Mid County Parkway

RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
District 8-RIV-KP 0.0/51.0 PM 0.0/31.7

EA 08-0F3200

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION
VOLUME | OF Iil

\~\

Prepared by the
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration,

2 2o the State of California Department of Transportation
and the s
@

Riverside County Transportation Commission
Gftrans

L cTc

October 2008



plancomm
Note
Comments in this document by:

   John W. Roth
   Post Office Box 51389
   Riverside, California  92517-2389


This page intentionally left blank



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

What’s in this document?
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with, have prepared this Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) which examines the potential environmental impacts of the
alternatives being considered for the proposed Mid County Parkway project located in western Riverside County,
California. FHWA is the lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), RCTC is the lead agency
“under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and Caltrans is providing oversight for the NEPA process.
The document describes why the project is being proposed, alternatives for the project including identification of a
locally preferred alternative, the existing environment that could be affected by the project, the impacts from each of the
alternatives, and the proposed avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures. After the construction of the Mid
County Parkway, Caltrans will be given the opportunity to become the owner/operator of the facility; therefore, Caltrans
has also provided design oversight to ensure Caltrans standards are implemented. Local jurisdictions will be the owners
of the MCP project until such time as it is accepted by the State as a State Highway.

What you should do:
e  Please read this Draft EIR/EIS. Additional copies of this document as well as the technical studies are available for
review at the following locations.

Caltrans District 8 RCTC Federal Highway Administration

464 West 4th St, 6th floor 4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

San Bernardino, CA 92401 Riverside, CA 92501 Sacramento, CA 95814-4708

Corona Public Library Perris Public Library San Jacinto Public Library

650 S. Main St. 163 E. San Jacinto Ave. 500 Idyllwild Dr.

Corona, CA 92882 Perris, CA 92570 San Jacinto, CA 92583

Woodcrest Public Library Hemet Public Library City of Corona Public Works Department
16625 Krameria 300 E. Latham Ave., 400 S. Vicentia Ave., 2nd Floor, Suite 210
Riverside, CA 92504 Hemet, CA 92543 Corona, CA 92882

The Draft EIR/EIS is also available for review on the Internet at: www.midcountyparkway.org.

=  We welcome your comments. If you have any comments regarding the proposed project, please attend the public
hearing on November 6, 2008, at 6 p.m. at the Perris City Council Chambers, 101 North D Street, Perris, CA 92570
and/or November 12, 2008, at 9:30 a.m. at the RCTC — Board Room, 4080 Lemon Street — Main Floor, Riverside,
CA 92501, and/or send your written comments to RCTC by the deadline.

=  Submit comments via postal mail to:

Ms. Cathy Bechtel Mr. Tay Dam

Riverside County Transportation Commission Federal Highway Administration
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
P.O. Box 12008 Sacramento, CA 95814-4708

Riverside, CA 92502-2208
=  Submit comments via email to www.midcountyparkway.org.
= Submit comments by the deadline: December 8, 2008.

What happens next:

After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC may undertake
additional environmental and/or engineering studies. A Final EIR/EIS will be circulated; the Final EIR/EIS will include
responses to comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS. Following circulation of the Final EIR/EIS, if the decision is
made to approve the project, a Notice of Determination will be published for compliance with CEQA and a Record of
Decision will be published for compliance with NEPA. If the project is given environmental approval and funding is
appropriated, FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC could design and construct all or part of the project.

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document can be made available in alternate formats. To obtain a copy in
an alternate format, please call (951)787-7141 or write to: Ms. Cathy Bechtel, RCTC, 4080 Lemon Street 3rd Floor,
P.O. Box 12008, Riverside, CA 92502-2208.

It should be noted that at a future date FHWA or another federal agency may publish a notice in the Federal Register,
pursuant to 23 USC Section 139(1), indicating that a final action has been taken on this project by FHWA or another
federal agency. If such notice is published, a lawsuit or other legal claim will be barred unless it is filed within 180 days
after the date of publication of the notice (or within such shorter time period as is specified in the Federal laws pursuant
to which judicial review of the federal agency action is allowed). If no.notice is published, then the lawsuit or claim can
be filed as long as the periods of time provided by other Federal laws that govern claims are met.
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SCH# 2004111103

FHWA EIS#

RIV-KP 0.0/51.0 PM 0.0/31.7
EA 08-0F3200

Mid County Parkway, a transportation highway from the City of San Jacinto in the east to the: City of Corona in the west.

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

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration, and
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Department of Transportation, and
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The following persons may be contacted for additional information concerning this document:

Ms. Cathy Bechtel Mr. Tay Dam

Riverside County Transportation Commission  Federal Highway Administration
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Riverside, CA 92501 Sacramento, CA 95814-4708

Abstract: The Mid County Parkway project will provide a transportation highway that will effectively and efficiently
accommodate regional east-west movement of people and goods between and through the cities of San Jacinto, Perris, and Corona.
Potential benefits from future implementation include increased accessibility for residents and businesses and relieving traffic
congestion on the regional and local transportation network. Key issues include impacts to community character and cohesion, land
use, growth-related effects, biological resources, aquatic resources, cultural resources, aesthetics, park lands, open space, residential
relocations, business relocations, traffic noise, and temporary construction effects.

If you have any comments regarding the proposed Mid County Parkway project, please send your written comments by
December 8, 2008, to Ms. Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Commission at the above address.

! Caltrans is acting in the role of assisting FHW A (by providing oversight for NEPA).
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Executive Summary

S.1 Overview of the Project Area

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans), and the Federal Highway Administration

(FHWA) propose to improve west-east transportation in western Riverside County
between Interstate 15 (I-15) in the west and State Route 79 (SR-79) in the east, a
distance of approximately 51 kilometers (km) (32 miles [mi]). The proposed project
will construct a new parkwayl, known as the Mid County Parkway (MCP), which
will provide a direct and continuous route connecting major population/employment
centers identified in the Land Use Element of the County of Riverside General Plan
and the plans of the cities of Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto.

The MCP project was identified as a key west-east regional transportation corridor as
aresult of several years of comprehensive land use and transportation planning in
Riverside County through the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP). The
purpose of the RCIP was to address the planning, environmental, and transportation
issues that would result from the anticipated doubling of population in Riverside
County, from 1.5 million residents currently to approximately 3.0 million by 2020.
The RCIP included three components: (1) a new General Plan for Riverside County,
adopted in October 2003; (2) a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

' The use of the term "parkway" in this document is intended solely as an
abbreviated reference to the Mid County Parkway project and should not be
construed so as to define the type of roadway anticipated should the project be
constructed. It is used because the public has become accustomed to the term
during the history of the project; the project proposes "above standard" landscape
mitigation, including the planting of native vegetation A parkway is defined as a
divided arterial highway with full control of access and with grade separations at
local interchanges with major local arterials. It should be noted that even though
the project title is “Mid County Parkway,” not all of the alternatives consist of a
“parkway” for its entire length. Some of the alternatives include segments that are
“expressways and arterials,” as defined in the Riverside County General Plan, and
are designed to freeway/expressway standards as defined in the Caltrans Highway |
Design Manual (HDM). The term "parkway" is not used per the definition of
parkway in the Caltrans HDM.
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~ (MSHCP) for western Riverside County (approved in June 2004); and (3) the -
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) to
identify both intra-county and inter-county transportation corridors needed to support
the projected population growth.

