91
Landscape Corridor Master Plan (Department Master Plan, September 5, 2006) that
includes the Riverside County segment of SR-91 within the project limits. That
Department Master Plan provides guidance on plant material selection and hardscape
elements that consider water use, ease and safety of maintenance, nonnative plant
exclusion, corridor continuity, local cultural integration, and other context-sensitive
factors.
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Most of the existing highway planting and landscaping along SR-91 in the project
limits would be removed under Alternatives 1 and 2. Replacement planting,
landscaping, and hardscape elements that are consistent with the Department Master
Plan would be provided on SR-91 under Alternatives 1 and 2 and would be planted
prior to the end of construction. The contract for planting/landscaping would be
separate from the prime construction contract.

Replacement planting will be funded with the project construction and will include no
less than three years of plant establishment. For each phase of construction, the
needed replacement planting will be under construction within two years of
acceptance of the highway contract that damaged or removed the existing planting.
Refer to Measures V-1 to V-3 in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, for the detailed
language of measures incorporated in Alternatives 1 and 2 to address landscaping
commitments.

The improvements on 1-15 under Alternatives 1 and 2 would be constructed in the
median. There is currently no landscaping or irrigation in the existing median on 1-15
within the project limits.

Ramp Metering

The existing ramp metering at ramps on SR-91 and 1-15 would be retained under
Alternatives 1 and 2. In addition, ramp metering would be provided on all the local
on-ramps on SR-91 in the project limits that do not currently have ramp metering.
Where feasible, HOV bypass lanes would be constructed on ramps that are modified.
Table 2.11 provides a summary of the ramp metering for the SR-91 CIP system
interchanges.

Connectors between SR-91 and I-15 (existing and planned) are not planned to be
metered; however, the 1-15 northbound on-ramp to the eastbound SR-91 connector
and the new westbound collector-distributor road where 1-15 traffic joins SR-91
would be metered. The existing meters on the southbound SR-71 to eastbound SR-91
connector and the southbound SR-71 to westbound SR-91 connector would be
maintained, and storage length would be increased with this project. No new metering
will be used for other connectors at the SR-71 and SR-91 interchange.
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Table 2.11 Summary of the SR-91 CIP System Interchange
Ramp Metering

Name of System Connector Name Existing Ramp Proposed Ramp to be
Interchange Already Metered Metered
SR-241 241N-91E No Yes
SR-71 71S-91W Yes Yes
SR-71 71S-91E Yes Yes
SR-71 91W-71N No No
SR-71 91E-71N No No
I-15 15S-91E loop No Yes
15S-91W and 15N-91W
-15 combined CD No Yes
I-15 91W-15N No No
I-15 91W-15S No No
I-15 15N-91E No Yes
91E-15S and 91E-15N
-15 combined CD No No
I-15 15N-91W and 91E-15S N/A new connector No
Tolled Express
I-15 158-91W and 91E-15N N/A new connector No
Tolled Express
Source: SR-91 System Interchange Ramp Metering Overview for Ultimate Project (2011).
CD = collector-distributor S = southbound
E = eastbound SR-71 = State Route 71
I-15 = Interstate 15 SR-241 = State Route 241
N = northbound W = westbound

N/A = not applicable

California Highway Patrol Enforcement Activities

California Highway Patrol (CHP) enforcement areas will be provided at new ramp
meter installations and along the mainline. The locations of the CHP enforcement
areas on mainline SR-91 are shown in Table 2.12 for Alternatives 1 and 2. As shown,
Alternatives 1 and 2 would each provide four CHP enforcement areas.

Table 2.12 California Highway Patrol Median Refuge Locations for
Alternatives 1 and 2

Co-Rte-PM SR-91 SR-91 Existing or Occurs_ in Occurs_ in
Eastbound Westbound New Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Ora-91-17.0 X X Existing Yes Yes
Ora-91-17.7 X X New No Yes
Ora-91-18.0 X X Existing Yes No
Riv-91-3.2 X X New Yes Yes
Riv-91-9.7 X X Existing Yes Yes
Source: Project Report (September 2011).
Co = County
Ora = Orange County
PM = Post Mile
Riv = Riverside County
Rte = Route

SR-91 = State Route 91
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Non-Motorized and Pedestrian Features

Existing local road interchanges with SR-91 would be modified as a result of the
Build Alternatives. Construction of improvements at the local road connections
would implement current Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards for curb
ramp and sidewalks as feasible. These types of modifications are planned at the Auto
Center Drive, Maple Street, Lincoln Avenue, and Main Street interchanges in the City
of Corona.

Under the Build Alternatives, on-street bike lanes would be provided at Maple Street,
Lincoln Avenue, and Main Street. One segment of the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike
Lane within the right-of-way for SR-91 (at Green River Road) would be relocated to
the north as part of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. Specifically, a 200 ft
long segment of the existing Trail/Bike Lane that is approximately 1,200 ft east of the
Green River Golf Club access road at Green River Road would be relocated as part of
the construction of the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2. The Trail/Bike Lane
would be relocated parallel to the Corps maintenance road between Coal Canyon and
Green River Road as a Class Il bike lane. This has been approved by the City of
Corona and the Corps.

Graffiti Control

Public structures are often the target of graffiti. The permanent structures under
Alternatives 1 and 2, including bridges, overcrossings, structural supports, retaining
and sound walls, and traffic control devices, may be attractive to taggers. Alternatives
1 and 2 will include treatments on many of those structures that help deter graffiti.
Depending on the agency/local jurisdiction responsible for those structures, the
treatments will include anti-graffiti coatings, wall texturing and aesthetic surface
treatments, and/or landscaping/plantings (e.g., ivy, vines).

Modifications to Corps Facilities

Alternatives 1 and 2 may permanently or temporarily modify portions of the Corps-
constructed flood control facilities or Corps-owned properties listed below. The
modifications described here are for Alternative 2, including Alternative 2f; the
modifications required under Alternative 1 would be similar to but less extensive than
those described below. These modifications would require approval by the Corps
through a Section 408 permit. The modifications to Corps facilities and properties
described below have always been part of the preliminary design of Alternatives 1
and 2 and were included in the project footprints of Alternatives 1 and 2 that were
evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-91 CIP. The additional descriptive
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information is provided below in the event the Corps would use all or part of this
Final EIS for the approval of the Section 408 permits under NEPA.

Area 1: SR-91 CIP and Corps Reach 9 Phase 2B Project
In Corps Facility Area 1, located on the north side of SR-91 near the Green River
Golf Course, the following features will be constructed for SR-91 CIP:

e Additional GP lane in each direction

e Additional express auxiliary lane in each direction

e Retaining walls and associated maintenance road

e Access roadway to Star Ranch

e Realignment of existing Green River Road that will end in a cul-de-sac
e Bicyclist parking lot

The following features of the Corps-constructed Reach 9 Phase 2B project may be
affected by the SR-91 CIP project:

e Maintenance Road and Fill Slope: Between Post Miles 0.0 and 0.5, a retaining
wall (with sound wall) and Star Ranch access road will be built adjacent to this
feature.

e Maintenance Road and Access to Green River Road: To build the Star Ranch
access road, the channel maintenance access road entrance from Green River
Road will need to be relocated.

e Maintenance Road and Fill Slope on Eastern End of Reach 9 Phase 2B
Project: A parking lot for bicyclists and other Trail/Bike Lane users will be built
adjacent to this feature, including retaining walls and a bicycle access ramp.

e Maintenance Road and Fill Slopes: A TCE will be needed on the eastern end of
the Reach 9 Phase 2B project for SR-91 CIP construction equipment access and
staging for the retaining walls, the realignment of Green River Road, and the
bicyclist parking lot.

Area 2: SR-91 CIP and Corps Reach 9 Phase 2A Project
In Corps Facility Area 2, located near Prado Road and the SR-91/SR-71 interchange,
the following features will be constructed for the SR-91 CIP:

e Additional GP lane in each direction
e Two tolled express lanes in each direction
e One westbound express auxiliary lane
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e Retaining walls
e Realignment of the Green River Road westbound off-ramp
e Extension of culverts

The features described above will be constructed in the Department and the Riverside
County Flood Control District (RCFCD) joint use maintenance area. As part of the
SR-91 CIP construction, the following features of the Corps Reach 9 Phase 2A
project may be affected:

e The Prado Road Entrance of the Channel Maintenance Access Road: This
segment of the road will be removed during construction of the Green River Road
off-ramp structure and then rebuilt.

e Embankment Slopes and Maintenance Access Road: The SR-91 CIP will
require construction of a retaining wall, which will result in some temporary
effects to the channel access road and embankment slopes.

Area 3: SR-91 CIP, Corps Properties, and Corps Auxiliary Berm/Floodwall
In Corps Facility Area 3, located near the SR-91/SR-71 interchange and Prado Dam,
the following features will be constructed for SR-91 CIP:

e An additional GP lane in each direction

e Two express lanes in each direction

e One three-plus express lane in each direction

e Anauxiliary lane

e Retaining walls

e Drainage improvements

e Realignment and widening of the SR-71 southbound to SR-91 westbound ramp
e Widening of the SR-71 southbound to SR-91 eastbound ramp

e A maintenance access road and staging area

e Storm water treatment infiltration basins

The features described above will be constructed in an existing easement that the
Department has with the Corps. As part of its construction, the SR-91 CIP will
change the highway footprint within the existing easement in the following areas:

e Department Easement on Corps Property Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN)
101-140-006: In the northwest quadrant of the SR-91/SR-71 interchange, the
realignment of the SR-71 southbound to SR-91 westbound ramp will be moved to
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the west and require some fill slopes. In addition, this area will require
construction of a storm water treatment infiltration basin.

Department Easement on Corps Property APN 101-170-001: The maintenance
access and staging area will be placed in the northeast quadrant of the SR-91/
SR-71 interchange and require some fill slopes.

Department Easement on Corps Property APN 101-170-009: In the southwest
quadrant of the SR-91/SR-71 interchange, the widening of the SR-71 southbound
to SR-91 eastbound ramp will need additional pavement and fill slopes to
accommodate an additional lane. In addition, a storm water treatment infiltration
basin will be built in this area.

Eastern End of the Department Easement on Corps Property APN 101-170-
001: The project will require a TCE for staging and access for widening the SR-
91 and building a retaining wall that will extend beyond the existing easement.
The SR-91 CIP may have temporary effects on the slopes of the Corps auxiliary
berm/floodwall project.

Area 4: SR-91 CIP and Oak Street Channel (Corps-constructed and RCFCD-
maintained Channel)
In Corps Facility Area 4, located near the Oak Street Channel in the City of Corona,

the

following features will be constructed for SR-91 CIP:

An additional GP lane in each direction

Two express lanes in each direction

An auxiliary lane

Modifications to the SR-91/Lincoln Avenue interchange
Retaining walls

Drainage improvements

Relocation of an existing maintenance turnaround area
Two storm water infiltration basins

As part of the construction, the SR-91 CIP may affect the following Corps-
constructed facility:

Oak Street Channel: Currently, this channel is an open concrete channel that
runs north and south within the SR-91/Lincoln Avenue interchange. The
reconfiguration of the SR-91/Lincoln Avenue interchange will require placing the
open concrete channel into a boxed concrete channel north and south of SR-91. In
addition, the boxed culvert will be extended to the north of the proposed
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westbound SR-91/Lincoln Avenue off-ramp to accommodate the relocation of an
existing maintenance turnaround area.

2.3.2.3 Design, Preconstruction, and Construction Activities and
Features
Design and Construction Activities
As described later in Section 2.3.4.5, Design/Build Process, Alternatives 1 and 2
would be implemented in a best value design/build process. In this process, design
and construction activities will occur concurrently. The design/build phases of
Alternatives 1 and 2 will include the activities described in the following sections.
Many of these activities will occur concurrently and may also occur intermittently
throughout the design and construction period and throughout the construction areas.
The activities described here were included in the analysis of the potential project
impacts provided in this EIR/EIS.

e Design and Pre-Construction Activities

e Preparation of final design

e Preparation of modifications to the final design over time, as appropriate,
based on updated knowledge about conditions in the field and other factors to
result in an improved design and the most efficient construction process

e Development of a project management plan

e Development of a project baseline schedule

e Coordination with the BNSF Railroad

e Coordination with the City of Corona

e Aerial mapping of the project limits

e Development of a project aesthetics plan

e Development of project transportation plan

e Development and implementation of a project outreach program

e Coordination with utility providers and appropriate potholing and other
activities to locate and clearly mark the types and locations of all utility
facilities in the project disturbance limits

e Coordination with utility providers on protection in-place, relocation, and/or
removal of utility facilities in the disturbance limits

e Ongoing coordination with emergency services providers (police, fire,
medical, and CHP) and local jurisdictions regarding detours and other traffic
conditions during construction

e Execution of detailed soils and geotechnical testing
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e Execution of hazardous waste contamination testing, as needed

e Execution of detailed property surveys

e Conducting existing project site survey and photo documentation

e Construction Activities

e |Installation of fencing around construction and staging areas

e Delineation of disturbance limits and any Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESAS) or other areas to be avoided

e Clearing, grading, and preparation of the field office location(s) and staging
areas

e The setup of field office(s) and staging areas for equipment, materials, waste
materials, etc.

e Moving construction equipment to the staging areas and around the
construction areas

e Importing construction materials to the staging areas and moving materials to
where they are needed during construction of specific project components

e Remediation of known hazardous waste contamination within the State right-
of-way

e Implementation of BMPs on an ongoing basis, consistent with the needs of
each construction activity

e Protection in-place, relocation, and removal of utility facilities in the project
disturbance limits

e Ongoing coordination with emergency services providers and local
jurisdictions regarding detours and other traffic conditions and installation of
appropriate signing, lane marking, and other information to direct traffic
around and through the construction areas

e Implementation of ramp and lane closures, as needed, throughout the
construction period

e Clearing of vegetation from construction areas

e Construction of noise walls

e Excavating and filling in the construction areas

e Construction of bridges and overpasses

e Construction of ramps

e Construction of local access roads

e Construction of water pollution control facilities

e Construction of project aesthetics and landscaping

e Construction of drainage facilities
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e Construction of retaining walls

e Construction of travel lanes and shoulders

e Installation of directional lighting, traffic control systems, and signs
e Construction of improvements on local roads

e Construction of toll facilities

Construction Staging

Construction staging would be required for all ramp reconstruction, freeway
widening, and profile adjustments under Alternatives 1 and 2. The existing number of
mainline through lanes would be maintained during construction by restriping the
existing lanes and shifting traffic within the corridor to maintain existing capacity.
Complete closures of SR-91 and 1-15 are not anticipated during construction of
Alternatives 1 and 2.

A Final Work Zone Mainline Analysis (February 2010) for the SR-91 corridor was
conducted to minimize congestion along the corridor during the construction of
Alternatives 1 and 2. That analysis was used to compare and select optimal
construction staging strategies. The work zone analysis examined ramp and connector
closures in addition to two SR-91 mainline construction scenarios. With either
mainline scenario, Stage 1 would construct outside improvements without impacting
the mainline traffic lanes. Lane restrictions during Stage 2 would vary between the
two scenarios.

The first mainline work zone scenario for SR-91 consisted of narrowing the existing
mainline through lanes to 10.5 ft wide and maintaining a total of four GP lanes and
one HOV lane in each direction. The second scenario consisted of converting the
HOV lane to a GP lane and maintaining the three other GP lanes on weekends only.
Both weekend and weekday peak periods were examined.

Congestion would occur with both scenarios and neither scenario demonstrated a
clear advantage from a traffic impact perspective. Under the second scenario, the
tradeoffs involve avoidance of weekday impacts with greatly increased construction
duration and costs. The first scenario is favored because it results in shorter
construction duration, lower construction costs, and earlier project completion.

Ramp and connector closures would be required on SR-91 during construction of
Alternatives 1 and 2. Preliminary recommendations for the duration of, and detours
for, ramp and connector closures on eastbound and westbound SR-91 are summarized
in Table 2.13.
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Table 2.13 Ramp and Connector Closures along SR-91

Interchange (%??Opr?) ClolsDure Time of Closure Duration of Closure
SR-91 Eastbound
SR-241 NB — SR-91 EB On X1 Weekends 3 weekends
SR-71 SB — SR-91 EB On X2 Weekends 2 weekends
Auto Center Drive On X3 Weekdays 6 months
2nd Street/Grand Boulevard Off X4 Permanent --
Main Street On X5 Weekdays & Weekends 12 months
SR-91 EB — I-15 NB Off X6 Weekends 2 weekends
SR-91 EB - 1-15 SB Off X7 Weekends 2 weekends
I-15 SB —SR-91 EB On X8 Weekends 2 weekends
McKinley Street On (SB) X9 Weekdays & Weekends 2 months
On (NB) X10 Weekdays & Weekends 2 months
Magnolia Avenue Off X11 Weekdays & Weekends 2 months
SR-91 EB — SR-71 NB Off X12 Weekends 2 weekends
SR-91 Westbound
Gypsum Canyon Road Off Y1 Weekdays & Weekends 2 weeks
SR-91 WB — SR-241 SB Off Y2 Weekends 6 weekends
SR-71 SB — SR-91 WB On Y3 Weekends 1 weekend
SR-91 WB — SR-71 NB Off Y4 Weekends 4 weekends
Auto Center Drive Off Y5 Weekdays & Weekends 6 months
Maple Street Off Y6 Weekdays & Weekends 2 months
Grand Boulevard On Y7 Permanent -
Main Street Off Y8 Weekdays & Weekends 12 months
I-15 SB — SR-91 WB On Y9 Weekends 1 weekend
SR-91 WB —|-15 SB Off Y10 Weekends 2 weekends
SR-91 WB - 1-15 NB Off Y11 Evenings 5 nights
McKinley Street Off (NB) Y12 Weekdays & Weekends 2 months

Source: Final Ramp Closure Study (February 2010).
EB = eastbound

I-15 = Interstate 15

ID = identification number

NB = northbound

SB = southbound

SR-241 = State Route 241

SR-71 = State Route 71

SR-91 = State Route 91

WB = westbound

Construction Vehicle Access and Material Staging

Under Alternatives 1 and 2, construction vehicle access and staging of construction
materials would occur within existing disturbed or developed areas inside the existing
right-of-way or within the additional right-of-way for the project. Vehicle access and
materials staging during construction of walls outside and adjacent to the State right-
of-way would occur in approved designated areas. Both alternatives also require that
material be imported to the project from outside the project limits. Identification of
off-site material source sites would be the responsibility of the design/build
contractor. Imported material would come from environmentally cleared sites and be
transported to the project on environmentally cleared access/haul routes and public
roads. Once within the project limits, all construction vehicle access, materials
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staging and storage, and other construction activities would occur within the defined
limits for Alternatives 1 and 2.

The TCEs and permanent right-of-way limits for the Build Alternatives and their
design features, which include areas for construction vehicle access and material
staging, are shown on the detailed figures provided in Appendix L.

Transportation Management Plan During Construction

A Preliminary Transportation Management Plan (TMP; May 2010) was prepared to
address transportation management during construction of Alternatives 1 and 2.
During final design, the Final Transportation Management Plan will be developed by
the Project Engineer, based on the Preliminary TMP developed for the Project Report
and the EIR/EIS. Key elements in the TMP include:

e Public Information/Public Awareness Campaign (PAC)
e Motorist information strategies

¢ Incident management

e Construction strategies

e Demand management

e Alternate route strategies

e Other strategies

Temporary Construction Easements

TCEs would be necessary under Alternatives 1 and 2 for constructing walls along the
right-of-way, for extending major drainage facilities and culverts, utility relocation/
modifications, and widening bridges. Land used as a TCE would be returned to its
original or better condition prior to the return of that land to the original owner after
completion of the construction activities requiring that TCE. No permanent project
features will be constructed within the boundaries of the TCEs.

Construction Lighting

Alternatives 1 and 2 would require nighttime construction activities in some areas. If
work is conducted at night, lighting would be directed away from land uses outside
the freeway rights-of-way.

Conditions for Construction in the Grand Boulevard Historic District
The following conditions will be implemented prior to and during the project design/
build phase regarding the temporary removal and relocation of up to seven existing
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acorn-style streetlights within the project disturbance limits in the Grand Boulevard
Historic District:

e During final design, the RCTC Project Engineer will verify the locations and
numbers of acorn-style streetlights within the project disturbance limits in the
Grand Boulevard Historic District. The RCTC Project Engineer will require the
design/build contractor to clearly indicate on the final plans any acorn-style
streetlights in the project disturbance limits that are to be removed at the
beginning of construction in those areas and to identify the locations where the
removed streetlights would be reinstalled.

e The RCTC Resident Engineer will require the design/build contractor to remove
and, as necessary, dismantle, the affected acorn-style streetlights and to place
them in containers appropriate for storing those fixtures during the project
construction period.

e The RCTC Resident Engineer will require the design/build contractor to store the
containers holding the acorn-style streetlights in a secure location protected from
public access and weather.

e The RCTC Project Engineer will require the design/build contractor to verify that
the locations identified for the reinstallation of the affected streetlights are
acceptable to the City of Corona and consistent with the City’s requirements for
the siting of streetlights.

e The RCTC Resident Engineer will require the design/build contractor to reinstall
the acorn-style streetlights at the locations designated in the final plans when no
further construction/disruption will occur at those locations, as follows:

e The streetlights will be reinstalled as close to their original locations as possible
based on the project design and available space, in a manner consistent with the
other acorn-style streetlights in the Grand Boulevard Historic District and with the
City of Corona requirements for the siting of streetlights.

e If any of the acorn-style streetlights cannot be reinstalled at or near their original
locations, they will be reinstalled elsewhere within the boundaries of the Grand
Boulevard Historic District, focusing on locations where acorn-style lights have
previously been removed as long as those locations are consistent with the historic
spatial relationships of the Historic District and with the City of Corona
requirements for the siting of streetlights.

e |f the lights cannot be reinstalled as described above, the RCTC Project Engineer
will consult with the City of Corona to identify alternative locations.
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e The RCTC Resident Engineer will require the construction contractor to have an
architectural historian monitoring on site during the removal, dismantling, and
reinstallation of the acorn-style streetlights.

2.3.3 Unique Features of the Build Alternatives
2.3.3.1 Alternative 1: Add General-Purpose Lanes and Maintain HOV
Lanes (GP + HOV Lanes)
Under Alternative 1, one GP lane would be constructed in each direction on SR-91
from the SR-91/SR-241 interchange in the City of Anaheim to Pierce Street in the
City of Riverside. The existing HOV lanes on SR-91 between the Orange/Riverside
County line and Pierce Street would be maintained under this alternative. In addition,
one HOV lane would be constructed on I-15 in each direction from Ontario Avenue
in the City of Corona to an I-15/SR-91 HOV lane direct connector. The direct
connector would provide HOV lane direct access from northbound 1-15 to westbound
SR-91 and from eastbound SR-91 to southbound I-15. The direct connector would
allow vehicles in the HOV lanes to directly move from freeway to freeway,
eliminating the need for HOVs to transition through traffic in the GP lanes.

The existing 3 mi long Orange County segment of the SR-91 tolled express lanes,
which currently operates as a tolled express lane facility, would continue to serve this
function under Alternative 1.

Alternative 1 is included as an alternative for the project because it is a transportation
project that was planned as part of the 2002 Measure A, one-half-cent sales tax
revenue to construct one GP lane in each direction on SR-91, as described in the
RCTC Measure A 10-Year Delivery Plan.

The following sections describe the project components and features of Alternative 1
in more detail. Typical cross sections for Alternative 1 for SR-91 and I-15 are shown
on Figures 2-2 and 2-3, respectively. Maps detailing the project components and
features of Alternative 1 are provided in Appendix L.

Permanent Improvements at SR-241 Under Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, in the eastbound direction, the outside lane of the northbound
SR-241 to the eastbound SR-91 connector would continue as a new GP lane on SR-91
rather than terminating at SR-91 as it currently does, as shown on Figure 2-4. This
new GP lane would extend east on eastbound SR-91 to Pierce Street. In the
westbound direction, a new GP lane would terminate just west of the Gypsum
Canyon Road westbound off-ramp by dropping the outside lane on the mainline.
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Permanent Improvements at the Orange/Riverside County Line Under
Alternative 1

Existing SR-91 narrows in the vicinity of the Orange/Riverside County line in the
area bounded by hills to the south and the Santa Ana River to the north. Under
Alternative 1, the SR-91 centerline would be shifted north at this location with all the
widening occurring on the north side of SR-91. The feasibility of this configuration
depends on the Corps Reach 9 Phase 2B project to realign the Santa Ana River low
flow channel to the north, which is currently under construction and would
accommodate the widening of SR-91 under Alternative 1. This Corps project is
described in more detail and shown on a figure in Section 2.3.9, Related Projects and
Other Projects in the Vicinity of the SR-91 CIP.

Widening SR-91 to the north in this area is preferred because widening into the
hillside on the south side of SR-91 would require extensive excavation and/or
retaining walls. In addition, widening to the north allows Alternative 1 to use
improvements associated with the recently completed SR-91 Eastbound Lane
Addition Project. That project is described in detail later in Section 2.3.9.1, Approved
or In-process Projects.

Permanent Improvements at Green River Road Under Alternative 1
Under Alternative 1, the existing ramps at the Green River Road interchange would
be modified to accommodate the widening on SR-91. In addition, the westbound off-
ramp would be realigned with a new railroad overhead structure, as shown on

Figure 2-5. The longer ramp provided at this location under Alternative 1 would
improve the geometry of the ramp and increase its storage capacity.

Permanent Improvements at SR-71 Under Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, the inner westbound auxiliary lane that exits at SR-241 would
begin at the SR-71/SR-91 interchange, which is an extension of the south-to-west
connector ramp. Alternative 1 would realign the southbound SR-71 to the westbound
SR-91 connector and widen part of the southbound SR-71 to eastbound SR-91
connector.

As discussed in detail later in Section 2.3.9, another project proposed in the SR-71/
SR-91 interchange would affect the design of the project at this location. Those
planned improvements include reconfiguring the existing east-to-north loop ramp to a
direct flyover connector. Alternative 1 is designed to be compatible with the
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improvements proposed as part of that SR-71/SR-91 interchange improvement
project.

Permanent Improvements at Auto Center Drive/Maple Street Under
Alternative 1

Two design variations are under consideration between Auto Center Drive (which is
Serfas Club Drive south of SR-91) and Maple Street (which is Sixth Street south of
SR-91) under Alternative 1. Both design variations would maintain the existing
diamond interchange configuration on the west side of Auto Center Drive (eastbound
off-ramp and westbound on-ramp), adjusting the ramps as necessary to accommodate
the SR-91 mainline widening in each direction. In the southeast quadrant of the
interchange, the eastbound on-ramp from Auto Center Drive would be grade-
separated (braided) under the eastbound off-ramp to Maple Street. The existing
Frontage Road on the south side of SR-91 that connects Auto Center Drive to Maple
Street would be realigned and shifted farther south to accommodate the additional
freeway lanes and the braided ramps. These two design variations and the braided
ramp configuration represent different approaches for addressing the closely spaced
ramps at Auto Center Drive and Maple Street. These two streets are currently about
0.6 mi apart at their intersections with SR-91.

The two design variations at this interchange, as shown on Figure 2-6, would affect
the configuration of the westbound Auto Center Drive off-ramp and differ markedly
at the Maple Street interchange as follows:

e Split Diamond Design Variation: For the Split Diamond design variation, direct
westbound access to Auto Center Drive would be replaced with access provided
by a new westbound one-way frontage road that would connect from Maple Street
opposite the westbound off-ramp intersection. Auto Center Drive traffic would be
directed to exit SR-91 at the Maple Street westbound off-ramp, using the new
frontage road to access Auto Center Drive. The existing westbound loop on-ramp
from Maple Street would be mostly unchanged under this design variation except
that it would join the new frontage road prior to merging with the mainline SR-91
travel lanes, as shown on Figure 2-6.

e Direct Connector Design Variation: For the Direct Connector design variation,
the westbound on-ramp from Maple Street would be a western extension of Sixth
Street, south of SR-91, with a flyover separation structure that would lead to a
merge with the SR-91 mainline travel lanes. Direct westbound access would be
maintained to Auto Center Drive, but the realigned ramp would begin just after
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Table 2.14 Alternative 1 Design Variation Combinations

Alternative Auto Center Drive/Maple Street Lincoln Avenue Interchange
Interchange
la Split Diamond design variation Tight Diamond design variation
1b Split Diamond design variation Hook Ramp design variation
1c Direct Connector design variation Tight Diamond design variation
1d Direct Connector design variation Hook Ramp design variation

Source: Project Report (September 2011).

the Maple Street overcrossing to accommodate the new westbound on-ramp from
Maple Street. The existing eastbound diamond on-ramp from Maple Street would
be replaced in this design variation by a hook on-ramp that would meet Sixth
Street opposite Paseo Grande Road, as shown on Figure 2-6.

The two design variations at Auto Center Drive/Maple Street and the two design
variations at Lincoln Avenue (described below) would result in four combinations of
design variations in Alternative 1, as shown in Table 2.14.

Permanent Improvements at Lincoln Avenue/Grand Boulevard Under
Alternative 1

The two design variations at Lincoln Avenue under Alternative 1 would substantially
modify the existing configuration of this interchange as shown on Figure 2-7. In both
design variations, the westbound ramps would be changed to a tight diamond
configuration, which would eliminate the design constraints of the existing hook
ramps. The existing north side frontage road in the northwest quadrant would be
moved outward to accommodate the GP lane addition on SR-91 and the ramp
modifications. The westbound ramps would be the same in each design variation.

The existing westbound on-ramp and eastbound off-ramp to and from Grand
Boulevard would create an operational deficiency on mainline SR-91 due to their
close spacing to the Lincoln Avenue ramps. This spacing does not meet the current
Department interchange spacing, per the Department’s Design Information Bulletin
(DIB) 9, Number 77 — Interchange Spacing (January 31, 1995). To improve this
operational deficiency, the Grand Boulevard ramps would be removed and replaced
with improved local access to the Lincoln Avenue interchange ramps.

On the north side of SR-91, a new frontage road will extend from West Grand
Boulevard to join with the existing west frontage road west of Lincoln Avenue.
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On the south side of SR-91, a new frontage road will extend from Lincoln Avenue
opposite “D” Street and join with Second Street at Buena Vista Avenue, which would
continue to West Grand Boulevard.

The two design variations at Lincoln Avenue/Grand Boulevard under Alternative 1,
shown on Figure 2-7, are:

e Tight Diamond Design Variation: The Tight Diamond design variation would
convert the eastbound Lincoln Avenue ramps to a tight diamond configuration,
similar to the design of the westbound ramps as shown on Figure 2-7.

e Hook Ramps Design Variation: For this design variation, the eastbound ramps
would be similar to the existing configuration, but would be changed to a hook
ramp pattern that would connect to the new frontage road rather than connecting
directly to Lincoln Avenue, as shown on Figure 2-7.

Permanent Improvements at Main Street/I-15 Under Alternative 1

As shown on Figure 2-8, the existing diamond interchange configuration on the west
side of Main Street would be maintained (eastbound off-ramp and westbound
on-ramp) under Alternative 1, adjusting the ramps as necessary to accommodate the
SR-91 mainline widening in each direction. Diamond interchange ramps will also be
constructed on the east side of Main Street. The Main Street eastbound on-ramp and
westbound off-ramp to and from the 1-15 connectors would be combined within a
collector-distributor road that would be barrier-separated from SR-91 to eliminate the
weaving conflicts that currently exist between this local interchange and the system
interchange. The Main Street eastbound on-ramp traffic to SR-91 would split from
I-15 traffic and braid under the 1-15 collector-distributor road before merging onto
eastbound SR-91. The Main Street westbound off-ramp traffic from SR-91 would exit
into the collector-distributor road and merge with traffic from the 1-15 connectors
before exiting to Main Street.

Permanent Improvements on SR-91 McKinley Street/Pierce Street under
Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, the ramps at the McKinley Street interchange would be altered
to accommodate the SR-91 mainline widening, which would require only minimal
changes in the configuration of this interchange. As shown on Figure 2-9, the outer
eastbound GP lane on SR-91 would continue through the McKinley Street
interchange and terminate farther east at the succeeding Pierce Street eastbound off-
ramp. The westbound GP lane on SR-91 would originate at the Pierce Street on-ramp.
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Permanent I-15 Improvements Under Alternative 1
Under Alternative 1, one median HOV lane would be constructed in each direction on

I-15 from the new SR-91 direct connector north to Ontario Avenue. The existing
K-rail would be replaced, and the full median would be paved to accommodate the

new HOV lanes. Figure 2-3, provided earlier, shows a typical cross section on I-15

under Alternative 1.

Advance Signage Under Alternative 1
The purpose of advance signage is to inform drivers that they are approaching a new
facility such as an HOV lane, tolled express lanes, or a construction zone. The
advanced signage limits under Alternative 1 at the south end of 1-15 within the project
limits would be between EI Cerrito Road and Cajalco Road.

Based on proposed Section 2E-52 in the proposed 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD) by the FHWA, signs must be located 1 mi in advance of
any exit or entry point and preferably 2 mi in advance of those points, as conditions

might dictate, such as along major expressways.

Project Costs

Alternative 1 will cost between approximately $990 million and $1 billion, depending
on the design variation. The road, structure, right-of-way, and total costs for
Alternative 1 for each design variation are provided in Table 2.15. Alternative 1 will
be funded primarily from Measure A funds.

Table 2.15 Alternative 1 Summary of Costs

Alternative Roadway Structure Right-of-Way Total
la $413,400,000 $369,400,000 $215,700,000 $998,500,000
1b $412,800,000 $367,800,000 $209,700,000 $990,300,000
1c $405,400,000 | $387,900,000 | $208,500,000 | $1,001,800,000
1d $404,800,000 | $386,400,000 | $202,400,000 $993,600,000

Source: Project Report (September 2011).

2.3.3.2

Express Lanes

Background on the Existing State Route 91 Tolled Express Lanes in

Orange County

The existing SR-91 tolled express lanes in Orange County were implemented for

Alternative 2: Add General-Purpose Lanes and Extend Tolled

congestion relief on SR-91 when no public funds were available to address the critical
transportation problem in the SR-91 corridor. This concept was unique because the
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private sector would take the risk and the State would receive congestion relief at no
cost to the taxpayers.

The SR-91 toll facility project was authorized as tolled express lanes by the State of
California legislature in 1989. Built for $135 million, the tolled express lanes opened
in 1995. The California Private Transportation Company (CPTC) was the original
owner of the SR-91 tolled express lanes. An agreement between CPTC and the
Department included a noncompete provision that created a 1.5 mi protection zone
along each side of SR-91. This zone prohibited improvements along the corridor and
created mobility problems as the region and corresponding transportation demands
grew.

The passage of AB 1010 in 2002 permitted OCTA to purchase the Express Lane
Franchise in Orange County from the CPTC in January 2003. AB 1010 also
eliminated the noncompete provision of the franchise agreement, which allowed
capacity improvements in this corridor to be planned, funded, and implemented.
SB 1316 in 2008 allows the RCTC to toll express lanes on SR-91 under the OCTA
franchise agreement.

On July 14, 2003, OCTA adopted a toll policy for the 91 Express Lanes based on the
concept of congestion management pricing. The policy is designed to optimize 91
Express Lanes traffic flow at free-flow speeds. To accomplish this OCTA monitors
hourly traffic volumes. Tolls are adjusted when traffic volumes consistently reach a
trigger point where traffic flow can become unstable. These are known as “super
peak” hours. Given the capacity constraints during these hours, pricing is used to
manage demand. Once an hourly toll is adjusted, it is frozen for six months. Other
(non-super peak) toll prices are adjusted annually by inflation. Toll prices currently
range from $1.35 in the non-peak hours to $10.05 in the eastbound SR-91 “super
peak” hour from 3:00 to 4:00 p.m. on Fridays.! The OCTA 91 Express Lanes toll
policy? includes the following specific objectives:

e Provide a safe, reliable, predictable commute for 91 Express Lanes customers
e Optimize vehicle throughput at free flow speeds

e Pay debt service and maintain debt service coverage

e Increase average vehicle occupancy

http://www.91expresslanes.com/schedules.asp.
http://www.91expresslanes.com/policies.asp.

N
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e Balance capacity and demand to serve customers who pay tolls as well as
carpoolers with three or more persons who are offered discounted tolls

e Generate sufficient revenue to sustain the financial viability of the 91 Express
Lanes

e Ensure all bond covenants are met

e Repay OCTA'’s internal borrowing and provide net revenues for SR-91 corridor
improvements

On May 19, 2003, OCTA adopted the “Three Ride Free” policy. This innovative
policy encourages carpooling by allowing a group of three or more commuters per
vehicle to travel the 91 Express Lanes for free during most hours, except when
traveling Eastbound, Monday through Friday between the hours of 4:00 p.m. and
6:00 p.m. At these times, carpools of three or more can still save money by earning a
50 percent discount on the posted toll.

The OCTA purchase of the 91 Express Lanes allowed revenues in excess of those
needed for operations, maintenance, and debt payments to be used for improvements
along the SR-91 corridor, including $6.6 million in revenues contributed by OCTA
for the SR-91 Eastbound Lane Addition Project. As noted in the 91 Express Lanes
2009 Annual Report, since OCTA took ownership of the 91 Express Lanes in 2003,
they continue to be financially stable. Through the difficult economic conditions in
fiscal year 2008-2009, OCTA maintained a stable financial situation for the toll
facility. In fiscal year 2008—-2009, as in every past year, the 91 Express Lanes
continued to meet its financial obligations while providing its customers with travel
time savings.

