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2.3.4.4 Phasing Plan for Alternative 2 (Locally Preferred Alternative)
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 is proposed in phases over a 20-year period,
beginning with an initial phase and culminating with completion of all project
components by 2035. Separate phases would be identified and programmed to
incorporate the components of the improvements on SR-91 and 1-15 under
Alternative 2 between the initial phase in 2015 and completion of the project by 2035.
The phasing plan for Alternative 2 is shown on Figure 2-15.

The initial phase of Alternative 2 proposes improvements on SR-91 from
approximately the Orange/Riverside County line to the I-15 interchange (a distance of
about 8 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 2 would generally implement shorter segments of the Alternative 2
improvements on SR-91 and I-15, with a construction duration estimated at 4 years.
The four subsequent phases for Alternative 2 would likely be constructed as
independent construction contracts, with each estimated to have a construction
duration of 1 to 2 years. In locations where the Initial Phase improvements overlap
with improvements in future phases, 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.

Additional detail related to phasing for Alternative 2 is provided in Appendix N,
Alternative 2 (LPA) Initial Phase.

2.3.4.5 Design/Build Process

Alternatives 1 and 2 are proposed to 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
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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.

2.3.5 Transportation Systems Management and Traffic Demand
Management
The proposed 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
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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
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.
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Implementation of 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 extension
would operate with a similar policy as the existing tolled express lanes and provide a
free or discounted rate to vehicles with three or more occupants. 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 Draft Screening
Report (OCTA, November 2005) 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 proposed project is one of those bands of improvements. Three new
corridors to meet the need for east-west travel between Riverside and Orange
Counties were also identified in the MIS as described in the following sections. As
noted in the MIS, Corridors A, B, and D would be needed in addition to the proposed
project 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 proposed project and Corridor A, so Corridor A alone would not be
consistent with the MIS and would not meet the defined purpose of the proposed
project. While Corridor A alone is feasible and could be constructed from an
engineering perspective, it is not a prudent alternative to the proposed project
because it does not meet the defined purpose of the proposed project.

e Corridor B. Corridor B was defined as a full-length tunnel or partial surface
road/tunnel alignment from Cajalco Road at I-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
proposed project to address east-west demand. In addition, a corridor across the
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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. While Corridor B is likely
feasible from an engineering perspective, it is not a prudent alternative to the
proposed project because it does not meet the defined purpose of the proposed
project and could result in substantial use effects on Section 4(f) and Section 6(f)
properties.

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 proposed 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. While Corridor D is likely feasible
from an engineering perspective, it does not meet the defined purpose of the
proposed project and could result in substantial use effects on Section 4(f)
properties.

The MIS Build Alternatives were eliminated 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

The No Build Alternative would generally maintain the current configurations of
SR-91 and I-15 in the project study area. Under this alternative, there would be no
additional GP lanes and no change in the existing configuration of tolled express or
HOV lanes. Although smaller localized projects could be considered, approved, and
implemented on their own merits, no major corridor improvements would be
implemented on the project segments of SR-91 and I-15.

Three existing approved and in-process projects are assumed to be included in the No
Build Alternative. Those projects, described in detail below 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 I1A and |1B
e Santa Ana River Intercept Pipeline Reaches Il and 1V

The No Build Alternative is shown in detail on aerial photographs in Appendix L.

2-90 SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Draft EIR/EIS'



Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

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 2.19 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 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 proposed project, RCTC selected Alternative 2 as
the LPA. Compared to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 appears to provide 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, RCTC is providing disclosure of its
preference among the alternatives to the general public as well as to other agencies
that may have an interest in the proposed project.

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
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Table 2.19 Comparison of the Alternatives

Project Feature or
Environmental Effect

No Build Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2 (LPA)

Project Features’

Structures (new, None Up to 27 Up to 34
replace, widen, retrofit)
Drainage Structures None 62 68
(modified)
Water Quality and None 18 biofiltration swales/strips 25 biofiltration swales/strips
Erosion Control BMPs 13 infiltration devices 19 infiltration devices
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

3 existing westbound plus 2 new westbound
2 existing eastbound plus 2 new westbound

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 I-15/SR-91 interchange to
Ontario Avenue

Extension of existing tolled express lanes to the SR-91/1-15
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 I-15 from Cajalco Road to direct
connectors from northbound I-15 to westbound SR-91 and
from eastbound SR-91 to southbound I-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
1-15.