Tier 1 analyses and environmental documents were initiated for the two intracounty
corridors in fall 2000: a north-south corridor, referred to as Winchester to Temecula,
and a west-east corridor known as the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore (HCLE)
corridor. The purpose of the Tier 1 efforts was to select preferred alternatives and
preserve needed right of way. After a Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) was completed for the HCLE
Corridor and circulated for public review in 2002 with a suite of 14 “build”
alternatives, the RCTC Board accepted a staff recommendation in June 2003 to
proceed with the accelerated preparation of a project-level environmental document
for an west-east alternative that would follow the existing alignment of Cajalco Road
and Ramona Expressway, known as the MCP project. The MCP project is the west—
east CETAP corridor envisioned in the RCIP planning process.

S.2 Purpose and Need

S.21 Project Purpose

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide a transportation parkway that will
effectively and efficiently accommodate regional west-east movement of people and
goods between and through Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto. More specifically, the
selected Alternative will:

e Provide increased capacity to support the forecast travel demand for the 2035
design year; -

- e Provide a limited access parkway;

e Provide roadway geometrics to meet State highway design standards;

e Accommodate Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) National Network
trucks (these are larger trucks allowed on the federal Interstate system and
non-Interstate federal-aid primary system); and

e Provide a parkway that is compatible with a future multimodal transportation

system.

The MCP project has logical termini since it connects to two major north-south
transportation facilities (I-15 and SR-79) with the Interstate 215 (I-215) in the middle,
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has independent utility since the project is usable and a reasonable expenditure even
if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made, and does not
restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation

improvements.

S.2.2 Project Need

The MCP project is located in an area of western Riverside County that is currently
undergoing substantial population and employment growth. Population in Riverside
County overall is expected to double between 2000 and 2020 from 1.5 million to
3.1 million. Growth in employment is expected to occur at an even higher rate, with
an increase of over 115 percent in the number of jobs. Although currently funded
transportation improvements will address some of the projected future demand,
additional transportation improvements are needed to provide for the efficient
movement of people and goods in the future.

S.2.21 Capacity, Transportation Demand and Safety

The existing major west-east facilities in western Riverside County consist of State
Routes 60, 91, and 74 (SR-60, SR-91, and SR-74, respectively). These facilities
provide linkages between the major north-south facilities of SR-79, I-215, and I-15.
In 2035, SR-60 and SR-91, as well as several segments of SR-74, are projected to
operate at level of service (LOS) F.

While the Riverside County General Plan (2003) identifies several major west-east
arterials south of SR-74 that provide alternative west-east routes, Ramona
Expressway and Cajalco Road comprise the only existing and proposed major
continuous transportation corridor between SR-74 and SR-60/SR-91. Cajalco Road is
a two- to four-lane arterial with no access control, and Ramona Expressway is a two-
to six-lane expressway with partial access control.

Level of Service

Existing Cajalco Road already operates at an unacceptable LOS (LOS E/F) through
many segments. By 2035, the roadway will experience further delay if additional
capacity is not provided.

Transportation modeling based on the adopted Riverside County General Plan
(2003) land uses indicates that the LOS on west-east arterials will be degraded
without implementation of the MCP project.
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Travel Time

A Travel Time Analysis (VRPA, 2008) prepared for the MCP project concluded that
under Alternatives 1A (No Project/No Action — Existing Ground Conditions) and
Alternative 1B (No Project/No Action - General Plan Circulation Element
Conditions) the travel time between I-15 and SR-79 in 2035 would be 193.4 minutes
and 92.1 minutes, respectively. Under the MCP Build Alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5,
6, 7 and 9), the travel time would range between 31.1 minutes and 32.5 minutes.

Population/Traffic Forecast

The MCP project would link the existing and growing population centers of the city
of Corona on the west, city of Perris in the central portion of the MCP study area, and
city of San Jacinto on the east. In addition, the MCP project would link I-15, I-215,
and SR-79, thereby facilitating regional traffic movement by providing a west-east
connection to these major north-south transportation facilities.

Capacity Needs

Travel patterns in western Riverside County are characterized by large numbers of
commuters traveling from western Riverside County to jobs in Los Angeles and
Orange Counties. Intercounty commuter traffic is expected to grow substantially in
the future as Riverside County’s population grows. In addition, the growth of
employment opportunities within western Riverside County is expected to result in
substantial increases in traffic through and connecting with other employment and
population centers in the county. The MCP project will serve as a major west-east
connection within western Riverside County and will also provide for regional
movement of people and goods to eastern Riverside County, Los Angeles County,
and Orange County.

To serve the projected travel demand in this area, there is a need to maximize the
capacity of the MCP project by limiting access. There is also a need for the MCP
project to accommodate truck traffic, which will be integral to future economic

growth in the area.

Safety

While accident rates are not appreciably different from similar facilities, there are
locations along existing Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway where design features
(such as curves and/or steep grades) and land use conflicts (including direct driveway
access to the roadway) represent conditions that could contribute to higher accident
rates with the growth in traffic volumes on these two roadways. Further, it is not
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feasible to convert existing Cajalco Road or Ramona Expressway to a parkway that
meets Caltrans standards due to the roadway deficiencies discussed below and terrain
in some areas. By limiting access and designing a transportation facility that is
consistent with current State highway standards, the MCP project will provide an
alternative route and relieve regional congestion, thus resulting in an overall
improvement in traffic safety and reduction in accidents.

S.2.2.2 Roadway Deficiencies

Existing Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway combine to form the only existing,
continuous west-east facility in the MCP study area. There are certain limitations
related to design and capacity that restrict the ability of the existing roadways to meet
future travel demand.

The Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway roadway geometric sections do not meet
current Caltrans or Riverside County standards for major roadways. The 2001
Caltrans Highway Design Manual identifies key design standards that will be applied
in the design of the MCP project. Even if the MCP project is not designated a State
highway in the future, compliance with Caltrans design standards will be required at
the interchanges with I-15, I-215, and SR-79. These standards include a design speed,
a minimum curve radius, and a maximum vertical grade. The existing roadway
geometry does not meet Caltrans standards in several areas; therefore, widening the
existing facility in these areas without redesign is not feasible. All of the curves on
existing Cajalco Road do not meet the Caltrans minimum standards and, similarly,
curve radii for the realigned Cajalco Road, as designated in the existing Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element, are also below the standard. Existing
Ramona Expressway includes six horizontal curves that do not meet Caltrans

standards.