RCTC 91 Express Lanes Toll Policy

On June 7, 2012, the RCTC formally adopted the “RCTC 91 Express Lanes Toll
Policy.” The goals and specific policy statements listed above for the OCTA 91
Express Lanes toll policy were adopted by RCTC for the RCTC 91 Express Lanes.
As stated in the RCTC staff report dated June 7, 2012, “OCTA and the Commission
sharing the same toll policy goals supports coordinated regional operation of the lanes
and a seamless customer experience.” In addition to the posted tolls, the RCTC 91
Express Lane toll policy allows carpoolers with three or more persons (HOV3+), zero
emission vehicles (ZEVs), motorcycles, disabled plates and disabled veterans to ride
free during most hours. The exception is Monday through Friday 4:00 p.m. to 6:00
p.m. in the eastbound direction when they pay 50 percent of the posted toll.
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Description of Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, one GP lane would be constructed in each direction on SR-91
from the SR-91/SR-241 interchange in the City of Anaheim to Pierce Street in the
City of Riverside. The existing tolled express lanes in Orange County would be
extended east from the Orange/Riverside County line to 1-15 in the City of Corona.
The existing HOV lanes would be converted to tolled express lanes, and one
additional tolled express lane would be added in each direction on SR-91 from the
Orange/Riverside County Line to I-15, resulting in two tolled express lanes in each
direction. Under Alternative 2, a single eastbound SR-91 tolled express lane would
extend past I-15 to McKinley Street and convert to an HOV lane at Pierce Street.
Westbound at Pierce Street, the existing HOV lane would be converted into a tolled
express lane east of McKinley Street and join a second tolled express lane at the 1-15
interchange. The new eastbound GP lane would join a newly constructed collector-
distributor road providing access to the eastbound Pierce Street and Magnolia Avenue
exit ramps. In the westbound direction, the existing HOV lane would be converted to
a GP lane west of Pierce Street, and a new tolled express lane would be added in the
median near McKinley Street, joining a second tolled express lane just west of I-15.
Figure 2-10 shows a typical cross section on SR-91 under Alternative 2.

Under Alternative 2, a tolled express lane in each direction would be constructed on
I-15. Single-lane tolled express lane direct connectors between 1-15 and SR-91 would
provide access from northbound I-15 to westbound SR-91 and from eastbound SR-91
to southbound I-15 extending as a single tolled express lane in each direction on 1-15
to Cajalco Road. Additionally, single-lane tolled express lane direct connectors will
be constructed from eastbound SR-91 to northbound I-15 and from southbound 1-15
to westbound SR-91, extending as a single-lane tolled express lane in each direction
north on 1-15 to the Hidden Valley Parkway interchange. The direct connectors would
allow express lane drivers to travel from the tolled express lanes on one corridor into
the tolled express lanes on another corridor without having to transition through the
GP lanes. Figure 2-11 shows a typical section on I-15 under Alternative 2.

The goal of tolled express lanes is to provide for long-lasting, reliable, free-flow
travel for eligible users in an otherwise congested corridor. Tolled express lanes can
be used by single- and multiple-occupancy vehicles for a fee, and users would be
required to carry an active FasTrak transponder/account. The tolled express lanes
would be available to HOVs with three or more people, motorcycles, zero-emission
vehicles, and vehicles driven by handicapped persons with registered license plates,
including disabled veterans, at either no toll or a reduced toll provided those vehicles
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are equipped with active FasTrak toll transponders and accounts. As an example, the
existing 91 Express Lanes in Orange County offer half-priced tolls to these vehicle
classifications during certain peak hours with no toll during all other periods. In
accordance with RCTC’s adopted RCTC 91 Express Lane toll policy, existing and
planned express bus services operating in the SR-91 corridor that provide connections
between Orange and Riverside Counties will be able to use the tolled express lanes at
either no toll or reduced tolls, depending on the day of the week. The advantage
compared to two-or-more-person carpool lanes is the reliability of free-flow
conditions and the ability to pass in a two-lane facility. Motorcycles, emergency, and
other exempted vehicles meeting State requirements would be exempted from express
lane tolls. Trucks, recreational, and other large vehicles as currently defined by the
State with regards to HOV lanes would continue to be prohibited.

Alternative 2 is included as an alternative for the project because it would be funded
in part by the Measure A sales tax revenue and by toll revenue bonds. The toll
revenues generated under Alternative 2 would be used as the funding source for the
construction and operation of the tolled express lanes under Alternative 2.

The following sections describe the project components and features of Alternative 2
in more detail. In addition, maps detailing the Alternative 2 project components and
features are provided in Appendix L.

Permanent Improvements under Alternative 2

The mainline improvements to SR-91 for Alternative 2, including improvements to
the interchanges, are generally similar to the improvements described earlier for
Alternative 1. Refer to that earlier discussion and the figures provided in that section
for the detailed description of those improvements.

In addition to the design variations at Auto Center Drive/Maple Street and Lincoln
Avenue described earlier under Alternative 1 which would also apply to
Alternative 2, Alternative 2 includes two design variations at Smith Avenue:

e No Drop Ramp Design Variation: Under this design variation, no additional
access to the tolled express lanes would be provided on SR-91 between the
Orange/Riverside County line and I-15.

e Drop Ramp Design Variation: Under this design variation, the existing Smith
Avenue overcrossing would be reconstructed with drop ramps to provide an
eastbound tolled express lane exit to Smith Avenue and a westbound entrance
from Smith Avenue to the tolled express lanes.
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The three design variations under Alternative 2 would result in eight combinations of
design variations, as summarized in Table 2.16.

Table 2.16 Alternative 2 Design Variation Combinations

AlL. Auto Centlt:];etsglr\:gél\gzple Street Smith Avenue Lllnnct(é:rr;é:/negneue

2a | Split Diamond design variation No Drop Ramp design variation Tight Diamond design variation
2b | Split Diamond design variation No Drop Ramp design variation Hook Ramp design variation
2c | Split Diamond design variation Drop Ramp design variation Tight Diamond design variation
2d | Split Diamond design variation Drop Ramp design variation Hook Ramp design variation
2e | Direct Connector design variation | No Drop Ramp design variation Tight Diamond design variation
2f | Direct Connector design variation | No Drop Ramp design variation Hook Ramp design variation
2g | Direct Connector design variation | Drop Ramp design variation Tight Diamond design variation
2h | Direct Connector design variation | Drop Ramp design variation Hook Ramp design variation

Source: Project Report (September 2011).
Alt. = Alternative

The primary difference in the improvements on SR-91 between Alternatives 1 and 2
is that Alternative 2 adds one 12 ft wide additional travel lane in each direction as part
of the tolled express lanes. That additional lane would be accommodated in all the
interchange improvements on SR-91 and their design variations as discussed earlier
under Alternative 1.

The basic concept for the tolled express lanes under Alternative 2 is to provide an
access point at the Orange/Riverside County line and then extend the two tolled
express lanes in each direction to I-15. In addition, a Mid-City Access location would
be constructed at Smith Avenue in the City of Corona. That access point would allow
City of Corona residents to access the tolled express lanes, to and from the west, at a
midpoint between access points to the east and west. The tolled express lanes would
continue with one lane in each direction through the 1-15 interchange on SR-91. As a
result, a driver traveling east in the tolled express lanes would have three choices at
the termination of the tolled express lanes: (1) continue on SR-91 in a single tolled
express lane for approximately 1 mi through the interchange and then either enter an
HOV lane or continue in the GP lanes; (2) travel south on I-15 to a single tolled
express lane in the median, which would be converted to GP lanes approximately 4
mi south of that merge; or (3) travel north on 1-15 to a single tolled express lane in the
median, which would be converted to the GP lanes approximately 0.5 mi north of that
merge. For westbound traffic on SR-91, entrances to the tolled express lanes would
be provided in the median of SR-91 or from the northbound and southbound 1-15
direct connectors. Access to the tolled express lanes would be provided at the Orange/
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Riverside County line by way of a median auxiliary lane that extends from an egress
lane to an ingress lane in each direction.

SR-91 Toll System Under Alternative 2

The tolled express lanes under Alternative 2 would be operated as an electronic toll
collection (ETC) system. There would be no opportunity to pay tolls with cash on this
facility. All tolled express lane users would be required to have an account with a
tolling agency. The tolling agencies issue a California Standard (Title 21 compliant)
transponder or toll tag to each customer. The transponders would be mounted on the
windshields of the registered vehicles. It is anticipated that many Riverside County
tolled express lane users would be existing account holders with the OCTA. The
existing OCTA account holders, as well as other toll agency customers in California
with transponders, would be able to use the extended tolled express lanes with their
existing transponders with no further administrative action on their part. As shown on
Figure 2-12, tolls would be collected electronically by equipment that would read the
transponders at highway speeds. The transition from the OCTA tolled express lanes
to the Riverside County tolled express lanes under Alternative 2 would be as seamless
as possible for users.

In accordance with the RCTC 91 Express Lane toll policy adopted by RCTC on

June 7, 2012, the operating rules, toll structure, and violation enforcement process for
the Riverside County tolled express lanes would be the same as those that are
currently in effect in Orange County. The toll rate will be set by time of day based on
traffic demand observed over the previous 3-month period. This variable pricing
approach adjusts toll rates based on the number of vehicles on the road to maintain
free-flow conditions and maximize total throughput.

On the Orange County tolled express lanes, toll rates average $2.93 per trip and
currently vary from a minimum of $1.35 to a maximum of $10.05 for 1 hour during
the Friday afternoon peak period. The toll rate on the SR-91 CIP tolled express lanes
will be set by the time of day and day of week based on hourly traffic demand
observed over the previous 3-month period. This is the method that gets the toll rates
on the existing SR-91 tolled express lanes operated by OCTA. This method involves
comparing actual traffic demand against a preset maximum threshold and adjusting
the pricing accordingly, thereby maintaining reasonable travel times throughout the
day on the tolled express lanes. The SR-91 CIP tolling system would have the ability
to operate under dynamic pricing in the future where the actual travel time in the
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SR-91 tolled express lanes or the travel time differential between the SR-91 GP lanes
and the SR-91 tolled express lanes would be measured in real time between the entry
and exit points. The price to travel in the tolled express lanes would be adjusted,
usually in 15-minute intervals, as required to maintain traffic flow. The special
vehicle classifications that are eligible would still receive reduced tolls.

Tolls would be collected along the route at specific points or toll debiting stations.
These debiting stations would consist of an overhead antenna that reads the
transponder, causing a charge to the customer’s account in the amount of the toll
applicable for the day of the week and time of day the trip is made. At this same
point, a camera would record images of the license plate for violation enforcement
purposes. Signs would advise motorists of the location of the upcoming tolled express
lane entry; motorists would be forewarned that the facility they would be entering is a
toll facility that would require a toll transponder. The amount of the current toll
would also be displayed before the motorists enter the tolled express lane facility. A
more detailed description of the tolling system can be found in the Toll System
Description Report (July 2010).

The toll antenna and cameras at the debiting stations would be connected by a fiber
optic cable backbone communications network to the existing SR-91 Toll Operations
Center (TOC) and Customer Service Center (CSC). The TOC would serve as the 24/7
operating and maintenance information center for the tolled express lanes. The CSC
would provide account services to the facility’s customers and violation verification
and processing. The CSC would be the central facility where customer accounts
would be established and managed, toll transponders issued and tested, and violation
processing would occur. The existing OCTA SR-91 TOC and CSC joint facility, as
shown on Figure 2.13, would be used for the SR-91 CIP tolled express lanes under
Alternative 2, and no new buildings would be required.

Advance Signage for Alternative 2

The purpose of advance signage is to inform drivers that they are approaching tolled
express lanes, an HOV lane, or a construction zone. The advance signage limits on
SR-91 under Alternative 2 would extend from Weir Canyon Road to SR-241 at the
west end of the study area and from Tyler Street and Pierce Street at the east end of
the study area. Advance signage limits at the south end of 1-15 would be between
Weirick Road and Cajalco Road. The advance signage limits at the north end of 1-15
would be between Third Street and Hidden Valley Parkway in the City of Norco.
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Alternative 2 would cost between $1.3 billion and $1.4 billion, depending on the
design variation. The roadway, structure, right-of-way, and total costs for

Alternative 2 for each design variation are provided in Table 2.17.

Table 2.17 Alternative 2 Summary of Costs

Alternative Roadway Structure Right-of-Way Total
2a $557,800,000 $541,600,000 $253,200,000 $1,352,600,000
2b $559,900,000 $540,000,000 $245,100,000 $1,345,000,000
2c $567,600,000 $569,200,000 $272,600,000 $1,409,400,000
2d $569,800,000 $567,600,000 $270,200,000 $1,407,600,000
2e $555,300,000 $561,100,000 $238,300,000 $1,354,700,000
2f $551,900,000 $559,600,000 $269,000,000 $1,380,500,000
29 $567,200,000 $588,800,000 $270,200,000 $1,426,200,000
2h $569,400,000 $587,200,000 $267,800,000 $1,424,400,000

Source: Project Report (September 2011).

2.3.4 Phasing Plans for the Build Alternatives

2341

Overview of the Phasing Plans

A phasing plan identifies project components that would be designed and
implemented in phases as the entire project constructed is over time. For a
transportation project such as the project, the phasing can be based on a number of
factors (e.g., available funding, constructability, availability of right-of-way, traffic
demand, and/or coordination with regional and local land use planning).

The phasing plans for the Build Alternatives were developed largely based on the
funding anticipated to be available after completion of the environmental process and
identification of the Preferred Alternative. The phasing plans were developed to
provide for meaningful transportation improvements that would provide timely
benefits to travelers on SR-91 and/or I-15.

2342

Need for the Phasing Plans

The project is partially funded in the Measure A 10-Year Delivery Plan (RCTC
2009). Measure A is a one-half-cent sales tax in Riverside County that is dedicated to
transportation improvements in the County. As described in the Measure A 10-Year
Delivery Plan, Alternative 1 and the GP lanes in Alternative 2 are to be funded
primarily with Measure A funds. The tolled express lanes in Alternative 2 are
anticipated to be funded from bonds issued against future toll revenues generated
from the SR-91 tolled express lanes. A summary of anticipated funding sources for
the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2 is shown in Table 2.18.
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Table 2.18 Anticipated Funding Sources

Potential Funding Source Alternative 1 Alternative 2
RCTC Contribution (Measure A) $830,586,000 $734,944,000
Federal TIFIA Loan 0 $444,117,000
STIP Funds $2,000,000 $2,000,000
Toll Revenue Bonds (CIBs/CABSs) 0 $163,768,000
Total $832,586,000 $1,344,829,000

Source: Riverside County Transportation Commission (2011).
CABs = Capital Appreciation Bonds

CIBs = Current Interest Bonds

RCTC = Riverside County Transportation Commission

STIP = State Transportation Improvement Program

TIFIA = Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act

As shown in Table 2.17, the Ultimate Project of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative
2f) is estimated to cost $1.38 billion and is scheduled for completion by 2035. The
Ultimate Project is expected to be funded through a combination of federal, state, and
local (Measure A) funds.

With the downturn in the local, regional, and State economies, sales tax revenues
have decreased substantially since 2007. As a result, forecast levels of available
Measure A sales tax revenues are not currently projected to be generated at the rate
originally estimated in the Measure A 10-Year Delivery Plan. To accommodate these
reduced revenues, and to provide transportation improvements as early as possible on
SR-91 and I-15, RCTC developed a phasing plan for the two Build Alternatives to
maximize the use of available funds.

The need for a phasing plan for the two Build Alternatives is based on the following:

e The reduction in sales tax revenues during the recent economic downturn has
reduced the amount of funding available for transportation projects such as the
project. As a result, waiting until the time when funds for the entire project
become available could result in substantial delays in the delivery of any
improvements in the SR-91 and I-15 corridors and the benefits of those
improvements to the traveling public.

e The RCTC desires to provide benefits to the traveling public on the project
segments of SR-91 and I-15 as soon as possible. This would be accomplished by
phasing the implementation of the improvements in Alternatives 1 and 2. This
would provide benefits in phases as funding becomes available rather than
delaying all benefits until the entire project can be funded and implemented in one
phase.
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2.3.4.3 Phasing Plan for Alternative 1
The following background assumptions were made regarding the phasing plan for
Alternative 1:

e All the project components and features in Alternative 1 would be constructed no
later than 2035.

e The project features and components implemented in each phase of Alternative 1
would provide independent utility and would have logical termini.

e The phasing plan would apply to Alternative 1 with any of the four design
variations (a, b, ¢, d) possible under Alternative 1.

Implementation of Alternative 1 will be in two phases over a 20-year period
beginning with an Initial Phase that would be completed by 2017 and culminating
with completion of the Ultimate Project (second phase) by 2035. Improvements that
would be provided in the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project under Alternative 1 are
shown on Figures 2-14 and 2-15, respectively. The improvements that would be
provided in the Initial Phase and the Ultimate Project are described in Tables 2.19 and
2.20, respectively.

The Initial Phase of Alternative 1 would include improvements on SR-91 from
approximately Green River Road to the I-15 interchange (a distance of about 6 mi)
and single-lane direct connectors to and from I-15 south, extending from SR-91 to the
Ontario Avenue interchange (a distance of about 3 mi). The Initial Phase of |
Alternative 1 would generally implement shorter segments of the Alternative 1
improvements on SR-91 and I-15, with a construction duration estimated at 4 years.

The Ultimate Project under for Alternative 1 would be constructed as an independent
construction contract and is estimated to have a construction duration of 1 to 2 years.
As shown on Table 2.19, the Ultimate Project under Alternative 1 would include the
improvements on SR-91 from SR-241 to Green River Road (one GP lane in each
direction) and the improvements on SR-91 from I-15 to Pierce Street (one GP lane in
each direction). In locations where the Initial Phase improvements overlap with the
Ultimate Project, such as bridges or retaining walls, the Initial Phase would construct
those elements in their ultimate locations, to the extent feasible. Minimal additional
costs associated with phasing are anticipated as efforts would be made to minimize
future rework and throw-away costs.
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Table 2.19 Project Improvements in the Initial Phase under Alternative 1

State Route 91 — Initial Phase of Alternative 1

Eastbound SR-91 (from west to east)

Westbound SR-91 (from east to west)

No work is proposed from SR-241 to Green River Road in the eastbound
direction in the Initial Phase.

The westbound Green River Road off-ramp would be reconstructed to
accommodate the Alternative 1 Ultimate Project.

From Green River Road to the Orange/Riverside County line, Green River
Road would be realigned to its location in the Alternative 1 Ultimate Project.

From the Green River Road eastbound on-ramp to the SR-71 east-north loop
connector, an auxiliary lane would be added by restriping. An optional second
lane would be added at the entrance to the loop connector.

From the SR-71 south-west connector to the Green River Road off-ramp, an
auxiliary lane would be added.

From SR-71 to I-15, the existing HOV lane would remain, and a fifth general-
purpose lane would be added with interchange improvements at Serfas Club
Drive/Auto Center Drive, Maple Street, Lincoln Avenue, and Main Street.

From I-15 to SR-71 on SR-91, the existing HOV lane would remain, and a
fifth general-purpose lane would be added with interchange improvements
at Main Street, Lincoln Avenue, Maple Street, and Serfas Club Drive/Auto
Center Drive.

The I-15 connectors would diverge from SR-91 and merge with the eastbound
Main Street on-ramp within a collector-distributor road.

The I-15 connectors would merge with the westbound Main Street off-ramp
within a collector-distributor road before merging with SR-91.

There would be no improvements from I-15 to Pierce Street on SR-91 in the
Initial Phase.

There would be no improvements from Pierce Street to I-15 on SR-91 In the
Initial Phase.

I-15 — Initial Phase of Alternative 1

A single-lane direct HOV connector would be provided from eastbound SR-91 to southbound I-15 that would continue as a single-lane HOV lane in the

median of I-15, terminating near the Ontario Avenue interchange.

A single-lane HOV lane would be constructed in the median of I-15 that would begin near the Ontario Avenue interchange and would continue northbound as

a single-lane direct HOV connector to westbound SR-91.

Source: Project Report (September 2011).
HOV = high-occupancy vehicle

1-15 = Interstate 15

SR-71 = State Route 71

SR-91 = State Route 91

SR-241 = State Route 241
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Table 2.20 Project Improvements in the Ultimate Project under Alternative 1

State Route 91 — Ultimate Project for Alternative 1

Eastbound SR-91 (from west to east) Westbound SR-91 (from east to west)
One general purpose lane would be provided between SR-241 and SR-71. One general purpose lane would be provided between SR-71 and SR-241.
Between SR-241 and Coal Canyon, widening on the eastbound SR-91 is Between Coal Canyon and SR-241, widening on the westbound SR-91 is
proposed to accommodate the additional lane. Between Coal Canyon and proposed to accommodate the additional lane.

Green River Road the centerline of SR-91 is proposed to be shifted northward, | Between Green River Road and Coal Canyon, widening of westbound SR-
and widening of westbound SR-91 is proposed to accommodate the additional | 91 is proposed to accommodate the additional lane.
eastbound lane.

The Green River eastbound off and on ramps would be widened and realigned | The Green River Road westbound on ramp would be widened and realigned

to accommodate the Alternative 1 Ultimate Project. to accommodate the Alternative 1 Ultimate Project.
Eastbound SR-91 (from west to east) Westbound SR-91 (from east to west)

Between Green River Road and SR-71 restriping the eastbound SR-91 is Between the SR-71 south-west connector to Green River Road, the

proposed to accommodate the additional general purpose lane additional general purpose lane would be added by restriping. An auxiliary
lane would also be added in advance of the Green River Road off-ramp by
restriping.

From I-15 to Pierce Street a fourth general purpose lane would be added by From Pierce Street to I-15 a fourth general purpose lane would be added by

widening the eastbound SR-91 between I-15 and Pierce Street off ramp. widening the westbound SR-91 between Pierce St westbound on ramp and
[-15.

The McKinley Street eastbound ramps would be modified to accommodate the | The McKinley Street westbound ramps would be modified to accommodate

widening of SR-91 and additional lanes would be added to the ramps to the widening of SR-91 and additional lanes would be added to the ramps to

accommodate future traffic demand. accommodate future traffic demand.

I-15 — Ultimate Project for Alternative 1

There would be no Improvements along northbound I-15 in the Ultimate Project.

There would be no Improvements along southbound I-15 in the Ultimate Project.

Source: Project Report (September 2011).
HOV = high-occupancy vehicle

I-15 = Interstate 15

SR-71 = State Route 71

SR-91 = State Route 91

SR-241 = State Route 241
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2.3.4.4 Phasing Plan for Alternative 2

Overview

The following background assumptions were made regarding the phasing plan for
Alternative 2:

e All the project components and features in Alternative 2 would be constructed no
later than 2035.

e The project features and components implemented in each phase of Alternative 2
would provide independent utility and would have logical termini.

Implementation of Alternative 2 will be in two phases, beginning with an Initial
Phase that would be completed by 2017 and culminating with completion of the
Ultimate Project (second phase) by 2035. The Initial Phase and Ultimate Project
under Alternative 2 are shown on Figures 2-16 and 2-17, respectively. The
improvements that would be provided in the Initial Phase and the Ultimate Project are
described in Tables 2.21 and 2.22, respectively.

The following section describes the improvements in the Initial Phase of Alternative 2
in detail. The phasing plan for Alternative 2 would not change regardless of the
design variation. However, the details that follow are for Alternative 2 with design
variation f. As discussed later in Section 2.3.7.4, Alternative 2f has been identified as
the Preferred Alternative for the SR-91 CIP. The detailed description provided below
is provided only for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f because this is the only phase
currently programmed for construction funding in the 2011 FTIP (Amendment 24).

Initial Phase for Alternative 2

The Initial Phase of Alternative 2 is the minimum project that could provide early
benefits to the traveling public with logical termini and independent utility. As shown
on Figure 2-16, the Initial Phase of Alternative 2 includes improvements on SR-91
from approximately the Orange/Riverside County line (where the existing Express
Lanes terminate) to the 1-15 interchange (a distance of approximately 8 mi) and
single-lane direct connectors to and from 1-15 south, extending from SR-91 to the
Ontario Avenue interchange (a distance of approximately 3 mi). The Initial Phase of
Alternative 2 would generally implement shorter segments of Alternative 2.
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Note: The Initial Phase only needs striping and does not require any road widening
for the segments west of SR-71 on SR-91 eastbound, west of Green River Road on

SR-91 westbound, and east of I-15 on SR-91 eastbound.

Refer also to Appendix L, Project Features, which provides detailed preliminary
design plans on an aerial photograph base for the two Build Alternatives and their

design variations.
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Note: The Initial Phase only needs striping and does not require any road widening
for the segments west of SR-71 on SR-91 eastbound, west of Green River Road on

SR-91 westbound, and east of I-15 on SR-91 eastbound.

Refer also to Appendix L, Project Features, which provides detailed preliminary
design plans on an aerial photograph base for the two Build Alternatives and their

design variations.
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Table 2.21 Project Improvements in the Initial Phase under Alternative 2f

State Route 91 — Initial Phase of Alternative 2f

Eastbound SR-91 (from west to east)

Westbound SR-91 (from east to west)

From SR-241 to Green River Road, an auxiliary lane would be provided
between the egress (exit) and ingress (entrance) points for the tolled express
lanes at the Orange/Riverside County line. This would be achieved by restriping
the existing pavement.

The westbound Green River Road on-ramp would be reconstructed to
accommodate the Alternative 2 Initial Phase.

From Green River Road to the Orange/Riverside County line, Green River
Road would be realigned to its location in the Alternative 2 Ultimate Project.

The westbound Green River Road off-ramp would be reconstructed to
accommodate the Alternative 2 Ultimate Project.

From Green River Road to SR-241, an auxiliary lane would be provided
between the egress (exit) and ingress (entrance) points for the tolled express
lanes at the Orange/Riverside County line, which would be achieved by a
combination of widening and restriping the existing pavement.

From the Orange/Riverside County line to SR-71, the two existing HOV lanes
would be converted to two tolled express lanes.

From SR-71 to the Riverside/Orange County line, the existing HOV lane
would be converted to a tolled express lane, and a second tolled express lane
would be added.

From the Green River Road eastbound on-ramp to the SR-71 east-north loop
connector, an auxiliary lane would be added by restriping. An optional second
lane would be added at the entrance to the loop connector.

From the SR-71 south-west connector to the Green River Road off-ramp, an
auxiliary lane would be added.

From SR-71 to I-15, the existing HOV lane would be converted to a tolled
express lane, a second tolled express lane would be added, and a fifth general-
purpose lane would be added with interchange improvements at Serfas Club
Drive/Auto Center Drive, Maple Street, Lincoln Avenue, and Main Street.

From I-15 to SR-71 on SR-91, the existing HOV lane would be converted to a
tolled express lane, a second tolled express lane would be added, and a fifth
general-purpose lane would be added with interchange improvements at Main
Street, Lincoln Avenue, Maple Street, and Serfas Club Drive/Auto Center
Drive.

The I-15 connectors would diverge from SR-91 and merge with the eastbound
Main Street on-ramp within a collector-distributor road.

The I-15 connectors would merge with the westbound Main Street off-ramp
within a collector-distributor road before merging with SR-91.

From |-15 to Pierce Street on SR-91, a single tolled express lane would

transition to a fourth general-purpose lane, and an HOV lane would be added by

restriping the existing pavement.

There would be no improvements from Pierce Street to I-15 on SR-91.

I-15 — Initial Phase of Alternative 2f

A single-lane tolled express lane connector would be provided from eastbound SR-91 to southbound I-15 that would continue as a single-lane tolled express lane

in the median of I-15, terminating near the Ontario Avenue interchange.

A single-lane tolled express lane would be constructed in the median of I-15 that would begin near the Ontario Avenue interchange and would continue

northbound as a single-lane express lane connector to westbound SR-91.

Source: Project Report (September 2011).
HOV = high-occupancy vehicle

I-15 = Interstate 15

SR-71 = State Route 71

SR-91 = State Route 91
SR-241 = State Route 241
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Table 2.22 Project Improvements in the Ultimate Project under Alternative 2f

State Route 91 — Ultimate Project for Alternative 2f

Eastbound SR-91 (from west to east)

Westbound SR-91 (from east to west)

A sixth general purpose lane would be provided between SR-241 and SR-71.
Between SR-241 and Coal Canyon, widening on the eastbound SR-91 is
proposed to accommodate the additional lane. Between Coal Canyon and
Green River Road the centerline of SR-91 is proposed to be shifted northward,
and widening of westbound SR-91 is proposed to accommodate the additional
eastbound lane.

A sixth general purpose lane would be provided between SR-71 and SR-241.
Between Coal Canyon and SR-241, widening on the westbound SR-91 is
proposed to accommodate the additional lane.

Between Green River Road and Coal Canyon, widening of westbound SR-91
is proposed to accommodate the additional lane.

The Green River Road eastbound off and on ramps would be widened and
realigned to accommodate the Alternative 2 Ultimate Project.

The Green River Road westbound on ramp would be widened and realigned
to accommodate the Alternative 2 Ultimate Project.

Between Green River Road and SR-71 restriping the eastbound SR-91 is
proposed to accommodate the additional general purpose lane.

Between the SR-71 south-west connector to Green River Road, the additional
general purpose lane would be added by restriping. An auxiliary lane would
also be added in advance of the Green River Road off-ramp by restriping.

From I-15 to Pierce Street, a fourth general purpose lane would be added by
widening the eastbound SR-91 between I-15 and Pierce Street off ramp. The
eastbound tolled express lane would be extended from I-15 to McKinley Street
interchange by restriping the inside general purpose lane.

From Pierce Street to I-15 a fourth general purpose lane would be added by
widening the westbound SR-91 between Pierce St westbound on ramp and I-
15. The westbound HOV lane would be converted to a tolled express lane
within these limits.

The McKinley Street eastbound ramps would be modified to accommodate the
widening of SR-91 and additional lanes would be added to the ramps.

The McKinley Street westbound ramps would be modified to accommodate
the widening of SR-91 and additional lanes would be added to the ramps.

A new collector-distributor road would be constructed combining the Pierce

Street and Magnolia Avenue eastbound off ramps into one exit point from SR-91

which is also the termination point of the fourth general purpose lane addition.

I-15 — Ultimate Project for Alternative 2f

A single-lane tolled express lane would be constructed in the median in both the northbound and southbound directions extending from Ontario Avenue

interchange to Cajalco Road interchange.

A single-lane tolled express lane connector would be provided from eastbound SR-91 to northbound I-15 that would extend in the median of I-15 to Hidden

Valley Road interchange.

A single-lane tolled express lane would be constructed in the median of I-15 that would begin at Hidden Valley Road interchange and would continue southbound

as a single-lane express lane connector to westbound SR-91.

Source: Project Report (September 2011).
HOV = high-occupancy vehicle

1-15 = Interstate 15

SR-71 = State Route 71

SR-91 = State Route 91
SR-241 = State Route 241
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The project components on SR-91 and I-15 provided in the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2 are described in detail in Table 2.21. Typical cross sections on SR-91
and 1-15 for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2 are described in Table 2.22. Typical
cross sections for the No Build Alternative and Alternative 2 are also described in
Table 2.23 for comparison purposes.

Nonstandard Mandatory and Advisory Design Features
The categories of nonstandard mandatory and advisory design features in the Initial
Phase of Alternative 2f are listed in Table 2.24.

Permanent Features

Bridges

The Initial Phase of Alternative 2f would require bridge work involving 24 structures
as shown in Table 2.25. The bridge work would be a combination of modifications to
existing structures, replacement of existing structures, and construction of new
bridges. Some of the existing bridges that would be widened would also be
seismically retrofitted.

Interchanges

The existing local road interchanges on SR-91 at Green River Road, Auto Center
Drive, Maple Street, Lincoln Avenue, West Grand Boulevard, and Main Street would
be modified to accommodate the mainline improvements on SR-91 under the Initial
Phase of Alternative 2f. The existing system interchanges with SR-91 at SR-71 and
I-15 would also be modified to accommodate the improvements on SR-91 under the
Initial Phase of Alternative 2f.

Major Drainage and Culvert Facilities

Over 30 major cross-drainage structures and numerous inlets and contributory
structures would be affected by the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. The affected
drainage/culvert structures and how they would be modified under the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f are summarized in Table 2.26.

Water Quality/Erosion Control

Erosion control would be required for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f to assure
storm water quality compliance and minimize long-term facility maintenance
requirements. For slopes steeper than 4:1 (vertical to horizontal), an erosion control
plan would be developed under the supervision of the Department District Landscape
Architect that indicates how steeper slopes would be stabilized. For slopes steeper
than 2:1, the erosion control plan would include a Geotechnical Report that addresses
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Table 2.23 Typical Mainline Cross Sections for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f

Freeway Segments | No Build Alternative | Initial Phase of Alternative 2f | Alternative 2f
Typical Cross Sections on SR-91
SR-241 to the Orange/Riverside County line o 2 tolled express lanes ¢ 2tolled express lanes o 2 tolled express lanes
e 5 general-purpose lanes e 5 general-purpose lanes e 6 general-purpose lanes
o 1tolled express auxiliary o 1 tolled express auxiliary lane
lane
Orange/Riverside County line to SR-71 e 2 HOV lanes e 2tolled express lanes o 2 tolled express lanes
e 5 general-purpose lanes e 5 general-purpose lanes e 6 general-purpose lanes
e 1tolled express auxiliary e 1 tolled express auxiliary lane
lane
SR-71to I-15 e 1 HOQOV lane e 2tolled express lanes e 2 tolled express lanes
e 4 general-purpose lanes e 5general-purpose lanes o 5 general-purpose lanes
e 1 auxiliary lane e 1 auxiliary lane
I-15 to Pierce Street e 1 HOV lane e 1 HOV lane o 1tolled express lane
e 3 general-purpose lanes e 3 general-purpose lanes e 4 general-purpose lanes
Typical Cross Sections on I-15
Cajalco Road to Ontario Avenue e 3 general-purpose lanes e 3 general-purpose lanes e 1tolled express lane
e 3 general-purpose lanes
Ontario Avenue to SR-91 ¢ 4 general-purpose lanes e 1tolled express lane o 1 tolled express lane
e 4 general-purpose lanes e 4 general-purpose lanes
SR-91 Interchange to Hidden Valley Parkway e 4 general-purpose lanes ¢ 4 general-purpose lanes e 1tolled express lane
e 4 general-purpose lanes

Source: Project Report (September 2011).

Note: Bold indicates a change in the cross section when compared to the cross sections in the column to the immediate left.
HOV = high-occupancy vehicle

I-15 = Interstate 15

SR-71 = State Route 71

SR-91 = State Route 91

SR-241 = State Route 241
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Table 2.24 Nonstandard Mandatory and Advisory Design Features

Design Features

e Clear Width to Bridge Rails HOV Guidelines e Single Lane Branch

e Compound/Reverse Curves HOV Preferred Lane (On-Ramp) Connectors

¢ Corner Sight Distance Interchange Spacing ¢ Single Lane Ramps

¢ Decision Sight Distance Lane Drop e Standards for Curvature
¢ Design Speed Standards Mainline Reduction at Interchange  ® Stopping Sight Distance
e Distance Between Successive Median Width e Superelevation Rate/

Transition/Runoff
Traveled Way Width

e Two Lane Exit Ramps
e Vertical Curve Length

On-Ramps
Diversion Angle

e Grade of Local Road at Ramp
Connection

e Horizontal Clearance to Wall
e Horizontal Curve Radius

Outer Separation
Ramp Gore Geometry
Shoulder Width

Side Slope

Source: Project Report (September 2011).

Table 2.25 Structures Work Under the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f

PM Bridge Name Bridge No. New | Replace | Widen | Retrofit
Riv-91- R0.07 | County Line Creek 56-0366 X
Riv-91-TBA Green River WB Off-Ramp OH TBA X
Riv-91-R1.14 | West Prado OH 56-0634 L X
Riv-91-R2.08 | Rte 91/71 Sep 56-0587 X
Riv-91-R2.08 | E91-N71 Conn Sep 56-0635 X X
Riv-91-R2.84 | Prado OH 56-0637 L/IR X
Riv-91-R3.71 | Serfas Club Drive UC 56-0368 L/R X X
Riv-91-TBA Westbound Maple On-ramp TBA X
Riv-91-TBA Eastbound Maple Off-ramp TBA X
Riv-91-4.16 Maple Street OC 56-0344 X
Riv-91-5.38 Lincoln Avenue OC 56-0362 X
Riv-91-5.70 Buena Vista Avenue UC 56-0373 L/R X
Riv-91-5.99 West Grand Boulevard UC 56-0445 L/R X X
Riv-91-6.34 Main Street UC 56-0448 L/R X
Riv-91-TBA Main Street EB On-Ramp BOH TBA X
Riv-91-6.65 East Grand Boulevard UC 56-0364 L/R X X
Riv-91-TBA EB On-ramp E Grand Blvd UC TBA X
Riv-91-6.93 Temescal Wash BOH 56-0446 L/IR X X
Riv-91-TBA E91-N15/S15 Connector BOH TBA X
Riv-91-TBA N15/S15-W91 Connector BOH TBA X
Riv-91-TBA 91-15 Express Viaduct TBA X
Riv-91-TBA S-W Express Viaduct TBA X
Riv-15-38.69 | Ontario Avenue UC 56-0498 L R X X
Riv-15-39.40 | Old Temescal Rd UC 56-0644 L/R X X
Source: Project Report (2012).