Acquisition of Homes No impact Purchase of 93 to 117 homes, depending on the design Purchase of 114 to 161 homes, depending on the design
[414 done] variation. variation.

Number of Residents No impact 252 to 410 residents displaced, depending on the design 252 to 410 residents displaced, depending on the design
Displaced [414 done] variation. variation.

Acquisition of No impact Purchase of 110 to 189 businesses, depending on the Purchase of 221 to 275 businesses, depending on the design

Businesses [414 done]

design variation.

variations.
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Table 2.19 Comparison of the Alternatives

Project Feature or
Environmental Effect

No Build Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2 (LPA)

Number of Employees No impacts A range of between 133 and 554 employees, depending on A range of between 133 and 553 employees, depending on
Displaced [414 done] the design variation and the employee displacement factors. | the design variation and the employee displacement factors.
Locally Preferred No No Yes

Alternative

Environmental Effects”

Farmlands No impact Conversion of 1.8 ac of Farmland of Local Importance and Conversion of 4.1 ac of Farmland of Local Importance and

15.2 ac of Grazing Land to non-agricultural uses

16.6 ac of Grazing Land to non-agricultural uses

Utilities: Relocation of

No relocation

No relocation required

Relocation required

the SCE Substation required.
Biology: Natural No impact Permanent impacts to: Permanent impacts to:
Communities
27.24 ac of coastal sage scrub 34.51 ac of coastal sage scrub
0.48 ac of riparian/riverine habitat 0.83 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 8.02 ac of coastal sage scrub
1.60 ac of riparian/riverine habitat 2.04 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 Resources: No impact Depending on the design variation, permanent impacts as Depending on the design variation, permanent impacts as

Wetlands and Other
Waters of the U.S.

follows:

e Corps jurisdictional waters: 2.43 to 2.91 ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 2.84 to 3.54 ac
o RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 1.68 ac

Depending on the design variation, temporary impacts as
follows:

e Corps jurisdictional waters: 1.90 to 1.91ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 2.34 to 3.45 ac

follows:

e Corps jurisdictional waters: 3.10 to 3.27 ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 4.01 to 4.41 ac
o RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 2.63 to 2.69 ac

Depending on the design variation, temporary impacts as
follows:

o Corps jurisdictional waters: 1.96 to 2.07 ac
e CDFG jurisdictional areas: 2.92 to 3.85 ac

o RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 1.90 ac

o RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 1.94 to 2.07 ac

Source: LSA Associates Inc., August 2010

1

Projects.
ac = acre, acres

BMPs = best management practices
CDFG = California Department of Fish and Game
CHP = California Highway Patrol

Corps = United States Army Corps of Engineers
HOV = high occupancy vehicle

I-15 = Interstate 15

LPA = Locally Preferred Alternative

The project features and environmental parameters and impacts listed in this table focus on those features and impacts which differ between the Alternative 1 and 2 (LPA)

RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board
SCE = Southern California Edison
SR-91 = State Route 91

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Draft EIR/EIS
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local fund sources that can be applied to the project. Alternative 2 adds toll revenue
bonds and the use of a federal Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation
Act (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.

2.3.7.2 ldentification of the Preferred Alternative

After the public circulation period for the Draft EIR/EIS, all comments would be
considered, and the Department would identify a preferred alternative and make the
final determination of the project’s effect on the environment. In accordance with
CEQA, the Department would certify that the project complies with CEQA, prepare
findings for all significant adverse impacts identified, prepare a Statement of
Overriding Considerations (SOC) for impacts that would not be mitigated below a
level of significance, and certify that the findings and SOC have been considered
prior to project approval. The Department would then file an NOD with the SCH that
would identify whether the project would have significant impacts and would indicate
that 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, would document and
explain its decision regarding the selected alternative, project impacts, and mitigation
measures in an ROD in accordance with NEPA.