The grade of existing Cajalco Road west of Lake Mathews also has deficiencies, and
currently there are numerous direct access points (driveways and local roadways)
onto Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway that could lead to opportunities for
conflict that would impede traffic flow on the existing roadways. Uncontrolled access
points reduce the overall capacity of the roadways and increase the potential for

accidents.
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S.2.2.3 Social Demands or Economic Development

The MCP project was identified as a key west-east regional transportation corridor as
a result of several years of comprehensive land use, habitat conservation, and
transportation planning in Riverside County through the RCIP.

The MCP project executes the intent of the prior RCTC and County of Riverside
actions with regard to the planning of the HCLE CETAP corridor and is consistent
with the intent of the Riverside County Circulation Element, which recognizes that
the specific alignment decisions regarding the CETAP corridors may result in
amendments to the Riverside County General Plan.

The MCP project is consistent with the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
which emphasizes the identification of long-range corridors. The MCP project is also
consistent with the Riverside County General Plan (2003), which sets forth the need
to incorporate future growth with transportation and multipurpose open space systems
in areas that are well served by public facilities and services and preserve significant

environmental features.

S.2.2.4 Legislation

Executive Order

On September 18, 2002, President George W. Bush signed Executive Order

(EO) 13274 for environmental stewardship and streamlining. This order required
transportation and natural, cultural, and historical resource agencies to establish
realistic time frames on environmental transportation documents, and required the
agencies to work together to provide efficient review of the documents while
protecting the environment. CETAP, of which the MCP project is a part, was one of
the first seven projects to be placed on the national priority list for review under

EO 13274.

County
Riverside County voters approved Measure A in 1988. Measure A permits a half-cent

sales tax program to be implemented to collect funding for transportation
improvement projects in Riverside County. Measure A was set to expire in 2009;
however, voters approved a 30-year extension for the sales tax program in 2002. The
MCP project is one transportation project being considered by the RCTC that may
receive partial funding from Measure A.

The RCTC may initiate future legislation to designate the MCP as a State highway.

S-6 Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation
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S.2.2.5 Modal Interrelationships and System Linkages

In addition to the rapid population growth in western Riverside County, the
employment base is also increasing, particularly in intermodal goods distribution. The
MCP project is located between and through the future population and employment
centers it will serve from planned development, including Corona, the Perris/Moreno
Valley/March Air Reserve Base area, and San Jacinto. Furthermore, the location of
the MCP project through the city of Perris offers an opportunity to create a linkage
between the MCP project and two major planned transit projects (the Perris Valley
Line [PVL] and Perris Multimodal Facility). The proposed PVL will provide
commuter rail service from the city of Riverside to the city of Perris by extending
existing service (Metrolink 91 Line) that links the city of Riverside with downtown
Los Angeles via Fullerton. It is anticipated that the proposed PVL will connect with a
new Perris Multimodal Facility to be located in downtown Perris off C Street and will
provide for connecting bus (including the Riverside Transit Agency) and rail
(including Metrolink) service. The Perris Multimodal Facility is in close proximity to
the MCP project. Seven new stations have been identified for construction along the
PVL, including one adjacent to the MCP study area. By reducing travel time and
congestion in the MCP study area, the MCP project would help imprové accessibility
to stations serving the PVL.

System Linkages _

The MCP project is located between the SR-91/SR-60 corridor and SR-74, and will
provide another needed west-east corridor/connection to improve the regional
transportation network and to meet future west-east travel demand.

Related Projects

Information concerning related projects provides contextual information for the MCP
project and identifies how the transportation agencies have coordinated transportation
planning efforts. The MCP project will be implemented in a manner that is consistent
with the following programmed and planned improvements: |

e Constructing SR-79 as a Four-Lane Expressway: Constructing SR-79 as a
four-lane expressway on a new alignment from the SR-79/Sanderson Avenue
junction to SR-79/Domenigoni Parkway, generally following an alignment west
of Warren Road. This study is in progress by RCTC and Caltrans. Construction of
initial phases is tentatively scheduled to begin in 2012.

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation S-7


plancomm
Note
Once again, use of non-specific working, such as "It is anticipated..." implys an event that may or may not happen and is not sufficient for public scrutiny.  Also, stating that the Perris Multimodal Facility is in "close proximity is not adequate for detailed analysis.

plancomm
Note
The related projects are an interesting list of projects that RCTC is involved in, but it is not clear that all are directly related to and provide rationale for the MCP.  Many are in the study phase or in the near or very distant future.  Please provide detailed rationale how each project will be improved by completing the MCP.


Executive Summary

e SR-79 Widening: The SR-79 Interim Widening project will improve SR-79
between Thompson Road and Domenigoni Parkway by extending slopes between
Thompson Road and Abelia Street, widening an 8.7 km (5.4 mi) segment of
SR-79 from two to four lanes between Abelia Street and Domenigoni Parkway,
installing a painted center median, and constructing turn lanes at intersections.

e I-15/Magnolia Avenue Interchange Modifications: The City of Corona plans to
reconfigure the existing interchange to add northbound/southbound loops and
widen the existing northbound on-ramp.

e Widening of I-215: RCTC plans to widen I-215 to three lanes in each direction
from I-15 in Temecula to Eucalyptus Avenue in Perris. This project is
programmed in RCTC’s Measure A Expenditure Plan. A construction schedule
has not been established.

e Widening of I-215 from 60/91/215 Junction to San Bernardino County Line:
In cooperation with San Bernardino Associated Governments, RCTC plans to add
two lanes in each direction from 60/91/215 to the San Bernardino County line.

e I-15/Cajalco Road Interchange Project: The City of Corona, in cooperation
~ with RCTC and Caltrans, plans to replace the existing two-lane Cajalco Road
- overcrossing of I-15 with a six-lane overcrossing between Temescal Canyon Road
and Bedford Canyon Road and associated ramp modifications. The City of
Corona has secured partial funding for this project, and construction is planned

for January 2011.

e The Perris Valley Line (PVL): The RCTC Board has adopted an extension of a
commuter service line from the city of Riverside to the city of Perris. The project
proposes to extend operation of the Metrolink 91 Line, which currently provides
commuter rail service from Riverside to downtown Los Angeles via Fullerton by
2011.

e The Perris Multimodal Facility: The Perris Multimodal Facility is intended to
support operating rail and bus passenger services originating from the city of
Perris. The facility will be located in downtown Perris off C Street and will

* include platforms, shelters, parking, and lighting to accommodate eight bus bays
and additional facilities to serve future passenger train service. '

S-8 Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation
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I-15 Measure A Improvements: Extension of the Measure A Expenditure Plan
includes funding to add one lane in each direction on I-15 between SR-60 and the
San Diego County line, and to make improvements to the SR-91/1-15 interchange
by adding a new connector from I-15 North to SR-91 West.