! Selected variations
BOH = bridge and overhead R =realigned
Conn Sep = Connector Separation RCB = reinforced concrete box
EB = eastbound Riv = Riverside County
L/R = left/right SW = southwest
OC = overcrossing TBA = to be assigned
OH = overhead UC = undercrossing
Ora = Orange County WB = westbound
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Table 2.26 Drainage Structures Work Under the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f

Post Mile _ Iqitial Phase of Alternative 2f Drainage Structure Impact§ _
Existing Drainage Structure Impact Modification
SR-91 — Orange County
R16.4 Trpl 12'x10' RCB None None
R16.61 60" RCP None None
R17.00 60" RCP Extend Rt 2" Rt
R17.09 60" CMP None None
R17.38 5'x5’ RCB None None
R17.43 5'x5’ RCB None None
R17.70 3'x3' RCB None None
R17.94 Dbl 10'x8’ RCB None None
R18.16 36" RCP None See Note 1
R18.25 36" RCP Extend Rt 27 Rt
R18.37 36" RCP None See Note 1
R18.55 48" RCP None See Note 1
R18.66 48" RCP None See Note 1
R18.72 60" RCP None See Note 1
R18.82 30" RCP None See Note 1
R18.89 54" RCP None See Note 1
SR-91 — Riverside County
R0.07 Tunnel None See Note 1
R0.12 54" RCP None See Note 1
R0.21 36" CMP None See Note 1
R0.35 12'x12' RCB None See Note 1
R0.47 36" CMP Extend Rt 32' Rt
R0.59 36" CMP Extend Rt 27 Rt
R0.78 36" CMP Extend Rt 70’ Rt
R0.91 24" CMP Portion Abundon Remove 13’
R1.13 24" CMP Protect In Place None
R1.22 54" CMP Protect In Place None
R1.38 72" CMP Protect In Place None
R1.52 72" CMP Protect In Place None
R1.73 12'x9’ RCB Protect In Place None
R2.55 24" CMP Protect In Place None
R3.13 24" CMP Extend Rt 33'Rt
R3.26 24" CMP Protect In Place None
R3.41 24" CMP Protect In Place None
R3.47 8'x8’ RCB Extend Rt 87" Rt
R3.98 42" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 17" Rt & 100’ Lt
4.24 42" RCP Extend Rt 10’ Rt
4.39 30" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 49' Rt & 30’ Lt
4.44 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 38' Rt & 27’ Lt
451 4'x3' RCB Extend Rt 44’ Rt
4.65 Dbl 4'x3' RCB Extend Rt 39' Rt
4.71 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 17 Rt & 21' Lt
4.74 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 24'Rt & 8' Lt
491 24" RCP Extend Rt 25’ Rt
5.05 2-30" RCP Extend Rt 36’ Rt
5.20 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 50’ Rt & 50’ Lt
5.39 30" RCP Abandon Portion Rt Abandon 150’ Rt
5.43 12'x7.5' RCB Extend Rt & Lt 110' Rt & 100’ Lt
5.45 17'x14’ RCB Extend Lt 50’ Lt
5.50 24" RCP Extend Lt 20’ Lt
5.58 24" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 70’ Rt & 60’ Lt
5.71 54" RCP Protect In Place None
5.72 18" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 78 Rt & 75’ Lt
5.84 30" RCP Abandon Portion Rt 60’ New 30" RCP Rt
5.85 30" RCP Abandon Portion Rt 55’ New 30" RCP Rt
6.00 36" RCP Protect In Place None
6.02 18" RCP Abandon Entire Abandon 270’
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Table 2.26 Drainage Structures Work Under the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f

Post Mile _ Iqitial Phase of Alternative 2f Drainage Structure Impact§ _
Existing Drainage Structure Impact Modification

6.06 84" RCP Protect In Place None
6.08 36" RCP Protect In Place None
6.14 36" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 5 Rt & 226’ Lt
6.22 48" RCP Extend Rt 30’ Rt
6.29 48" RCP Extend Rt 25" Rt
6.32 18" RCP Extend Lt 50’ New 24" RCP Lt
6.35 48" RCP Protect In Place None
6.37 48" RCP Protect In Place None
6.38 18" RCP Extend Lt 90’ Lt
6.43 48" RCP Protect In Place None
6.50 30" RCP Extend Rt 125' Rt
6.58 48" RCP Extend Rt & Lt 110' Rt & 190’ Lt
6.63 30" RCP Extend Rt 70" Rt
6.68 18" RCP Protect In Place None
6.82 18" RCP Abandon Entire Abandon 146’
6.92 18" RCP Extend Lt 40’ New 24" RCP Lt
7.29 24" RCP None None
7.33 18" RCP None None
7.38 24" RCP None None
7.49 24" RCP None None
7.56 18" RCP None None
7.78 18" CSP None None
7.88 54" RCP None None
8.26 8'x6’ RCB None None
8.64 18" RCP None None
8.74 Dbl 8'x5’ RCB None None
8.79 18” RCP None None
8.91 30” RCP None None
9.05 18" RCP None None
9.12 24" RCP None None
9.19 48" RCP None None
9.19 48" RCP None None
9.21 18" RCP None None
9.38 18" RCP None None
9.55 24" RCP None None
9.60 30" RCP None None
9.73 36" RCP None None
10.00 Trpl 5’x3' RCB None None
10.08 18" RCP None None
10.14 18" RCP None None
10.18 48" RCP None None
10.47 18" RCP None None
10.52 18" RCP None None
10.59 3-4'X2' RCB None None
10.70 3-12'X9' RCB None None
10.72 18" RCP None None
10.82 18" RCP None None
10.86 18" RCP None None
10.94 18" RCP None None

Source: Project Report (2012).

Note 1: These cross culverts are being extended as part of the SR-91 Eastbound Lane Addition Project on the
south side of SR-91 and the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phase 2B Project
on the north side of SR-91.

CMP = corrugated metal pipe RCB = reinforced concrete box
CSP = corrugated steel pipe RCP = reinforced concrete pipe
Dbl = double Rt = right

Lt = left SR-91 = State Route 91

N/A = not applicable Trpl = triple

R = realigned
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the stability of slopes steeper than 2:1 and would have concurrence by the
Department District Maintenance Storm Water Coordinator. In addition, temporary
BMPs would be implemented during construction of the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f.

Permanent BMPs for long-term operations of the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f would
include biofiltration swales, infiltration basins, detention basins, and/or media filters
(also referred to as Austin sand filters).

The increased impervious surface areas and disturbed soil areas under the Initial

Phase of Alternative 2f are summarized by segment in Table 2.27.

Table 2.27 Storm Water Effect Areas for
the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f

Initial Phase of Alternative 2f

Project Segment New Impervious Disturbed Soil
Surface Area (acres) Area (acres)

1 40 173

2 41 122

3 19 26

Total 100 321

Source: Project Report (2012).

The quantities of feasible treatment BMPs estimated for the three project segments
for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f are listed in Table 2.28.

Table 2.28 Estimated Quantities of Treatment Best
Management Practices for the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f

Initial Phase of Alternative 2f
. Biofiltration Infiltration Detention Media Sand

Project Segment Swales/Strips Devices Devices Filters
(Each) (Each) (Each) (Each)

1 7 5 5 5

2 4 6 7 10

3 1 1 1 1

Total 12 12 13 16

Source: Project Report (2012).

The preliminary estimated total costs for storm water BMPs including temporary
(construction site) and permanent (treatment) BMPs for the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f are listed in Table 2.29.
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Table 2.29 Storm Water Best Management
Practices Cost Estimates for the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f

Description Cost
Design Pollution Prevention BMPs $447,011
Treatment BMPs $6,381,375
Construction Site BMPs $5,792,242
SWPPP $10,000
Total Estimated Storm Water BMP Cost $12,630,628

Source: Project Report (2012).

Prior to and during construction of the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project for
Alternative 2f, the design/build contractor will be required to comply with the
provisions of the following:

e NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ,
NPDES No. CAS000002), and any subsequent permit, as they relate to the project
construction activities.

e General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Surface Waters that
Pose an Insignificant (De Minimus) Threat to Water Quality, Order No. R8-2009-
0003, NPDES No. CAG998001, as they relate to discharge of non-storm-water
dewatering wastes for the project.

e Procedures outlined in the Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks, Project
Planning and Design Guide (July 2010 or subsequent issuance) for implementing
Design Pollution Prevention and Treatment BMPs for the project.

e NPDES Permit, Statewide Storm Water Permit, and Waste Discharge
Requirements for the State of California, Department of Transportation (Order
No. 99-06-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003)

e NPDES Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements for the Riverside County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the County of Riverside, and the
incorporated cities of Riverside County within the Santa Ana Region (Order No.
R8-2010-0033, NPDES No. CAS618033); and for the County of Orange, Orange
County Flood Control District and the incorporated cities of Orange County
within the Santa Ana Region (Order No. R8-2009-0030), as applicable.
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Retaining Walls

Several retaining walls are required to retain fill or cut slopes along the project
segments of the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. The approximate wall locations and
average heights on SR-91 and I-15 for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f are listed in
Table 2.30.

Noise Barriers

There are existing noise barriers on the north side of the SR-91 mainline in the
vicinity of the SR-91/SR-241/Gypsum Canyon Road interchange. Most of those walls
would remain under the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f, but some of the existing
barriers would be reconstructed. Preliminary locations for new or replacement noise
barriers on SR-91 and 1-15 under the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f are summarized in
Table 2.31.

Utilities

There are several known utility facilities within the project limits. The following
utility companies have facilities within the project limits on SR-91 that may be
impacted by the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f:

e SCE
e SCG
o AT&T

e City of Corona water and sewer
e Comcast Cable

e Sprint
e Time Warner Cable
o Questar

Some existing utility facilities would only require encasement or protection in place
during construction of the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. However, the relocation of
some existing utility facilities would be necessary to accommodate the construction
of the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. Appendix J, Utility Relocations, summarizes the
anticipated utility relocations for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. Several of these
utility facilities have been identified as “high/low risk” under the Department “Policy
on High and Low Risk Underground Facilities Within Highway Rights of Way,” as
defined in Chapter 13 of the Caltrans Right-of-Way Manual. All the utility relocation
work needed to construct the improvements under the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f
is considered to be part of the project. The utility conflicts for the Initial Phase of
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Table 2.30 Alternative 2f Initial Phase Average Retaining Wall Heights

Beg Length Height
RW No. Location Type PM End PM (ft) (ft)
Westbound SR-91

21 Green River Road and Corps Embankment 1 0.50 0.52 100 4
23 Mainline & Green River on-ramp MSE 0.50 0.88 2000 13
43 Green River on-ramp 1 0.88 0.90 100 3
43 Green River on-ramp Tieback 0.90 0.94 200 8
61 Mainline & Green River off-ramp 1 1.24 1.90 3500 20
113 Mainline and 71 W-N Connector Tieback 2.23 2.75 2750 10
141 Mainline 1 2.75 2.89 700 4
153 Mainline & Auto Center on-ramp 1 2.94 3.59 3432 7
TBA Serfas Club Dr UC Tieback 3.68 3.75 400 11

TBA Maple St OC Tieback 4.12 4.14 115 124
TBA Smith Ave OC Tieback 4.70 4.73 124 9.7
193 Auto Center off-ramp 1 3.74 4.29 2900 10
199 Maple off-ramp RT between Mainline 1 3.85 4.01 850 14

Maple off-ramp LT between

201 Auto Center off-ramp 1 3.87 3.95 400 19
223 Maple off-ramp Mainline 1 4.19 4.80 3200 3
227 Mainline 1 4.796 5.364 3000 10
284 Lincoln Ave off and on Ramp 1 5.21 5.50 1515 14
287.2 Lincoln Ave off-ramp 1 5.402 5.686 1910 17
304 Mainline & Main St on-ramp 1 5.717 6.023 1616 23
325 Main St on-ramp 1 6.124 6.312 992 22
333 Mainline 1 6.264 6.339 398 19
338.2 Mainline 1 6.376 6.524 783 21
339 Main St off-ramp 1 6.386 6.587 1058 22
342 HOT Connectors MSE 6.444 6.577 705 7
353 Mainline 1 6.660 6.899 1262 28
374 NB I-15 to WB SR-91 conn 1 7.051 7.163 591 8
384 SB I-15 to WB SR-91 conn 1 7.239 7.257 95 4

Southbound I-15

2149 | HOT Connectors | MSE [ 40708 | 40819 | 58 | 8

Eastbound SR-91

110 Mainline 1 2.15 2.21 300 4
148 Mainline (goes past Riv1 line) 1 2.89 3.02 700 4
162 Mainline & Auto Ctr. off-ramp 1 3.17 3.70 2800 7
192 Autocenter on-ramp & Mainline 1 3.73 3.98 1300 6
198 Maple Off Ramp LT between Mainline 1 3.83 3.97 700 9
Maple Off Ramp RT between
200 Auto Center on-ramp 1 3.83 3.97 700 6
TBA Serfas Club Dr UC Tieback 3.68 3.75 400 11
TBA Maple St OC Tieback 4.13 4.14 98 12.4
216 Maple Off Ramp at intersection 1 4.18 4.27 450 9
220 Mainline 1 4.26 4.34 438 7
228 Maple on-ramp & Mainline 1 4.29 4.80 2700 2
228 Mainline 1 4.796 4.834 200 5
278 Mainline/Lincoln Off-ramp 1 5.222 5.403 831 5
285 Mainline Tieback 5.375 5.398 125 11
299 Lincoln on-ramp 1 5.625 5.717 488 13
303 Mainline 1 5.730 6.006 1459 22
321 Mainline & Main St off-ramp 1 6.053 6.292 1263 20
334.1 Mainline 1 6.284 6.347 332 13
334.2 Main St off-ramp 1 6.292 6.340 252 5
338.1 Mainline 1 6.376 6.548 907 15
342 HOT Connectors MSE 6.444 6.577 705 7
343 Main St on-ramp & braid on-ramp 1 6.462 6.696 1234 16
351 Mainline 1 6.605 6.670 343 6
355 Mainline 1 6.694 6.718 127 6
356.1 SR-91 CD road to I-15 1 6.709 6.902 1023 20
356.2 Main St braid on-ramp 1 6.719 6.766 247 19
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Table 2.30 Alternative 2f Initial Phase Average Retaining Wall Heights

Beg Length Height
RW No. Location Type PM End PM (ft) (ft)
357 Mainline 1 6.737 6.785 254 6
361 Main St braid on-ramp 1 6.803 6.919 612 8
381 EB SR-91 to SB I-15 conn 1 7.197 7.277 425 6
383 Mainline 1 7.242 7.296 283 6
Northbound I-15
2149 | HOT Connectors | MSE [ 40708 [ 40819 | 586 | 8

Source: Project Report (2012).

71 W-N = 71 West to North
CD = collector-distributor

Corps = United States Army Corps of Engineers

EB = eastbound

ft = foot/feet

HOT = high-occupancy toll
1-15 = Interstate 15

LT = Left Turn

MSE = Mechanically Stabilized Earth

NB = northbound

OC = Overcrossing

PM = Post Mile
RT = Right Turn

RW = Retaining Wall
SB = southbound
SR-91 = State Route 91
TBA = To Be Assigned
UC = Undercrossing
WB = westbound

Table 2.31 Initial Phase for Alternative 2f Recommended Noise Barrier
Locations on SR-91 and I-15

Noise Length Height

Harrier No. Location — From Location — To Beg PM | End PM (ft) (ft)
Eastbound SR-91

K-1 0.46 mi W Auto Ctr Dr 0.09 mi W Auto Ctr Dr 3.25 3.62 1925 14

M-2 0.01 mi E Auto Ctr Dr 0.02 mi W Maple St 3.72 4.14 2185 14

M-1 0.09 mi W Auto Ctr Dr 0.25 mi E Auto Ctr Dr 3.62 3.96 1835 14

0O-1 0.31 mi E Maple St 0.02 mi W Smith Ave 3.95 4.71 1315 14
Westbound SR-91

E-1 0.15 mi E Coal Cyn Rd 0.95 mi W Green River Rd *18.42 0.00 4115 14

E-1 0.95 mi W Green River Rd 0.06 mi W Green River Rd 0.00 0.89 4250 14
Eastbound SR-91

0-2 0.004 mi E Smith Ave 0.01 mi W Lincoln Ave 4.73 5.38 3400 14

Q-1 0.01 mi W Buena V. Ave 0.11 mi W Main St. 5.67 6.23 3190 14

W-1 0.05 mi E Main St. 0.01 mi E E. Grand Blvd 6.39 6.44 1855 12
Westbound SR-91

P-1 0.15 mi E Lincoln Ave 0.08 mi W Main St. 5.53 6.28 3960 12

V-1 0.10 mi E Main St. 0.23 mi E Main St. 6.44 6.57 700 8

T-1 0.17 mi W Main St 0.15 mi E Main St 6.17 6.50 1675 10

D1-B 0.35 mi W Buchanan St 0.02 mi W Buchanan St 9.95 10.11 950 12
Southbound I-15

K1-A | 0.04 mi N Parkridge Ave | 0.02 mi S Corona Ave | 4186 | 4243 [ 3000 [ 14

Source: Project Report (2012).
* Post Mile entry is in Orange County, all others are Riverside County.

E = east PM = Post Mile
ft = feet S = south
1-15 = Interstate 15 SR-91 = State Route 91
mi = mile/miles W = west
N = north
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Alternative 2f are similar to the total required for both the Initial Phase and Ultimate
Project Alternative 2f, but result in approximately $5 million less in utility conflicts.

Refer to the following tables provided later in Section 3.5, Utilities/Emergency
Services, which describe the effects of the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for
Alternatives 1 and 2 on utilities in detail, including those utilities considered high
risk:

e Table 3.5.4: Utility Relocations, Removals, and Protection In-place under Both
Alternatives 1 and 2
e Table 3.5.5: Additional Utility Relocations Under Alternative 2

Landscaping and Irrigation Systems

The Department District 8 Landscape Architecture Branch developed the 215/91
Landscape Corridor Master Plan (Master Plan; September 5, 2006) that includes the
Riverside County segment of SR-91 within the project limits. That Master Plan
provides guidance on plant material selection and hardscape elements that consider
water use, ease and safety of maintenance, nonnative plant exclusion, corridor
continuity, local cultural integration, and other context-sensitive factors.

Most of the existing highway planting and landscaping along SR-91 in the project
limits would be removed under the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. Replacement
planting/landscaping and hardscape elements, consistent with the Master Plan, would
be provided on SR-91 under the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. The contract for
planting/landscaping would be separate from the prime construction contract.
Landscaping would commence before the end of construction of the Initial Phase and
would be coordinated with the landscaping for the Ultimate Project.

The improvements on 1-15 under the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f would be
constructed in the median. There is currently no landscaping or irrigation in the
existing median on I-15 within the project limits.

Ramp Metering

Ramp metering would be provided on all the local on-ramps on SR-91 in the project
limits, if not present already. HOV bypass lanes would be constructed on ramps that
are modified where feasible.

The connectors between SR-91 and I-15 (existing or new) would not be metered, with
one exception. The new westbound collector-distributor road where 1-15 traffic joins
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SR-91 would be metered. The existing meter on the southbound SR-71 to eastbound
SR-91 connector would be maintained. There would be no new metering for other
connectors at the SR-71 and SR-91 interchange.

California Highway Patrol Enforcement Activities
CHP enforcement areas would be provided at new ramp meter installations and along
the SR-91 mainline for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f as shown in Table 2.32.

Table 2.32 California Highway Patrol Median Refuge
Locations for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f

Co-Rte-PM SR-91 Eastbound SR-91 Westbound Existing or New
Ora-91-17.0 X X Existing
Ora-91-17.7 X New
Ora-91-18.0 X New
Riv-91-1.64 X New
Riv-91-2.40 X New
Riv-91-2.78 X New
Riv-91-9.7 X X Remove

Source: Project Report (2012).

CHP = California Highway Patrol

CO = County

Ora = Orange County

PM = Post Mile

Riv = Riverside County

Rte = Route

SR-91 = State Route 91

X = CHP median refuge provided at this location

Non-Motorized and Pedestrian Features

Existing local road interchanges with SR-91 would be modified as a result of the
Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. Construction of improvements at the local road
connections would implement current ADA standards for curb ramp and sidewalks.
These types of modifications are planned at the Auto Center Drive, Maple Street,
Lincoln Avenue, and Main Street interchanges in the City of Corona.

The Initial Phase of Alternative 2f accommodates the existing Santa Ana River Trail/
Bike Lane and bicycle facilities on local streets. Bike lanes would be provided at
Maple Street, Lincoln Avenue, and Main Street. The existing equestrian trails in
Santa Ana Canyon would not be affected by the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f.

Permanent Right-of-Way Acquisition

The Initial Phase of Alternative 2 would require the permanent acquisition of
additional right-of-way. Those acquisitions would include new right-of-way acquired
in fee and permanent subsurface and aerial easements. The Initial Phase of
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Alternative 2 would also require the temporary use of land during construction for
TCEs. The extent of acquisition and TCEs varies for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2
among its design variations. The numbers of full and partial acquisitions for the Initial
Phase of Alternative 2 are summarized by segment in Table 2.33.

Table 2.33 Right-of-Way Requirements for the Initial
Phase of Alternative 2 — Segments 1, 2, and 3

Part of Freeway Number. o.f 'Partial Numbc.ar.o.f Full
Acquisitions Acquisitions
Segment 1"
Orange County 9 0
Riverside County — County Line 17 0
Auto Center Drive/Maple Street — Variation 1 55 26
Auto Center Drive/Maple Street — Variation 1 with 73 29t

Smith Avenue — Variation 2
Auto Center Drive/Maple Street — Variation 2 66 18
Auto Center Drive/Maple Street — Variation 2 with

1
Smith Avenue — Variation 2 8 26
Total 104 29
Segment 2
West — Variation 1 47 25
West — Variation 2 48 26"
West — Variation 3 50 21
West — Variation 4 50" 23
Interchange 45" 39
Total 95 65
Segment 3
South of SR-91 39 0
Total 39 0

Source: Project Report (September 2011).

! These totals represent the worst case (the greatest number of full and partial acquisitions)
at the locations where there are design variations.

SR-91 = State Route 91

Temporary Project Features

Construction Staging

Construction staging would be required for all ramp reconstruction, freeway
widening, and profile adjustments under the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. The
existing number of mainline through lanes would be maintained during construction
by restriping the existing lanes and by shifting traffic within the corridor to maintain
the existing capacity during construction. Complete closures of SR-91 and I-15 are
not anticipated to be required during the construction of the Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f.

A Final Work Zone Mainline Analysis (February 2010) for the SR-91 corridor was
conducted to identify ways to minimize congestion along the corridor during the
construction of the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. That analysis was used to compare
and select optimal construction staging strategies. The work zone analysis examined
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ramp and connector closures in addition to two SR-91 mainline construction
scenarios. With either mainline scenario, Stage 1 would construct outside
improvements without impacting the mainline traffic lanes. Lane restrictions during
Stage 2 would vary between the two scenarios evaluated.

The first mainline work zone scenario for SR-91 would consist of narrowing the
existing mainline through lanes to 10.5 ft wide and maintaining a total of four GP
lanes and one HOV lane in each direction. The second scenario would consist of
converting the HOV lane to a GP lane and maintaining the three other GP lanes on
weekends only. Both weekend and weekday peak periods were examined.

Congestion would occur with both scenarios, and neither scenario demonstrated a
clear advantage from a traffic impact perspective. Under the second scenario, the
tradeoffs involve avoidance of weekday impacts with greatly increased construction
duration and costs. The first scenario is favored because it results in shorter
construction duration with lower construction costs and earlier project completion.

Ramp and connector closures would also be required on SR-91 during the
construction of the Initial Phase of Alternative 2. Preliminary recommendations for
the duration of, and detours for, those ramp and connector closures on eastbound and
westbound SR-91 are summarized in Table 2.34.

Construction Vehicle Access and Material Staging

Under the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f, construction vehicle access and staging of
construction materials would occur within existing disturbed or developed areas
inside the existing right-of-way or the additional right-of-way acquired for the Initial
Phase. Vehicle access and materials staging during construction of walls outside of
and immediately adjacent to the State right-of-way would occur in approved
designated areas. All construction vehicle access, materials staging and storage, and
other construction activities would occur within the defined disturbance limits for the
Initial Phase of Alternative 2f.

The TCEs and permanent right-of-way limits for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f
and its design features, which include areas for construction vehicle access and
material staging, are shown on the detailed figures provided in Appendix L, Project
Features.
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Table 2.34 Preliminary Proposed Ramp and Connector Closures
along SR-91 for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f

Interchange (Ig?;}g)s) Closure ID Time of Closure Duration
SR-91 Eastbound
SR-71 SB — SR-91 EB On X2 Weekends 2 weekends
Auto Center Drive On X3 Weekdays 6 months
Second Street/Grand Boulevard Off X4 Permanent --
Main Street On X5 Weekdays & Weekends 12 months
SR-91 EB —I-15 NB Off X6 Weekends 2 weekends
SR-91 EB - I-15 SB Off X7 Weekends 2 weekends
SR-91 EB - SR-71 NB Off X12 Weekends 2 weekends
SR-91 Westbound

SR-71 SB — SR-91 WB On Y3 Weekends 1 weekend
SR-91 WB — SR-71 NB Off Y4 Weekends 4 weekends
Auto Center Drive Off Y5 Weekdays & Weekends 6 months
Maple Street Off Y6 Weekdays & Weekends 2 months
Grand Boulevard On Y7 Permanent --
Main Street Off Y8 Weekdays & Weekends 12 months
1-15 SB — SR-91 WB On Y9 Weekends 1 weekend
Source: Final Ramp Closure Study (February 2010).
EB = eastbound NB = northbound SR-71 = State Route 71
1-15 = Interstate 15 SB = southbound SR-91 = State Route 91
ID = identification SR-241 = State Route 241 WB = westbound

Transportation Management Plan During Construction

A Preliminary TMP (May 2010) was prepared to address transportation management
during construction of the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f. Key elements in the TMP
are:

e Public information/PAC

e Motorist information strategies
e Incident management

e Construction strategies

e Demand management

e Alternate route strategies

e Other strategies

Temporary Construction Easements

TCEs would be necessary under the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f for constructing
walls along the State or other public rights-of-way, for extending major drainage
facilities and culverts, utility relocation/modifications, and widening bridges. Land
used as a TCE would be returned to its original or better condition prior to the return
of that land to the original owners after the completion of the construction activities
requiring that TCE. No permanent project features will be constructed within the
boundaries of the TCEs.
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Construction Lighting

The Initial Phase of Alternative 2f would require nighttime construction activities in
some areas. If work is conducted at night, lighting would be directed away from land
uses outside the freeway rights-of-way.

Project Costs
The Initial Phase of Alternative 2f would cost $1.047 billion. The roadway, structure,
right-of-way, and total costs for all of the design variations in the Initial Phase of

Alternative 2 are provided in Table 2.35.

Table 2.35 Initial Phase of Alternative 2 Summary of Costs

Alternative Roadway Structure Right-of-Way Total
2a $372,800,000 $419,100,000 $227,600,000 $1,019,500,000
2b $372,400,000 $417,600,000 $219,400,000 $1,009,400,000
2c $386,400,000 $447,400,000 $247,000,000 $1,080,800,000
2d $386,000,000 $445,800,000 $244,600,000 $1,076,400,000
2e $371,100,000 $439,300,000 $212,700,000 $1,023,100,000
2f $361,600,000 $437,800,000 $248,000,000 $1,047,400,000
29 $384,400,000 $467,000,000 $244,500,000 $1,095,900,000
2h $383,900,000 $465,400,000 $242,200,000 $1,091,500,000

Source: Project Report (September 2011).

Ultimate Project for Alternative 2

The Ultimate Project under Alternative 2f would be constructed as an independent
construction contract, with the Ultimate Project estimated to have a construction
duration of 1 to 2 years. The Ultimate Project under Alternative 2f would include the
improvements on SR-91 from SR-241 to SR-71, which would include the
construction of one GP lane in each direction; the improvements on SR-91 from 1-15
to Pierce Street, which would include one GP lane in each direction; the
improvements on I-15 from Ontario Avenue to Cajalco Road, which would include
extending the express lane access point to Cajalco Road; and improvements on 1-15
between SR-91 and Hidden Valley Parkway, which would include direct connectors
between SR-91 eastbound to I-15 northbound and 1-15 southbound to SR-91
westbound. In locations where the Initial Phase improvements overlap with
improvements in the Ultimate Project, such as bridges or retaining walls, the Initial
Phase would construct those improvements in their ultimate locations, to the extent
feasible. Minimal additional costs associated with phasing are anticipated as efforts
would be made to minimize future rework and throw-away costs.
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2.3.45 Design/Build Process

Alternatives 1 and 2 will be implemented in a best value design/build process. Under
a typical traditional design-bid-construction process, a project is designed,
construction contractors bid on that designed project, and the selected contractor
constructs the designed project. This process requires separate contracts between the
owner and the designer and then between the owner and the construction contractor.
Under this approach, changes to the project design in response to changes in the field
or opportunities to improve the design require a lengthy design review and approval
process followed by work orders that define and approve the specific changes for
implementation by the contractor. This results in a longer time period because the
construction cannot begin until the design is fully completed and approved.

Under a best value design/build process, the owner contracts with a single entity (the
design/build contractor) that would be responsible for designing and building the
project. A primary advantage of this process is that design and construction activities
can occur concurrently, which can substantially reduce the time between completion
of the environmental process for a project and the beginning of operations for the first
project improvements. In summary, the best value contract selection and procurement
process generally provides for flexibility not offered by traditional competitive
bidding. Design/build results in a single-source responsibility, decreases adversarial
communications among the parties working on the project, results in faster project
completion, provides greater ability to consider the past performance records of
bidders, and typically reduces administrative costs. The primary benefit of a best
value design-build process for the SR-91 CIP for the traveling public is that the best
value contracting will result in the availability of the improvements to the public
approximately 3 years sooner than under the traditional design-bid-construction
process.

The design/build process includes several activities under the umbrella title “design/
build:”

e Final Design: This includes all activities related to the final design of the project
components and features, including: preparing the design; coordinating with
parties such as utility providers regarding that design; incorporating the
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures and other project conditions
into the project specifications; conducting additional hazardous material testing;
and preparing the detailed project specifications for the construction contractor.
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e Preconstruction: This includes activities related to preparing for the project
construction, including: property acquisition; development of traffic management
plans, safety, and other required plans; hazardous materials and waste
remediation; any required preconstruction geotechnical or other site surveys or
reviews; and other activities that are initiated during and after final design when
the design for specific project features and components become available.

e Construction: This includes all activities related to the construction of the project
components and features based on the final design, including: setting up staging
areas; materials/equipment deliveries; removal of waste materials; demolition;
clearing; grading; excavation; pile driving construction of structures and the road
surfaces; installation of BMPs, lighting, signing, and landscaping; and site
cleanup.

e Post-construction: This includes activities conducted after construction of the
project facilities is complete, including returning areas used as TCEs to their pre-
project conditions, and installing and completing installation of all landscaping.

The project avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures provided in Chapter 3,
Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization,
and Mitigation Measures, and in Appendix E, Environmental Commitments Record,
indicate whether the individual measures apply throughout the design/build process or
for specific activities conducted as part of the design/build process.

2.3.5 Transportation Systems Management and Traffic Demand
Management
The project does not include Transportation Systems Management (TSM), Traffic
Demand Management (TDM), or multi-modal alternatives because the features of
these measures (e.g., carpool, bus, and commuter rail) are provided by several local
agencies, including RCTC and OCTA. However, TSM, TDM, and multi-modal
components were considered, and elements of these measures are incorporated into
the Build Alternatives as discussed below.

2.3.5.1 Transportation Systems Management

TSM consists of strategies to maximize the efficiency of the existing transportation
facilities by providing options such as ridesharing, parking, and traffic signal
optimization. TSM options to improve traffic flow typically increase the number of
vehicle trips a facility can carry without increasing the number of through lanes. Such
strategies include replacing existing stop signs with traffic signals to improve existing
peak-hour traffic flow and reduce queuing of vehicles. TSM also encourages public
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and private transit, ridesharing programs, and bicycle and pedestrian improvements as
elements of a unified urban transportation system.

Although TSM measures would not solely satisfy the purpose and need of the project,
TSM measures have been incorporated into the Build Alternatives as described under
each of the Build Alternatives and summarized below:

e Ramp metering

e Auxiliary lanes

e Collector-distributor roads

e Frontage roads

e Turning lanes

e Traffic signal coordination

e Bicycle and pedestrian improvements

2.3.5.2 Traffic Demand Management

TDM focuses on regional strategies to reduce the number of vehicle trips and vehicle
miles traveled, and to increase vehicle occupancy. TDM facilitates higher vehicle
occupancy or reduces traffic congestion by expanding the traveler’s transportation
choices in terms of travel method, travel time, travel route, travel costs, and the
quality and convenience of the travel experience. Typical TDM activities reduce the
amount of single-occupancy vehicle trips by providing funds to regional agencies that
are actively promoting ridesharing, maintaining rideshare databases, and providing
limited rideshare services to employers and individuals. Promoting mass transit and
facilitating non-motorized alternative means of transportation are two such examples,
but TDM strategies may also include reducing the need for travel altogether through
initiatives such as telecommuting. In some cases, TDM may involve changing work
schedules, resulting in a greater travel flexibility that produces a more even pattern of
transportation network use and mutes the effect of morning and evening rush hours.

Alternative 1 would maintain the existing HOV lanes on SR-91 between the Orange/
Riverside County line and Pierce Street. The continued operation of the HOV lanes
under Alternative 1 would continue to act as an incentive for ridesharing which is a
key TDM measure.

Alternative 2 would extend the existing tolled express lanes on SR-91 from the
County line to I1-15 in the City of Corona. Those tolled express lanes extension would
operate with the same policy as the existing SR-91 tolled express lanes in Orange
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County and provide a free or discounted rate to carpools with three or more occupants
and buses. This ridesharing incentive is a TDM measure that would be implemented
with Alternative 2, if selected, and is expected to further increase the occupancy rate
on the SR-91 and reduce traffic demand.

2.3.5.3 Major Investment Study Build Alternatives

The Riverside County-Orange County Major Investment Study Final Project Report:
Locally Preferred Strategy Report (OCTA, January 2006) considered a wide range of
transportation options to address the need for improved mobility between Orange and
Riverside Counties. Specifically, the MIS Policy Committee identified and approved
four separate bands of broad east-west corridors between Riverside and Orange
Counties as part of the LPS to address the demand for east-west travel between
Riverside and Orange Counties. The SR-91 CIP is one of those bands of
improvements (Corridor C). In addition to improvements to SR-91, three new
corridors to meet the need for east-west travel between Riverside and Orange
Counties were identified in the MIS as Corridors A, B, and D, which are described
below. As noted in the MIS, Corridors A, B, and D would be needed in addition to
the SR-91 CIP to address the forecasted demand for east-west travel between the two
counties:

e Corridor A: Corridor A was defined as a corridor parallel to and north of SR-91
that would provide additional capacity in an elevated viaduct within the existing
SR-91 corridor. Because Corridor A would have limited access/egress (i.e., at
only I-15, SR-71, and SR-241), it would not address substantial amounts of the
demand in this corridor. In addition, as noted above, the MIS identified the need
for both the project and Corridor A, so Corridor A alone would not be consistent
with the MIS and would not meet the defined purpose of the project.

e Corridor B: Corridor B was defined as a full-length tunnel or partial surface
road/tunnel alignment from Cajalco Road at 1-15 in Riverside County west across
the Santa Ana Mountains to the SR-241/SR-133 interchange in central Orange
County. Corridor B would be substantially south of the SR-91 corridor and, as
noted in the MIS, is considered to be a needed improvement in addition to the
project to address east-west demand. In addition, a corridor across the Santa Ana
Mountains could traverse the Cleveland National Forest (CNF), the NNL land on
the Irvine Ranch, and Limestone Canyon Regional Park, potentially resulting in
substantial permanent and/or temporary use impacts of Section 4(f) properties. It
might also impact Section 6(f) properties.
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e Corridor D: Corridor D was defined as a corridor extending along existing SR-74
between Orange and Riverside Counties. Corridor D would be substantially south
of the SR-91 corridor and, as noted in the MIS, is considered a needed
improvement in addition to the project to address east-west demand. In addition, a
corridor along SR-74 could traverse CNF and Ronald W. Caspers Wilderness
Park, potentially resulting in permanent and/or temporary use impacts of Section
4(f) and Section 6(f) properties.

The MIS Build Alternatives listed above were eliminated from consideration for the
SR-91 CIP because they would not meet most of the project objectives, and Corridors
B, C and D could result in substantial use effects on Section 4(f) and Section 6(f)
properties.

2.3.6 No Build Alternative

Several existing approved and in-process projects in the SR-91 and 1-15 corridors are
included in the background condition in the No Build Alternative and the Build
Alternatives. Those projects, described later in Section 2.3.9, are:

e SR-91 Eastbound Lane Addition Project Between SR-241 and SR-71

e Santa Ana Mainstem Project — Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phases 2A and 2B
e Santa Ana River Interceptor Pipeline Reaches 1l and IV

e SR-71/SR-91 Interchange Improvement Project

e 1-15 Corridor Improvement Project

e SR-241/SR-91 Direct Connectors

The background condition for the No Build and Build Alternatives does not include
the Corridor A, B, and D improvements.

The No Build Alternative would generally maintain the current configurations of
SR-91 and I-15 in the project study area, including the approved/planned projects
described above. Under this alternative, there would be no additional GP lanes and no
change in the existing configuration of tolled express or HOV lanes on SR-91. None
of the improvements proposed in Build Alternatives 1 and 2 would be provided under
the No Build Alternative. Although smaller localized projects could be considered,
approved, and implemented on their own merits under the No Build Alternative, this
alternative does not include any major corridor improvements on the project segments
of SR-91 and I-15 beyond those described above as background improvements under
the No Build and Build Alternatives.
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The No Build Alternative is shown in detail on aerial photographs in Appendix L.