2.3.8 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion
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
proposed 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 proposed 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 2.20.
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Table 2.20 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.

| 78’ |

WESTBOUND

EASTBOUND

ALTERNATIVE 2 EXPRESS LANES

* CONCRETE BARRIER

12
WESTBEOUMD

EASTBOLND

REVERSIBLE 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 1-15 corridor for several years.
SR-91 has historically exhibited operating characteristics similar to the I-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 facility,
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-91. As a result, 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 available for the SR-91 CIP and not the Corridor
A alignment. This alternative cannot be implemented without incurring major
delay in implementation of the SR-91 CIP. If this alternative is pursued, it would
result in several years delay in implementing the MIS LPS including the SR 91
CIP. This alternative 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.
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Table 2.20 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

1.4: 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. No source was
identified for the 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 Westbound 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 westbound
lanes could not be provided at the Orange County line. Also, the higher design
speed of the upgrade would not be realizable during peak hours due to mainline
congestion on westbound SR-91. 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. For these reasons, this
alternative was not carried 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 mainline SR-91 would be minimal. It
was concluded that the additional cost of this option would not be commensurate
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.
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Table 2.20 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

8.0: Detention Basin at Northbound SR-71 Loop — This VA Study
alternative would convey storm water from the narrowest pinch point of SR-91
east to 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.

9.0: Star Ranch Access Road — Star Ranch is a property south of SR-91
between the Orange County line and Green River Road. Access to that
property 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-91. 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 detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.

13.1 and 13.2: Construct Westbound 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 alternative 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 Eastbound Ramp Braid — The alternative
proposed a revised configuration for braided ramps providing access from
Main Street to eastbound SR-91 and to I-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 Westbound 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
traffic.

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
I-15 but exit to Main Street.

The alternative would not meet driver expectations, and a preferred solution will
be pursued by Alternative 15.2. For these reasons, this alternative was not
carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIR/EIS.
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Table 2.20 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

16.0: Widen South I-15 Direct Connectors to Two Lanes — Single-lane
connectors 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-91/1-15 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 to 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
guadrant 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.

20.2: Construct Standard Lane Drop East of Magnolia Avenue

The alternative was considered in preliminary design 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

The alternative does not meet driver expectations, 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.

20.5: Construct Single-Lane Exit at Pierce Street and Magnolia Avenue
and Hook Ramp to Westbound Magnolia Avenue

The alternative does not meet driver expectations, 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

LPS = Locally Preferred Strategy

MIS = Major Investment Study

mph = miles per hour

OCTA = Orange County Transportation Authority
PA&ED = Project Approval and Environmental Document
PS&E = Plans, Specifications and Estimates

SR-71 = State Route 71

SR-91 = State Route 91

SR-241 = State Route 241

SWDR = Storm Water Data Report

TCA = Transportation Corridor Agencies

VA = Value Analysis
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2.3.8.4 Mid-City At-Grade Access to Tolled Express Lanes

An option to provide at-grade Mid-City Access for westbound ingress and eastbound
egress accessible from the Lincoln Avenue ramps was considered. Traffic analyses of
the weaving movements in this option indicated this would further degrade already
marginal mainline operations at this location. As a result, this alternative did not meet
most of the basic project objectives and was eliminated from further consideration in
this 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.

Implementation of Alternative 2 would extend the existing tolled express lanes from
the County line to I-15 in the City of Corona. Extension of the tolled express lanes
would reduce the travel time for the existing Express Bus service between the two
counties and facilitate the planned expansion of the existing Express Bus service. In
addition to the proposed project, four separate transit projects are either planned or
under study along the SR-91 corridor, as shown in Table 2.21.

A multi-modal improvement to construct reversible managed lanes on SR-91 was
considered during the value analysis study for the proposed project. It was considered
to provide lower performance and greater cost when compared to the proposed
Alternative 2 tolled express lanes. Further reasons for rejecting this concept are
provided in Table 2-20 and Section 2.3.8.3, Alternatives Considered in the Value
Analysis Study.
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Table 2.21 Transit Projects

Plans and/or
Projects

Project Descriptions, Proposed Improvements, and Anticipated Completion
Dates

Metrolink Short-term
Expansion Plan

¢ Increases the number of daily trains from 23 to 31 along the IEOC and 91 lines.
e This project is anticipated to be completed by 2016.

Express Bus
Improvements —
Orange County to
Riverside County

e The Riverside County to Hutton Centre/South Coast Metro route began service
in fall 2006.

e Three additional routes are planned for implementation by FY 2015/2016.

e This project will contribute to congestion relief on SR-91.

Metrolink Service and
Station Improvements

e This long-term expansion plan will build on Metrolink’s Short-term Expansion
Plan (which will be implemented by 2016) by increasing the number of daily
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
International Airport
High-Speed Rail

¢ Conceptual engineering studies are currently in preparation. Potential
alignments are being considered along SR-91 within Santa Ana Canyon and on
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: Draft Project Report (September 2010).