Widening of SR-60 from University Avenue to 60/215 Interchange: This
project will add one lane in each direction (median) from University Avenue in
Riverside easterly to 60/215 interchange in Moreno Valley, including a new
interchange and bridges in Riverside. Construction is tentatively scheduled to be
completed in 2009.

SR-60 Truck-Climbing Lane: This project will add one truck-climbing lane in
the Badlands area east of Moreno Valley.

Widening of SR-91 from Adams to 60/91/215 Interchange: This project will
add one lane in each direction from Adams to the 60/91/215 interchange in
Riverside. Construction is tentatively scheduled to be completed in 2011.

Widening of SR-91 from Pierce Street to Orange County: This project will
add one lane in each direction from Pierce Street to the Orange County line.

I-10/SR-60 Interchange: This project will construct a new interchange at
I-10/SR-60. '

I-10 Truck-Climbing Lane: This project will add an eastbound truck-climbing
lane from the San Bernardino County line to Banning.

State Route 91/71 Interchange: Improve the connection between SR-91 and

State Route 71 (SR-71) by replacing the existing single-lane connection between
eastbound SR-91 and westbound SR-71 with a two-lane direct flyover ramp. The
project will also build a new, separate eastbound road just north of and parallel to
SR-91 to provide improved access between the Green River Road interchange and
the SR-91/SR-71 interchange. Construction is planned to be completed in 2015.

State Route 74: This project added one lane in each direction from I-15 to 7th
Street.

Riverside/Orange County Major Investment Study: The Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) and RCTC, in cooperation with the
Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA), completed a Major Investment Study

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section’4(f) Evaluation S-9
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(MIS) under Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) guidelines
to identify and assess alternative ways to improve mobility between Orange and
Riverside counties. Following SCAG’s guidelines for Regionally Significant
Transportation Investment Studies (RSTIS), the Riverside/Orange County MIS
was a transportatibn planning study that concluded in early 2006. It included
feasibility planning, travel demand forecasting, conceptual engineering,
environmental evaluation, and public involvement. Caltrans Districts 8 and 12, in
cooperation with FHWA, were advisory agencies in the study.

The MIS examined a comprehensive range of capital and operational
improvement alternatives to SR-91 and other options for intercounty multimodal
transportation corridors. The study analyzed the benefits, costs, and consequences
(economic, social, and environmental) of alternative transportation investment
strategies in the Riverside County-Orange County MIS corridor. Input received
throughout the study from the Policy Committee, stakeholders, cities, and elected
officials was included in considering recommendations for a Locally Preferred

Strategy.

The OCTA Board of Directors met on December 12, 2005, to take action on

the recommended Locally Preferred Strategy, and the RCTC Board of

Commissioners met on December 14, 2005. Both Boards unanimously approved
- recommendations for the refined Locally Preferred Strategy. Key elements of the

Board’s decisions relevant to the MCP project are as follows:

e Establish SR-91 from State Route 55 (SR-55) to I-15 as a priority for
improving transportation between Riverside and Orange counties. Emphasize
SR-91 improvements between State Route 241 (SR-241) and the I-15 first,
followed by improvements between SR-55 and SR-241.

e Continue to work with the Foothill/Eastern TCA in Orange County to develop
a mutually acceptable plan to improve the connection between the SR-241 and
SR-91 corridors and accelerate capacity improvements on State Route 133
(SR-133), SR-241, and State Route 261 (SR-261) to optimize utilization of the
toll roads to improve transportation between Riverside and Orange counties.

e Continue to evaluate the costs and impacts of Corridor A (a new facility
between I-15 and SR-241 with a connection at SR-71) in the SR-91 right of
way or north of SR-91, parallel through a future preliminary engineering
process in cooperation with other agencies.

S-10 Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation



Executive Summary

e Continue to study the technical feasibility of the Corridor B concept (a new
facility between Cajalco Road in Riverside County and SR-133 in Orange
County through the Santa Ana Mountains), including costs, risks, joint-use
opportunities, benefits, and funding options in cooperation with other
interested agencies.

e Incorporate the following: components of the adopted Locally Preferred
Strategy that encompass maximization of the MIS corridor transit network;
widening of portions of SR-91 (14 to 16 lanes total plus baseline SR-91
improvements); possible managed lane modifications (including reversible
lanes) for SR-91 or Corridor A; continued studies in support of a new
highway facility in Corridor A; continued studies in support of a new highway
(largely in tunnel sections) in Corridor B; and operational improvements (not
major widening) of SR-74 (Ortega Highway) in Corridor D.

Cajalco Road Improvements: While it is anticipated that much of the future
travel demand on Cajalco Road would be met by the MCP project, there would be
a continued need for Cajalco Road to provide local access and circulation for
existing and planned residential uses in the vicinity of Lake Mathews and Mead
Valley. For Cajalco Road to function safely and effectively in the short term and
long term, safety, capacity, and operational improvements are being planned by
the County of Riverside.

Safety and road repair projects that occurred between 2003 and 2005 included
pavement projects for specific locations and the installation of street lights at the
intersections of Alexander Street, Mead Street, Haines Street, Day Street, Seaton
Avenue, and between Brown Street and Clark Street. In addition, the intersection
of Harley John Road/Smith Road was resurfaced and widened. Pavement was
added east of the intersection to receive a second eastbound through lane to
reduce the traffic backup before the intersection. These projects have been

completed.
Additional projects recently completed by the County of Riverside include:

e Left-turn lanes added between Harley John Road and 0.40 km (0.25 mi) east
of Gustin Lane;

e Pavement reconstruction and intersection widenings between Kirkpatrick
Road and La Sierra Avenue;

e Installation of guard rails at various locations east of La Sierra Avenue; and
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e  Installation of guard rails at various locations east of La Sierra Avenue; and
e Installation of traffic signals at Gavilan Road and Harley John Road/Smith
Road.

The County of Riverside also plans to widen portions of Cajalco Road in three
segments. The first segment is between Harley John Road on the west and Harvill
Avenue on the east. As a result of the Boulder Springs development, Cajalco
Road will be widened to four lanes from Wood Road to Alexander Street. The
improvements to this segment are considered by the County to be the most needed
in the near term and the most feasible to construct. The second segment is
between La Sierra Avenue and Harley John Road. Western Riverside County
Tfansportation Uniform Mitigation Fee funding (approximately $22 million) has
been programmed for the widening of approximately 11 km (7.0 mi) of roadway.
Final environmental compliance is yet to be achieved for this segment. The third
segment is between Temescal Canyon Road and La Sierra Avenue.
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee funds are currently programmed
(approximately $10 million) to improve approximately 3 miles of Cajalco Road in
this area. Topographical and Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(Metropolitan) reserve constraints are to be addressed through a conceptual design
and environmental clearance process to be undertaken by the Riverside County
Transportation Department.