The No Build Alternative would not improve the vehicle, person, and goods
movement travel times on SR-91 and I-15 and would not more effectively serve
existing and future travel demand between and within Riverside and Orange Counties
consistent with the RCTC Measure A 10-Year Delivery Plan. Under the No Build
Alternative, no improvements would be provided on SR-91, I-15, and intersecting
local roads to more effectively serve existing and forecast intraregional travel demand
and reduce diversion of regional traffic from the freeways into the surrounding
communities. As a result, the No Build Alternative would not benefit travelers in
these corridors and would not contribute to improved air quality in the long term.

The SR-91 Implementation Plan would not be implemented under the No Build
Alternative.

The No Build Alternative provides a benchmark by which the public and decision-
makers can compare the magnitude of the effects of the Build Alternatives.

2.3.7 Comparison of the No Build and Build Alternatives
Table 2.36 provides a comparison of the key features and potential environmental
effects of the No Build Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2.

2.3.7.1 Identification of the Preferred Alternative

This section discusses the process to identify a Preferred Alternative for the SR-91
CIP. As documented in this section, the identification of a Preferred Alternative was
the result of an ongoing, interdisciplinary process that was carried out by the PDT to
identify the purpose and need for the project, develop the range of alternatives,
evaluate the alternatives, and present the results of the alternatives’ evaluation to the
public in the Draft EIR/EIS, which was circulated for public review in May 2011. As
described later in this section, the PDT identified Alternative 2f as the Preferred
Alternative on September 20, 2011.

2-124 SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS'



Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

Table 2.36 Comparison of the Alternatives

Project Feature or
Environmental Effect

No Build Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Project Features’

Structures (new, None Up to 27 Upto 34
replace, widen,
retrofit)
Drainage Structures None 52 57
(modified)
Water Quality and None 18 biofiltration swales/strips 25 biofiltration swales/strips
Erosion Control 13 infiltration devices 19 infiltration devices
BMPs 16 detention devices 22 detention devices

16 Austin sand filters 22 Austin sand filters
Costs for BMPs None Temporary: $4,390,000 Temporary: $5,716,000

Permanent: $5,775,000

Permanent: $10,148,250

CHP Enforcement
Areas

3 existing westbound SR-91
3 existing eastbound SR-91

3 existing westbound plus 1 new westbound
3 existing eastbound plus 1 new eastbound

2 existing westbound plus 2 new westbound
2 existing eastbound plus 2 new eastbound

Total Project Costs
(right-of-way, design,
road and structures
construction)

None

$990 million to $1.0 billion, depending on the
design variation.

$1,345 to $1,426 billion, depending on the
design variation.

HOV/Tolled Express
Lanes

Existing tolled express lanes in Orange
County to the Orange/Riverside
County line.

Existing HOV lanes on SR-91 from the
Orange/Riverside County line to Pierce
Street

Existing tolled express lanes in Orange County
to the Orange/Riverside County line.

Existing HOV lanes on SR-91 from the
Orange/Riverside County line to Pierce Street.

New HOV lane on northbound I-15 from Ontario
Avenue to a direct connector to westbound SR-
91 at the I-15/SR-91 interchange

New HOV lane on southbound I-15 from a direct
connector from eastbound SR-91 at the |-
15/SR-91 interchange to Ontario Avenue

Extension of existing tolled express lanes to the
SR-91/I-15 interchange

Conversion of the existing HOV lanes to tolled
express lanes from the Orange/Riverside
County line to Pierce Street.

One additional tolled express lane in each
direction on SR-91 to I-15.

New tolled express lane on |-15 from Cajalco
Road to direct connectors from northbound 1-15
to westbound SR-91 and from eastbound SR-91
to southbound 1-15

New tolled express lanes on I-15 from Hidden
Valley Parkway to direct connectors from
southbound I-15 to westbound SR-91 and from
eastbound SR-91 to northbound I-15.

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS

2-125



Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

Table 2.36

Comparison of the Alternatives

Project Feature or
Environmental Effect

No Build Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Acquisition and No impact Purchase and removal of 93 to 117 homes, Purchase and removal of 114 to 161 homes,

Removal of Homes depending on the design variation. depending on the design variation.

Number of Residents No impact 252 to 410 residents displaced, depending on 399 to 564 residents displaced, depending on

Displaced the design variation. the design variation.

Acquisition and No impact Purchase and removal of 110 to 189 Purchase and removal of 88 to 275 businesses,

Removal of businesses, depending on the design variation. depending on the design variations.

Businesses

Number of No impacts A range of between 114 to 527 employees, A range of between 133 and 576 employees,

Employees Displaced depending on the design variation and the depending on the design variation and the
employee displacement factors. employee displacement factors.

Environmental Effects’
Farmlands No impact Conversion of 1.8 ac of Farmland of Local Conversion of 4.1 ac of Farmland of Local

Importance and 15.2 ac of Grazing Land to non-
agricultural uses

Importance and 16.6 ac of Grazing Land to non-
agricultural uses

Utilities: Relocation
of the SCE Substation

No relocation required.

No relocation required

Relocation required

Biology: Natural No impact Permanent impacts to: Permanent impacts to:
Communities
27.24 ac of coastal sage scrub 35.45 ac of coastal sage scrub
0.48 ac of riparian/riverine habitat 0.47 ac of riparian/riverine habitat
0.01 ac oak woodland 0.02 ac oak woodland
Temporary impacts to: Temporary impacts to:
7.59 ac of coastal sage scrub 8.04 ac of coastal sage scrub
1.60 ac of riparian/riverine habitat 1.29 ac of riparian/riverine habitat
0.51 ac of oak woodland habitat 0.50 ac of oak woodland habitat
Wildlife corridors during construction Wildlife corridors during construction
Biological No impact Depending on the design variation, permanent Depending on the design variation, permanent

Resources: Wetlands
and Other Waters of
the U.S.

impacts as follows:

e Corps jurisdictional waters: 1.80 to 2.31 ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 2.84 to 3.54 ac
¢ RWQCSB jurisdictional areas: 1.80 to 2.31 ac

impacts as follows:

e Corps jurisdictional waters: 0.42 to 2.49 ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 1.31 to 4.41 ac
¢ RWQCSB jurisdictional areas: 0.42 to 2.49 ac

Alternative 2f permanent impacts:

e Corps jurisdictional waters: 0.42 ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 1.31 ac
¢ RWQCSB jurisdictional areas: 0.42 ac
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Table 2.36

Comparison of the Alternatives

Project Feature or
Environmental Effect

No Build Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Depending on the design variation, temporary
impacts as follows:

e Corps jurisdictional waters: 1.66 ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 2.43 to 2.45 ac
¢ RWQCSB jurisdictional areas: 1.66 ac

Depending on the design variation, temporary
impacts as follows:

e Corps jurisdictional waters: 1.72 to 1.98 ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 2.01 to 3.85 ac
¢ RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 1.72 to 1.98 ac

Alternative 2f temporary impacts:

e Corps jurisdictional waters: 1.98 ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 2.01 ac
e RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 1.98 ac

Source: Riverside County Transportation Commission (2011).

1

ac = acre, acres
BMPs = best management practices

CDFG = California Department of Fish and Game

CHP = California Highway Patrol

RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board

The project features and environmental parameters and impacts listed in this table focus on those features and impacts which differ between Alternatives 1 and 2.
Corps = United States Army Corps of Engineers
HOV = high occupancy vehicle

I-15 = Interstate 15

SCE = Southern California Edison
SR-91 = State Route 91

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS
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2.3.7.2 ldentification of the Locally Preferred Alternative

RCTC identified Alternative 2 as the LPA on July 14, 2010. A project sponsor such
as the RCTC may choose to designate an LPA if it decides that one of the project
alternatives best satisfies the stated purpose and need for that project. Based on the
studies conducted to date for the project, RCTC identified Alternative 2 as the LPA.

Compared to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 provides improved travel times and speeds
and better reduces congestion. Refer to Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, for a detailed discussion of the traffic benefits of
Alternative 2.

By designating Alternative 2 as an LPA, prior to the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS
for public review, RCTC provided disclosure of its preference among the alternatives
to the general public as well as to other agencies that may have an interest in the
project. RCTC’s basis for identifying Alternative 2 as the LPA was that, in addition to
improving travel times and reducing congestion more than Alternative 1,

Alternative 2 also provides increased flexibility in project funding which, if the
project is ultimately approved, would enable project benefits to be realized sooner
than would be possible under Alternative 1. Funding for Alternative 1 is envisioned to
be primarily from Measure A and augmented by federal, State, and local fund sources
that can be applied to the project. Alternative 2 adds toll revenue bonds and the use of
a federal TIFIA loan as potential major additional funding sources. While

Alternative 2 has a higher construction cost than Alternative 1, financial modeling
demonstrates that the additional costs can be more than offset by the projected toll
revenues.

2.3.7.3 Development of the PDT Recommendation

On September 20, 2011, the PDT evaluated the two Build Alternatives and the No
Build Alternative to develop a recommendation to the Department and RCTC for the
Preferred Alternative. The approach of the PDT for developing that recommendation
was conducted in two steps:

e Step 1: This first step considered the ability of the two Build Alternatives and the
No Build Alternative to meet five specific criteria that had been established for
evaluating the alternatives and identifying the Preferred Alternative. If the result
of this step was the identification of a Build Alternative as the Preferred
Alternative, then Step 2 would be conducted. The five specific criteria were:
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Best meets the project purpose

Provides the best travel time savings

Considers substantially differentiating environmental impacts
Public comments/preferences

Consistent with system planning

ok~ w N PE

Step 2: This step considered the design variations for the selected Build
Alternative and evaluated them on four criteria to determine which of the design
variations should be included in the Preferred Alternative. These four criteria
were:

1. Minimizes community/right-of-way impacts

Provides for best traffic operations

Considers substantially differentiating environmental impacts
Considers public and agency comments

Mo

The PDT’s use of this process to develop its recommendation for the Preferred
Alternative is described in the following sections.

Step 1: Identify an Alternative from the No Build Alternative,
Alternative 1, and Alternative 2

The PDT evaluated the ability of the No Build Alternative and the two Build
Alternatives to meet the following criteria:

Best Meets the Project Purpose: Table 2.37 lists the defined purpose for the
SR-91 CIP and describes the ability of the alternatives to satisfy this criterion. As
shown, the No Build Alternative does not meet the defined project purpose while
Alternatives 1 and 2 do meet the defined project purpose.

Provides the Best Travel Time Savings: Table 1.10, provided earlier in

Chapter 1, Project, summarizes the travel times that would occur under the No
Build and Build Alternatives in 2015 and 2035. As shown in that table, travel
times under the No Build Alternative would increase substantially by 2015 and by
2035. Under Alternative 1, travel times would increase at much lower rates than
under the No Build Alternative, but at higher rates than under Alternative 2, when
comparing the HOV lanes to the tolled express lanes. As a result, Alternative 2
best meets this criterion, Alternative 1 partially meets this criterion, and the No
Build Alternative does not meet this criterion.

Considers Substantially Differentiating Environmental Impacts: Table 2.38
summarizes the impacts of the No Build Alternative and the Build Alternatives
for those environmental topics where there is a difference in impacts among the
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Table 2.37 Ability of the Alternatives to Meet the Project Purpose

Defined Project Purpose

Does the Alternative Meet this Purpose?

No Build Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Improve the vehicle, person, and
goods movement within the SR-91
corridor to more effectively serve
existing and future travel demand
between and within Riverside and
Orange Counties.

No. The No Build Alternative does not
satisfy this criterion because it does
not improve traffic operations in the
SR-91 Corridor. Refer to Table 1.10,
which indicates that travel times will
increase and travel speeds will
decrease under the No Build
Alternative compared to both existing
conditions and with-project
conditions.

Yes. Alternative 1 satisfies this
criterion because it improves traffic
operations in the SR-91 Corridor.
Refer to Table 1.10, which indicates
that travel times will increase much
less than and travel speeds will
decrease less than under the No
Build Alternative.

Yes. Alternative 2 satisfies this
criterion because it improves traffic
operations in the SR-91 Corridor.
Refer to Table 1.10, which indicates
that travel times will increase much
less than and travel speeds will
decrease less than under the No
Build Alternative.

Provide improvements along the
SR-91 and I-15 transportation
corridors as well as to related local
roads, and to reduce diversion of
regional traffic from the freeways into
the surrounding communities.

No. The No Build Alternative does not
satisfy this criterion because it does
not provide any improvements on SR-
91 or local roads that would reduce
diversion of regional traffic off the
freeways.

Yes. The added capacity and
improved operations provided in
Alternative 1 are expected to reduce
diversion of regional traffic from the
freeways into the surrounding
communities.

Yes. The added capacity and
improved operations provided in
Alternative 2 are expected to reduce
diversion of regional traffic from the
freeways into the surrounding
communities.

Sources: Riverside County Transportation Commission (2011).

I-15 = Interstate 15
SR-91 = State Route 91
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Table 2.38 Summary of Impacts by SR-91 CIP Build Alternative and Design Variation

Potential Impact No Build Alternative 1 (with design Alternative 2 (with design Alternative 2 (with design
Alternative variations a, b, ¢, d) variations a, b, c, d) variations e, f, g, h)
Total Costs (Final Design, Right-of-Way, and No costs la: $ 998,500,000 2a: $ 1,352,600,000 2e: $ 1,354,700,000
Construction) 1b: $ 990,300,000 2b: $ 1,345,000,000 2f: $ 1,380,500,000
1lc: $ 1,001,800,000 2c:  $ 1,409,400,000 2g: $ 1,426,200,000
1d: $ 993,600,000 2d: $ 1,407,600,000 2h: $ 1,424,400,000
Number of Single Family Homes Purchased and None la: 21 2a: 23 2e: 23
Removed 1b: 21 2b: 24 2f: 18
lc: 21 2c: 23 2g: 23
1d: 21 2d: 24 2h: 24
Number of Multiple Family Homes Purchased None la: 96 2a: 114 2e: 114
and Removed 1b: 72 2b: 90 2f: 127
1c: 96 2c: 138 2g: 138
1d: 72 2d: 127 2h: 127
Total Number of Homes Purchased and None la: 117 2a: 137 2e: 137
Removed 1b: 93 2b: 114 2f: 145
lc: 117 2c: 161 29: 161
1d: 93 2d: 151 2h: 151
Total Number of Residents Displaced None la: 410 2a: 480 2e: 480
1b: 326 2b: 399 2f: 507
1lc: 336 2c: 564 2g: 564
1d: 252 2d: 529 2h: 529
Number of Businesses Purchased and Removed None la: 188 2a: 270 2e: 221
1b: 189 2b: 271 2f: 88
1c: 110 2c: 274 2g: 271
1d: 111 2d: 275 2h: 272
Number of Employees Displaced (range None la: 133-438 2a: 133-464 2e: 133-450
depending on the employee displacement 1b: 114-527 2b: 133-554 2f:  169-576
factors) lc: 133-410 2c:  133-404 2g: 133-400
1d: 114-500 2d:  133-553 2h: 133-548
Number of Storage Units Removed None la: 122 2a: 199 2e: 157
1b: 122 2b: 199 2f: 154
1c: 50 2c: 199 2g: 199
1d: 50 2d: 199 2h: 199
Permanent Use of Land Designated in General None la: 56.8 2a: 80.7 2e: 78.0
Plans for Uses Other than Transportation (in 1b: 65.7 2b: 80.7 2f:  118.2
acres) 1lc: 61.7 2c: 94.6 2g: 92.7
1d: 64.9 2d: 945 2h: 92.7
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Table 2.38 Summary of Impacts by SR-91 CIP Build Alternative and Design Variation

. No Build Alternative 1 (with design Alternative 2 (with design Alternative 2 (with design
Potential Impact . e e o
Alternative variations a, b, ¢, d) variations a, b, c, d) variations e, f, g, h)
Permanent Subsurface Easements at Parks (in None CHSP: 1.65 CHSP: 1.88
acres) New OC Park (NNL): 0.4 New OC Park (NNL): 2.2
Total: 1.69 Total: 4.08
Permanent Conversion of Farmland to None Farmland of Local Importance: Farmland of Local Importance: 4.1
Nonagricultural Uses (in acres) 1.8 Grazing Land: 16.6
Grazing Land: 15.2 Total: 20.7
Total: 17.0
Temporary Use of Farmland for TCEs (in acres) None Grazing Land: 3.4 Farmland of Local Importance: 0.1
Grazing Land: 3.5
Total: 3.6
Estimated Property Tax Revenue Losses (City None la: $279,889 2a: $359,713 2e:$298,514
of Corona) 1b: $221,893 2b: $335,415 2f: $298,825
lc: $246,687 2c: $399,372 29g: $303,595
1d: $188,691 2d: $375,074 2h: $352,740
Estimated Sales Tax Revenues Losses as a None la: $487,327 2a: $569,798 2e: $517,317
Result of Business Displacements (City of 1b: $494,825 2b: $577,295 2f: $659,766
Corona) lc: $442,343 2c: $599,787 29: $577,295
1d: $449,840 2d: $607,285 2h: $584,793
Estimated Total Direct and Indirect None la: 21,762 2a: 30,563 2e: 31,036
Temporary/Construction Jobs 1b: 22,736 2b: 30,577 2f: 31,053
lc: 22,053 2c: 31,603 29: 32,137
1d: 21,995 2d: 31,619 2h: 32,154
Relocation of the SCE Substation None Would not require relocation 2a: would not require 2e: would not require relocation
relocation 2f: would not require relocation
2b: would not require 2g: would require relocation
relocation 2h: would require relocation
2c: would require relocation
2d: would require relocation
Increase in Impervious Surface Areas (in acres) None 117 173
Alternative 2f = 173
Total Soil Area Disturbed During Construction None 351 503
(in acres) Alternative 2f = 503
Total Amount of Excavated (Cut) Material (in None la: 748,038 2a: 744,256 2e: 725,719
cubic yards) 1b: 761,723 2b: 758,325 2f: 739,788
1c: 708,420 2c: 779,038 29: 756,497
1d: 722,105 2d: 793,107 2h: 770,566
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Table 2.38 Summary of Impacts by SR-91 CIP Build Alternative and Design Variation

Potential Impact No Build Alternative 1 (with design Alternative 2 (with design Alternative 2 (with design
Alternative variations a, b, ¢, d) variations a, b, c, d) variations e, f, g, h)
Total Additional Imported Material None la: 307,534 2a: 699,151 2e: 677,139
(in cubic yards) 1b: 275,467 2b: 657,122 2f: 644,110
1c: 343,004 2c: 699,335 2Q: 738,946
1d: 310,937 2d: 666,306 2h: 705,917
Total Amount of Embankment (fill) Material (in None la: 1,055,572 2a: 1,434,407 2e:1,402,858
cubic yards) 1b: 1,037,190 2b: 1,415,447 2f: 1,383,898
1c: 1,051,424 2c: 1,478,373 20:1,495,443
1d: 1,033,042 2d: 1,459,413 2h: 1,476,483
Permanent Impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub (in None 27.24 35.45
acres)
Permanent Impacts to Riparian/Riverine Habitat None 0.48 0.47
(in acres)
Permanent Impacts to Oak Woodland Habitat (in None 0.01 0.02
acres)
Temporary Impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub (in None 7.59 8.04
acres)
Temporary Impacts to Riparian/Riverine Habitat None 1.60 9.29
(in acres)
Temporary Impacts to Oak Woodland Habitat (in None 0.51 0.50
acres)
Permanent Impacts to Corps Jurisdictional None la: 2.31 2a:2.44 2e:2.44
Waters (in acres) 1b: 2.30 2b: 2.43 2f: 0.42
1c: 2.31 2c: 2.49 20:2.49
1d: 1.80 2d: 2.49 2h: 2.49
Permanent Impacts to CDFG Jurisdictional None la: 3.44 2a:4.01 2e: 4.07
Areas (in acres) 1b: 3.54 2b: 4.12 2f:1.31
1c: 3.44 2c:4.31 29:4.31
1d: 2.84 2d: 4.41 2h: 4.41
Permanent Impacts to RWQCB Jurisdictional None la:2.31 2a:2.44 2e:2.44
Areas (in acres) 1b: 2.30 2b: 2.43 2f: 0.42
1c: 2.31 2c: 2.49 29:2.49
1d: 1.80 2d: 2.49 2h: 2.49
Temporary Impacts to Corps Jurisdictional None la: 1.66 2a:1.72 2e:1.79
Waters (in acres) 1b: 1.66 2b: 1.74 2f: 1.98
1c: 1.66 2c:1.76 2g:1.83
1d: 1.65 2d: 1.78 2h: 1.85
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Table 2.38 Summary of Impacts by SR-91 CIP Build Alternative and Design Variation

. No Build Alternative 1 (with design Alternative 2 (with design Alternative 2 (with design
Potential Impact . e e o
Alternative variations a, b, ¢, d) variations a, b, c, d) variations e, f, g, h)
Temporary Impacts to CDFG Jurisdictional None la: 2.44 2a:2.92 2e: 3.45
Areas (in acres) 1b: 2.43 2b: 3.05 2f; 2.01
1c: 2.45 2c: 3.19 29:3.72
1d: 2.43 2d: 3.32 2h: 3.85
Temporary Impacts to RWQCB Jurisdictional None 1.66 2a:1.72 2e:1.79
Areas (in acres) 2b: 1.74 2f: 1.98
2c: 1.76 2g:1.83
2d: 1.78 2h: 1.85
Permanent Direct Impacts to CAGN Habitat (in None 6.56 6.32
acres)
Temporary Direct Impacts to CAGN Habitat (in None 1.08 2.09
acres)
Permanent Indirect Impacts to LBV Habitat (in None 0.94 0.94
acres)
Temporary Indirect Impacts to LBV Habitat (in None 0.0 0.0
acres)

Source: Modified from the SR-91 CIP Draft EIR/EIS (May 2011).

CAGN = California gnatcatcher

CDFG = California Department of Fish and Game

CHSP = Chino Hills State Park

Corps = United States Army Corps of Engineers

LBV = least Bell's vireo

New OC Park (NNL) = New Orange County Park (National Natural Landmark)
RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCE = Southern California Edison

TCEs = temporary construction easements
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alternatives. As shown, the No Build Alternative does not result in impacts for all
the parameters shown. The Build Alternatives both result in effects in each
category, but there is generally not a substantial difference between the Build
Alternatives in the impacts in most of those categories although Alternative 2
does have a greater footprint and disturbed area.

e Considers Public and Agency Comments: For the agencies and members of the
general public who provided an opinion or preference regarding the SR-91 Build
Alternatives or other alternatives during the public review period for the Draft
EIR/EIS, there was no strong preference for or against a specific alternative. The
numbers of commenters and the alternatives they supported or opposed based on
all the comments from the agencies and the public (including comment cards
received at the public hearing) and the transcripts from the public hearing were:

e Opposes Alternative 1: 1 commenter

e Opposes Alternatives 1b, 1d: 2 commenters

e Supports Alternative 1: 1 commenter

e Supports Alternatives 2a, 2c, 2e, 2g: 2 commenters
e Opposes Alternatives 2b, 2d, 2f, 2h: 4 commenters
e Opposes Alternative 2g: 1 commenter

e Supports Alternative 2: 2 commenters

e Opposes Alternative 2: 1 commenter

e Supports the Project: 2 commenters

e Opposes Tolls and Toll Lanes: 10 commenters

e Opposes Increased Tolls: 1 commenter

e Wants Reduced Tolls: 1 commenter

e Wants Alternatives on SR-91 and Elsewhere: 17 commenters

e Consistent with System Planning: As described earlier in Chapter 1, the MIS
proposed improvements in the SR-91 corridor within a maximum feasible cross
section. In general, the cross section in Alternative 2 is wider than in Alternative 1
and, as a result, meets this criterion better than Alternative 1.

In summary, although the No Build Alternative does not result in the environmental
impacts of Alternatives 1 and 2 and it was identified as a preference in a few public
comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, it does not meet the project purpose, provide travel
time savings, nor provide consistency with system planning. Alternatives 1 and 2 are
considered equivalent under the above criteria for meeting project purpose, and public
comment. Alternative 1 is superior to Alternative 2 for the environmental impacts
criteria; however, Alternative 2 is superior to Alternative 1 in providing better travel
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time savings and better consistency with system planning. Therefore, Alternative 2
meets the above criteria better than either Alternative 1 or the No Build Alternative.

2.3.7.4 PDT Recommendation for SR-91 CIP Alternative

Based on the evaluation of the No Build and Build Alternatives against the criteria
described above, the PDT recommended Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative for
the SR-91 CIP. RCTC, the Department, the City of Corona, OCTA, and the TCA (all
members of the PDT), concurred with this recommendation. As a result, Alternative 2
is the Preferred Alternative for the SR-91 CIP.

Step 2: Identify Design Variations at Three Interchanges

The PDT next considered the identification of the design variations at three
interchanges to include in Alternative 2, the Preferred Alternative, based on four
criteria:

e Minimizes community/right-of-way impacts

e Provides for best traffic operations

e Considers substantially differentiating environmental impacts
e Considers public and agency comments

As discussed earlier, the Build Alternatives and their design variations result in
effects in all the impact categories listed in Table 2.38 although there is generally not
a substantial difference between the Build Alternatives and their design variations in
the impacts in most of those categories. Alternative 2 with its design variations does
have a larger footprint and disturbs a larger area so its impacts related to the footprint
and disturbed area would be greater than under Alternative 1 with its design
variations. As a result, Alternative 1 with its design variations is superior to
Alternative 2 with its design variations for the environmental impact criteria for the
design variations at the three interchanges described below.

The evaluation of the design variations considered for inclusion in the Preferred
Alternative, based on community/right-of-way impacts, traffic operations, and public
and agency comments, is described in the following sections:

e Auto Center Drive/Maple Street (Design Variations f and b): The two design
variations at this location were compared. That comparison indicated design
variation f (direct connectors to each interchange) costs $2.2 million more than
design variation b (split diamond ramps/collector road), would result in 7 fewer
full parcel acquisitions, 12 more partial parcel acquisitions, $17 million less in
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right-of-way costs, and would result in slight differences in traffic volumes (some
increases and some decreases) at the intersections within this interchange complex
when compared to design variation b.

Based on these factors, the City of Corona indicated a strong preference for
design variation f at this interchange. The PDT, including the Department, RCTC,
City of Corona, OCTA and TCA, concurred with the identification of design
variation f for inclusion in the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2.

e Smith Avenue/Mid-City Access (Design Variations f and h): The two design
variations at this location were compared. That comparison indicated design
variation f (No Smith Avenue access) costs $77 million less than design variation
h (Smith Avenue access), would result in 10 fewer full parcel acquisitions, 10
fewer partial parcel acquisitions, and reduced right-of-way costs. There is no
appreciable difference in overall traffic operations of SR-91 for these two design
variations. However, design variation h would provide additional direct local
access to the tolled express lanes not provided in design variation f. Design
variation h would have the potential to deteriorate operating conditions in the
tolled express lanes.

The PDT, including the Department, RCTC, City of Corona, OCTA, and TCA,
concurred with the identification of design variation f for inclusion in the
Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2.

e Lincoln Avenue Interchange (Design Variation f and e): The two design
variations at this location were compared. That comparison indicated design
variation f (Lincoln Avenue hook ramps) costs $7.5 million less than design
variation e (tight diamond), would result in 4 fewer full parcel acquisitions, 3
more partial parcel acquisitions, reduced right-of-way costs, and would result in
better traffic operations when compared to design variation e because it provides
greater intersection spacing.

The PDT, including the Department, RCTC, City of Corona, OCTA, and TCA,
concurred with the identification of design variation f for inclusion in the
Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2.

2.3.7.5 Preferred Alternative
The PDT unanimously agreed with the recommendation of the identification of
Alternative 2f as the Preferred Alternative for the SR-91 CIP. The Initial Phase of
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Alternative 2f is the only phase of the SR-91 CIP that is programmed for construction
funding in the 2011 FTIP (Amendment 24). A detailed description of the Initial Phase
of Alternative 2f was provided earlier in Section 2.3.4.4.

2.3.7.6  Actions Under CEQA and NEPA

As noted above, after the public circulation period for the Draft EIR/EIS, all
comments were considered and the Department identified Alternative 2f as the
Preferred Alternative. The Department will make its final determination of the
project’s effect on the environment. In accordance with CEQA, the Department will
certify that the project complies with CEQA, will prepare findings for all significant
adverse impacts identified, will prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations
(SOC) for impacts that would not be mitigated below a level of significance, and will
certify that the findings and SOC were considered prior to project approval. The
Department will file an NOD with the SCH that indicates the project would have
significant impacts, mitigation measures were included as conditions of project
approval, findings were made, and an SOC was adopted.

With respect to NEPA, the Department, as assigned by FHWA, will document and
explain its decision regarding the selected alternative, project impacts, and mitigation
measures in a ROD in accordance with NEPA. At this time, a ROD would be
approved only for the Initial Phase of Alternative 2f because that is the phase
programmed in the 2011 FTIP (Amendment 24). A separate ROD will be prepared
for the Ultimate Project in the future once the Ultimate Project is programmed in a
future FTIP. At the time the Ultimate Project is programmed, the Department will
assess whether the project scope has changed, existing conditions in the study area
have changed, and/or there is potential for substantial new adverse impacts not
evaluated in the original Final EIR/EIS. That assessment may result in a
determination that additional environmental documentation (such as an
Environmental Reevaluation under NEPA and an Addendum to the Final EIR under
CEQA if there are no substantial changes in the project scope, the existing
environment and the project impacts) and/or updated technical studies are needed
prior to implementation of the Ultimate Project.

2.3.7.7 Refinements to the Preferred Alternative

Green River Parking Lot

Construction of the Corps’ Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phase 2B project started
December 2009. The Corps revised the scope of the project during construction
specifically to extend the embankment 800 ft east of its existing limits. The SR-91
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CIP includes an approximately 30-space parking lot at this location at the end of the
proposed Green River Road re-alignment and cul-de-sac, as shown on Sheet 10 in
Appendix L. That parking area is intended to be used by bicyclists and other users of
the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike Lane. An entrance to the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike
Lane from the parking lot would enter from the south side of the parking lot onto the
maintenance access road on top of the embankment. Based on the modification to the
embankment, the Corps’ Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phase 2B project was in conflict
with the proposed parking lot configuration in this area. The embankment
modification would not affect the design of the Green River Road realignment, the
Green River Golf Club access road, or the Star Ranch access road. As a result of
coordination with the Corps, the parking lot was reconfigured to avoid conflict with
the extension of the embankment. The entrance to the Santa Ana River Trail/Bike
Lane from the parking lot will now enter from the north side onto the extended
maintenance access road as modified by the Corps as part of the Santa Ana River
Reach 9 Phase 2B project. Retaining walls will be constructed to retain the parking
lot to avoid encroaching into the maintenance access road.

High-Occupancy Vehicle Identification Express Lane Refinements

The SR-91 CIP assumed technology would be available by 2017 to identify HOVs
traveling in the tolled express lanes. However, it was determined that the needed
technology would not be available by 2017 and that a dedicated HOV lane would be
required to identify HOVs before they enter the tolled express lanes. The HOV lane
would be in the vicinity of the SR-91/SR-71 interchange. An additional lane would be
constructed adjacent to the tolled express lanes both westbound and eastbound for a
distance of approximately 2,000 ft. The HOV lanes would each require gantries with
vehicle detection systems to identify the HOV and transmit that information to the
toll operations center. Additional widening will be required along SR-91, and
realignment of the proposed connector ramps along with an increase in retaining wall
heights will be required. All the improvements associated with these HOV lanes will
be entirely within existing State freeway right-of-way. CHP enforcement areas will be
provided in the median in each direction after the toll gantry to enforce violations.
This refinement would not result in any changes to the environmental impact analyses
or the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures discussed in this EIR/EIS.

Cul-de-Sac Modifications

West Second Street will be eliminated from South Victoria Avenue to East Grand
Avenue as a result of the SR-91 widening and configuration of the eastbound
collector-distributor road. South Victoria Avenue, South Howard Avenue, and South
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Joy Street would terminate at cul-de-sacs outside the State freeway right-of-way
based on the removal of West Second Street. The existing Main Street ramps will be
realigned to the north as part of the SR-91 widening and configuration of the
westbound collector-distributor road. The North Victoria Avenue and North Belle
Avenue cul-de-sacs will be relocated to the State freeway right-of-way based on the
realignment of the Main Street ramps. These cul-de-sac configurations were refined
to accommodate a fire truck vehicle per City of Corona standards.

Westbound Green River Road On-Ramp Enforcement Area

A CHP enforcement area is proposed per Department standards at the westbound
Green River Road on-ramp. The original CHP enforcement area would be located at
the limit line of the ramp meter on the north side of the ramp. That proposed CHP
enforcement area would have impacted an existing drive-thru at the Carl’s Junior
restaurant, which would need to be relocated. The CHP enforcement area will be
shifted to avoid the relocation of the Carl’s Junior drive-thru area.

Westbound Green River Road Off-Ramp Enforcement Area

The design of the westbound off-ramp to Green River Road was refined to further
reduce the direct impacts of the SR-91 CIP on CHSP. This design modification
reduced the direct impacts to CHSP from 0.89 ac to 0.48 ac. No other impacts or
changes resulted from this design refinement.

2.3.8 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion
Prior to the Draft Environmental Document
2.3.8.1 HOV/Tolled Express Lanes in Parallel Alternative
Implementation of both HOV and tolled express lanes, in parallel, was considered
under two cross-section configurations. The first would construct one HOV lane and
one tolled express lane in each direction. A single tolled express lane and HOV lane
would not provide passing opportunities. This would reduce the operational
efficiency of both lanes and make both facilities less attractive. Without passing
opportunities, free flow of the tolled express lane could not be assured. Free flow is
considered critical to maintaining the time-saving incentive for users paying the
express lane toll.

The other configuration would provide one HOV lane and two tolled express lanes in
each direction. This option would maintain the HOV lane and provide for passing
opportunities within the tolled express lanes. However, the third additional lane
would result in a total cross-section exceeding that which is considered the maximum
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feasible, based on costs and impacts to businesses and residences within the City of
Corona.

Because of the loss of efficiency with separate HOV and tolled express lanes and
because comparable functionality can be achieved through the tolled express lane
pricing structure in Alternative 2, HOV/Tolled Express Lanes in Parallel Alternative
was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

2.3.8.2 Additional HOV Lanes Alternative

Consideration was given to implementing two HOV lanes in each direction rather
than two tolled express lanes. This option could be constructed within the maximum
feasible cross section, but the cost would exceed the cost of Alternative 1 and would
approach the cost of Alternative 2. Because the known available funding for the
project is not sufficient to cover the additional cost that would be incurred for an
additional HOV lanes alternative, this alternative is at a severe fiscal disadvantage
compared to a tolled express lanes alternative. In addition, the tolled express lanes
alternative can provide functionality comparable to multiple HOV lanes but with a
change in vehicle occupancy requirements from two or more to three or more
persons. Finally, the availability of tolls to assist in financing the tolled express lanes
alternative is a major advantage for funding the improvements in that alternative,
which does not occur with a multiple HOV lanes alternative.

Because of higher costs and less available funding, and because comparable
functionality can be achieved through the tolled express lanes in Alternative 2, the
Additional HOV Lanes Alternative was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in
this EIR/EIS.

2.3.8.3 Alternatives Considered in the Value Analysis Study

Other alternatives were considered for the project during several planning studies,
including the Project Study Report and the MIS. In addition, in compliance with
federal requirements for projects costing more than $25 million, a Value Analysis
(VA) Study was conducted from June 16 to June 27, 2008 (Value Analysis Study
Report, October 2008). Twenty-three alternatives investigated in the VA Study were
rejected for a variety of reasons. Descriptions of those alternatives and the reasons
they were not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS are summarized
in Table 2.39.
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2.3.8.4 Mid-City At-Grade Access to Tolled Express Lanes

An alternative to provide at-grade Mid-City Access for westbound ingress and
eastbound egress accessible from the Lincoln Avenue ramps was considered. Based
on the traffic analyses, the weaving movements associated with this alternative would
introduce additional friction through an added access point to the tolled express lane
that would negatively impact traffic operations in the general purpose lanes and the
tolled express lanes. That negative impact to traffic operations conflicts with the
fundamental objective of the project to increase capacity and throughput on SR-91
within the project limits. Therefore, this Alternative was eliminated from further
consideration in the EIR/EIS.

2.3.8.5 Multi-Modal Components

The existing public transit services between Riverside and Orange Counties are bus
and commuter rail. MetroLink commuter rail services between Riverside and Orange
Counties operate on railroad tracks owned by the BNSF Railroad. MetroLink
commuter rail service in the SR-91 MIS corridor is nearing capacity on existing
equipment, and the corridor lacks sufficient express bus service. MetroLink currently
operates 16 trips daily on the IEOC Line between downtown Riverside, Laguna
Niguel/Mission Viejo, and Oceanside. It operates nine trips daily on the 91-Line
between Riverside and Los Angeles via Corona, Fullerton, and Norwalk. Depending
on demand, in 2011, the RCTC plans to increase commuter rail services to Riverside
County by two additional trips on the IEOC Line and three additional trips on the
91-Line. With this enhanced service, there will be at least one train every 30 minutes
in the peak direction (westbound during the a.m. peak hour and eastbound during the
p.m. peak hour). Further service improvements to MetroLink are envisioned in the
SCRRA Strategic Assessment (MetroLink, January 19, 2007). It is anticipated there
will be at least 40 daily trips each on the IEOC Line and 91-Line by 2030.