FY = Fiscal Year

IEOC = Inland Empire-Orange County

SR-57 = State Route 57
SR-91 = State Route 91

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.

2.3.9 Related Projects and Other Projects in the Vicinity of the
SR-91 CIP

2391

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 proposed project are
described in this section. The general locations and extents of the projects are shown
on Figure 2-16 and in more detail on the No Build Alternative figures in Appendix L.
Extensive coordination regarding design issues associated with these projects and the
proposed 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.
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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 Mainstem Project — Santa Ana River Reach 9 Phases IIA

and 11B

The Reach 9 Phase IlA project in the Lower Santa Ana River just below the Prado
Dam is planned to begin construction in late 2011. The Reach 9 Phase 1B 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
2011. 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).

The project design consists of the stabilization of the channel through the bank
protection discussed above and, in the case of Phase 11B, the realignment of the

Santa Ana River north of its existing alignment to limit erosion and scour potential.
Phase 11B was approved in September 2009 and Phase I1A is expected to be approved
in fall 2011.

The design of this project will accommodate proposed right-of-way for the Build
Alternatives as well as several other projects including the Santa Ana Regional
Interceptor (SARI) pipeline (discussed in detail below), and the relocation of part of
the existing Santa Ana River Trail.

Santa Ana River Interceptor Pipeline Reaches Ill 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
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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 2-16, 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
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 11B) 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 late 2011.

2.3.9.2 Future Projects

SR-71/SR-91 Interchange Improvement Project

RCTC has begun the Project Report/Environmental Document (PR/ED) process to
improve the connection between SR-91 and SR-71 in and near the City of Corona.
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
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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.

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
proposed project and is anticipated to be completed in 2019.

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 overlap with construction of the proposed project and is
expected to be completed in 2017.

Future SR-91 Implementation Plan Improvements

As discussed in Chapter 1, Proposed Project, improvements are planned for SR-91 in
the short term (including the 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.
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2.3.10 Permits and Approvals Needed
Table 2.22 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 2.22 Permits and Approvals Needed

(Construction Activity)

Agency | Permit/Approval | Status/When Required
Federal Agencies

FHWA Approval for Modified Access A “Letter of Acceptability” is pending.

Report to the Interstate System | Approval for modified access is
received with approval of the EIS.

Section 6005 of SAFETEA-LU Prior to approval of the Final EIS and
for satisfying Air Quality the ROD
Conformity Requirements

USFWS Section 7 Consultation for A BO will be sought prior to approval
Threatened and Endangered of the Final EIS and the ROD.
Species
Review and Comment on 404
Permit

Corps Section 404 Individual Permit The application for this permit will be
for filling or dredging waters of submitted after approval of the Final
the United States. EIS and the ROD.

State Agencies

CDFG 1602 Agreement for Streambed | The application for this agreement will

Alteration be submitted after approval of the
Final EIR and the NOD.
SWRCB Section 402 NPDES 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 Permit)

Coverage under Order No. 99-06-
DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003 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 will
be submitted after the approval of the
Final EIR and the NOD.

Regional and Local Agencies

Western Riverside
County RCA and the
RCTC

JPARP

A Preliminary Determination of
Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation is provided in Appendix
O of the Natural Environment Study
(2010)

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

Freeway Agreements

Freeway agreements reflecting the
proposed project will be finalized after
completion of the Final EIR/EIS and
selection of the Preferred Alternative.

2-108

SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project Draft EIR/EIS'




Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

Table 2.22 Permits and Approvals Needed

Agency

Permit/Approval

Status/When Required

Cities of Anaheim,
Corona, 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

Approval of the TMP and any
detour plans using local streets

Prior to construction

Railroads

BNSF Railroad
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

Approval of the proposed

Prior to any construction within or

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

Commission action, based on review of the above railroad right-of-way
Construction and Maintenance
Agreement
Utilities
SCG Approvals to relocate, protect in | Prior to any construction activities that
SCE place, or remove utility facilities | would affect utility facilities
City of Corona

BNSF = Burlington Northern Santa Fe

BO = Biological 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

RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board
SCE = Southern California Edison

SCG = Southern California Gas Company
SWRCB = State Water Resources Control Board
TMP = Transportation Management Plan

USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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