In addition to the projects listed above that may provide a direct physical connection
to the MCP project, additional improvements are also planned to the freeway system
in western Riverside County. Implementation of the MCP project will complete an
overall network that, absent this facility, would still be deficient. The need for the
MCP project exists even with implementation of the improvements described above.

S.3 Proposed Action

S.3.1 Alternatives

The MCP Alternatives were developed through a multiple-agency coordination
process, working as a collaborative group referred to as the Small Working Group.
- The Small Working Group includes representatives from the RCTC, FHWA, County
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of Riverside, Caltrans District 8, United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)I,
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG), and the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).

The range of alternatives is intended to meet the requirements for alternatives analysis
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), and Section
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (now codified at 49 United States Code
[USC] 303). An initial set of eight alternatives was presented to the public in scoping
meetings held in December 2004. This initial set of alternatives was refined in late
2005 after a Value Analysis Study, engineering studies, environmental studies, field
work, public scoping meetings, and traffic modeling for the project were completed.
The refinements included: |

e Two parkway alternatives with alignments north of Lake Mathews (Alternatives 2
and 3) were eliminated as a result of engineering feasibility issues;

e A segment of Alternatives 4 and 6 was rerouted away from the Perris Dam due to
dam safety concerns;

e Alternative 8 was renumbered to Alternative 1B (No Action/No Project General
Plan Circulation Element Conditions); and

e Alternative 9, the Far South Alternative, which avoids the Metropolitan Habitat
Conservation Plan Reserve, was added to the alternatives to be studied.

There is no traffic congestion expected on the Mid County Parkway through the
horizon year of 2035. Because there is no congestion, there is no need for high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes as they would not provide any travel benefits. If
traffic congestion occurs, the project design does not preclude the addition of HOV

lanes.

S.3.1.1 Alternative 1A: No Project/No Action—EXxisting Ground
Conditions ‘

Alternative 1A represents 2035 traffic on the planned street network except for future

improvements to Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway, which would remain as

1" The USFWS submitted a letter dated December 9, 2005, stating that it will
participate in the MCP process informally (i.e., would not provide formal
concurrence on the project purpose and need or project alternatives), with a focus
on providing technical assistance.
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they exist today. Construction of the MCP project would not be implemented with the
No Project/No Action Alternative 1A. The future west-east traffic described in the
MCP study area would be served by existing Cajalco Road and El Sobrante Road
between I-15 and I-215 and by the existing Ramona Expressway between 1-215 and
SR-79. This alternative assumes 2035 land use conditions and implementation of
planned irhprovements to the regional and local circulation system, as accounted for
in the adopted Riverside County General Plan (2003), RCTC’s Measure A program,
and other adopted plans and policies.

S.3.1.2 Alternative 1B: No Project/No Action—General Plan Circulation
Element Conditions

Alternative 1B represents 2035 traffic levels on the planned street network, according

to the Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan. Construction of the

MCP project would not be implemented with No Project/No Action Alternative 1B.

This alternative is the same as Alternative 1A but includes implementation of Cajalco

Road and Ramona Expressway consistent with the Riverside County General Plan

Circulation Element.

Under this alternative, Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway would be widened to a
four- to six- lane arterial street as needed to meet expected traffic demand and provide
local access and circulation for existing and planned residential uses in the vicinity of
Lake Mathews and Mead Valley. These improvements would result in the
construction of a four-lane roadway along Cajalco Road between Bedford Canyon
Road and El Sobrante Road and a six-lane roadway along Cajalco Road and Ramona
Expressway between El Sobrante Road and SR-79.

S.3.1.3 Alternative 4: South of Lake Mathews/North Perris (Drain)
Alternative 4 proposes a six- to eight-lane, controlled-access parkway with six
mixed-flow lanes for most of its length and up to eight mixed-flow lanes near the
[-215 interchange. Alternative 4 is located south of Lake Mathews and follows a
northern alignment through the city of Perris (as shown later in Chapter 2,

Figures 2.4.1a and 2.4.1b). The Alternative 4 alignment is south of existing Cajalco
Road west of Lake Mathews Drive and located north of Ramona Expressway from
[-215 to east of Redlands Boulevard, where it then follows the Perris Valley Storm
Drain to Placentia Avenue. From that point, Alternative 4 continues easterly and
parallel to Ramona Expressway to the point where it connects to SR-79.
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System interchanges (interchange of traffic to or from controlled access facilities,
with one or more grade separation) are proposed for all of the MCP Build
Alternatives, including Alternative 4, at MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79.
This alternative includes a realignment of the I-215 mainline to east of the existing
location, from Placentia Avenue to just north of Strata Road, approximately 5.8 km
(3.6 mi) in length.

Service interchanges (interchange of traffic to or from a local roadway to or from a
freeway) are proposed for Alternative 4 at the following locations: (1) a location
approximately 2,000 meters (m) (6,560 feet [ft]) east of Temescal Canyon Road
(referred to as the Estelle Mountain interchange); (2) Lake Mathews Drive; (3) El
Sobrante Road; (4) Wood Road; (5) Alexander Street; (6) Clark Street; (7) Perris
Boulevard; (8) Evans Road; (9) Ramona Expressway; (10) Bernasconi Road;

(11) Reservoir Road; (12) Town Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added
to the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); (13) Park Center
Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside County General Plan
Circulation Element in 2008); and (14) Warren Road.

S.3.1.4 Alternative 5: South of Lake Mathews/South Perris (at
' Rider Street)
Alternative 5 is a six- to eight-lane, controlled-access parkway with six mixed-flow
lanes for most of its length and up to eight mixed-flow lanes near the I-215
interchange. Alternative 5 is south of Lake Mathews and follows a southern
alignment through the city of Perris along Rider Street (as shown later in Chapter 2 of
this EIR/EIS, Figures 2.4.2a and 2.4.2b). The Alternative 5 alignment is south of
existing Cajalco Road, west of Lake Mathews Drive, and located south of the
- Ramona Expressway from I-215 to just west of Antelope Road. From that point,
Alternative 5 continues easterly and parallel to Ramona Expressway to the point
where it connects to SR-79.

System interchanges proposed for Alternative 5 are the same as Alternative 4, with
connections at MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79. This alternative includes a
realignment of the I-215 mainline to east of the existing location, from Placentia
Avenue to Ramona Expressway, that is approximately 3,300 m or 3.3 km (10,826 ft
or 2.0 mi) in length. : |

Service interchanges for Alternative 5 are proposed at the following locations: (1) a
location approximately 2,000 m (6,560 ft) east of Temescal Canyon Road (referred to
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as the Estelle Mountain interchange); (2) Lake Mathews Drive; (3) El Sobrante Road;
(4) Wood Road; (5) Alexander Street; (6) Clark Street; (7) Perris Boulevard; |

(8) Evans Road; (9) Ramona Expressway; (10) Bernasconi Road; (11) Reservoir
Road; (12) Town Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the
Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); (13) Park Center
Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside County General Plan
Circulation Element in 2008); and (14) Warren Road.