Alternative 2 would extend the existing tolled express lanes from the County line to
I-15 in the City of Corona. The tolled express lanes would be available to buses and
HOVs with three or more persons at either no toll charge or a reduced charge.’

1 RCTC’s toll pricing policy for the SR-91 CIP will be the same as the OCTA
SR-91 Express Lanes. The toll pricing policy for the SR-91 CIP was adopted by
the RCTC Board at its June 7, 2012 meeting where the public was provided an
opportunity for comment.
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Table 2.39 Summary of Rejected Value Analysis Study Alternatives

Value Analysis Study Alternative and Description

Reasons Alternatives Were Not Carried Forward for Detailed Evaluation in the
EIR/EIS

1.1 and 1.2: Reversible Managed Lanes — The VA Study proposed consideration
of a reversible managed lane facility using a movable barrier to adjust the number
of lanes in each direction to add more capacity for the peak directional flow. Cross-
sections for the Alternative 2 Express Lanes and Reversible Managed Lanes
Concept are shown below,

l 78° |

WESTROUND

EASTBOUND

REVERGIBLE MANAGED LANES CONCEPT

Reversible lanes can be an effective means of achieving high lane utilization if there is
a major temporal division in the prevailing traffic pattern, such as a high a.m. in-bound
peak hour and a high out-bound p.m. peak hour. Such a solution has been in place in
San Diego County along the I-15 corridor for several years. SR-91 has historically
exhibited operating characteristics similar to the |-15 corridor in that SR-91 has
historically exhibited high westbound traffic volumes in the a.m. peak hour and high
eastbound volumes in the p.m. peak hour,

Although a directional split is forecast on SR-91 through 2035, the forecasted demand
for the tolled express lanes in the off-peak direction exceeds the capacity for a single
lane, which indicates the need for two full-time tolled express lanes in each direction.
Other implications associated with reversible lanes include the need for additional
concrete barriers on either side of the facifity, necessitating additional shoulder width
and widening. Assessment of a standard 2:1 reversible facility revealed that it required
an 86 ft wide cross-section, which would exceed the 78 ft required for two full-time
reversible lanes in each direction. Additional long-term operational costs and
complications related to using a moveable barrier for a reversible facility also make
this approach undesirable on SR-81. The long term operational costs include the
continuous costs of moving 15 miles of barrier twice daily, 7 days a week. The
additionat costs for maintaining and operating a movable barrier system are
prohibitively expensive. The Vafue Analysis Study (October 2008) estimated this
alternative would add over $200 million to the project. As a result, an alternative with
this ongoing daily operations cost was not recommended in the Value Analysis Study.
As aresult, reversible lanes were not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this
EIR/EIS,

1.3: Construct Measure A HOV Widening with Corridor A - The VA Study
proposed constructing the SR-91 CIP in conjunction with the Corridor A alignment
proposed in the Riverside County/Orange County MIS.

Although this option affords some economy of scale and provides overall cost savings,
funding is currently only availabte for the SR-91 CIP and not the Corridor A afignment.
This alternative cannot be implemented without incurring major delay in
implementation of the SR-81 CIP. If this alternative is pursued, it would result in
several years delay in implementing the MIS LPS including the SR-81 CIP. This
glternative is not consistent with the MIS or the MIS LPS. The LPS identified the SR-
91 CIP project as the maximum and feasible widening to SR-91. For these reasons,
this alternative was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

1.4: Additional Tolled Express Lanes — The VA Study proposed providing three
tolled express lanes in each direction on SR-91 instead of the two lanes proposed
in the SR-91 CIP.

The alternative was not carried forward because it was not consistent with the
recommendations of the Riverside County/Orange County MIS. Based on the MIS
(2008} approved by OCTA and RCTC, the strategic alternatives to be advanced
included maximum widening of the SR-91 includes adding one or two lanes in each
direction. This alternative would also be constrained by the locations of the Santa Ana
River to the north and substantial topograph and the Mindemun Landslide to the
south. This alternative did not meet that strategy. No source was identified for the
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Table 2.39 Summary of Rejected Value Analysis Study Alternatives

Value Analysis Study Alternative and Description

Reasons Alternatives Were Not Carried Forward for Detailed Evaluation in the
EIR/EIS

additional funding this alternative would require and it would have created adverse
effects, especially in the City of Corona, beyond those associated with the maximum
feasible cross section as identified in the Riverside County/Orange County MIS.,
Therefore, this alternative was not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EIR/EIS,

2.0: Southbound SR-71 to Westhound SR-91 Connector — Both Build
Alternatives propose to improve the existing southbound SR-71 to westbound SR-
91 connector to achieve a 25 mph design speed. The VA Study proposed a major
realignment of the connector to achieve a 40 to 50 mph design speed.

The analysis determined that the higher speed connection would have substantial
adverse environmental, budget, and schedule impacts. This alignment would reduce
available merging and weaving distances so that access to westhound lanes could not
be provided at the Crange County line. Also, the higher design speed of the upgrade
would not be realizable during peak hours due to mainline congestion on westbound
SR-&1. For these reasons, this alternative was not carried forward for detailed
evaluation in this EIR/EIS,

3.1: Reverse Wishbone Structure at SR-241 ~ The VA Study proposed a
reverse wishbone structure to provide improved access to the tolled express lanes
in the vicinity of the SR-241 interchange.

The OCTA is pursuing a separate project to construct direct connectors between the
tolled express lanes and the SR-241 toll road, With that project proceeding, this
alternative was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

3.2: SR-241 to SR-91 Direct Connector — The OCTA is collaborating with the
TCA to propose a direct connector between SR-241 and the SR-91 tolled express
lanes.

Because current scheduling calls for this project to be completed after the SR-91 CIP,
the VA Study proposed incorporation of the components for the SR-91 CIP. The effort
is not in the scope of work for the SR-91 CIP, and expansion of the scope to include
this work would delay the SR-91 CIP by at least 6 months. Any cost savings that could
be realized by combining the projects would be negated by increases in construction
costs and user delay costs occasioned by that delay. For these reasons, this
alternative was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

4.0: Provide Standard Lane Drop for Westbound SR-91 West of SR-241 - The
proposed lane drop does not meet Department standards and would require
approval of a design exception.

The proposal for a standard lane drop would require a design exception, and the
added cost would reduce the overall project value. The estimated additional cost of
this alternative is $11.7 million per the VA Study (October 2008). For these reasons,
this alternative was not carrigd forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

5.1: Reconfigure Auto Center Drive Interchange — The VA Study proposed
reconfiguring the Auto Center Drive interchange and extension of Sixth Street,
which currently transitions into Maple Street, west to Auto Center Drive as a south
frontage road.

This enhancement would eliminate SR-91 access at Maple Street, require
replacement of the Maple Street overcrossing, and substantially increase right-of-way
acquisition south of SR-91. While it could afford some improvement in local circulation,
the operational improvement on mainling SR-91 would be minimal. If was concluded
that the additional cost of this option would not be cornmensurate with the project’s
need and purpose, and elimination of Maple Street access would not be acceptable.
For these reasons, this alternative was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in
this EIR/EIS.

8.0: Detention Basin at Northbound SR-71 Loop — This VA Study alternative
would convey storm water from the narrowest pinch point of SR-81 eastto a
detention basin in the loop of the eastbound SR-91 to northbound SR-71
connector,

The Project Development Team concluded that while this proposal represents one
means of dealing with storm water at the western end of the project, more cost
effective means are available. A comprehensive SWDR is in preparation for the
PA&ED phase, and a more detailed report will be prepared during PS&E. For these
reasons, this alternative was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this
EIR/EIS.

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 2 Project Alfernatives

....................... [TTCTTIPIYr ey

Table 2.39 Summary of Rejected Value Analysis Study Alternatives

Value Analysis Study Alternative and Description

Reasons Alternatives Were Not Carried Forward for Detailed Evaluation in the
EIR/EIS

9.0: Star Ranch Access Road - Star Ranch is a properiy south of SR-91
between the Orange County line and Green River Road. Access 1o that properiy is
currently provided via a vehicular undercrossing just east of the County line, which
provides a connection to Green River Road on the north side of SR-81. This
alternative proposes an access on a new alignment, entirely south of SR-91,
beginning at Green River Road.

Further analysis determined that the alternative access would not be less costly than
modification of the existing road, and it would create problems in providing proper
access control at the Green River Road interchange. For these reasons, this
alternative was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

10.0: Construct Park-and-Ride at Green River Road — This alternative proposed
construction of a park-and-ride facility at the Green River Road interchange.

Park-and-ride facilities are not within the project scope, although the subject is
considered in depth in the VA Study. The need for additional park-and-ride facilities
within the project study limits was identified as part of the MIS LPS and is being
considered as a separate project along with several other projects that were identified
in the MIS LPS. For this reason, this alternative was not carried forward for detalled
evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

13.1 and 13.2: Construct Westhound Hook Ramps at Lincoln Avenue
Interchange — Existing westbound hook ramps connect to Pomona Drive west of
Lincoln Avenue. The alternative would move those hook ramps to east of Lincoln
Avenue.

The alfernative would displace an auto dealership or large parts of a mobile home
park. Either right-of-way impact is disproportionate to any economy or improvement
that is afforded by this modification. For these reasons, this alternative was not carried
forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

14.1: Reconfigure Main Street Easthound Ramp Braid - The alternative
proposed a revised configuration for braided ramps providing access from Main
Street to eastbound SR-91 and to |-15.

it was determined that initial cost savings attributed to the alternative would be
negated by the cost of additional widening required on Main Street. For this reason,
this alternative was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

15.1: Below-Grade Ramp Braid for Westhound SR-91 Off-Ramp to Main
Street — The alternative would construct a braided ramp to allow westbound SR-
91 traffic to exit at Main Street without merging through entering 1-15 fraffic.

No tunnel alignment could be found that would provide adequate sight distance
through the multiple location constraints. For this reason, this alternative was not
carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

15.3: Construct Westbound SR-91 to Main Street Off-Ramp via Connection to
I-15 Connector — This alternative would allow westbound SR-91 traffic to exit at
Main Street without merging through |-15 traffic. Instead, traffic would enter the
connector toward northbound or southbound 1-15 but exit to Main Street.

The alternative would not meet driver expectations. Drivers do not anticipate using a
freeway-to-freeway connector to access a local roadway. FHWA does not allow
access points along an Interstate connector. A preferred solution will be pursued by
Alternative 15.2. The Value Analysis Study estimated this alternative would add $36
million to the project. For these reasons, this alternative was not carried forward for
detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

16.0: Widen South 1-15 Direct Connectors to Two Lanes - Single-lane
conneclors are proposed.

The additional cost of the connector widening is prohibitive, and no benefit would
accrue from it. For this reason, this alternative was not carried forward for detailed
evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

17.0: Construct SR-91/I-15 Direct Connectors from Steel — Structures are
proposed as prestressed, precast or cast-in-place concrete.

Increased maintenance costs for steel structures would result in higher life-cycle costs
compared o concrete as proposed. For this reason, this alternative was not carried
forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

18.0: Construct Park-and-Ride Facility at Main Street Interchange - This
alternative proposes construction of a park-and-ride facility in the southeast
quadrant of the Main Street interchange.

Park-and-ride facilities are not within the project scope, although the subject is
considered in the VA Study. For this reason, this alternative was not carried forward
for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.
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Value Analysis Study Alternative and Description

Reasons Alternatives Were Not Carried Forward for Detailed Evaluation in the
EIR/EIS

20.2; Construct Standard Lane Drop East of Magnolia Avenue

The alternative does not provide a substantial freeway operational benefit to warrant
the extension of the project limits east of Pierce Street. This alternative was
considered in the previous planning phase of the project and was rejected by the
Department. For this reason, this alternative was not carried forward for detailed
evaluation in this EIR/EIS,

20.3: Construct Eastbound Hook Off-Ramp at Magnolia Avenue

This alternative would efiminate the eastbound exit at Pierce Street and provide the
exit ramp at Magnolia Avenue for access to Pierce Street. This alternative does not
meet driver expectations of exiting at one location to provide access fo a different
location, and a preferable solution is afforded by Alternative 20.1. This altemative
results in a minimal savings of $1 million. For these reasons, this alternative was not
carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

20.5: Construct Single-Lane Exit at Pierce Street and Magnolia Avenue and
Hook Ramp to Westhound Magnolia Avenue

This alternative would provide an exit at Pierce Street for southbound Plerce Street
traffic and an exit at Magnolia Avenue for Pierce Street northbound traffic. This
alternative does not meet driver expectations of exiting at one location for access to
an arferial street, and a preferable solution is afforded by Alternative 20.1. For these
reasons, this alternative was not carried forward for detailed evaluation in this
EIR/EIS.

Source: Value Analysis Study Report (October 2008).
CIP = Corridor Improvement Project

Department = California Department of Transportation
EIR/EIS = Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
ft = foot/feet

HOV = high-occupancy vehicle

i-15 = Interstate 15

MIS = Major Investment Study

mph = mites per hour

OCTA = Orange County Transportation Authority

PA&ED = Project Approval and Environmental Document
PS&E = Plans, Specifications and Estimates

SR-241 = State Route 241

SR-71 = State Route 71

SR-91 = State Route 91

SWDR = Storm Water Data Report

TCA = Transportation Corridor Agencies

VA = Value Analysis
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As a result, extension of the tolled express lanes would reduce the travel time for the
existing Express Bus service using those lanes between the two counties and facilitate
the planned expansion of the existing Express Bus service in this corridor. In addition
to the project, four separate transit projects are either planned or under study along
the SR-91 corridor, as shown in Table 2.40.

A multi-modal improvement to construct reversible managed lanes on SR-91 was
considered during the value analysis study for the project. It was considered to
provide lower performance and greater cost when compared to the Alternative 2
tolled express lanes. Further reasons for rejecting this concept are provided in

Table 2.39 and Section 2.3.8.3, Alternatives Considered in the Value Analysis Study.

The Build Alternatives are compatible with multi-modal projects that will be
implemented as funding becomes available and/or project planning efforts conclude
to allow the multi-modal projects to be implemented. These multi-modal projects are
separate and independent projects from the Build Alternatives. They are compatible
with and are not precluded by the Build Alternatives.

Table 2.40 Transit Projects

Plans and/or Project Descriptions, Proposed Improvements, and Anticipated Completion
Projects Dates

MetroLink Short-term | e Increases the number of daily trains from 23 to 31 along the IEOC and 91 lines.
Expansion Plan ¢ This project is anticipated to be completed by 2016.
Express Bus ¢ The Riverside County to Hutton Centre/South Coast Metro route began service
Improvements — in fall 2006.
Orange County to ¢ Four additional routes are planned for implementation by FY 2015/2016.
Riverside County e This project will contribute to congestion relief on SR-91.
MetroLink Service ¢ This long-term expansion plan will build on MetroLink’s Short-term Expansion
and Station Plan (which will be implemented by 2016) by increasing the number of daily
Improvements trains from 31 to 42 along the IEOC and 91 lines.

e Capital improvements necessary for this expansion include a third track,
parking improvements and new crossovers at critical locations, new storage
tracks in San Bernardino, and the purchase of new engines and coaches.

e This project is anticipated to be completed by 2020.

e This project will contribute to congestion relief on SR-91.

Anaheim to Ontario e Conceptual engineering studies are currently in preparation. Potential
International Airport alignments are being considered along SR-91 within Santa Ana Canyon and on
High-Speed Rail SR-57.

e The project completion date and estimated cost of the project will be
determined as the environmental phase progresses.

e This project will contribute to congestion relief on SR-91 by providing additional
capacity throughout the corridor.

Source: Project Report (September 2011).
FY = Fiscal Year

IEOC = Inland Empire-Orange County
SR-57 = State Route 57

SR-91 = State Route 91
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2.3.9 Related Projects and Other Projects in the Vicinity of the

SR-91 CIP
2.3.9.1 Approved or In-Process Projects
Several projects that have been approved or are in process could affect the design of
the Build Alternatives. Those projects and how they relate to the project are described
in this section. The general locations and extents of the projects are shown on
Figure 2-18 and in more detail on the No Build Alternative figures in Appendix L.
Extensive coordination regarding design issues associated with these projects and the
project has been, and continues to be, conducted by RCTC, the Department, and the
project consultants. These projects are described briefly in the following sections.

SR-91 Eastbound Lane Addition Project Between SR-241 and SR-71
Department Districts 8 and 12, in conjunction with OCTA and RCTC, recently
completed construction of an additional GP lane and widened all lanes and shoulders
to standard widths on eastbound SR-91 between SR-241 in eastern Orange County
and SR-71 in western Riverside County. This project provides relief at the SR-91/
SR-241 interchange chokepoint where an existing GP lane ended, facilitates the
movement of traffic to the SR-71/SR-91 interchange, and enhances safety. The
project was approved on December 28, 2007. Construction began in fall 2009 and
was completed in early 2011. The conceptual designs for the Build Alternatives
accommodate the Eastbound Lane Addition Project improvements.

Santa Ana River Mainstem Project — Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phases 2A
and 2B

The Reach 9 Phase 2A project in the Lower Santa Ana River just below the Prado
Dam is planned to begin construction in late 2011. The Reach 9 Phase 2B project in
the Lower Santa Ana River located adjacent to the Green River Road Golf Course
began construction in December 2009 and is anticipated to be completed by summer
2012. The features of these projects include grouted stone bank protection and sheet
pile designed to protect SR-91 from damage that would be caused by a full release of
stored water from Prado Dam. The project was originally analyzed in the Prado Basin
and Vicinity, Including Reach 9 and Stabilization of the Bluff Toe at Norco Bluffs
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(SEIS/EIR) (Corps, November 2001).
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The project design consists of the stabilization of the channel through the bank
protection discussed above and, in the case of Phase 2B, the realignment of the
Santa Ana River north of its existing alignment to limit erosion and scour potential.
Phase 2B was environmentally approved in September 2009. Phase 2A was
environmentally approved in 2011, with construction beginning in early 2012 and
completion in late 2014.

The design of this project will accommodate right-of-way for the Build Alternatives
as well as several other projects including the Santa Ana River Interceptor (SARI)
pipeline (discussed in detail below), and the relocation of part of the existing Santa
Ana River Trail/Bike Lane.

Santa Ana River Interceptor Pipeline Reaches Il and IV

The Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority (SAWPA) was formed in 1972 to plan
and construct the SARI pipeline network with the goal of protecting and improving
groundwater and surface water quality of the Santa Ana River Watershed. The
SAWPA is a joint powers agency with five member agencies: Eastern Municipal
Water District, Western Municipal Water District, Inland Empire Utilities Agency,
Orange County Water District, and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District.
The SARI pipeline conveys primarily highly saline, nondomestic wastewater from
industrial dischargers and municipal desalter facilities in Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties to the Orange County Sanitation District’s wastewater treatment
plant. The soil cover over a segment of the SARI pipeline downstream of Prado Dam,
which was once buried at a depth of approximately 20 ft, has been eroding, and the
pipeline has recently been completely exposed in several locations. These exposures
were caused by flows less than 10,000 cubic feet per second (cfs). Costly emergency
actions have been conducted to protect the line.

Current releases and additional impact from future increased releases are anticipated
to further expose and damage the SARI, resulting in system failure, risks to public
health, and costly clean-up and repair. The Corps Prado Basin SEIS/EIR identified
that the scour effect resulting from increased releases from the raised spillway
elevation of Prado Dam would ultimately expose and undermine the existing SARI.

As shown on Figure 2-18, the SARI project begins immediately downstream of Prado
Dam and extends further downstream to Weir Canyon Road. The project parallels an
approximately 7 mi long segment of the Santa Ana River (calculated in river miles).
The SARI pipeline project (Reaches Il and IV in particular) is within Reach 9 of the
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Santa Ana River in the project study area. This section of the SARI pipeline will be
relocated at the same time the Corps realigns the Santa Ana River Channel (Reach 9
Phase 2B) through this section. Like the Corps’ Santa Ana River Realignment
Project, the SARI pipeline project has been planned to accommodate the design of the
Build Alternatives.

The project was approved in late 2009. Construction began in late 2009 with the
realigned SARI pipeline anticipated to be operational by mid-2013.

2.3.9.2 Future Projects

SR-71/SR-91 Interchange Improvement Project

RCTC completed the Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED)
process to improve the connection between SR-91 and SR-71 in and near the City of
Corona in June 2011. The SR-71/SR-91 interchange is a substantial source of traffic
congestion in the area. This project proposes to reduce congestion, enhance safety for
motorists, support the movement of goods, and improve mobility and connections
between the two freeways and among Riverside, Orange, and San Bernardino
Counties.

This project proposes replacing the existing single-lane connection between
eastbound SR-91 and northbound SR-71 with a new two-lane, direct flyover ramp,
and building a new separate eastbound road just south of and parallel to SR-91 to
provide improved access between the Green River Road interchange and the
SR-71/SR-91 interchange. The project limits on SR-71 begin at the SR-71/SR-91
interchange and end approximately 1.5 mi north of SR-91. This project would be
implemented after the Initial Phase of the SR-91 CIP and is anticipated to be
completed in 2018.

I-15 Corridor Improvement Project

As part of other congestion relief projects in Riverside County, RCTC is planning
improvements to 1-15 northward from just north of the 1-15/1-215 separation in the
City of Murrieta to the San Bernardino County line. The 1-15 Corridor Improvement
Project extends approximately 44 mi along I-15. Two build alternatives are under
consideration: an HOV lane and a mixed-flow lane alternative, and a tolled express
lane and mixed-flow lane alternative. This project would be implemented after the
Initial Phase of the SR-91 CIP and is anticipated to be completed in 2019.
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SR-241/SR-91 Direct Connectors

To maximize the efficiency of transitions between SR-241 and the existing SR-91
tolled express lanes in Orange County, direct connectors are conceptually planned

at this interchange, as shown on Figure 2-16. These improvements would be
implemented by the TCA and OCTA. This would allow SR-241 toll road users to
transition directly onto the SR-91 tolled express lanes and vice versa. Construction of
this project is anticipated to be completed after the completion of the Initial Phase of
the SR-91 CIP.

Future SR-91 Implementation Plan Improvements

As discussed in Chapter 1, Project, improvements are planned for SR-91 in the short
term (including the recently completed SR-91 Eastbound Lane Addition project
described above), medium term (by 2015), and into the future (by 2022). These
improvements include a number of smaller projects and two large projects. The large
projects, which were considered in the MIS, are: Corridor A (a parallel facility to the
SR-91) and Corridor B (Post 2030, another separate intercounty transportation
facility). Corridors A and B are projects requiring major financial commitments and,
while they are included in the time frame for the 30-year horizon, they may or may
not occur within that horizon depending on the ability to fund them. Table 3.25.1 in
Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts, provides descriptions of these future SR-91
projects.

2.3.10 Permits and Approvals Needed
Table 2.41 identifies the permits and/or approvals that are or may be required prior to
or during construction and/or operation of Alternatives 1 and 2.
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Table 2.41 Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency

Permit/Approval

Status/When Required

Federal Agencies

dredging waters of the United States.

FHWA Approval for Modified Access Report to the A “Letter of Acceptability” approving the modified access was
Interstate System received from FHWA in a letter to the Department dated May 11,
2011.Final approval will occur in August 2012 after approval of the
ROD.
Section 6005 of SAFETEA-LU for satisfying Air Approval was received from FHWA on June 6, 2012.
Quality Conformity Requirements
Major Project Operational Independence and Concept request was submitted January 20, 2012, and final
Non-Concurrent Construction Determination approval is expected by June 2012.
Cost Estimate Review Approval was received on March 23, 2012.
Draft Project Management Plan Submitted on May 16, 2012.
Plan of Finance (in lieu of Initial Financial Plan) Submittal is expected by July 2012.
Final Project Management Plan Approval is expected by October 2012.
Close of Finance/Financial Plan Annual Update The first annual update would be submitted in May 2013.
USFWS Section 7 Consultation for Threatened and The BO was approved on November 30, 2011, by USFWS (refer to
Endangered Species Appendix N).
Review and Comment on 404 Permit
Corps Section 404 Individual Permit for filling or The application for this permit was submitted in July 2011.

Section 408 Permit for modifications to Corps’
facilities in three locations and a modified
easement at a fourth location.

An initial application for this permit was submitted in December
2011.

National Park Service

Approval of the use of land from CHSP if that
land is protected under Section 6(f).

Because the 0.48 ac of land in CHSP that will be used by the
project is not currently protected by Section 6(f), no NPS approval
is required at this time.

If that land becomes protected under Section 6(f) prior to the use of
0.48 ac in CHSP for the SR-91 CIP, the requirements for protection
under Section 6(f) will be analyzed and addressed with State Parks
and the California Department of Parks and Recreation, Office of
Grants and Local Services.
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Table 2.41 Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency

Permit/Approval

Status/When Required

State Agencies

CDFG

1602 Agreement for Streambed Alteration

The application for this agreement was submitted in February 2011.

California State Parks

Concurrence regarding the determination of the
project effects on CHSP.

State Parks provided written concurrence with the de minimis
determination for project effects on CHSP in a letter dated March
26, 2012; a copy of that letter is provided in Appendix B.

Right-of-Entry/Encroachment Permit

An approved Right-of-Entry/Encroachment Permit will be required
prior to any construction encroaching into land within the boundary
of CHSP.

Approval of a permanent aerial easement in
CHSP

Prior to construction of the Green River Road westbound off-ramp.

California Transportation Commission

Approval of STIP funding

After the Department approves the Final EIR and files the Notice of

(CTO) Determination.
SWRCB Section 402 NPDES (Construction Activity) The notification for coverage under Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ,
NPDES No. CAS000002 will be submitted prior to construction.
Section 402 NPDES Permit (Department NPDES | Coverage under Order No. 99-06-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003
Permit) will be addressed with submittal of the NOI under NPDES No.
CAS000002, which will be submitted prior to construction.
Santa Ana RWQCB Section 402 NPDES (Groundwater Dewatering) The notification for coverage under Order No. R8-2009-0003,

NPDES No. CAG998001, will be submitted prior to construction.

Section 401 Water Quality Certification

The application for this agreement was submitted in February 2011.

Regional and Local Agencies

Western Riverside County RCA and JPARP A Preliminary Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior

the RCTC Preservation is provided in Appendix O of the Natural Environment
Study (2010)

Cities of Anaheim, Corona, Riverside, Freeway Agreements Freeway agreements reflecting the project will be finalized after

and Norco, and Counties of Riverside
and Orange

completion of the Final EIR/EIS.

Cities of Anaheim, Corona, and
Riverside, and Counties of Orange and
Riverside

Encroachment permits for any encroachments
into public right-of-way owned by these
jurisdictions.

Prior to any encroachment

Cities of Anaheim, Corona, and
Riverside, and Counties of Orange and
Riverside

Approval of the TMP and any detour plans using
local streets

Prior to construction

Orange County Flood Control District
and Riverside County Flood Control
District

Coordination for, and approval of, any project-
related changes to the existing flood control
facilities

During final design

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS
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Table 2.41 Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency Permit/Approval Status/When Required
County of Orange Approval of a permanent subsurface easement in | Prior to construction of the Ultimate Project
the New OC Park (NNL)
Railroads
BNSF Railroad Company Memorandum of Understanding and a Prior to any construction within or above railroad right-of-way
Construction and Maintenance Agreement with
the railroad
California Public Utilities Commission Approval of the project, based on review of the Prior to any construction within or above railroad right-of-way
Construction and Maintenance Agreement
Utilities
SCG Approvals to relocate, protect in place, or remove | Prior to any construction activities that would affect utility facilities
SCE utility facilities
City of Corona
AT&T/Pacific Bell
Comcast Cable
Sprint
Time Warner Cable
Questar/Four Corner Pipeline
Company
Level 3 Communications
Temescal Valley Regional Interceptor
City of Riverside
Santa Ana Watershed Project
Authority
Western Riverside Regional
Wastewater
BNSF = Burlington Northern Santa Fe FHWA = Federal Highway Administration ROD = Record of Decision
BO = Biological Opinion JPARP = Joint Project Acquisition/Review Process RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board
CDFG = California Department of Fish and Game NOD = Notice of Determination SCE = Southern California Edison
CHSP = Chino Hills State Park NOI = Notice of Intent SCG = Southern California Gas Company
Corps = United States Army Corps of Engineers NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System SWRCB = State Water Resources Control Board
Department = California Department of Transportation RCA = Regional Conservation Authority TMP = Transportation Management Plan
EIR = Environmental Impact Report RCTC = Riverside County Transportation Commission USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service

EIS = Environmental Impact Statement
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Environmental
Consequences, and
Avoidance, Minimization,
and/or Mitigation Measures

As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the project, the
following environmental topics were considered but no adverse project impacts were
identified. As a result, no further discussion regarding these issues is provided:

e Coastal Zone: The project segments of SR-91 and I-15 are not in or in the
immediate vicinity of a designated Coastal Zone. As a result, the Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972 (CZMA), the primary federal law enacted to preserve
and protect coastal resources, is not applicable to the proposed project.

e National Wild and Scenic Rivers: The project segments of SR-91 and 1-15 do
not cross and are not in the vicinity of any designated National Wild and Scenic
Rivers. As a result, the project is not subject to the requirements of the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 USC 1271) and the California Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (PRC Section 5093.50 et seq.).

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, the SR-91 CIP Build Alternatives are
proposed to be constructed in two phases each: the Initial Phase and the Ultimate
Project. As a result, environmental impacts would occur in both the Initial Phases and
Ultimate Projects for Alternatives 1 and 2. As shown earlier in Chapter 2,
construction would occur on different segments of SR-91 and I-15 for the Initial
Phases and Ultimate Projects for Alternatives 1 and 2. As a result, the environmental
impacts of Alternatives 1 and 2 could occur (a) only in the Initial Phases, (b) only in
the Ultimate Projects, or (c) in both the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects,
depending on the locations of resources and the areas affected by the project
construction. The project improvements and the locations of project construction
activities in the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for Alternatives 1 and 2 are
described below.
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Figures 3-1 and 3-2 show the segments on SR-91 and I-15 where construction would
occur in the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project for Alternative 1, respectively. Table
3.1 lists the improvements in the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project of Alternative 1,
respectively.

Table 3.1 Construction Activities in the Initial Phase and Ultimate
Project for Alternative 1

Initial Phase (Figure 3-1) Ultimate Project (Figure 3-2)

e Construction of additional lanes on SR-91 e Construction of additional lanes on SR-91
between Green River Road and I-15 between Green River Road and I-15

e Reconstruction of the Green River Road e Reconstruction of the Green River Road
westbound off-ramp westbound off-ramp

e Construction of the eastbound SR-91 to e Construction of the eastbound SR-91 to
southbound I-15 HOV direct connector and an southbound 1-15 HOV direct connector and an
HOV lane from that connector south to Ontario HOV lane from that connector south to Ontario
Avenue Avenue

e Construction of an HOV lane north from Ontario |e Construction of an HOV lane north from
Avenue and the northbound 1-15 to westbound Ontario Avenue and the northbound I-15 to
SR-91 HOV direct connector westbound SR-91 HOV direct connector

Source: Riverside County Transportation Commission (2012).
HOV = high-occupancy vehicle

I-15 = Interstate 15

SR-91 = State Route 91

As a result, when impacts of Alternative 1 are noted in this EIR/EIS as occurring in

the Initial Phase, they would occur in the areas shown on Figure 3-1. If the impacts

are for the Ultimate Project, they would occur in the areas shown on Figure 3-2. As

shown by comparing the areas of construction on Figures 3-1 and 3-2, the only area
where construction may occur during both the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project for
Alternative 1 is the area around the SR-91/1-15 interchange.

Figures 3-3 and 3-4 show the segments on SR-91 and I-15 where construction would
occur in the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project for Alternative 2, respectively. As
shown on Figure 3-3, construction activities for the improvements in the Initial Phase
of Alternative 2 would occur on all project segments of SR-91 and I-15. Table 3.2
lists the improvements in the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project of Alternative 2,
respectively.
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Table 3.2 Construction Activities in the Initial Phase and Ultimate
Project for Alternative 2

Initial Phase (Figure 3-3) Ultimate Project (Figure 3-4)
Construction: Construction:

e Additional lanes on SR-91 between SR-91 e Additional lanes on SR-91 between SR-241
Green River Road and I-15 and SR-71

¢ Realignment of a segment of Green River ¢ Additional lanes on SR-91 from I-15 to
Road Pierce Street

e Reconstruction of the Green River Road e HOT lanes on I-15 between Ontario Avenue
westbound off-ramp and Cajalco Road

e A direct HOT connector from eastbound SR- e Direct HOT connectors from eastbound SR-
91 to southbound I-15 and an HOT lane 91 to northbound I-15 and from southbound
southbound on |-15 to Ontario Avenue I-15 to westbound SR-91.

e An HOT lane from Ontario Avenue north to
the direct HOT connectors from northbound I-
15 to westbound SR-91

Restriping of Existing Pavement on Segments
of SR-91:

e Eastbound and westbound SR-91 between
SR-241 and Green River Road to provide
HOT lane auxiliary ingress and egress at the
SR-91/SR-241 interchange

e Eastbound SR-91 between the Orange
County line and SR-71, and on westbound
SR-91 from Green River Road to the Orange
County line to provide two HOT lanes in each
direction

e On eastbound SR-91 between I-15 and
Pierce Street for the change from the HOT
lane to the HOV lane.

Source: Riverside County Transportation Commission (2012).
HOT = high-occupancy toll

HOV = high-occupancy vehicle

1-15 = Interstate 15

SR-71 = State Route 71

SR-91 = State Route 91

SR-241 = State Route 241

As shown by comparing the areas of construction on Figures 3-3 and 3-4, the areas
where construction would occur during both the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project for
Alternative 2 are:

e SR-91 between SR-241 and SR-71: There would be no physical disturbance and
very limited impacts in this area during the restriping of the existing pavement for
the Initial Phase. The majority of construction-related effects would occur on this
segment during construction of the improvements in the Ultimate Project.

e SR-91 between I-15 and Pierce Street: There would be no physical disturbance
and very limited impacts in this area during the restriping of the existing
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pavement for the Initial Phase. The majority of construction-related effects would
occur on this segment during construction of the improvements in the Ultimate
Project.

SR-91/1-15 interchange: There would be project-related construction in and
around this interchange in both the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project for
Alternative 2. As a result, there would be project-related construction impacts in
this area in both the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project for Alternative 2.

As a result, when impacts of Alternative 2 are noted in this EIR/EIS as occurring in
the Initial Phase, they would occur in the areas shown on Figure 3-3. If the impacts
are for the Ultimate Project, they would occur in the areas shown on Figure 3-4. As
noted above, there are three areas where the areas of construction occur during both
the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project for Alternative 2.

The analyses in Chapter 3 are based on the technical studies and other references
listed in the following appendices to this EIR/EIS:

Appendix G, List of Technical Studies: This appendix lists the technical studies
prepared specifically for the SR-91 CIP. As noted in Appendix G, the cited
technical studies are available for review at the RCTC office.

Appendix H, References: This appendix lists references such as general plans
and census information to describe existing conditions and for the analyses of the
project effects.
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HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
3.1 Land Use

The analysis of the potential for the project to result in impacts related to land use is
described in this section. The technical study used for this analysis was the Final
Community Impact Assessment (CIA) (December 2011). The study area for existing
and General Plan land uses, which could be potentially directly affected by the
project, was defined as a band extending approximately 1,000 ft from each side of the
existing SR-91 and I-15 centerlines. A much larger area was also considered in this
analysis to evaluate a broader area potentially affected by the project. The study area
extends through seven land use jurisdictions (five cities and two counties). The
general study area consists of urbanized, mixed-use, residential, agricultural,
industrial/commercial, and open space uses. The study area is forecast to continue to
grow rapidly over the next 20 years, with a projected annual growth rate of 3.4
percent compared to the 1.25 percent average during the same period in southern
California. On average, the study area is about 50 percent built out, but that
percentage varies depending on individual cities and unincorporated areas. Section
3.2, Growth, provides a detailed discussion of forecasted growth in the study area
cities and counties.

The discussions in this section related to land use are provided in the following three
subsections:

e 3.1.1, Existing and Future Land Uses
e 3.1.2, Consistency with Federal, State, Regional, and Local Plans
e 3.1.3, Parks and Recreational Facilities

3.1.1  Existing and Future Land Uses

3.1.1.1 Affected Environment

The project segments of SR-91 and I-15 and their design variations cross incorporated
cities and unincorporated communities. This analysis evaluates existing land uses that
would be converted to transportation uses by the Build Alternatives. The analysis is
based on the most current available geographic information system (GI1S) data from
the applicable local jurisdictions (Riverside and Orange County, and the Cities of
Anaheim, Yorba Linda, Corona, Riverside, and Norco); therefore, the GIS data may
not reflect very recent changes in existing land uses.
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Existing Land Uses

The land use study area and the existing land uses in the study area are shown on
Figure 3.1-1. A summary of existing land uses in the study area is provided in
Table 3.1.1. The western part of the study area includes land in CHSP, as shown on
Figure 3.1-2 (Sheet 1 of 3). There is one trail in the part of CHSP in the vicinity of
Green River Road in the project study area.

Proposed Land Uses

The assessment of impacts to General Plan-designated land uses was based on
mapping prepared for the SR-91 study area using a compilation of General Plan Land
Use Elements, local zoning information, and master development plans for the
jurisdictions in the project study area. The areas of temporary disturbance and
permanent right-of-way acquisition for Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design
variations were overlaid through GIS mapping onto the compiled land use maps and
aerial photographs, and impacts were assessed. The total areas of permanent right-of-
way acquisition for each Build Alternative were compiled. In addition, a general
consistency analysis based on General Plan land use designations was conducted.
Figure 3.1-2 shows greater detail of the project study area and the General Plan land
use designations in that study area.