S.3.1.5 Alternative 6: General Plan North and South of Lake
Mathews/North Perris (Drain)
Alternative 6 involves the implementation of General Plan Circulation Element
improvements between I-15 and El Sobrante Road and a new six- to eight-lane,
controlled-access parkway east of El Sobrante Road to SR-79 (as shown later in
Chapter 2, Figures 2.4.3a and 2.4.3b). Alternative 6 is the same as Alternative 4
(described above) east of El Sobrante Road and is located north of Ramona
Expressway from I-215 to east of Perris Boulevard. West of El Sobrante Road to I-15,
the MCP project includes a four-lane urban arterial north of Lake Mathews' and a
four-lane, controlled-access expressway south of Lake Mathews. The proposed
arterial street improvements north and south of Lake Mathews are consistent with the
Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element. The facility south of Lake
Mathews would be a controlled-access expressway that ties into the same system
interchange configuration at I-15 as the other Build Alternatives.

System interchanges are proposed for all of the MCP Build Alternatives, including
Alternative 6, at MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79.

Service interchanges for Alternative 6 are at the same locations as for Alternative 4,
even though the location of the MCP alignment south of Lake Mathews is somewhat
different than Alternative 4. These interchanges include: (1) Estelle Mountain;

(2) Lake Mathews Drive; (3) El Sobrante Road; (4) Wood Road; (5) Alexander
Street; (6) Clark Street; (7) Perris Boulevard; (8) Evans Road; (9) Ramona
Expressway; (10) Bernasconi Road; (11) Reservoir Road; (12) Town Center
Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside County General Plan
Circulation Element in 2008); (13) Park Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to

' The Riverside County General Plan provides for up to six lanes in this location;
however, traffic forecast modeling indicates that four lanes will meet projected

demand.
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be added to the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); and
(14) Warren Road.

S.3.1.6 Alternative 7: General Plan North and South of Lake
Mathews/South Perris (at Rider Street)
Alternative 7 involves the implementation of General Plan Circulation Element
- improvements between I-15 and El Sobrante Road and a new six- to eight-lane,
controlled-access parkway east of El Sobrante Road to SR-79 (as shown later in
Chapter 2 of this EIR/EIS, Figures 2.4.4a and 2.4.4b). Alternative 7 is the same as
Alternative 5 (described above) east of El Sobrante Road and follows a southerly
alignment through Perris. West of El Sobrante Road to I-15, the Riverside County
General Plan includes a four-lane urban arterial north of Lake Mathews and a
four-lahe, controlled-access expressway south of Lake Mathews. The proposed
arterial street improvements north and south of Lake Mathews are consistent with the
Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element and are the same as described
above for Alternative 6. The facility south of Lake Mathews would be a
controlled-access expressway that ties into the same system interchange configuration
at I-15 as the other Build Alternatives.

System interchanges are proposed for all of the MCP Build Alternatives, including
Alternative 7, at MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79. ‘

Service interchanges for Alternative 7 are at the same locations as for Alternative 5,
even though the location of the MCP alignment south of Lake Mathews is somewhat
different than Alternative 5. These interchanges include: (1) Estelle Mountain;

(2) Lake Mathews Drive; (3) El Sobrante Road; (4) Wood Road; (5) Alexander
Street; (6) Clark Street; (7) Perris Boulevard; (8) Evans Road; (9) Ramona
Expressway; (10) Bernasconi Road; (11) Reservoir Road; (12) Town Center
Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside County General Plan
Circulation Element in 2008); (13) Park Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to
be added to the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); and
(14) Warren Road.

S.3.1.7 Alternative 9: Far South/Placentia Avenue

Alternative 9 is a four- to six-lane, controlled-access parkway south of both Lake
Mathews and Mead Valley, a six- to eight-lane, controlled-access parkway between
Old Elsinore Road and I-215, and a six- to eight-lane, controlled-access parkway
between [-215 and SR-79, where it parallels existing Placentia Avenue and Ramona
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Expressway. Alternative 9 is approximately 3.2 km (2.0 mi) south of Cajalco Road
for much of its length but shares the same connection to I-15 as Alternatives 4 and 5.
The alignment and proposed interchange locations for Alternative 9 are shown later in
Chapter 2 of this EIR/EIS, Figures 2.4.5a and 2.4.5b.

System interchanges are proposed for all the MCP Build Alternatives, including
Alternative 9, at MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79. System interchanges at
I-15 and SR-79 are the same as proposed for Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7. The proposed
[-215 system interchange differs from the other MCP Build Alternatives, as it
connects the MCP project to I-215 approximately 45 m (150 ft) south of Placentia
Avenue. This alternative also includes a realignment of the [-215 mainline to east of
the existing location, from south of Orange Avenue to just north of Rider Street, that
is approximately 3,000 m or 3.0 km (9,842 ft or 1.8 mi) in length.

Service interchanges for Alternative 9 are proposed: (1) at a location approximately
2,000 m (6,560 ft) east of Temescal Canyon Road (referenced as the Estelle Mountain
interchange); (2) Lake Mathews Drive; (3) Old Elsinore Road; (4) Perris Boulevard;
(5) Evans Road; (6) Ramona Expressway; (7) Bernasconi Road; (8) Reservoir Road;
(9) Town Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); (10) Park Center Boulevard (new
arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside County General Plan Circulation
Element in 2008); and (11) Warren Road.

S.3.1.8 Design Variations

The Temescal Wash Area and San Jacinto North design variations apply to all of the
MCP Build Alternatives. The Rider Street and Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard
Elevated Grade design variations only apply to Alternative 9.

Temescal Wash Area (TWS) Design Variation

This is a design variation for the MCP/I-15 interchange that partially removes access
to I-15 from El Cerrito Road. In this variation, the I-15/El Cerrito Road interchange
southbound on-ramp and northbound off-ramp would be closed. A collector-
distributor road system is provided from Weirick Road to Cajalco Road with
modifications to the existing Weirick Road, El Cerrito Road, and Ontario Avenue
interchanges and the proposed Cajalco Road interchange. A collector-distributor road
system would provide an intermediate road or segment that collects and feeds traffic
between the MCP and local streets and that would be approximately $29 million per
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mile for the MCP project. This design variation would result in a reduction in cost of
the MCP project by $202.6 million.

San Jacinto North (SJN) Design Variation

The SIN Design Variation extends from 1.32 km (0.82 mi) west of Warren Road east
to SR-79. It follows an alignment approximately 347.4 m (1,140 ft) north of the
existing Ramona Expressway. This segment also extends approximately 1.48 km
(0.92 mi) north of the Ramona Expressway along SR-79 and approximately 1.06 km
(0.67 mi) south of the Ramona Expressway along SR-79. This design variation would
result in a reduction in cost for the MCP project by approximately $8.9 million.