For detailed information on agricultural land uses, refer to Section 3.3, Farmlands and
Timberlands.

Development Trends

Approved and planned transportation projects in northeastern Orange County and
western Riverside County are listed in Table 3.25.1 and are shown on Figure 3.25-1.
Approved and planned land use and nontransportation infrastructure projects are
shown in Table 3.25-2 and on Figure 3.25-1. The potential environmental impacts of
those projects, if known, are also summarized in Tables 3.25.1 and 3.25.2.

3.1.1.2 Environmental Consequences

Summary of Impacts

The Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects of Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design
variations would result in the permanent incorporation of lands designated in the local
general plans into the SR-91 and I-15 transportation facilities. The majority of the
land that will be affected is already designated Transportation in those general plans.
Specifically, depending on the design variation, Alternative 1 will result in the
permanent use of between 61.8 acres (ac) and 65.7 ac of land designated Commercial,
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Table 3.1.1 Existing Land Uses

Jurisdiction

Existing Land Uses

Orange County

Orange County covers 798 sq mi., including 42 mi of coastline along the Pacific Ocean.

In the study area, the only unincorporated section of Orange County is north of SR-91 and
adjacent to the County line, as shown on Figure 3.1-2 (Sheet 1 of 3). This area is designated in
the County of Orange General Plan as Open Space/Recreation, which provides for limited land
uses that do not require substantial urban infrastructure. This designation indicates the current
and near-term uses of the land, most of which are zoned agricultural. It is not necessarily an
indication of a long-term commitment of specific uses. Currently, this area is vacant and
undeveloped.

Riverside
County

Riverside County is the fourth largest county in the State, encompassing approximately

7,400 sq mi and extending west from the Colorado River to within 14 mi of the Pacific Ocean, a
distance of approximately 200 mi. The western half of Riverside County is bounded by the
Santa Ana Mountains and Cleveland National Forest (CNF) on the west and the San Jacinto
Mountains and the San Bernardino National Forest on the east. The western part of the County
contains the greatest concentration of population and has experienced the greatest growth
pressures in recent decades.

The majority of this population is concentrated in the incorporated cities of Corona and
Riverside. The majority of the study area land uses in unincorporated Riverside County is
located along I-15, south of the Cajalco Road entrance and exit ramps. This area consists of
rural residential uses west of I-15 and new single-family residential developments on the east
side of I-15. There is a shopping center on the north side of Cajalco Road, east of I-15. There
are scattered residential uses and equestrian properties farther east of I-15. According to the
Riverside County General Plan, the most common General Plan designations in this area are
Residential, Commercial, and Industrial, as shown on Figure 3.1-2 (Sheet 3 of 3).

City of
Anaheim

Land in the City of Anaheim is located in the west part of the SR-91 CIP study area. The City of
Anaheim General Plan Land Use Element indicates that the land uses in and adjacent to the
study area are designated Commercial, Residential, and Open Space/Recreation, as shown on
Figure 3.1-2 (Sheet 1 of 3).

The commercial area is in the westernmost part of the study area, adjacent to South Weir
Canyon Road. There are attached and detached single-family residences in hillside areas and
with small lot sizes in clustered developments. The open space area is on the east side of the
residential area and west of State Route 241 (SR-241). The Open Space/Recreation
designation in the City’s General Plan is for areas intended to remain in natural open space,
utility easements that provide recreational access, landscaped freeway remnant parcels, and
land areas surrounding major water features.

City of Yorba
Linda

A very small part of the land use study area along SR-91, consisting of an approximately 1.8 mi
long area of the western project segment and on the north side of SR-91, is in the City of Yorba
Linda. The City’s General Plan land use designations in this area are Open Space/Recreation
and Industrial, as shown on Figure 3.1-2 (Sheet 1 of 3).

City of Corona

A large part of the study area is in the City of Corona. This includes areas along SR-91 from
the western city limits to the eastern city limits (to approximately Buchanan Street,
approximately 10.5 mi), north on I-15 to the city limits at Hidden Valley Parkway (east side of
I-15), and south on I-15 to the city limits (approximately 7 mi).

The designated land uses along SR-91 in Corona include Residential, Mixed-Use, Industrial,
Commercial, and Open Space/Recreation as shown on Figure 3.1-2 (Sheets 1 and 2 of 3).
Along I-15, the land use designations are predominantly Residential, Mixed-Use, Industrial,
Commercial, and Open Space/Recreation, as shown on Figure 3.1-2 (Sheet 3 of 3).

City of
Riverside

The part of the City of Riverside in the project study area starts at the city limits at
approximately Buchanan Street and continues east to Pierce Street (the project’s eastern
terminus, approximately 0.5 mi). The General Plan land use designations in the study area
include Residential, Mixed-Use, Commercial, and Open Space/Recreation, as shown on
Figure 3.1-2 (Sheet 2 of 3).

City of Norco

The part of the City of Norco in the SR-91 CIP study area includes land adjacent to I-15 from
the City of Corona boundary at Hidden Valley Parkway on the south to Fifth Street on the north
(approximately 2.5 mi). The City’s General Plan land use designations in the City of Norco part
of the study area include Commercial, Industrial, and Residential, as shown on Figure 3.1-2
(Sheet 3 of 3).

Source: Community Impact Assessment (2010).

CIA = Community Impact Assessment
CIP = Corridor Improvement Project
CNF = Cleveland National Forest

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS

SR-241 = State Route 241
SR-91 = State Route 91

I-15 = Interstate 15
mi = miles
sg mi = square miles
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Industrial, Mixed-Use, Open Space/Recreation, and Public Facilities and between
150.2 ac and 154.9 ac of land designated Transportation. Depending on the design
variation, Alternative 2 will result in the permanent use of between 78.0 ac and 94.6
ac of land designated Commercial, Industrial, Mixed-Use, Open Space/Recreation,
and Public Facilities and between 226.1 ac and 251.6 ac of land designated
Transportation. As a result, Alternatives 1 and 2 would require the local jurisdictions
to amend their General Plan Land Use Elements to reflect the incorporation of
nontransportation-designated land into the SR-91 and I-15 facilities.

The construction of the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects of Alternatives 1 and 2
and their design variations would result in temporary adverse impacts to existing land
uses, including business and neighborhood disruptions, disruptions of local travel
patterns and access to individual properties; increased congestion, noise, vibration,
and dust; and use of property for temporary construction easements (TCES).

Summary of Impacts for Alternative 2f

Alternative 2f has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. The Initial Phase of
Alternative 2f would result in the permanent use of 64.0 ac of land designated as
Commercial, Industrial, Open Space/Recreation, Public Facilities, and Residential,
and 125.4 ac of land designated as Transportation.

The Alternative 2f Ultimate Project would result in the permanent use of a total of

78 ac of land designated Commercial, Industrial, Mixed-Use, Open Space/Recreation,
Public Facilities, and Residential, and 226.1 ac of land designated as Transportation.
The totals for the Ultimate Project include the acreage impacted by the Initial Phase
described above. As a result, Alternative 2f would also require the local jurisdictions
to amend their General Plan Land Use Elements to reflect the incorporation of non-
transportation-designated land into the SR-91 and 1-15 facilities.

The construction of the Alternative 2f Initial Phase and Ultimate Project would result
in temporary adverse impacts to existing land uses, including business and
neighborhood disruptions; disruptions of local travel patterns and access to individual
properties; increased congestion, noise, vibration, and dust; and use of property for
TCEs, as discussed for Alternativesl and 2.

Permanent Land Use Impacts

Alternatives 1 and 2

Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in permanent impacts to General Plan land uses as a
result of the acquisition of right-of-way and the incorporation of that property into the

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS 3.1-13
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transportation facilities. The impacted General Plan land uses are shown on

Figure 3.1-3 (Sheets 1 through 3) and Figure 3.1-4 (Sheets 1 through 3) for
Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively. Table 3.1.2 summarizes the impacts of the project
on General Plan land use designations by alternative and design variation.

As shown in Table 3.1.2, Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations would
impact designated Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Transportation, Open Space/
Recreation, Mixed-Use, and Public Facilities General Plan land uses. In summary, the
Alternative 1 Ultimate Project and its design variations would use a total of between
212.0 ac and 220.6 ac of land, and the Alternative 2 Ultimate Project and its design
variations would use between 304.1 ac and 345.2 ac of land, as shown in Table 3.1.2.

As discussed earlier on page 3-1, impacts will occur at different locations along the
alignments of SR-91 and 1-15 during the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for
Alternatives 1 and 2. As shown earlier on Figures 3-1 and 3-2, there is only very
limited overlap of the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project construction for Alternative 1
at the SR-91/1-15 interchange. As a result, land use impacts related to the conversion
of land to the transportation designation would occur only once along those
alignments. At the SR-91/1-15, any land acquired for the Initial Phase would not be
impacted again by the Ultimate Project. In the Ultimate Project in Alternative 1, some
additional land at that interchange would be impacted compared to the Initial Phase of
Alternative 1.

As shown on Figures 3-3 and 3-4, there is overlap of the Initial Phase and Ultimate
Project construction for Alternative 2 at three locations: on SR-91 between SR-241
and SR-71, on SR-91 between I-15 and Pierce Street, and at the SR-91/1-15
interchange. Because the project improvements on those two segments of SR-91
require only restriping of the existing pavement for the Initial Phase, there would be
no changes in land use designations associated with the Initial Phase of Alternative 2.
There would be additional land use designation changes at the SR-91/1-15
interchange for the Alternative 2 Ultimate Project; however, as noted above, land
previously affected by the Initial Phase would not be impacted again by the Ultimate
Project.
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Table 3.1.2 General Plan Impacts by Build Alternative and Land Use Designations (acres)

General Plan Land Use Desighations
Alternative Commercial | Industrial Mixed- | Open Space/ Pu.b.I|.c Residential Subtotal Wlthout Transportation | Grand Total
Use Recreation Facilities Transportation
Alternative 1 Ultimate Project
la 12.8 22.9 0.9 20.1 0.0 5.9 62.6 150.7 213.3
1b 14.9 22.9 1.0 20.0 0.0 6.9 65.7 154.9 220.6
1c 13.4 21.5 0.9 20.1 0.0 5.9 61.8 150.2 212.0 |
1d 15.5 21.5 1.0 20.0 0.0 6.9 64.9 153.6 218.5
Alternative 2 Ultimate Project
2a 17.7 29.1 0.7 24.3 0.1 8.8 80.7 228.7 309.4
2b 19.1 29.3 0.7 24.2 0.1 7.3 80.7 228.2 308.9
2c 21.3 33.6 0.7 24.6 0.1 14.3 94.6 250.6 345.2
2d 22.7 33.9 0.7 24.5 0.1 12.7 94.6 250.0 3445
2e 16.6 274 0.7 24.3 0.1 8.9 78.0 226.6 304.6
2f 18.0 27.7 0.7 24.2 0.1 7.3 78.0 226.1 304.1
29 21.5 31.4 0.7 24.6 0.1 14.3 92.6 251.6 344.2
2h 23.0 31.7 0.7 24.5 0.1 12.8 92.8 251.4 344.2
Initial Phase of Alternative 2
il b 12.1 27.5 0.0 14.3 0.1 10.0 64.0 125.4 189.4 |

Source: Right-of-Way Data Sheets (May 2010).

Farmlands of Local Importance and Grazing Land. Refer to Section 3.3, Farmlands/Timberlands, for a discussion of those effects.

Note 1: Alternatives 1 and 2 will not impact General Plan-designated agricultural areas. However, Alternatives 1 and 2 will affect Natural Resource Conservation Service-designated ‘

Note 2: The impacts for the Alternative 1 and 2 Ultimate Projects include the acreage impacted under the Initial Phases of those Alternatives.
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Temporary Land Use Impacts

Alternatives 1 and 2

The Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects of Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in direct
temporary construction-related effects to existing land uses, including business and
neighborhood disruptions during construction. Temporary construction impacts may
include disruption of local traffic patterns and access to homes and businesses,
increased traffic congestion, and increased noise, vibration, and dust. Although some
businesses could close or relocate during a prolonged construction period, this impact
would be localized and would not likely result in long-term changes in land uses.

Temporary land use impacts also include properties being used as TCEs. At the
completion of construction, any areas used for TCEs would be returned to their
original conditions and original owners. No permanent project features will be
constructed within the boundaries of the TCEs. As a result, the TCEs are not expected
to be inconsistent with the existing General Plan designations for those parcels. Refer
to Section 3.4, Community Impacts, for further discussion of temporary impacts
related to business and neighborhood disruptions.

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would maintain the current configurations of SR-91 and
I-15 in the project study area. Under the No Build Alternative, the project would not
be constructed and no temporary or permanent land use impacts would occur.

3.1.2 Consistency with Federal, State, Regional, and Local Plans
3.1.2.1 Affected Environment

Southern California Association of Governments Regional Plans
SCAG is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Orange, Los
Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial Counties. SCAG is
mandated by the federal government to develop regional plans for transportation,
growth management, hazardous waste management, and air quality.

SCAG recognizes the project as a regionally significant project that directly relates to
policies and strategies in the SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and RTP.*

During the scoping process (which introduced the project to agencies and the general
public), SCAG responded to the NOP and provided policies from its Regional

! SCAG comment letter in response to the NOP for a Draft EIR for the proposed

project (August 6, 2008).
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Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), RTP, and Compass Growth Vision (CGV)
that it believes are applicable to the project. Those policies and goals were provided
for analyzing the project within the context of those regional transportation plans.

SCAG 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan — Growth Management
Chapter

The SCAG RCP, which was adopted in 2008, provides a vision of how southern
California can balance resource conservation, economic vitality, and quality of life. It
serves as a blueprint to approach growth and infrastructure challenges in an integrated
and comprehensive way.

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) supports the RCP with suggested guiding
principles for development associated with complex issues related to growth and land
use. It provides forecasts that established the socioeconomic parameters for the
Regional Mobility and Air Quality chapters in the RCP. The most current adopted
population, household, and employment forecasts from SCAG are provided in

Table 3.1.3.

Table 3.1.3 Adopted Demographic Forecasts

Adopted Southern California Association of Governments Regionwide Forecasts
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Population 19,418,344 | 20,345,830 | 21,468,948 | 22,395,121 | 23,255,377 | 24,057,286
Households 6,086,986 6,474,074 6,840,328 7,156,645 7,449,484 7,710,722
Employment 8,349,453 8,811,406 9,183,029 9,546,773 9,913,376 | 10,287,125

Adopted Orange County Council of Governments Subregion Forecasts
Population 3,059,950 3,314,948 3,451,757 3,533,935 3,586,285 3,629,540
Households 980,964 1,039,201 1,071,810 1,088,375 1,102,370 1,110,659
Employment 1,615,936 1,755,167 1,837,771 1,897,352 1,933,058 1,960,633
Adopted Western Riverside County Council of Governments Subregion Forecasts
Population 1,503,383 1,735,426 1,918,962 2,096,544 2,262,992 2,414,256
Households 466,531 546,047 609,219 671,933 727,622 780,743
Employment 484,985 588,523 691,260 797,626 901,163 1,005,923

Source: Southern California Association of Governments’ response to Notice of Preparation letter, August 2008.

SCAG Compass Growth Vision
The SCAG CGV addresses future growth in the region. The goal of the CGV is
to accommodate growth while maintaining quality of life for the people living in

the region. The intent of the CGV is to support decisions regarding growth,

transportation, land use, and economic development made to promote and sustain
the region’s mobility, livability, and prosperity for future generations. SCAG’s goal
is to implement the CGV in conjunction with local agencies to plan for growth
throughout the region.
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The following Regional Growth Principles from the CGV provide a framework for
local and regional decision-making to support improving the quality of life for all
residents in the SCAG region:

e Principle 1: Improve mobility for all residents.

e Principle 2: Foster livability in all communities.

e Principle 3: Enable prosperity for all people.

e Principle 4: Promote sustainability for future generations.

SCAG Regional Transportation Plan and Federal Transportation
Improvement Program

The 2008 RTP, which is based on the adopted growth projections in Table 3.1.3,
includes the following policies relevant to the SR-91 CIP:

e RTP G1: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the
region.

e RTP G2: Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the
region.

e RTP G3: Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system.

e RTP G4: Maximize the productivity of our transportation system.

e RTP G5: Protect the environment, improve air quality, and promote energy
efficiency.

e RTP G6: Encourage land use and growth patterns that complement our
transportation investments.

e RTP G7: Maximize the security of our transportation system through improved
system monitoring, rapid recovery planning, and coordination with other security
agencies.

SCAG adopted the 2012 RTP on April 4, 2012. The 2012 RTP includes the same
policies described above from the 2008 RTP.

As described in Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need, the SR-91 CIP is included in the
2012 RTP, with the Initial Phase (Phase 1 as described in the 2012 RTP) scheduled
for completion by 2017 and the Ultimate Project (Phase 2 as described in the 2012
RTP) scheduled for completion by 2035. The SR-91 CIP Alternative 2 Initial Phase is
also included in Amendment 24 to the 2011 FTIP. The listings of the project in the
2012 RTP and 2011 FTIP are provided in Appendix K, 2012 RTP and 2011 FTIP
(Amendment 24) Project Listings. The FHWA/FTA approved the air quality
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conformity determination for the 2012 RTP and 2011 FTIP (through Amendment 24)
on June 4, 2012.

Habitat Conservation Plans

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) provides a comprehensive, habitat-based approach to the protection of
covered species by focusing on conservation and management of lands essential for
their long-term conservation. As a regional plan, the Western Riverside County
MSHCP serves to provide mitigation for cumulative impacts to covered species and
their habitats. Project consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP
ensures that cumulative and indirect impacts to those species are effectively
mitigated. The project is consistent with the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

Refer to Sections 3.17 (Natural Communities), 3.19 (Plant Species), and 3.20
(Animal Species) for detailed discussions of the consistency of the Build Alternatives
with the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

Orange County Natural Communities Conservation Plan

There are lands designated in the Orange County Natural Communities Conservation
Plan (NCCP) south of the project segment of SR-91 in Orange County. The nearest
NCCP lands to the segment of SR-91 are approximately 6,000 ft south of SR-91 at
Weir Canyon Road and approximately 2,000 ft south of SR-91 near the County line.

General Plans and Specific Plans

The General Plans of the Counties of Orange and Riverside and Cities of Anaheim,
Yorba Linda, Corona, Norco, and Riverside were reviewed to understand the
development trends, land use-related goals, and specific policies of those that could
be affected by the SR-91 CIP. The General Plan Land Use designations for the study
area are shown on Figure 3.1-2 (Sheets 1 through 3).

Two conclusions emerged from review of the General Plans. First, most of the
jurisdictions acknowledge their strategic role in regional transportation development,
especially in shaping their land use and economic development patterns and
providing access to major regional freeway and rail corridors. Second, the General
Plan policies relevant to the SR-91 CIP suggest that some local jurisdictions, such as
the City of Norco, wish to preserve the rural character of their communities even as
growth and land development in this area occurs. The following sections discuss the
regional, local, and General Plan policies relevant to the SR-91 CIP.
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Orange County General Plan

The Orange County General Plan (adopted 2005 with the Housing Element updated
in 2008) provides direction for land use decisions in unincorporated parts of the
County. The SR-91 CIP study area includes a small area of unincorporated land in
Orange County at the Orange/Riverside County boundary. This area is designated in
the Orange County General Plan as Open Space/Recreation, which provides for
limited land uses that do not require a commitment of substantial urban infrastructure.
Currently, this area is vacant and undeveloped.

Goals and objectives from the Orange County General Plan relevant to the SR-91 CIP
are provided below.

Land Use Element
e Objective 4: Land Use Transportation Integration — to plan an integrated land
and transportation system that accommodates travel demand.

Transportation Element
The ultimate goal of the Transportation Element of the Orange County General
Plan is:

“To develop an integrated transportation system consisting of a blend
of transportation modes capable of meeting the need to move people
and goods by private and public means with maximum efficiency,
convenience, economy, safety, and comfort and a system that is
consistent with other goals and values of the County and the region.”

e Goal 1: Provide a transportation plan that supports land use policies in the
County.

e Goal 4: Ensure that the circulation plan conforms to applicable environmental
quality standards.

Under the Scenic Highway Plan, SR-91 from Weir Canyon to the Riverside
County line is classified as viewscape corridor. A Type 1 viewscape corridor is
characterized by a route that traverses a corridor within which unique or unusual
scenic resources and aesthetic values are found. This designation is intended to
minimize the impacts of the highway and land use development on the significant
scenic resources along the route. This definition also includes safety roadside rests
and vista points.
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e Goal 1: Preserve and enhance unique or special aesthetic and visual resources
through sensitive highway design and the regulation of development within
the scenic corridor.

e Policy 1.4: Preserve established Scenic Highways to protect the existing
scenic qualities of these corridors.

Growth Management Element Goals

e Reduce traffic congestion.

e Ensure that adequate transportation facilities, public facilities, equipment, and
services are provided for existing and future residents.

Growth Management Element Implementation Programs

e Measure M Countywide Growth Management Program: The County shall
take all actions possible to ensure that the implementation of this Element is
consistent with the provisions of the Measure M Countywide Growth
Management Program in order to bring about improved regional coordination
in the areas of growth management, traffic improvement, and public service
delivery.

Orange County Specific Plans

Table 3.1.4 briefly describes the Specific Plans in the study area for the SR-91 CIP.
As shown in that table, there are no Specific Plans in unincorporated Orange County
in the project study area.

Riverside County General Plan

Adopted in 2003, the Riverside County General Plan sets the direction for land use
and development in unincorporated areas of Riverside County. The majority of the
study area land uses in unincorporated Riverside County are along 1-15, south of
Cajalco Road. This area consists of rural residential uses west of 1-15 and new single-
family residential developments on the east side of I-15. According to the Riverside
County General Plan, the land use designations in this area include Residential,
Commercial, and Industrial. The Riverside County General Plan contains Area Plans
that are intended to guide development in specific locations in the County.

The Temescal Canyon Area Plan (TCAP) encompasses the City of Corona and its
Sphere of Influence (SOI) and is in the project study area.
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Table 3.1.4 Summary of Specific Plans in the SR-91 CIP Study Area

Specific Plan (See Note 1)

| Description

Specific Plans in the City of Anaheim

Mountain Park Specific Plan — ID Number 28 (Sheet 2 of
Figure 3.25-1)

An Irvine Company project

The construction date has not yet been determined.

This 3,179-acre (ac) Specific Plan is in the northeast part of the Hill and Canyon area (Gypsum Canyon) in the City of
Anaheim, south of State Route 91 (SR-91) and west of Coal Canyon (the existing Cypress Canyon Specific Plan area).
The amended Specific Plan provides for the development of up to 2,500 dwelling units (DUs), a City fire station,
schools, community parks, public and private recreational facilities, trails, and open space. In addition, the project
includes the construction of the State Route 241 (SR-241)/Weir Canyon Road interchange, and a bridge over SR-91
that would connect development areas east and west of SR-241.

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for this project. The analysis determined that potentially significant
adverse impacts of this project would include impacts to: landform changes (visual/aesthetics); geology and soils;
biological resources (such as a mitigation plan for impacts to wetlands that includes a total of 14.1 ac of riparian
mitigation for United States Army Corps of Engineers [Corps] and California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG]
jurisdictional areas, a translocation program for the many-stemmed dudleya, and mitigation for the Yuma myotis, as well
as the need for a biologist for monitoring and for construction activities to occur outside of the nesting season); traffic
and circulation; air and noise quality; and cultural resources. The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was
approved on August 24, 2005.

Sources: www.anaheim.net/, accessed March 2009; and
Mountain Specific Plan No. 90-4 Amendment No. 1, Mountain Park Specific Plan Amendment, FEIR No. 331
(August 2005), http://www.anaheim.net/citydepartments/planning/specific_plans/mountain_park/Appendix_G-
1 Notice_of Determination(EIR).pdf, accessed January 22, 2010.

Specific Plans in the City of Yorba Linda

There are no Specific Plans in the City of Yorba Linda in the SR-91 CIP study area.

Specific Plans on Unincorporated Orange County

There are no Specific Plans in unincorporated Orange County in the SR-91 CIP study area.

Specific Plans in the City of Corona

North Main Street District — ID Number 32 (Sheet 3 of
Figure 3.25-1)

City of Corona and City of Corona Redevelopment Agency
project

The construction of the parking structure for the transit
center has begun. The construction date for the additional
development has yet to be determined.

This project consists of seven Planning Areas (PAs) in the City’s adopted North Main Street District Specific Plan. The
project site is just north of SR-91 and west of Interstate 15 (I-15). The Specific Plan area includes approximately 258 ac
and generally consists of the north-south commercial corridor along North Main Street, extending north from Grand
Boulevard to the Corona/Norco city limits. PAs 1, 2, and 3 are planned for the development of approximately 650
residential units and 124,200 sf of commercial space. PA 4, which is approximately 11 ac, is under consideration for a
residential/retail mixed-use area. PA 5, which is approximately 11 ac, may be developed in approximately 240,000 sf of
general commercial uses or 528 dwelling units and 191,664 sf of commercial uses. PA 6 would provide three parking
structures with 2,174 parking spaces for the MetroLink train station, and approximately 7 ac for a mixed-use project
containing 75 percent residential and 25 percent commercial uses.

An EIR was prepared for this project. Potentially significant adverse impacts of this project include the reduction of
visual access to the Corona Depot; increased regional air quality emissions for some receptors in the area; exterior
noise levels would be exceeded; cumulative population growth would exceed the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) projections; funding for police services may potentially be impacted; transportation impacts at six
intersections and one road segment; and impacts to Congestion Management Program (CMP) facilities, including SR-91
and I-15.

Source: Draft Environmental Impact Report North Main Street District Specific Plan Amendment,

www.discovercorona.org/documents/communitydev/, accessed March 2009.
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Table 3.1.4 Summary of Specific Plans in the SR-91 CIP Study Area

Specific Plan (See Note 1)

Description

Dos Lagos Specific Plan (SP-99-03) — ID Number 33
(Sheet 6 of Figure 3.25-1)

Located in the City of Corona
Proposed by SE Development

The construction of the project is ongoing.

Dos Lagos is a master-planned mixed-use development on a 534 ac site, immediately east of I-15 between the Cajalco
and Weirick Road interchanges and bisected by Temescal Canyon Road, a north/south arterial. The project includes
single-family homes, live and work lofts, and senior condominiums; an 18-hole championship golf course; resort hotels;
shopping centers; movie theaters; and a 575,000 sf retail village adjacent to the two lakes that are the center of the
project. A 65,000 sf office space would be constructed on the east side of Temescal Canyon Road near the golf course.
A 575,000 sf office space would be constructed on 15 ac near the highway and next to the Lake District, and 135 ac of
hillside open space and habitat would be preserved and restored as are the wetland areas on the golf course.

The Dos Lagos Specific Plan was approved by the Corona City Council in June 2000 and amended in June 2002. No
other information regarding environmental analyses, documentation or issues for this project was found in the research
for the impact analysis for the SR-91 CIP.

Sources: Dos Lagos Specific Plan, SE Corporation, 2000, amended June 2002, doslagos.net/news/pdf/Specific_Plan/
ExecutiveSummary.pdf, accessed April 2009; and
http://lwww.doslagos.net/, accessed January 22, 2010.

Eagle Valley (East) General Plan Amendment, Specific
Plan — ID Number 34 (Sheet 4 of Figure 3.25-1)

Eastern Sphere of Influence for the City of Corona,
Riverside County

Proposed by the City of Corona and Eagle Valley
Developers, LLC

Construction is expected to be in five phases. Phase 1
began in late 2008 and is anticipated to be completed by
2010, and Phase 5 (the last phase) is set to begin in 2017
and to be completed in 2023.

The project would develop an 801 ac site with a maximum of 4,600 DUs for single-family attached and detached units
and multi-family attached units. A Town Center, includes 200,000 sf of commercial use, 100 live/work flats, and 224
senior units. A 3 ac Community Campus Center with a Day Care Center is also planned. Facilities for police, schools,
and a 45,000 sf office/medical facility would be provided. A regional aquatic center, 40 ac for parks, 46 ac for greenbelt
park areas, and 218 ac for open space are planned.

An EIR was prepared for this project. The environmental evaluation for this project is in the initial phase and there was
no specific information regarding environmental analyses, documentation, or issues available for this project at the time
the research for the impact analysis for the SR-91 CIP was conducted.

Source: www.ci.corona.ca.us/documents/communitydev/environment_impact_rpt.pdf, accessed April 2009.

Specific Plans in the City of Norco

Gateway Specific Plan (SP) — ID Number 23 (Sheets 3
and 5 of Figure 3.25-1)

Proposed by the City of Norco

The area designated as Gateway SP is west of I-15, between Hidden Valley Parkway, Hamner Avenue, and the
southern city limits. The primary purpose of this SP is to facilitate private development projects, public infrastructure,
and road improvement projects. The Gateway SP area encompasses approximately 345 ac and is currently developed
with a self-storage facility, fast food restaurants, a gas station, and a boat sales business.

No information regarding environmental analyses, documentation or issues for this project was found in the research for
the impact analysis for the SR-91 CIP.

Source: City of Norco General Plan, Land Use Element (City of Norco, June 6, 2001, page 21).
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Table 3.1.4 Summary of Specific Plans in the SR-91 CIP Study Area

Specific Plan (See Note 1)

Description

Norco Auto Mall Specific Plan (SP) — ID Number 22
(Sheet 5 of Figure 3.25-1)

Proposed by the City of Norco

The SP designation for this project in the study area is the Norco Auto Mall SP. This is an approximately 55 ac site
intended for new car dealerships (both sales and service facilities) and auto-related existing commercial uses. There are
several car dealerships located in this area.

No information regarding environmental analyses, documentation or issues for this project was found in the research for
the impact analysis for the SR-91 CIP.

Source: City of Norco General Plan, Land Use Element (City of Norco, June 6, 2001, page 24).

Specific Plans in the City of Riverside

Arlington Heights Sports Park Master Plan

In the City of Riverside
Proposed by the City of Riverside

Construction on the project has begun and is expected to
be completed in 18 months.

This project is southeast of and outside the SR-91 CIP
limits and is not shown on Figure 3.25-1.

The project would construct a 35 ac sports complex bounded by Victoria Avenue on the north, Van Buren Boulevard on
the west, Cleveland Avenue on the south, and Gibson Street on the east. Various recreational facilities at the complex
include three lighted baseball fields, eight lighted soccer/football fields, two lighted basketball courts, a children’s play
area, picnic facilities, a multipurpose recreational trail, public restrooms, and lighted parking lots.

A Master Plan and MND were prepared for this project. No other information regarding environmental analyses,
documentation or issues for this project was found in the research for the impact analysis for the SR-91 CIP.

Source: http://aquarius.riversideca.gov/clerkdb/docview.aspx?id=58399, accessed May 2009.

Specific Plans in Unincorporated Riverside County

The Ranch at Eastvale Specific Plan No. 358, General
Plan Amendment No. 827, Change of Zone No. 7345,
and Agricultural Preserve Case No. 791 — ID Number 44
(Sheet 5 of Figure 3.25-1)

In unincorporated Riverside County in the Eastvale Specific
Plan Area

Proposed by the County of Riverside Transportation and
Land Management Agency and Master Development Corp.

Construction is expected to begin in 2010.

The proposed project consists of 119.9 ac of the following land use applications: Specific Plan No. 358, which includes
the land use plan, designation of planning areas, development standards, and design and landscaping guidelines
associated with the development of The Ranch at Eastvale project site. The Ranch at Eastvale Specific Plan includes
approximately 42.9 ac of light industrial uses, 47.7 ac of business park uses, 17.5 ac of commercial/retail uses, and 11.8
ac of major roads. Change of Zone No. 7345 proposes to change the site zoning from A-2-10 (Heavy Agriculture — 10
ac minimum lot size) to SP (Specific Plan), which would reflect the proposed project’s land use designations and
development standards. General Plan Amendment No. 827 proposes to establish the boundaries of Specific Plan No.
358 in the General Plan and to change the land use designations shown on the General Plan’s Eastvale Area Plan Land
Use Map from Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) and Community
Development: Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR) (2-5 Dwelling Units per Acre) to Community Development:
Commercial Retail (CD:CR) (0.20-0.35 Floor Area Ratio), Community Development: Business Park (CD:BP) (0.25-0.60
Floor Area Ratio), and Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) within the
boundaries of The Ranch at Eastvale Specific Plan. The project is located east of Hellman Avenue and west of
Cucamonga Creek, and the Riverside and San Bernardino County lines form the northern and western boundaries,
respectively.

An EIR was prepared for this project. A planning department report stated that EIR No. 498 mitigated most of the
impacts as a result of either the design of the project or conditional measures. The impacts include cumulative and
direct impacts to the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses, cumulative and indirect impacts to air quality due to
the project’s vehicular-related emissions to contribute to the region’s inability to attain the ozone standard based on the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) established significance levels for mobile source emissions.
Because of the project’s incremental contribution to traffic noise, the project would have unavoidable cumulative noise
impacts. Some roads have existing noise levels that already exceed the County’s noise standards. The project would
also contribute to cumulative transportation and traffic impacts to adjacent intersections and road segments that are
currently operating at unacceptable levels.
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Table 3.1.4 Summary of Specific Plans in the SR-91 CIP Study Area

Specific Plan (See Note 1)

Description

On June 30, 2009, the Riverside County Planning Commission recommended:

e Certification of EIR No. 498, based on the findings incorporated in the EIR and the conclusion that the project would
not have a significant adverse effect on the environment

e Approval of Specific Plan No. 358, subject to conditions of approval and based on the findings and conclusions
incorporated in the staff report

e Approval of General Plan Amendment No. 827, based on final adoption by the Riverside County Board of
Supervisors

e Approval of Change of Zone No. 7345, based on final adoption by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors

Sources: www.scag.ca.gov/igr/pdf/Clearinghouse/2009/, accessed April 2009;
www.rctima.org/planning/content/hearings/pc/2009/pc041509 _agenda/ sr_5.1.pdf, accessed May 2009; and
http://lwww.clerkoftheboard.co.riverside.ca.us/proceeds/2009/p2009_06_30_files/16.01.pdf, accessed
January 29, 2010.

Eastvale Specific Plan No. 300

In unincorporated Riverside County in the Jurupa
Community Area Plan

The project is nearly built out.

This project is northwest of and outside the SR-91 CIP
limits and is not shown on Figure 3.25-1.

The project site is in northwest Riverside County, north of the City of Norco. The Specific Plan covers an approximately
687 ac site. The residential component would provide 2,769 DUs. The project would also provide 51.8 ac of public uses
(i.e., an 8 ac elementary school site, 35.2 ac of public park area, and 8.6 ac of open space). As of May 2008, 2,529 units
had been built, with the potential to build a maximum of 205-240 additional single-family residences.

Source: www.rctima.org/, accessed April 2009.

Lake Hills Estates Specific Plan No. 144 — ID Number
45 (Sheet 4 of Figure 3.25-1)

In unincorporated Riverside County in the Lake
Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan

The project is nearly built out.

The project site is in northern Riverside County, south of SR-91 and south of the City of Riverside. The Specific Plan
proposed a total of 1,757 DUs. As of May 2008, 1,414 DUs had been built, with the potential to build a maximum of
250-343 additional residences.

No information regarding environmental analyses, documentation or issues for this project was found in the research for
the cumulative impacts analysis for the SR-91 CIP.

Source: www.rctima.org/, accessed April 2009.

Victoria Grove Specific Plan No. 270 — ID Number 46
(Sheet 4 of Figure 3.25-1)

In unincorporated Riverside County in the Lake
Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan

The project is partially built out.

The project Specific Plan was approved in December 1992. As of May 2008, 1,050 DUs had been built, with the
potential to build a maximum of 10-144 additional residences.

No information regarding environmental analyses, documentation or issues for this project was found in the research for
the cumulative impacts analysis for the SR-91 CIP.

Source: www.rctima.org/, accessed April 2009.
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Table 3.1.4 Summary of Specific Plans in the SR-91 CIP Study Area

Specific Plan (See Note 1)

Description

The Retreat Specific Plan No. 317
West of I-15, south of the City of Corona
The project is partially built out.

This project is southwest of and outside the SR-91 CIP
limits and is not shown on Figure 3.25-1.

Approximately 1,032 ac are being developed with 545 DUs, a golf course, parks, open space, and a trail. As of May
2008, 342 dwelling units had been built, with the potential to build a maximum of 174-203 additional residences.

No information regarding environmental analyses, documentation or issues for this project was found in the research for
the cumulative impacts analysis for the SR-91 CIP.

Source: www.rctlma.org/, accessed April 2009.

Mountain Springs Specific Plan No. 221

West of I-15, south of the City of Corona in the Temescal
Canyon Plan Area

The project is partially built out.

This project is southwest of and outside the SR-91 CIP
limits and is not shown on Figure 3.25-1.

As of May 2008, 1,200 DUs had been built, with the potential to build a maximum of 124—-371 additional dwelling units.

No information regarding environmental analyses, documentation or issues for this project was found in the research for
the cumulative impacts analysis for the SR-91 CIP.

Source: www.rctima.org/, accessed April 2009.

Toscana Specific Plan No. 327, Final EIR No. 439

West of I-15, south of the City of Corona in the Temescal
Canyon Plan Area

Proposed by the County of Riverside and Sunny Sage LLC
The project is partially built out.

This project is southeast of and outside the SR-91 CIP
limits and is not shown on Figure 3.25-1.

The project would develop 960 ac within the Temescal Canyon area of unincorporated Riverside County. Within

353.29 ac of land, approximately 1,443 residential units would be constructed, which would be an average residential
density of approximately 3.21 DUs per acre. A 4.4 ac site would be developed into neighborhood retail commercial use
or for an institutional use such as a library or child care center. A known archaeological site within the development
would be preserved and left undisturbed. A park, recreation center, and three pocket parks would be part of the
development. The recreation center would have a meeting room with kitchen, pool, tennis courts, basketball courts, and
a tot lot. A major feature of the project is the inclusion of approximately 510 ac of open space, with 110 ac of the entire
length of Temescal Wash within the development, which would be designated as open space-conservation.
Construction in this area would be limited to the construction of two bridges crossing Temescal Wash. The conservation
of 510 ac fulfills the reserve requirements of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP). The on-site open space would preserve a corridor connecting Temescal Wash in the south to Lake
Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve to the east, and protect a vital wildlife movement linkage for the region.

The Final EIR determined that potential impacts could be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, a
Statement of Overriding Considerations was required for unavoidable adverse impacts to air quality due to pollutant
emissions that exceed the SCAQMD standards on regional air quality; impacts to water resources include the
incremental increase and cumulative demand for water supply; impacts to biological resources due to loss of habitat,
direct and indirect take of wildlife, the creation of barriers to wildlife movement, and the disturbances related to urban
land uses; impacts to aesthetic resources due to the conversion of open space areas to urban land uses; and for the
project’s incremental contribution to the County’s cumulative impacts to traffic and circulation issues.

Source: Toscana Specific Plan No. 327, Draft EIR No. 439, County of Riverside, December 2005.

Source: Cumulative Impacts Analysis Report (2010) and Riverside County Transportation Commission (2010).
NOTE: The locations of these Specific Plans are shown later on Figure 3.25-1 in Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts. Some of these Specific Plans are outside the project vicinity and
are not shown on Figure 3.25-1. The project locations are described in regard to the SR-91 CIP limits.
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The County of Riverside General Plan does not contain a Growth Element. However,
policies from the Land Use, Circulation and Air Quality Elements and TCAP relevant
to the SR-91 CIP are provided below.

Land Use Element Policies

e LU 1.5: The County shall participate in regional efforts to address issues of
mobility, transportation, traffic congestion, economic development, air and
water quality, and watershed and habitat management with Cities, local and
regional agencies, stakeholders, Indian Nations, and surrounding jurisdictions.

e LU 12.6: Require that adequate and accessible circulation facilities exist to
meet the demands of a proposed land use.

e LU 16.2: Protect agricultural uses, including those with industrial
characteristics (dairies, poultry, hog farms, etc.) by discouraging inappropriate
land division in the immediate proximity of, and allowing only uses and
intensities that are compatible with, agricultural uses.

e LU 16.4: Encourage conservation of productive agricultural lands. Preserve
prime agricultural lands for high-value crop production.

Circulation Element Policies

e C 1.1: Design the transportation system to respond to concentrations of
population and employment activities, as designated by the Land Use Element
and in accordance with the Circulation Plan.

e C 1.2: Support development of a variety of transportation options for major
employment and activity centers including direct access to transit routes,
primary arterial highways, bikeways, park-and-ride facilities, and pedestrian
facilities.

e C 1.4: Utilize existing infrastructure and utilities to the maximum extent
practicable and provide for the logical, timely, and economically efficient
extension of infrastructure and services.

e C 1.5: Evaluate the planned circulation system as needed to enhance the
arterial highway network.

e C 1.6: Cooperate with local, regional, State, and federal agencies to establish
an efficient circulation system.

e C 21.1: Encourage the installation and use of HOV lanes. Such lanes should
be continuous, linking major population centers with employment centers. If
HOV lanes are used, consider making them available for mixed-flow traffic
during non-peak periods where warranted and feasible.

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS 3.1-39



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Air Quality Element Policies
e AQ 14.4: Preserve transportation corridors with the potential of high demand
or of regional significance for future expansion to meet project demand.

Riverside County Area Plans: Temescal Canyon Area Plan

Area Plans were developed as part of the Riverside County General Plan to guide
development in specific locations within the County. Area Plans are components of
the General Plan and address issues and development policies for specific areas in
greater detail than provided in the General Plan. The TCAP is within the project study
area.

The TCAP encompasses the City of Corona and its SOI. However, the TCAP only
addresses the unincorporated lands in this area. Land within the incorporated City of
Corona is addressed in the City of Corona General Plan. The following TCAP
policies are relevant to the SR-91 CIP:

e TCAP 10.3: Evaluate proposed projects located adjacent to the right-of-way of
any of the existing 1-15 interchanges for additional interchange improvements.

e TCAP 10.4b: Support the development of regional transportation facilities and
services (such as HOV lanes, express bus service, and fixed transit facilities),
which will encourage the use of public transportation and ridesharing for longer
distance trips.

e TCAP 14.2: Accommodate the direction of the Riverside County to Orange
County corridor study, once it is complete.

Riverside County Specific Plans
The seven Specific Plans in the unincorporated areas of Riverside County in the
project study area are described in Table 3.1.4.

City of Yorba Linda General Plan

The City of Yorba Linda General Plan (adopted in 1993) is intended to establish land
use and growth policy that is “visionary and creative, yet its goals, policies and
programs must be realistic and achievable.” A small part of the project study area
along SR-91, consisting of an approximately 1.8 mi long area of the western project
segment on the north side of SR-91, is in the City of Yorba Linda. The General Plan
land use designations in the study area include Open Space/Recreation and Industrial.
The General Plan Growth Management Element (adopted December 6, 1993),
includes the goals intended to improve traffic circulation. Goals and policies relevant
to the SR-91 CIP from the Yorba Linda General Plan are provided below.
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Circulation Element

e Goal 1: Develop a circulation system that meets the needs of current and
future residents of the City of Yorba Linda, has adequate capacity for
projected future traffic demands at acceptable levels of service, and facilitates
the safe and efficient movement of people and goods throughout the City of
Yorba Linda.

e Policy 1.10: Work jointly with adjacent jurisdictions to achieve capacity
improvements for intersections outside of the City of Yorba Linda, but
which have significant impacts on the City.

e Goal 2: Support development of a network of regional roadway facilities that
ensures the safe and efficient movement of people and goods from within the
City of Yorba Linda to areas outside of its boundaries and accommodates the
regional travel demands of areas outside of the City of Yorba Linda.

e Policy 2.1: Coordinate roadway improvements with applicable regional,
State and federal agencies.

e Policy 2.3: Support the addition of capacity enhancement improvements
such as HOV lanes, general-purpose lanes, and auxiliary lanes to the
Riverside Freeway (SR-91).

e Goal 3: Develop a transportation system that provides adequate facilities for
heavy vehicle traffic while reducing the environmental impacts of such a
vehicle classification on the community.

e Policy 3.1: Participate in the State and Regional Transportation Systems
Management Programs.

Growth Management Element

e An adequate transportation/circulation system that supports regional and local
land uses at adopted LOS standards and complies with requirements of the
Countywide Traffic Improvement and Growth Management Program
(Measure M).

e Reduced traffic congestion on the City’s streets and highways through active
coordination with the Congestion Management Agency to achieve
transportation improvements consistent with land use planning.

City of Yorba Linda Specific Plans
As shown in Table 3.1.4, there are no Specific Plans in the City of Yorba Linda in the
project study area.

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS 3.1-41



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

City of Anaheim General Plan

The City of Anaheim General Plan (adopted in 2004) provides direction for land use
decisions in the City. The western part of the project study area includes land in the
City of Anaheim. The east part of the City of Anaheim in the project study area
extends along the Santa Ana River to the Riverside County line and includes hilly
terrain. The General Plan Land Use Element designates land uses in the project study
area as Residential and Open Space/Recreation. Goals and policies relevant to the
SR-91 CIP from the Anaheim General Plan Elements are listed below.

Circulation Element

Goal 1.1: Provide a comprehensive multimodal transportation system that
facilitates current and long-term circulation of people and goods in and
through the City.

Goal 1.2: Support improvements to highways passing near and through the
City.

Policy 1: Continue working with the Department, FHWA, and FTA to
address traffic flow along State highways that traverse the City.

Policy 2: Discourage SR-91 bypass traffic through the Hill and Canyon
Area by working with the Department and OCTA to improve traffic flow
on SR-91.

Policy 4: Work with the Department and adjacent jurisdictions to improve
the operational performance of highways within and adjacent to the City.
Policy 5: Work with the Department in analyzing the performance of
freeway interchanges located in the City and seek appropriate
improvements.

Goal 2.2: Provide a safe circulation system.
Goal 2.3: Improve regional access for City residents and workers.

Policy 1: Continue to implement the State-mandated Congestion
Management Program and Orange County’s Growth Management
Program.

Policy 2: Actively engage in interjurisdictional planning efforts as part of
the Orange County Measure M program.

Policy 4: Participate in cooperative planning processes to promote
effective regional transportation and sustainable development and ensure
that citizens of southern California can access jobs, housing, and tourism
destinations in Anaheim.
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e Goal 3.1: Provide a well-maintained street system.
e Policy 4: Coordinate maintenance and reconstruction projects.

Growth Management Element
e Goal 1.2: Participate in programs addressing regional growth issues.

e Policy 1: Continue to participate in the Inter-Jurisdictional Planning
Forums for the County Growth Management Areas (GMAS) that
encompass Anaheim in order to coordinate planning efforts to minimize
duplication services between adjacent jurisdictions, to mitigate the impacts
associated with regional growth, and to maximize opportunities for
implementing projects or programs of mutual jurisdictional benefit.

e Goal 1.3: Establish Citywide development priorities that efficiently use
existing infrastructure and public facilities.

e Policy 3: Monitor infrastructure and public facilities plans for major
activity centers such as The Platinum Triangle, Downtown Anaheim, and
The Canyon, and identify adequate funding mechanisms to address
changing needs.

e Goal 2.1: Reduce traffic congestion on the City’s arterial highway system.

e Policy 1: Identify capital projects and strategies to meet, maintain or
improve current traffic LOS standards through the 7-year Capital
Improvement Program.

e Policy 2: Participate in Inter-Jurisdictional Planning Forums at the GMA
level to monitor development with multijurisdictional impacts and identify
and prioritize appropriate mitigation measures.

City of Anaheim Specific Plan
The one Specific Plan in the City of Anaheim in the project study area is described in
Table 3.1.4.

City of Corona General Plan

The Corona General Plan (adopted 2004) presents a vision for its future and a strategy
to make that vision a reality. It is long range, looking ahead to 2025, while at the
same time presenting policies to guide day-to-day decisions. According to the
General Plan, most of the land best suited for development in the City of Corona has
already been developed. As of 2002, only 16 percent (3,977 ac) of land in the City of
Corona was vacant and could be considered available for possible development.
Another 601 ac were being used for agriculture. The pace of future growth in Corona
is forecast to slow, in part due to the economic recession that started in 2007 and is
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likely to continue to slow, with most new development occurring on the limited
available vacant land on the periphery of the existing urban development in the City.

As indicated in the General Plan, the land uses in the study area in the City of Corona
are primarily residential and industrial. The City of Corona also established a land use
and growth policy that extends to 2025. The General Plan supports initiatives to
improve regional traffic flow to help improve congestion on city streets. The City of
Corona General Plan policies relevant to the SR-91 CIP are listed below.

Land Use Element

Goal 1.1: A community that contains a diversity of land uses that supports the
needs of and provides a high quality of life for its residents, sustains and
enhances the City’s economy and fiscal balance, is supported by adequate
community infrastructure and services, and is compatible with the
environmental setting and resources.

Goal 1.2: Create a cohesive and integrated City comprised of distinct and
vital commercial and business districts and livable residential neighborhoods
that are correlated with supporting transportation and utility infrastructure and
sustain natural open space, hillsides, and canyons.

Goal 10.18: Improve air quality conditions within the Corona Planning Area
by controlling point sources, reducing vehicle trips, and striving to achieve
attainment of ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, and sulfate standards
as enforced by the SCAQMD.

Circulation Element

Goal 6.2: Support the development of a network of regional roadway facilities

that ensure the safe and efficient movement of people and goods from within

the City to areas outside its boundaries, and that accommodate the regional

travel demands of developing areas outside the City.

e Policy 6.2.4: Participate in programs to mitigate regional traffic
congestion.

e Policy 6.2.7: Consider the implementation of intercity/intraregional
connections to improve regional and local mobility.

Goal 6.8: Pursue alternative funding for transportation improvements,

including federal, State, and private sources through grants, fair-share impact

fees, and other mechanisms.
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Growth Element
e Goal 1.4: Strategic growth that preserves existing viable residential
neighborhoods and commercial and industrial districts and targets new
development to remaining vacant parcels that are environmentally suitable
and can be supported by infrastructure and services and reuses appropriate
properties to enhance their economic vitality and community livability.
e Policy 1.4.2 Distribute and phase the timing of growth to protect the
viability, character, and quality of existing residential neighborhoods,
commercial districts, and industrial/business areas.

City of Corona Specific Plans
The three Specific Plans in the City of Corona in the project study area are described
in Table 3.1.4.

City of Riverside General Plan

The City of Riverside General Plan (adopted in 2007) identifies the community’s
vision for its collective future and establishes the fundamental framework to guide
decision-making about development, resource management, public safety, public
services, and general community well being. The General Plan focuses future
development in and adjacent to already urbanized areas in the City rather than in
fringe areas. This is intended to reduce urban sprawl, make better use of existing
infrastructure, and build on the established character of existing neighborhoods. The
part of Riverside that is in the project study area starts at approximately Buchanan
Street and continues east to Pierce Street (the project’s eastern terminus). The General
Plan land use designations for the study area include Residential, Mixed-Use,
Commercial, and Public Facilities.

The Riverside General Plan does not contain a Growth Element; however, the Land
Use Element discusses Smart Growth Principles and contains the following objectives
relevant to the project. The policies, goals, and objectives of the City of Riverside
General Plan relevant to the project are provided below.

Land Use Element Objectives

e Objective LU-8: Emphasize smart growth principles through all steps of the
land development process.

e Objective LU-9: Provide for continuing growth within the General Plan Area,
with land uses and intensities appropriately designated to meet the needs of
anticipated growth and to achieve the community’s objectives.
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Circulation Element

e Objective CCM-1: Facilitate freeway and regional roadway improvements
and construction to alleviate congestion and air pollution and to minimize
regional cut-through traffic within Riverside.

e Policy CCM-1.2: Support the addition of capacity improvements to
SR-91, SR-60, 1-215, and I-15.

e Policy CCM-1.3: Support the development of a new regional roadway
facility linking Riverside County with Orange County.

e Objective CCM-2: Build and maintain a transportation system that combines
a mix of transportation modes and transportation system management
techniques and that is designed to meet the needs of Riverside residents and
businesses while minimizing the transportation system’s impacts on air
quality, the environment, and adjacent development.

e Objective CCM-5: Cooperate in the implementation of regional and
interjurisdictional transportation plans and improvements to the regional
transportation system.

e Policy CCM-5-1: Coordinate impacts of new roadway connections with
adjacent cities and Riverside County to ensure consistency in design and
operations of the new facilities and connections.

e Policy CCM-5.4: Actively participate with other jurisdictions and
agencies such as the County, RCTC, Riverside Transit Agency (RTA),
SCAG, Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG), and
Department to facilitate regionally integrated transportation networks.

e Policy CCM-5.5: Participate in programs to mitigate regional traffic
congestion.

e Objective CCM-9: Promote and support an efficient public multimodal
transportation network that connects activity centers in Riverside to each other
and to the region.

e Policy CCM-9.7: Ensure adequate connections among all alternative
modes.

e Policy CCM-9.8: Preserve options for future transit use where appropriate
when designing improvements for roadways.

City of Riverside Specific Plans
The one Specific Plan in the City of Riverside in the project study area is described in
Table 3.1.4.
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City of Norco General Plan

The City of Norco General Plan (amended 2006) provides direction for land use
decisions in the City, which is primarily developed in low-density residential uses as
designated in the General Plan. The northern segment of the project study area along
I-15 includes land in the City of Norco from Hidden Valley Parkway on the south to
Fifth Street on the north. The General Plan land use designations for the study area
include Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Water-Related (drainages). The
policy relevant to the project from the City of Norco General Plan is provided below.

Circulation Element
Integration into developing regional public transit systems should be pursued.

City of Norco Specific Plans
The two Specific Plans in the City of Norco in the project study area are described in
Table 3.1.4.

3.1.2.2 Environmental Consequences

Summary of Impacts

With the exception of the General Plan impacts related to the conversion of land from
nontransportation to transportation uses described earlier in Section 3.1.1.2,
Alternatives 1 and 2 are consistent with the applicable federal, State, and regional
transportation and land use plans.

Summary of Impacts for Alternative 2f

Alternative 2f has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. With the exception of
the General Plan impacts described earlier in Section 3.1.1.2, Alternative 2f (Initial
Phase and Ultimate Project) would be consistent with the applicable federal, State,
and regional transportation and land use plans.

Permanent Impacts to State, Regional, and Local Plans

Alternatives 1 and 2
Regional Transportation Plan and 2011 Federal Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program
The project is currently programmed in the 2012 RTP, which was found to
conform by the FHWAJ/FTA on June 4, 2012. The project is also programmed in
the SCAG financially constrained 2011 FTIP (through Amendment 24), which
was also found to be conforming by the FHWA/FTA on June 4, 2012. The
description of the project in the 2012 RTP is as follows: Project ID No.
RIV071250; Description: Phase 1: On SR-91/1-15: SR91 - Construct 1 mixed
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flow lane (SR-71 through 1-15)/1 aux lane at various locations (SR-241 through
Pierce)(OC PM 14.43-18.91), CD system (2/3/4 lanes from Main Street to 1-15), 1
toll express lane (TEL) and convert HOV to TEL in each direction (OC to I-15);
I-15 — construct TEL median direct connector NB I-15 to WB SR-91 and EB SR-
91 to SB I-15, 1 TEL in each direction (SR-91 direct connector — Ontario
Interchange)(I-15 PM 37.56-42.94). Phase 2: on SR-91/I-15: SR91 — Add 1 mixed
flow lane in each direction (SR241 — SR71)(115 — Pierce); 115 — add toll express
lane (TEL) median direct connector (SB15 to WB91 & EB91 to NB15), 1 TEL
each direction from Hidden Valley —SR-91 direct connector and from Ontario
Interchange to Cajalco Interchange.

The description of the Initial Phase (Phase 1 as described in the RTP) in the 2011
FTIP (Amendment 24) is as follows: Project ID No. RIV071250; Description: On
SR-91/1-15: SR91 - Construct 1 mixed flow lane (SR-71 through 1-15)/1 aux lane
at various locations (SR-241 through Pierce)(OC PM 14.43-18.91), CD system
(2/3/4 lanes from Main Street to 1-15), 1 TEL and convert HOV to TEL in each
direction (OC to I-15); 1-15 — construct TEL median direct connector NB 1-15 to
WB SR-91 and EB SR-91 to SB 1-15, 1 TEL in each direction (SR-91 direct
connector — Ontario Interchange)(l-15 PM 37.56-42.94).

The above descriptions of the Initial Phase and Ultimate Project for the SR-91
CIP are consistent with the description of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative
2f) as described in Chapter 2.0. Therefore, the SR-91 CIP is consistent with the
2012 RTP and the 2011 FTIP (through Amendment 24). The approved 2012 RTP
and 2011 FTIP (Amendment 24) project listings are provided in Appendix K.

SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Compass Growth Vision
Alternatives 1 and 2 would also be consistent with and help further the goals of
the RCP as follows:

e The project would provide transportation infrastructure in support of regional
growth plans and policies (RCP Policy 3.03).

e The project supports protection of vital resources such as wetlands and habitat
for endangered plants and animals. Each alternative was developed with the
intent to achieve maximum avoidance of such resources first, then considering
minimization and mitigation opportunities (RCP Policy 3.20).

e The project would help support implementation of measures aimed at the
preservation and protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and
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archaeological sites. Each alternative has been developed with the intent to
achieve maximum avoidance of such resources first, then considering
minimization and mitigation opportunities (RCP Policy 3.21).

e The project is consistent with the SCAG 2008 RCP because the RCP supports
HOV gap closures and connectors, and express lanes.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would also be consistent with and help further the goals of
the SCAG CGV as follows:

e The project would improve the functioning of SR-91, and improve mobility
for area residents (Principle 1).

e Improvements under the project to the flow of traffic on SR-91 would
improve the quality of life for residents and foster livability of the affected
communities (Principle 2).

e Improvements under the project to the flow of traffic on SR-91 would
improve transportation access to and from job centers, which will enable
prosperity for residents in the affected communities (Principle 3).

e Improvements under the project to the flow of traffic on SR-91 would
promote sustainability of the quality of life for area residents and commuters
(Principle 4).

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
The Western Riverside County MSHCP serves as a comprehensive, multi-
jurisdictional Western Riverside County MSHCP and NCCP, and focuses on the
conservation of species and their associated habitats in western Riverside County.
The Western Riverside County MSHCP allows its permittees to better control
local land use decisions and maintain a strong economic climate in the region
while adhering to the requirements of FESA and the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA). The Western Riverside County MSHCP is used to allow
participating jurisdictions the “take” of plant and animal species identified in the
Western Riverside County MSHCP and found within the boundaries of the
Western Riverside County MSHCP Plan Area through an abbreviated
authorization process with the wildlife resource agencies. Regulation of the “take”
of threatened, endangered, and rare species is authorized by the wildlife agencies
(USFWS and CDFG) under provisions of Section 7(a)(2) of FESA and the
California Fish and Game Code Section 2050-2089, respectively. The wildlife
agencies allow “Take Authorization” for otherwise lawful actions (e.g., public
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and private development) in exchange for the assembly and management of a
coordinated Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area.

RCTC and the Department are obligated to follow specific conditions, as
described in Sections 13.7 and 13.8 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Implementation Agreement for the project. As a permittee under the Western
Riverside County MSHCP, RCTC received a consistency conclusion from
Western Riverside County RCA on April 4, 2011, that the SR-91 CIP
demonstrates consistency with the requirements for covered road projects and
with other requirements of the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

Refer to Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, 3.19, Plant Species, and 3.20,
Animal Species, for additional discussion of the consistency of the project with
the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

Orange County Natural Communities Conservation Plan

The nearest lands designated in the Orange County NCCP are approximately
2,000 ft south of SR-91 near the County line. Construction of the Build
Alternatives would not result in the permanent or temporary use of any land
designated in or adjacent to any lands designated in the Orange County NCCP.
Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in direct or indirect impacts to
any designated NCCP lands in Orange County.

City and County General Plans and Specific Plans

The purpose of the project is to reduce existing and forecast traffic congestion on
SR-91 to accommaodate planned growth in the area and to facilitate movement of
people, freight, and goods. As a result, the project is consistent with the county
and city General Plans and other land use plans. These plans anticipate substantial
growth in the study area and have adopted goals and policies to reduce
congestion. The Circulation Elements either reference improvement to SR-91
specifically or encourage HOV lanes as part of the regional transportation system.
Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2 are fully supportive of these local plans. The
project improvements would support continued economic vitality of the
surrounding communities by improving conditions for the movement of goods
and people. The project would enhance public safety and security through the
improvement of driving conditions, would enhance environmental conditions
through an improvement in traffic mobility and accessibility, and would serve as a
benefit to the surrounding communities and future land use goals. In summary,
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Alternatives 1 and 2 would promote these objectives in the local jurisdictions’
General Plans. In addition, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conflict with or in any
way preclude the implementation of other General Plan-designated land uses in
the study area cities and counties.

As shown in Table 3.1.2, Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations would
impact areas of designated Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Transportation,
Open Space/Recreation, Mixed-Use, and Public Facilities General Plan uses.
Alternatives 1 and 2 would require counties and cities to amend their General
Plan Land Use and Circulation Elements and potentially individual Specific Plans
to reflect the final project alignment, interchange locations, and redesignation of
land acquired for the project to transportation designations. Specifically,
Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in permanent impacts to General Plan land uses
through the acquisition of right-of-way. The impacted General Plan land uses are
shown on Figure 3.1-3 (Sheets 1-3) and Figure 3.1-4 (Sheets 1-3) for
Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively. Table 3.1.2 summarizes the impacts of the
project on General Plan land use designations by alternative and design variation.

General Plan Amendments would be required as a result of the incorporation of
nontransportation General Plan-designated land into the SR-91 and 1-15 facilities
to ensure consistency with land uses as designated in the local General Plans.

In summary, Alternatives 1 and 2 are consistent with the transportation
components of the local General Plan Circulation Elements and, with General
Plan Amendments, would be consistent with the land use designations in the local
General Plan Land Use Elements.

Temporary Impacts to State, Regional, and Local Plans

Alternatives 1 and 2

Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in the use of land for TCEs. The TCEs would be
temporary and localized during construction and would not likely result in long-term
changes in land use. At the completion of construction, the TCEs would be removed
and the previous land uses would continue. No permanent project features will be
constructed within the boundaries of the TCEs. No long-term changes in land uses are
expected as a result of the TCEs. As a result, there are no temporary impacts related
to consistency with State, regional, and local transportation or land use plans
anticipated under Alternatives 1 and 2.
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3.2 Growth

3.2.1 Regulatory Setting

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which established the
steps necessary to comply with National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, requires
evaluation of the potential environmental consequences of all proposed federal
activities and programs. This provision includes a requirement to examine indirect
consequences, which may occur in areas beyond the immediate influence of a
proposed action and at some time in the future. The CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 1508.8,
refer to these consequences as secondary impacts. Secondary impacts may include
changes in land use, economic vitality, and population density, which are all elements
of growth.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also requires the analysis of a
project’s potential to induce growth. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(d), require
that environmental documents “...discuss the ways in which the proposed project
could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment...”

3.2.2 Affected Environment

The growth impact analysis is based on the CIA (December 2010) and follows the
First Cut Screening guidelines provided in Caltrans’ Guidance for Preparers of
Growth-Related, Indirect Impact Analyses (May 2006). Several data sources were
used to evaluate growth trends in population, housing, and employment, including the
2000 United States Census, local General Plans, the SCAG Regional Transportation
Plan growth forecast,* and the WRCOG 2005 indicators.

The regional study area for the growth impact analysis includes both Orange and
Riverside Counties. The local study area specifically focuses on 18 census tracts in
the cities of Anaheim, Yorba Linda, Corona, Riverside, and Norco located within the
limits of the project on SR-91 and 1-15 (Figure 3.4-1).

3.2.2.1 Population
The project is located in and connects Orange and Riverside Counties. Riverside
County has experienced rapid population and housing growth in the last few decades

L http://www.scag.ca.gov/resources/profiles.htm and http://www.scag.ca.gov/

forecast/downloads/excel/RTPO7_CityLevel.xls
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and is projected to continue to grow over the next 20 years. Population growth in
Orange County is projected to occur at a lower rate. SCAG projects that between
2010 and 2030, the population of Riverside County will grow approximately

45 percent and the population of Orange County will grow approximately 9 percent.
This is a slower population growth rate than has occurred over the past few decades.
Between 1980 and 1990, the population of Riverside County grew by 77 percent,
while Orange County grew by 25 percent. Figure 3.2-1 illustrates the population
growth patterns from 1970 to 2030 for Orange and Riverside Counties. Figure 3.2-2
illustrates the population growth patterns in the cities of Anaheim, Corona, Norco,
Riverside and Yorba Linda from 1970 to 2030.

Historically, a lack of transportation system capacity and accessibility have not been
major constraints to development in the local and regional study areas defined earlier
in this section, as evidenced by extensive growth and development that has occurred
in the project study area in advance of, or even absent, planned transportation
improvements.

Orange County

The population of Orange County in 2007 was 3,098,121 persons, making it the third
largest county in California and the fifth largest county in the nation based on
population. The rate of population growth in Orange County has slowed considerably
in the past decade. Between 1990 and 2000, the average annual increase in population
in Orange County was 1.8 percent, compared to 1.5 percent annually between 2000
and 2005 and 0.9 percent annually between 2006 and 2007. The County’s population
is projected by SCAG to continue to increase but at an increasingly slower rate,
reaching over 3.5 million people by 2030.

Riverside County

Riverside County is the fifth most populated county in California and the fifteenth
most populated in the nation. The project segments of SR-91 and I-15 are in a
subregion of the County referred to as western Riverside County, which includes the
incorporated cities of Corona, Perris, San Jacinto, Riverside, Moreno Valley, and
Hemet, as well as unincorporated areas around those cities. According to

WRCOG 2005 indicators, the population in western Riverside County increased by
30 percent between 1990 and 2000, reaching a total of 1,131,981 persons. The total
population in Riverside County is expected to continue to increase to more than

2.4 million residents by 2030.
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Figure 3.2-2 City Population Growth Patterns — 1970 to 2030
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Along with fast urbanization, increasing housing prices, and less vacant land in Los
Angeles and Orange Counties, over the past decade many people moved from the
surrounding counties to Riverside County for lower housing costs and a suburban
lifestyle. The residential real estate market boomed in Riverside County until the
beginning of the economic recession in 2007. The recent trends in residential real
estate as well as impacts on many employment sectors have slowed the rate of
population growth in Riverside County in the last few years. Nonetheless, the SCAG
long-range projections still forecast a 3.4 percent average annual growth rate for
Riverside County through 2030.

City of Anaheim (Orange County)

According to the 2000 United States Census, the population of Anaheim increased by
23 percent between 1990 and 2000. In 2000, the population of Anaheim was 328,014
persons, which accounted for 12 percent of the total population in Orange County.

According to the Anaheim General Plan Land Use Element (May 2004), the western
and central parts of Anaheim are relatively built out and are characterized by a mix of
suburban and urban development. The eastern part of Anaheim extends generally
along the Santa Ana River to the Riverside County line and is classified in the Land
Use Element as a developing area. According to the SCAG long-range projections,
the total population in Anaheim is expected to increase by approximately 30 percent,
to more than 425,000 residents, between 2000 and 2030.

City of Yorba Linda (Orange County)

The population of Yorba Linda increased dramatically between 1980 and 1990

(86 percent), from 28,251 to 42,422 persons, exceeding the growth rates in many of
the other cities in north Orange County and the County of Orange overall. During the
same period, the population of Orange County increased by 25 percent. The total
population in the City of Yorba Linda as reported in the 2000 United States Census
was 58,918 persons. The main factor limiting additional population growth in Yorba
Linda is the relatively small amount of available land for residential development.
Nonetheless, according to the SCAG long-range projections, the total population in
Yorba Linda is expected to continue to increase, to more than 76,000 residents by
2030. Given that Yorba Linda is relatively built-out, future housing growth will
primarily be accommodated on the City’s periphery.
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City of Corona (Riverside County)

According to the 1990 and 2000 United States Censuses, between 1990 and 2000 the
population of Corona increased over 64 percent, from 76,095 to 124,966 persons,
which made it the fastest growing city in the region over that time period. This
increase was more than twice the percentage increase for Riverside County

(32 percent) for the same period. This growth was largely due to Corona’s
accessibility from adjoining counties and affordable housing relative to other areas in
southern California. By 2030, the population of Corona is projected to increase over
37 percent, to over 170,000 people.

City of Riverside (Riverside County)

According to the 2000 United States Census, the City of Riverside had over 255,000
residents in 2000. SCAG projects that the population of the City of Riverside will
increase 44 percent by 2030, to more than 372,000 residents. Much of this growth is
anticipated to be a result of increased jobs in the region and a continued influx of
people to the region from coastal counties.

City of Norco (Riverside County)

The population of the City of Norco was 23,302 persons in 1990 and 24,157 persons
in 2000. According to the WRCOG growth forecast data’, since 2000 the population
in the City has continued to grow, gaining slightly more than 3,000 persons, but this
is the lowest rate of growth (13 percent) in western Riverside County. The WRCOG
projects that Norco will have one of the slowest growth rates in the region, increasing
by only 25 percent by 2035. Based on the Norco General Plan Land Use Map
(updated May 25, 2012), the City is nearing build out in its residentially zoned areas
and has a limited supply of available commercial- and industrial-zoned land. Most of
the land potentially available for development consists of infill properties in
commercial and residential areas. There are no planned substantial changes in land
uses in the City in the foreseeable future. Additionally, the City’s sphere of influence
does not include much land beyond the existing City limits.

3.2.2.2 Employment and Economic Conditions

According to the United States Census Bureau, there were 650,000 jobs in Riverside
County and 1.4 million jobs in Orange County in 2000. Based on estimates in the
2010 SCAG RTP Growth Forecast, jobs in 2035 are expected to increase in Riverside

1 http://www.wrcog.cog.ca.us.
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County by 116 percent to 1.4 million jobs and in Orange County by 40 percent to
1.98 million jobs.

Table 3.2.1 provides employment growth patterns from 2000 to 2035 for Orange and
Riverside Counties and the cities of Yorba Linda, Anaheim, Corona, Riverside, and
Norco. According to the 2035 employment estimates from the 2010 SCAG RTP, the
number of jobs in the cities of Norco and Riverside will increase by more than 100
percent from 2000 to 2035, similar to the increase in Riverside County as a whole.
The projected increase of 47 percent in employment for the City of Anaheim is
similar to the projections for the increase in Orange County as a whole.

Table 3.2.1 Jobs Growth from 2000 to 2035

Jurisdiction Number of Jobs in Number of Jobs in 'jgrbcse]?rto%hggggtlg
2000 2035
2035
Orange County 1,411,901 1,981,902 40
Riverside County 654,387 1,413,512 116
City of Yorba Linda 15,917* 17,788 12
City of Anaheim 152,422 224,138 47
City of Corona 60,680 105,046 73
City of Riverside 116,137 281,264 142
City of Norco 9,836 19,998 103

Sources: United States Census 2000 and SCAG 2010 RTP Growth Forecast.

Note: Employment numbers are workers aged 16 and over.

! The Yorba Linda year 2000 jobs are extrapolated from an average of 2.4 percent, as indicated in the SCAG
2010 RTP for 2003 and 2005.

RTP = Regional Transportation Plan

SCAG = Southern California Association of Governments

3.2.2.3 Housing

According to the 2000 United States Census and the 2010 SCAG RTP, the total
number of households in the Counties of Orange and Riverside and the cities of
Yorba Linda, Anaheim, Corona, Riverside, and Norco are expected to increase
substantially by 2030 as shown in Table 3.2.2. The greatest increase by 2035 is
projected to occur in Riverside County, where households are estimated to increase
by 134 percent to 1.18 million, exceeding the projected number of households in
Orange County in 2035 by nearly 65,000 households.

3.2.2.4 Travel Patterns and Goods Movement

SCAG reports that people are moving farther away from established urban areas
partly because of housing costs. This creates an incremental demand for travel,
however, the capacity and extent of the road system in the SCAG region has not kept
pace with population and transportation demands. California’s population and total
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Table 3.2.2 Household Growth from 2000 to 2035

Percent Change in
Jurisdiction H Nl;]ml?jer_ofzooo H N%mlzer.()fzo% Households from
ouseholds in ouseholds in 2000 to 2035

Orange County 935,287 1,118,493 20
Riverside County 506,218 1,183,099 134
City of Yorba Linda 19,252 23,924 24
City of Anaheim 96,969 123,629 27
City of Corona 37,839 49,456 31
City of Riverside 82,005 126,972 55
City of Norco 6,136 9,257 51

Sources: United States Census 2000 and SCAG 2010 RTP Growth Forecast.
RTP = Regional Transportation Plan
SCAG = Southern California Association of Governments

VMT have more than doubled since 1970. However, expenditures on California’s
transportation infrastructure have decreased substantially since the 1970s, and the
supply of roads has not matched the demand resulting from the growth that has
occurred over the last four decades.

Table 3.2.3 illustrates travel patterns for the study area cities and counties. The 2000
United States Census shows that an average of 45 percent of the employed residents
in the study area cities in Riverside County (Corona, Riverside, and Norco) work
outside that county. In Orange County, 83 percent of residents work in that county
while 17 percent work outside that county. Only 2 percent of the employed
population of Anaheim works outside Orange County, while 22 percent of the
employed population of Yorba Linda works outside that county. In all five cities, the
majority of the employed population works outside their cities of residence.

Table 3.2.3 Travel Patterns

Number and Percent of Employed Persons by Jurisdiction
Place of Work 8range Riverside Yprba Anaheim Corona Riverside Norco
ounty County Linda

Work in County of 1,090,703 417,137 22,806 115,309 25,906 71,886 4,628
Residence (83%) (71%) (77%) (46%) (46%) (69%) (51%)
Work Outside 217,100 169,991 6,746 23,516 30,133 32,005 4,429
County of Residence (17%) (29%) (22%) (2%) (54%) (31%) (49%)
Work within City of 292,852 155,136 4,801 41,005 15,503 48,375 1,529
Residence (23%) (26%) (16%) (29%) (28%) (46%) (17%)
Work Outside City of | 996,907 359,575 24,942 98,338 40,706 55,951 7,583
Residence (76%) (61%) (84%) (72%) (72%) (34%) (83%)
Mean Travel Tme to |, , 31.2 30.4 28.1 35.3 28.7 34.4
Work (minutes)

Source: United States Census (2000).
Note: Data is based on workers age 16 and over (Census Summary File 3 [SF-3], Tables P26 and P27); therefore,
percentages may not add up to 100 as not all members of the population are employed.
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As shown in Table 3.2.3, the mean travel times for work trips in the study area cities
and counties range from approximately 27 to 35 minutes. According to the Final
Traffic Study Report (January 2010) prepared for the project, by 2035, without the
project, ADT volumes are anticipated to increase between 7 and 21 percent on
various segments of SR-91, which would be expected to result in increased travel
times in and through the project study area.