Rider Street Design Variation

The Rider Street Design Variation begins approximately 125 m (410 ft) east of
Haines Street (west of I-215) and terminates about 87 m (291 ft) west of Dawson
Street (east of [-215). This design variation also includes the MCP/I-215 interchange
similar to Alternatives 5 and 7, with it extending along I-215 north and south of Rider
Street. Based on the cost estimates in the Draft Project Report (Jacobs, 2008), this
design variation would result in an increase in cost for Alternative 9 by approximately
$9.6 million. However, during preparation of the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, it was
found that the Rider Street Design Variation would result in additional construction
costs of approximately $300 million due to the cost to acquire and relocate several
large intermodal warehouse facilities in the city of Perris that are planned for
construction prior to construction of the MCP. Therefore, the Rider Street Design
Variation would result in an increase in cost for Alternative 9 by $309.6 million.

Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Elevated Grade Design Variation
(PP-E)

The Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Elevated Grade (PP-E) Design Variation
follows Placentia Avenue at a point approximately 272 m (895 ft) west of Patterson
Avenue (west of I-215) and extends east to 87 m (291 ft) west of Dawson Street (east
of I-215). This segment includes an MCP/I-215 interchange, extending along I-215,
approximately 1,570 m (5,150 ft) north and 1,870 m (6,100 ft) south of Placentia
Avenue. For this design variation, the road is elevated above grade approximately
8 m (26 ft) from Barrett Avenue to Wilson Avenue. This design variation would
result in a reduction in cost for Alternative 9 by approximately $63.6 million.

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation S-19



Executive Summary

S$.3.2 Identification of a Locally Preferred Alternative

As the NEPA lead agency, FHWA will identify a Preferred Alternative after
comments are received from the public during release of the Draft EIR/EIS.

As the CEQA lead agency, RCTC believed that identifying a Locally Preferred
Alternative in the Draft EIR/EIS allowed for better public disclosure and for the
public to focus their review and comment on that alternative. After comparing and
weighing the benefits and impacts of all of the MCP alternatives, at its regular
meeting of September 12, 2007, the RCTC Commissioners approved identification of
Alternative 9 TWS DV as the Locally Preferred Alternative in the Draft EIR/EIS
since the technical studies completed for the project demonstrated, as described
below, that Alternative 9 TWS DV is the least environmentally damaging alternative
to both the natural and human environments.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV impacts the least total acres of least Bell’s vireo habitat.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV impacts the least total acres of existing Habitat
Conservation Plan lands.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV impacts the least amount of jurisdictional wetlands and
nonwetland waters of the United States and CDFG riparian habitat.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV does not pass through the Lake Mathews MSHCP Plan
Area. » |

e Alternative 9 TWS DV would have a benefit to parks and recreational facilities by
creating a second park in Perris, resulting in 0.65 hectare (ha) (1.57 acres [ac])
more park acreage in Perris than exists tdday.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV converts the least amount of farmlands with special
designations (i.e., Prime, Unique) to nonagricultural uses.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV has the fewest impacts to farmlands under Williamson Act
Preserves.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV impacts the least amount of land, a total of 1,049.2 ha
(2,592.7 ac). The other MCP Build Alternatives impact anywhere from 1,065.9 ha
(2,634.0 ac) to 1,331.1 ha (3,289.1 ac) of land.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV results in one of the lower number of residential and
business relocations. Alternative 9 TWS DV will acquire a total of 401 residential
and business parcels; acquisitions required under the other MCP Build
Alternatives range from 396 to 672 parcels.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV will impact fewer minority or low-income populations as
defined under EO 12898 regarding environmental justice.
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e Alternative 9 TWS DV is routed through less populated areas between I-15 and
1-215, and therefore would not impact as many sensitive viewers as Alternatives 4
through 7. ’

e Alternative 9 TWS DV impacts one sacred cultural site as compared to the other
MCP Build Alternatives that impact two sacred sites.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV would have the fewest floodplain encroachments of all of
the MCP Build Alternatives.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV would be constructed over the fewest number of streams
and therefore would have the lowest probability of pollutants entering the waters
from bridge construction.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV is one of the lowest in adding new pavement; therefore, it
would result in one of the lowest volumes of additional storm water runoff.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV impacts to existing hazardous waste/materials sites are
less than the impacts of the other MCP Build Alternatives since a lesser numnber
of hazardous waste/materials sites would be affected.

e Direct human exposure to Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATSs) generated by
vehicles on the MCP would be lower for the Alternative 9 TWS DV than
Alternatives 4 through 7 since Alternative 9 TWS DV is routed through less
populated areas.

e The cost for Alternative 9 TWS DV is less than the other MCP Build Alternatives
at $2.98 billion dollars for construction and $600 million dollars for engineering,
for a total of $3.58 billion dollars (the next lowest MCP Build Alternative is
Alternative 9 base case at $3.83 billion).

S.4 Joint CEQA/NEPA Document

The project is subject to federal as well as state environmental review requirements
because the RCTC proposes the use of federal funds from the FHWA, and the project
requires FHWA approval of new connections to the federal Interstate highway system
at I-15 and I-215. Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance
with both CEQA and NEPA. The RCTC is the project proponent and lead agency
under CEQA and has adopted guidelines for implementing CEQA. FHWA is the lead
agency under NEPA, with Caltrans acting as its agent and providing oversight for the
NEPA process. The Notice of Intent (NOI) for the MCP project was published in
November 2004 (prior to the August 10, 2005, effective date for the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act [SAFETEA-LU]);
therefore, the project is not required to follow the environmental review process

required by Section 6002.
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USACE is a Cooperating Agency under NEPA for the MCP project, while the County
of Riverside, the Cities of Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto, and the CDFG are
responsible agencies under CEQA. Following certification of the Final EIR by RCTC
and approval of a Record of Decision by FHWA, these agencies intend to adopt the
EIR/EIS for purposes of independent CEQA/NEPA compliance responsibilities
related to the discretionary state and federal actions, including General Plan
Amendments by the County of Riverside and the Cities of Corona, Perris, and San
Jacinto or permit approvals by USACE or USFWS. After comments are received
from the public and reviewing agencies, the RCTC and the FHWA may undertake
additional environmental and/or engineering studies. A Final EIR/EIS will be made
available to the public. The Final EIR/EIS will include responses to comments
received on the Draft EIR/EIS and will again identify the Preferred Alternative.
Following completion of the Final EIR/EIS, if the decision is made to approve the
MCP project, a Notice of Determination will be filed with the State Clearinghouse for
compliance with CEQA and a Record of Decision will be published in the Federal
Register for compliance with NEPA.

S.5 Environmental Consequences

Table S.1 (provided at the end of this Executive Summary) summarizes the impacts
documented in the environmental analysis contained in Chapter 3 of this EIR/EIS.
The environmental commitments and measures to minimize harm are listed in the
Environmental Commitments Record in Appendix F.