The southern California goods movement system is the fastest-growing segment of
the region’s transportation sector. The container volume at the Ports of Los Angeles
and Long Beach has increased almost 60 percent since 2000 and is expected to triple
by 2030. According to SCAG, more than 75 percent of the containers processed by
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach between 2006 and 2007 involved at least
one truck trip in the region to a rail intermodal facility, a warehouse, or a transload
facility. These trucks contribute to the existing road congestion in the region and will
contribute to future congestion because the number of trucks is projected to increase
substantially. SCAG also projects that the number of freight trains in the region will
double by 2025, and the transportation of goods by air will also increase, which will
lead to an increase in truck trips as freight is transported to other transportation
facilities.

3.2.2.5 Adopted Regional and Local Plans

Adopted regional and local plans that include growth management and transportation
goals and policies are described by jurisdiction in Section 3.1, Land Use, which also
provides additional information on existing land and planned land uses in Orange and
Riverside Counties and the five cities in the project study area.

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences
3.2.3.1 Summary of Impacts
Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in project-related growth impacts.

3.2.3.2 Summary of Impacts of Alternative 2f

Alternative 2f has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. As discussed below in
Section 3.2.3.3, Impacts of Alternatives 1 and 2, the Initial Phase and Ultimate
Project under Alternative 2f would not result in project-related growth impacts.

3.2.3.3 Impacts of Alternatives 1 and 2

Because potential growth-related effects represent permanent impacts of a
project, there is no discussion of temporary impacts related to growth in this
section.
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The “first cut screening” analysis focuses on addressing the following four
questions:

How, if at all, does the project potentially change accessibility?

The Build Alternatives would improve the vehicle, person, and goods movement
travel times on SR-91 and I-15 to more effectively serve existing and future travel
demand between and within Orange and Riverside Counties. The Build Alternatives
also propose improvements to intersecting local roads (interchange improvements and
ramp modifications) along SR-91 and I-15 to more effectively serve existing and
forecast intra-regional travel demand and to reduce the diversion of regional traffic
from the freeways into the surrounding communities.

Alternative 2 proposes to extend the existing express lanes in Orange County east
from the Orange County/Riverside County line to McKinley Street in Riverside. The
existing HOV lanes would be converted to tolled express lanes and one additional
tolled express lane in each direction would be constructed to I1-15. Express lane direct
connectors between 1-15 and SR-91 would provide access from northbound 1-15 to
westbound SR-91 and from eastbound SR-91 to southbound I-15 extending to and
from Cajalco Road. Additionally, the project includes express lane direct connectors
from eastbound SR-91 to northbound I-15 and from southbound 1-15 to westbound
SR-91, extending north on I-15 to the Hidden Valley Parkway interchange. The direct
connectors would allow express lane drivers to travel from the express lanes on one
corridor into the express lanes on another corridor without having to merge through
the general-purpose lanes.

As noted above, the Build Alternatives would result in improvements to the
operational performance of SR-91 and 1-15. However, the Build Alternatives would
not add new interchanges with local roads or other freeways on either SR-91 or 1-15.
As a result, although the operations on SR-91 and 1-15 would be improved, this
would not result in a substantial change in accessibility to/from these corridors for the
following reasons:

¢ No new interchanges between local roads and SR-91 and 1-15 will be provided by
the Build Alternatives.

e The Build Alternatives will modify local street access to/from interchanges with
SR-91 and I-15 in the immediate vicinity of the interchanges but will not provide
capacity or other accessibility-enhancing improvements farther away from the
interchanges.
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e Although the Build Alternatives include freeway-to-freeway ramps for the HOV
and express tolled lanes that would improve operations and travel times on those
facilities, those ramps would not provide new access between those freeways
because traffic can currently travel from freeway to freeway in the general-
purpose travel lanes.

e The Build Alternatives do not provide interchanges at or access to other freeway
facilities not already accessible to/from SR-91 and I-15.

In summary, although the Build Alternatives would improve the operations on SR-91
and 1-15 and would improve accessibility to and/or from existing interchanges in the
SR-91 CIP study area, the project improvements would not add new access to and/or
from SR-91 and 1-15 that would result in growth pressures in areas where such access
does not presently exist.

How, if at all, do the project type, project location, and growth pressure
potentially influence growth?

The SR-91 CIP responds to existing and forecast traffic congestion resulting from
prior restrictions to any improvements on SR-91 east of the Orange County toll road
and traffic congestion due to local and regional growth that has already occurred in
western Riverside County. This area is projected to continue to experience growth in
population and jobs even in jurisdictions relatively constrained by limited land
available for development. The project area includes highly urbanized areas (City of
Corona, the part of Riverside County within the project limits) with little remaining
development capacity. Improvements to SR-91 and opportunities for new residential
and nonresidential development are also constrained on the south by the CNF and
New OC Park (NNL), and on the north by CHSP, the Santa Ana River, and Featherly
Regional Park.

The SR-91 CIP proposes improvements on existing transportation facilities. The SR-
91 CIP will not provide new freeways or other new roads around SR-91 and I-15. In
addition, as noted above, although this project will improve operations on SR-91 and
I-15, it will not substantially modify overall local, intra regional, or inter regional
accessibility to and/or from SR-91 and 1-15. As a result, the type of project and the
facility improvements proposed by the SR-91 CIP would not in themselves provide
improved accessibility that could result in pressure for additional growth in the area.

SR-91 is the only major freeway corridor connecting Riverside and Orange Counties.
As discussed in Section 3.1.2.2, Environmental Consequences, Alternatives 1 and 2

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS 3.2-11




Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

would require counties and cities to amend their General Plan Land Use and
Circulation Elements and potentially individual Specific Plans to reflect the final
project alignment, interchange locations, and redesignation of land acquired for the
project from nontransportation to transportation designations. The General Plan land
uses affected by the Build Alternatives that would require redesignation in the local
land use plans are shown on Figures 3.1-3 and 3.1-4 for Alternatives 1 and 2,
respectively, and are summarized in Table 3.1.2. Although the SR-91 CIP would
result in land designated for other uses being converted to transportation uses, that in
itself would not be sufficient to result in pressure for growth in nontransportation uses
in other areas in the vicinity of SR-91 and I-15. As a result, the location of the project
segments of SR-91 and I-15 in areas designated in the local General Plans for
transportation and nontransportation uses would not in itself be sufficient to result in
pressure for additional growth in the area.

With the exception of the redesignation of land uses for areas incorporated into the
transportation facilities, the Build Alternatives are not expected to result in other
changes to land uses in the study area based on the type of project or the location of
the improvements provided by the Build Alternatives. This is because the Build
Alternatives are on existing segments of SR-91 and 1-15 in areas that have
experienced rapid population, housing, and employment growth over the last couple
of decades largely as a result of affordable and available housing in those areas. The
past and forecasted growth in western Riverside County is consistent with the adopted
local jurisdictions’” General Plans and with overall adopted regional and local
demographic forecasts and has not been and is not expected in the future to be
dependent on transportation improvements in this part of western Riverside County.
In addition, western Riverside County is projected to continue to experience growth
in population and jobs even in jurisdictions that are relatively constrained by limited
land available for development and without being dependent on transportation
improvements. Growth in the counties and cities in the SR-91 CIP area is expected to
occur with or without the project, and is not dependent on transportation
improvements in the SR-91 and I-15 corridors.

The improved travel times expected to be achieved as a result of Build Alternatives
could have a slight increase on demand for residential and nonresidential uses in the
project area or nearby cities. However, that influence is expected to be very minor
when considered with other pressures for growth and development, specifically
economic and market conditions in the area and developers available and interested in
developing residential and/or nonresidential projects in western Riverside County.
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Demand for new development is largely driven by economic and market conditions.
Improved travel times on SR-91 and I-15, while expected to benefit residents and
businesses in this part of western Riverside County, are not expected by themselves to
result in growth pressure for new residential or nonresidential uses in the area.

The SR-91 CIP has the potential to contribute to, and possibly accelerate, the growth
rate for western Riverside County. However, it would be considered negligible, as the
jurisdictions within the project footprint (Cities of Corona and Norco) are relatively
constrained by limited land available for development® compared to other parts of
western Riverside County. The project area includes highly urbanized areas (City of
Corona and the part of the Riverside County Temescal Canyon Area Land Use and
suburban areas [City of Norco]) with little remaining development capacity.’
Improvements to SR-91 and opportunities for new residential and nonresidential
development are also constrained by existing publicly owned lands that are subject to
future development. These lands include:

e CHSP on the North and South Sides of SR-91: The CHSP area is identified as:
(1) natural open space (no residential or commercial development permitted) on
the City of Anaheim General Plan Land Use Map (November 30, 2010); (2) open
space/recreation (no residential or commercial development permitted) in the City
of Yorba Linda General Plan Land Use Element (1993); and (3) open
space/recreation (no residential or commercial development permitted) in the City
of Corona General Plan Map Book (January 25, 2012).

e New OC Park (NNL) on the South Side of SR-91: The New OC Park (NNL)
area is identified as Open Space Reserve (land that is to remain open space as
stated on page I11-19 of the Orange County General Plan Land Use Element) on
the Orange County General Plan Land Use Map (September 13, 2005).

e Cleveland National Forest South of SR-91 and West of 1-15: The Cleveland
National Forest area is identified as Cleveland National Forest (land under federal
ownership that constitutes a constraint to development as stated on page 111-8 of
the Orange County General Plan Land Use Element) on the Orange County
General Plan Land Use Map (September 13, 2005).

Updated Growth Forecast for WRCOG Subregion, http://www.wrcog.cog.ca.us.
City of Corona General Plan, page 29, adopted March 17, 2004; Riverside County
General Plan, Temescal Canyon Area Land Use Plan, 2008; and City of Norco
General Plan Land Use Map, updated May 25, 2012.
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e Featherly Regional Park on the North Side of SR-91: The Featherly Regional
Park area is identified as Parks (land for active and passive recreational uses only)
on the City of Anaheim General Plan Land Use Map (November 30, 2010).

In summary, the type and location of the SR-91 CIP Build Alternatives are not
sufficient to result in pressure for additional growth in western Riverside County. The
Build Alternatives are expected to accommodate existing, approved, and planned
growth in the area but are not expected to influence the amount, timing, or location of
growth in the area as a result of the type or location of the project.

Is project-related growth reasonably foreseeable (as defined by NEPA, i.e. indirect
impacts need only be evaluated if they are reasonably foreseeable as opposed to
remote and speculative)?

As discussed above, the SR-91 CIP is not expected to influence the amount, timing,
or location of growth in the project area as a result of the type or location of the
project. Therefore, the SR-91 CIP Build Alternatives will not result in reasonably
foreseeable project-related growth in the study area.

If there is project-related growth, how, if at all, will that impact resources of
concern?

As discussed above, there are no reasonably foreseeable project-related growth
impacts expected to result from the project.

Based on this “First Cut Screening” analysis, no further analysis is required.

3.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Consistent with the results of the “First Cut Screening” analysis, no avoidance,
minimization and/or mitigation measures are required.
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3.3 Farmlands/Timberlands

3.3.1 Regulatory Setting

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Farmland Protection Policy
Act (FPPA; 7 USC 4201-4209; and its regulations, 7 CFR Part 658) require federal
agencies, such as the FHWA, to coordinate with the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) if their activities may irreversibly convert farmland (directly or
indirectly) to nonagricultural use. For purposes of the FPPA, farmland includes prime
farmland, unique farmland, and farmland of statewide or local importance.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the review of projects
that would convert Williamson Act contract land to non-agricultural uses. The main
purposes of the Williamson Act are to preserve agricultural land and to encourage
open space preservation and efficient urban growth. The Williamson Act provides
incentives to landowners through reduced property taxes to deter the early conversion
of agricultural and open space lands to other uses.

3.3.2 Affected Environment

The information and analysis in this section regarding farmlands are based on the
CIA. There are no timberlands in or adjacent to the study area for the project;
therefore, there is no discussion of this resource in this section.

As shown on Figure 3.3-1, the study area for farmlands for the project is an
approximately 1 mi wide area on each side of SR-91 and I-15 for the length of the
project limits. This study area is consistent with the study area for the NRCS analysis
of farmland impacts.

3.3.2.1 Designated Farmlands and Existing Agricultural Uses
Designated Farmlands

Based on information from Riverside County, Orange County, the State of California
Department of Conservation, and the United States Department of Agriculture, there
are five primary categories used to describe and map farmland:

e Farmland of Local Importance: Land of importance to the local agricultural
economy as determined by each county’s board of supervisors and a local
advisory committee.

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Final EIR/EIS 3.3-1
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e Farmland of Statewide Importance: Irrigated land similar to Prime Farmland
that has a good combination of physical and chemical characteristics for the
production of agricultural crops. This land has minor shortcomings, such as
greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture, than Prime Farmland.

e Grazing Land: Land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of
livestock. This category is used only in California and was developed in
cooperation with the California Cattlemen’s Association, the University of
California Cooperative Extension, and other groups interested in the extent of
grazing activities in California.

e Prime Farmland: Irrigated land with the best combination of physical and
chemical features able to sustain long-term production of agricultural crops. This
land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce
sustained high crop yields.

e Unique Farmland: Lesser quality soils used for production of the State’s leading
agricultural crops. This land is usually irrigated, but may include nonirrigated
orchards or vineyards as found in some climatic zones in California.

In addition to those five categories that focus on agricultural categories, the California
Department of Conservation also maps land uses in the following categories:

e Urban and Built Up Land: Land occupied by structures with a building density
of at least one unit to 1.5 ac, or approximately six structures to a 10 ac parcel.

e Other Land: Land that does not meet the criteria of any other land use category.
Typical uses include low-density rural development, heavily forested land, mined
land, or government land with restrictions on use.

e \Water: Water areas with an extent of at least 40 ac.

e Area Not Mapped: Area that falls outside of the NRCS soil survey.

As shown in Table 3.3.1, lands in the study area that are mapped as Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Farmland of Local Importance,
or Grazing Lands comprise nearly 3,300 ac, as designated by the State of California
Department of Conservation FMMP maps. In addition, the study area includes 1,100
ac of land within agricultural preserves. The agricultural preserves are south of
Cajalco Road on the east and west sides of 1-15 as shown on Figure 3.3-1.
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Table 3.3.1 SR-91 CIP Study Area Farmland Acres by
Land Category and Location

) County (acres) Total Acres % of Total

Land Mapping Category . . San Within the Study Study Area
Orange | Riverside | go harding Area? Acres®
Prime Farmland 15.9 210.8 0.0 226.1 (83.4) 0.8 (0.3)
Farmland of Statewide Importance 2.1 36.0 0.0 38.1(0) 0.1(0.0)
Unique Farmland 3.4 206.8 0.0 210.2 (147.2) 0.8 (0.5)
Farmland of Local Importance 0.0 664.1 0.0 664.1 (0) 2.4 (0.0)
Grazing Land 0.0 15711 575.0 2,146.0 (0) 7.7 (0.0)
Urban and Built Up Land 1,396.0 | 16,483.0 23.3 17,902.3 (36.0) 63.9 (0.1)
Other Land 2,827.5 3,944.2 0.0 6,771.7 (83.4) 24.2 (0.3)
Water 0.0 44.9 0.0 44.9 (0) 0.2 (0.0)

Total Acres within the Study Area | 4,244.9 | 23,160.8 598.3 28,003.9 (1,100.6) --

% of Total Study Area Acres” 15.2% 82.7% 2.1% 100% (100%) 100%

Source: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, State of California, Department of Conservation (February 2009).
' There is no land in the study area in the mapping category “Area Not Mapped.”
2 A number in parentheses indicates the acres of agricultural land in that category that are in agricultural preserves.
® A number in parentheses indicates the percentage of acres of agricultural land in that category that are in
agricultural preserves.
| “ Totals may not be 100% due to rounding.

Existing Agricultural Uses

Agricultural production in the study area is extremely limited due to existing and
proposed urban development and to the physical limitations posed by the topography
of Santa Ana Canyon. There are mapped farmlands in the study area along the eastern
segment of SR-91 in Riverside County, along SR-91 in Chino Hills State Park, and
along the southern segment of 1-15 in the City of Corona. Table 3.3.1 summarizes the
distribution of farmland and other land uses in acres, by Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (FMMP) land mapping category in the project study area, and
by county.

Agricultural-related General Plan policies, local ordinances, and other policies related
to agricultural resources are described in detail in the CIA.

3.3.2.2 Prime and Unique Farmlands

The majority of the Prime and Unique Farmlands in the study area is in the City of
Corona at the southernmost segment of I-15 near the Cajalco Road interchange, as
shown on Figure 3.3-1. Prime and Unique Farmlands in Corona are also the only
agricultural preserve lands in the study area. The land in the agricultural preserve has
an agricultural land use designation and is identified as an Agricultural Opportunity
District in the City of Corona General Plan (City of Corona General Plan Land Use
Figure 11). This agricultural preserve is not included in any Williamson Act contract,
as described later in Section 3.3.2.5, Williamson Act Contract Lands.
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The mapped Prime Farmlands and Unique Farmlands in the study area are along the
western segment of SR-91 in the City of Yorba Linda in Orange County:

e Land along the Santa Ana River owned by the OCFCD;

e A small area north of SR-91 near the eastern terminus of the project; and

e Several small areas on the west wide of I-15 and north of the larger area and
agricultural preserve to the south.

3.3.2.3 Farmlands of Statewide or Local Importance

There is designated Farmland of Statewide Importance east of 1-15 near the southern
project terminus, and there are small areas of Farmland of Local Importance
throughout the study area as shown on Figure 3.3-1.

3.3.2.4 Grazing Lands

As shown on Figure 3.3-1, Grazing Land in the study area is located along the
western segment of SR-91 in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties, and in the City
of Corona and unincorporated Riverside County east of 1-15 and south of SR-91.

3.3.2.5 Williamson Act Contract Lands

The California Land Conservation Act, better known as the Williamson Act, is a
nonmandated State program administered by counties and cities to preserve
agricultural lands by discouraging the premature conversion of farmland to
nonfarmland uses. Although participation in the program is voluntary on the part of
both landowners and local governments, tax incentives for private landowners as well
as planning advantages and fiscal assistance to local governments have made it the
State’s premier agricultural land protection program since its enactment in 1965. The
Williamson Act allows individual property owners to have their properties assessed
on the basis of their agricultural production rather than at their current market values.
There are no agricultural lands in the study area covered by Williamson Act contracts.

3.3.3 Environmental Consequences

3.3.3.1 Summary of Impacts

The impacts of the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for Alternatives 1 and 2
related to designated farmlands are the same with any design variation because the
design variations are not located in or near any designated farmlands. As a result, the
impacts for Alternative 2 and its design variations described in this section are the
impacts for Alternative 2f, the Preferred Alternative as described below.
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As described later in this section, the Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2 and their
design variations would result in the permanent conversion of 3.8 ac of designated
Farmland of Local Importance and 2.7 ac of Grazing Land to nonagricultural uses.

The Alternative 1 Ultimate Project and its design variations would result in the
permanent conversion of 1.8 ac of Farmland of Local Importance and 15.2 ac of
Grazing Land to nonagricultural uses.

The Alternative 2 Ultimate Project and its design variations would result in the
permanent conversion of 4.1 ac of Farmland of Local Importance and 16.6 ac of
Grazing Land.

The Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in
permanent impacts related to remainder parcels and access to agricultural parcels,
policies related to agricultural uses, and agricultural preserve and Williamson Act
Contract lands.

The Initial Phases of Alternatives 1 and 2 and their design variations would not result
in the temporary use of any designated agricultural land for TCEs or other uses during
construction.

The Alternative 1 Ultimate Project and its design variations would result in the
temporary use of 3.4 ac of Grazing Land for TCEs.

The Alternative 2 Ultimate Project and its design variations would result in the
temporary use of 0.1 ac of Farmland of Local Importance and 3.5 ac of Grazing Land
for TCEs.

Construction of the Build Alternatives could result in short-term air quality impacts
on adjacent agricultural uses or noise impacts on grazing animals.

Summary of Impacts of Alternative 2f

The Initial Phase of Alternative 2f would result in the permanent conversion of 3.8 ac
of designated Farmland of Local Importance and 2.7 ac of Grazing Land to
nonagricultural uses. The Ultimate Project under Alternative 2f would permanently
convert a total of 4.1 ac of designated Farmland of Local Importance and a total of
16.6 ac of Grazing Land to nonagricultural uses.
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The Ultimate Project under Alternative 2f would also result in the temporary use of
0.1 ac of designated Farmland of Local Importance and 3.5 ac of Grazing Land for
TCEs.

3.3.3.2 Permanent Impacts

Alternatives 1 and 2

Conversion of Designated Farmland

The amounts of designated farmlands that would be permanently converted to
transportation uses by the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for Alternatives 1 and
2 are shown on Figures 3.3-2 through 3.3-4 and are summarized in Table 3.3.2. As
shown in Table 3.3.2, the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for Alternatives 1 and 2
would not result in the permanent conversion of any designated Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland.

Table 3.3.2 Permanent Impacts to Designhated Farmlands (acres)

Designated Farmlands
: : Farmland Impacts to
Farmland | Statewide | Farmland Land Uses
Importance
Importance
Initial Pha;es of the Alt. 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 27 6.5 716
and 2 Projects
Alternative 1 Ultimate Project” |
Design Variation 1a 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 15.2 17.0 192.4
Design Variation 1b 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 15.2 17.0 199.8
Design Variation 1c 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 15.2 17.0 191.0
Design Variation 1d 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 15.2 17.0 198.4
Alternative 2 Ultimate Project, |
Design Variation 2a 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 16.6 20.7 298.0
Design Variation 2b 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 16.6 20.7 297.6
Design Variation 2c 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 16.6 20.7 333.6
Design Variation 2d 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 16.6 20.7 333.2
Design Variation 2e 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 16.6 20.7 293.2
Design Variation 2f 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 16.6 20.7 292.7
Design Variation 2g 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 16.6 20.7 332.6
Design Variation 2h 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 16.6 20.7 332.6

Source: Community Impact Assessment (December 2010).
! Other land uses are Urban and Built Up Land, Other Land, and Water.
2 These impacts are in addition to the impacts that would occur in the Initial Phase of this Alternative.

Impacts to Farmlands of Local Importance would occur in the Initial Phases and
Ultimate Projects under each of the Build Alternatives, as shown in Table 3.3.2. This
conversion of farmland would occur on the farmlands on the north side of SR-91 in
the western part of Riverside County and on lands south of SR-91 and east of I-15.
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The greatest loss of designated farmland under the Build Alternatives would be the
permanent conversion of Grazing Land along the western project segment in
Riverside County, west of SR-71, as shown in Table 3.3.2. The permanent impacts to
designated farmlands would result in conversion of approximately 0.3 to 0.8 percent
of the farmlands in the project study area and only very small percentages of the total
farmlands in Orange and Riverside Counties and the State.

North of SR-91 and West of SR-71

As shown in Inset Map 1 on Figures 3.3-2 through 3.3-4, there is designated
Farmland of Local Importance and Grazing Land on the north side of SR-91. That
land is currently not used for any agricultural or grazing purposes. The designated
Farmland of Local Importance and the Grazing Land in this area is bounded by
SR-71 to the east; urban and built-up land to the west and north; additional
Farmland of Local Importance, Grazing Land, and CHSP to the north; and SR-91
to the south. Much of the Grazing Land to the north is in CHSP and is not
currently used for any grazing or agricultural activities. The remainder of the land
is also predominantly vacant and includes rights-of-way for SR-91, Corps
facilities, and CHSP. Access to these areas is limited to the Department, the
Corps, and CHSP.

The designated farmlands on the north side of SR-91 that would be permanently
acquired and incorporated in the transportation facilities under Alternatives 1 and
2 are currently vacant and not used for any agricultural purposes. The area that
would be used by Alternatives 1 and 2 is on the edge of the designated Farmland
of Local Importance and Grazing Land, and would not bisect that area. As shown
in Inset Map 1 on Figures 3.3-2 through 3.3-4, the parcel of Farmland of Local
Importance is one large continuous parcel that would be sufficient to support
agricultural operations in the future should State Parks choose to allow that type
of land use in that part of CHSP. Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result
in unusable remainder parcels of designated agricultural land. The existing access
to this area of Farmland of Local Importance and Grazing Land is restricted to the
Department, CHSP, and the Corps. That access would not be affected by the use
of designated farmlands adjacent to SR-91 in that area. Therefore, Alternatives 1
and 2 would not result in the removal of any active existing agricultural or grazing
activities, bisect any designated farmlands, result in unusable remainder parcels of
designated farmland, or in restrictions to access to designated farmlands not
affected by the Build Alternatives in the areas on the north side of SR-91 and west
of SR-71.
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South of SR-91 and West of SR-71

As shown in Inset Map 2 on Figures 3.3-2 through 3.3-4, there is designated
Grazing Land on the south side of SR-91, west of the SR-71 interchange. That
land is vacant and is not currently used for any agricultural or grazing purposes.
Access to the area is provided via Fresno Road and private unpaved roads in the
areas designated as Grazing Land.

The designated farmlands on the south side of SR-91 that would be permanently
acquired and incorporated in the transportation facilities under Alternatives 1 and
2 are currently vacant and not used for any agricultural purposes. The area that
would be used by Alternatives 1 and 2 is on the edge of the designated Grazing
Land and would not bisect those areas. Because relatively small amounts of land
would be acquired in these areas, the remaining areas would be sufficient to
support agricultural operations in the future and, therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2
would not result in unusable remainder parcels. The access to Grazing Land via
Fresno Road and the unpaved roads in the Grazing Land area would not be
affected because they are south of the designated farmlands adjacent to SR-91 that
would be used in those areas. Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in
the removal of any active existing agricultural or grazing activities, bisect any
designated farmlands, result in unusable remainder parcels of designated
farmland, or in restrictions to access to designated farmlands not affected by the
Build Alternatives in the areas on the south side of SR-91 and west of SR-71.

South of SR-91 and East of I-15

As shown in Inset Map 3 on Figures 3.3-2 through 3.3-4, there is an area of
designated Grazing Land on the south side of SR-91, immediately east of the 1-15
interchange. This parcel is currently used for radio and other transmission
towers/antennas. There are currently no grazing or agricultural activities occurring
on any part of the designated Grazing Land. This area is completely surrounded
by existing transportation and urban and built-up uses.

The area that would be permanently acquired and incorporated in the
transportation facilities under Alternatives 1 and 2 is on the edge of the northwest
side of the parcel and would not bisect the Grazing Land area or result in unusable
remainder parcels. Access to the site is via Radio Road, which enters the Grazing
Land area from the south. That access would not be affected by Alternatives 1 and
2. Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in the removal of any active
existing agricultural or grazing activities, bisect any designated farmlands, result
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in usable remainder parcels of designated farmland, or in restrictions to access to
designated farmlands not affected by the Build Alternatives in the area on the
south side of SR-91 and east of 1-15.

Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form

A project that has federal involvement and which would or may irreversibly convert
farmland (directly or indirectly) to a nonagricultural use must comply with the federal
FPPA. For corridor-type projects such as this project, the FPPA calls for completing
Form NRCS-CPA-106. The purpose of completing the NRCS-CPA-106 form is to
provide a method of assessing and quantifying potential project-related farmland
impacts to minimize the extent to which federal programs contribute to the
unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmlands to nonagricultural uses and to
ensure that federal programs are administered in a manner that, to the extent
practicable, will be compatible with State, local, and private programs and policies
established to protect farmlands.

Form NRCS-CPA-106 uses a point-based approach to assess the relative value of
agricultural lands. Completing the NRCS-CPA-106 form is an iterative process which
required both the NRCS and the Department to complete specified parts of the form.
For the first set of factors (i.e., the Land Evaluation Criteria), the NRCS determines
whether the project limits include farmlands subject to the FPPA. If the project limits
include farmland subject to the FPPA, the NRCS measures the relative value of that
farmland on a numerical scale. Measuring and assigning point values to the second
set of factors (i.e., the Corridor Assessment Criteria) is the responsibility of the
Department. A single score is generated for a given project after the relative value of
the farmland and the Corridor Assessment Criteria are scored and weighted. Final
project scoring is based on a scale of 260 points, with a maximum score of 100 points
for the Land Evaluation Criteria and a maximum score of 160 points for the Corridor
Assessment Criteria. The total number of points is used to determine the level of
impact a project could have on designated farmland. Through coordination with the
NRCS, Form NRCS-CPA-106 was completed for the Build Alternatives and the No
Build Alternative based on the designated agricultural lands in the study area. The
completed form, dated June 18, 2010, is provided following the last page of text in
this section.

Form NRCS-CPA-106 Results
Both Build Alternatives would traverse minimal amounts of land designated for
agricultural uses such as grazing, citriculture, and nurseries. The final scoring for the
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Build Alternatives and the No Build Alternative on Form NRCS-CPA-106 is
provided in Table 3.3.3. As shown, the final score for Alternative 1 is 88, and the
final score for Alternative 2 is 93. The Build Alternatives received scores of 81 in the
Land Evaluation section completed by the NRCS. As shown, the Corridor
Assessment scores are 7 for Alternative 1 and 12 for Alternative 2.

Table 3.3.3 Form NRCS-CPA-106 Final Scoring

Land Evaluation Corridor Assessment Final NRCS-CPA-106

Alternative Subtotal Subtotal Score
Alternative 1 81 7 88
Alternative 2 81 12 93
Initial Phase of Alternative 2 81 12 93
No Build Alternative 0 0 0

Source: United States Department of Agriculture Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form for the SR-91
CIP (June 2010; provided in Appendix A); and the California Department of Transportation (June 17, 2010).
SR-91 CIP = State Route 91 Corridor Improvement Project

Pursuant to the instructions for completing Form NRCS-CPA-106, sites receiving

a total score of less than 160 points shall be given a ... minimum level of
consideration for protection.” The Build Alternatives for the project are well below
the 160-point threshold and should be given the minimum level of consideration for
protection. No further analysis is required to address farmland impacts under the
FPPA for Alternatives 1 and 2.

Impacts Related to Access to Agricultural Parcels

The impacts related to mapped farmlands are along edges of the parcels as discussed
in Section 3.2.2.2, Permanent Impacts, above. Because none of these parcels are in
active agricultural production, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not adversely affect access
to agricultural uses. Following the partial acquisitions of these agricultural parcels for
the SR-91 CIP, access to the remainder of the parcel would be unchanged from what
exists today.

Policies Related to Agricultural Uses

As described in the CIA, Section 3.4.2, Existing Policies and Regulations, there are
several local plans/policies related to agricultural uses. Applicable plans and
ordinances in the project study area include the Riverside County, City of Corona,
and City of Riverside General Plans, and County of Riverside Ordinances 625 (Right
to Farm) and 509 (Agricultural Preserves). The plan policies and ordinances provide
protection to existing agricultural areas. However, the General Plans also state that
urban uses are anticipated to be developed on the existing agricultural properties. The
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Build Alternatives are not anticipated to result in conflicts related to existing
agricultural zoning, policies, and ordinances.

The analyses in Section 3.1, Land Use, indicate that the local General Plans designate
urban and built-out, residential, open space and parks, industrial, and mixed-use
(industrial, residential, and commercial) uses. Those General Plans do not identify
any agricultural uses in the areas designated as Farmland of Local Importance and
Grazing Land that would be affected by the Build Alternatives. As a result, it is
acknowledged that those local General Plans recognize that agricultural uses will not
be located in those areas in the long term because they would be replaced with the
nonagricultural land uses designated in the General Plans. The minor uses of
designated farmlands by Alternatives 1 and 2 in the areas shown on Figures 3.3-2
through 3.3-4 are not expected to result in new pressures to develop the remaining
agricultural lands into nonagricultural uses because those lands are not currently used
for agriculture, and any pressure to develop them would be expected as a result of
economic and market forces, not the minor use of parts of those lands by Alternatives
land 2.

Agricultural Preserve and Williamson Act Contract Lands

As shown on Figures 3.3-1 through 3.3-4, there is an agricultural preserve that largely
consists of Prime and Unique Farmlands south of Cajalco Road and on both the east
and west sides of 1-15. This agricultural preserve area would not be permanently
impacted by the Build Alternatives. Because there are no Williamson Contract lands
in the study area, the Build Alternatives would not result in any permanent direct or
indirect impacts to Williamson Act contract lands.

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would maintain the current configurations of SR-91 and
I-15 in the study area. Under the No Build Alternative, the project would not be
constructed and the permanent impacts to farmlands discussed above for the Build
Alternatives would not occur.

3.3.3.3 Temporary Impacts

Alternatives 1 and 2

Temporary impacts to farmlands could result from existing farmland areas being used
temporarily for TCEs for construction for equipment staging areas and other
temporary uses. Because agricultural production in the project study area is limited
and temporary impacts would occur within and adjacent to the public rights-of-way,
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project construction is not anticipated to disrupt accessibility to agricultural activities
in the vicinity of construction activities. The land used for TCEs would not be
available for farmland activities (e.g., cultivation or grazing) during construction of
the Initial Phases and Ultimate Projects for Alternatives 1 and 2 but would be
available for farmland uses once project construction is complete.

As shown in Table 3.3.4, Alternatives 1 and 2 would temporarily impact farmlands.
Figures 3.3-2 through 3.3-4 show existing farmlands and the areas that would be
impacted by construction of Alternatives 1 and 2. Table 3.3.4 provides the acreage of
farmlands (by farmland category type) that would be temporarily impacted by
construction of each alternative.

Table 3.3.4 Temporary Impacts to Designated Farmlands (acres)

Designated Farmlands Impacts to
Alternatlv!a qnd Design Prime Farmlan_d of Unique Farmland of Grazing Other Land
Variations Statewide Local Total 1
Farmland | Farmland Land Uses
mportance Importance
Initial Phases of Alternatives 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 72.9
land?2
Alternative 1 Ultimate Project’
Design Variation 1la 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34 34 85.9
Design Variation 1b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34 34 84.5
Design Variation 1c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34 34 80.1
Design Variation 1d 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34 34 78.8
Alternative 2 Ultimate Project®
Design Variation 2a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 35 3.6 99.2
Design Variation 2b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 3.5 3.6 116.2
Design Variation 2c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 3.5 3.6 127.4
Design Variation 2d 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 35 3.6 126.8
Design Variation 2e 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 3.5 3.6 111.8
Design Variation 2f 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 35 3.6 110.5
Design Variation 2g 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 3.5 3.6 137.8
Design Variation 2h 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 3.5 3.6 137.4

Source: Community Impact Assessment (December 2010).
1 Other land uses are Urban and Built Up Land, Other Land, and Water.
2 These impacts are in addition to the impacts that would occur in the Initial Phase of this Alternative.

As shown in Table 3.3.4, Alternative 1 would result in approximately 3.4 ac of
temporary impacts to Grazing Land only, and Alternative 2 would result in temporary
impacts to 0.1 ac of Farmland of Local Importance and 3.5 ac of Grazing Land. The
areas that would be used temporarily during construction of Alternatives 1 and 2 are
shown on Figures 3.3-2 through 3.3-4. As shown, those TCEs are either directly
adjacent to the existing freeway and local street rights-of-way or to areas that would
be permanently acquired for the project. As a result, Alternatives 1 and 2 would not
result in the temporary removal of any active existing agricultural or grazing
activities, bisect any designated farmlands, result in any remainder parcels of
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designated farmland, or in restrictions to access to designated farmlands not affected
by the Build Alternatives in the areas on the south side of SR-91 and east of I-15.

In addition to farmland areas being used for TCEs, potential fugitive dust emissions
from grading and exhaust emissions from construction equipment could have an
indirect adverse impact on farmlands adjacent to the construction areas. These
impacts would be minimized through implementation of the dust control measures
described in Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-3 in Section 3.14, Air Quality.

Further, noise from construction equipment could startle or otherwise disturb
livestock. These impacts would be minimized through implementation of Measures
N-2 and N-3, provided later in Section 3.15, Noise.

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not include construction of any project
improvements. Therefore, the No Build Alternative would not result in any temporary
impacts to farmlands.

3.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

As stipulated in 7 CFR 658.4(c)(2) and as described in Section 3.3.3.2, Permanent
Impacts, projects receiving a total score of less than 160 on Form NRCS-CPA-106,
which is provided following the last page of text in this section, need not be given
further consideration for protection. The farmland conversion impact ratings for the
Build Alternatives are well below 160. Further coordination with NRCS, including
mitigation or development of additional alternatives, is not required.

Measure CI-3, provided in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, addresses potential
impacts related to remainder parcels and access to commercial and industrial parcels.
No further avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

All right-of-way acquisition for the project, including acquisition of any lands used
for agricultural purposes, will be conducted by RCTC in compliance with the
Uniform Act as described in detail in Appendix D, Summary of Relocation Benefits.
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3.4 Community Impacts

3.4.1 Community Character and Cohesion

3.4.1.1 Regulatory Setting

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended (NEPA), established that
the federal government use all practicable means to ensure that all Americans have
safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings
(42 USC 4331[b][2]). The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in its
implementation of NEPA (23 USC 109[h]) directs that final decisions regarding
projects are to be made in the best overall public interest. This requires taking into
account adverse environmental impacts, such as destruction or disruption of human-
made resources, community cohesion, and the availability of public facilities and
services.

Under the California Environmental Quality Act, an economic or social change by
itself is not to be considered a significant effect on the environment. However, if a
social or economic change is related to a physical change, then social or economic
change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.
Since this project would result in physical change to the environment, it is appropriate
to consider changes to c