S.5.1 Land Use

S.5.1.1 Existing and Future Land Use

Build Alternatives ' _

The MCP Build Alternatives will permanently impact existing residential,
commercial (retail/office), industrial, transportation (existing roadways), agricultural,
and open space (habitat reserves/parklands/undeveloped lands) land uses.

Alternative 9 and its design variations have the lowest impact to agricultural,
residential, and commercial land uses due primarily to its routing south of Mead
Valley through the Gavilan Hills area. Alternatives 4 and 6 have the highest impact to
commercial land uses due primarily to the routing of the parkway alignment through
some of the commercial areas in the northern portion of the city of Perris as well as
Mead Valley. Alternative 9 and its design variations have the highest impact to
industrial land uses due to its routing along Placentia Avenue.
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In areas where the MCP Build Alternatives are now located off of the alignments of
El Sobrante Road, Cajalco Road, or Ramona Expressway, there are some conflicts
with land use compatibility (i.e., south of Lake Mathews [Alternatives 4, 5, and 9],
Gavilan Hills [Alternative 9], and the Perris area [all Build Alternatives]).

Temporary construction impacts would include disruption of local traffic patterns and
access to residences 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 use. '

No Build Alternatives

Under the MCP No Build Alternatives, the temporary and permanent impacts
discussed above for the MCP Build Alternatives would not occur for the MCP project
itself, but would occur for the other transportation improvement projects included in
the No Build Alternatives.

S.5.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans

Build Alternatives |

There are no temporary impacts related to consistency with state, regional, and local
plans. Implementation of the MCP project would be consistent with the RTP, as the
MCP project is designated as a future transportation corridor in the RTP.

" Implementation of the MCP project would be consistent with and help further the
goals of the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP). All of the MCP Build Alternatives
will require the County of Riverside and the Cities of Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto

" to amend their General Plan Land Use and Circulation Elements to reflect the final

MCP alignment, interchange locations, and elimination of any land uses that may

need to be acquired for the project.

No Build Alternatives

Planned improvements in the regional and local circulation system other than the
MCP project are accounted for in the adopted Riverside County General Plan, the
RCTC’s Measure A program, and other adopted plans and policies, and would not
impact any adopted state, regional, or local plans and policies.

S.5.1.3 Parks and Recreational Facilities

Build Alternatives

Under the MCP Build Alternatives, no indirect impacts to parks or recreational
facilities would occur as a result of any of the MCP Build Alternatives; however,
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direct impacts would occur to two parks: the proposed El Cerrito Sports Park and the
existing Paragon Park. All MCP Build Alternatives would use 0.95 ha (2.36 ac) from
the planned El Cerrito Sports Park. However, because this is a planned park and not
yet constructed, it is anticipated that the sports fields used by the MCP Build
Alternatives could be shifted to the east, outside the footprint/right of way of the
project.

Paragon Park in Perris is only impacted by Alternative 9. Alternative 9 includes a
project design feature to construct a detention basin on the north side of the MCP
alignment, east of Redlands Avenue. One of the mitigation measures proposed for
Alternative 9 is to develop part of the area occupied by that detention basin with
active and passive recreation uses and landscaping to replace the impacted area and
facilities at Paragon Park, therefore resulting in a benefit to parks and recreational
facilities by creating additional park acreage (0.67 ha [1.57 ac]) in Perris. Pedestrian
access between Paragon Park and the park facilities at the detention basin site will be
provided across the MCP alignment east of Redlands Avenue to ensure that park
users can safely walk or ride bicycles between the two facilities. Additional park
space would be provided on the south side of the MCP project, east of Redlands
Avenue, using remnants of existing residential parcels that would be acquired for the
MCP project.

No Build Alternatives
The MCP No Build Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts on park or

recreational resources.
S.5.2 Growth

S$.5.2.1 Build Alternatives

Construction of a new transportation facility such as the MCP project could have
growth-related effects by reducing or removing barriers to growth by creating
conditions that attract additional residents or new economic activity or by providing a
catalyst for future growth in the area. However, based on the review of land
development trends within the MCP study area, implementation of the MCP project is
expected to have little influence on the overall location, amount, rate, or type of
growth in the area. The basis for this conclusion is that: (1) the area has been
undergoing rapid development since well before the MCP planning (and prior
CETAP corridor planning) had begun; (2) the MCP project has been integrated into
the overall planning of the area based on the inclusion of the CETAP corridor overlay
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in the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element (the Draft Tier 1 EIS/EIR
for the HCLE corridor concluded that Alternatives 1A and 1B, which parallel the
MCP alignments, would remove a barrier to implementation of planned land use in
the area, but would not result in unplanned growth in the area); and (3) based on
RCTC’s monthly meetings with the local land use authorities, there has been no
indication of developers intensifying or substantially modifying their development
proposals in response to the proposed MCP project.

Alternatives 4 through 7 share the same alignment for much of their length; therefore,
the overall growth-related impacts are similar for all four alternatives. Land that is
private and vacant or underutilized near the proposed MCP service interchanges (i.e.,
Alexander Street and Clark Street west of [-215 and Perris Boulevard [Alternative 5],
Evans Road, Warren Road east of I-215 and Reservoir Road and Perris Boulevard
[Alternative 4]) is the most likely area where future development might change in
type as a result of interchange access (i.e., roadway commercial uses rather than

residential).

Alternative 9 is unique compared to the other MCP Build Alternatives for the
segments between the Lake Mathews Drive and Placentia/Rider Streets. While the
possibility of growth-related effects is constrained by the topography of the Gavilan
Hills, limited access (only two service interchanges in this area), existing land use
patterns, and the overall rural character of the Gavilan Hills and Lake Mathews areas
and existing reserves such as the Harford Springs Reserve, Motte-Rimrock Reserve,
and Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain Reserve, the Lake Mathews Drive and Old
Elsinore Road interchanges could hasten the build out of these areas or result in the
introduction of more intense uses than were considered in the adopted Riverside

County General Plan.

S.5.2.2 No Build Alternatives

Under the MCP No Build Alternatives, the growth-related effects discussed above for
the MCP Build Alternatives would not occur for the MCP project. However, the other
transportation improvement projects included in the No Build Alternatives may result
in growth-related effects already considered in the Riverside County General Plan.
For example, Alternative 1B would implement the Riverside County General Plan
Circulation Element improvements on Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway and
would, therefore, not result in any unplanned growth-related effects.
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S.5.3 Farmlands and Timberlands

$.5.3.1 Build Alternatives

Alternative 7 will result in the greatest conversion of Prime Farmland and Unique
Farmland, while Alternative 6 will result in the greatest conversion of Farmland of
Statewide Importance. Alternative 9 will result in the conversion of the least amount
of Prime Farmland and Unique Farmland, while Alternative 5 will result in the
conversion of the least amount of Farmland of Statewide Importance. Overall,
Alternative 6 will result in the greatest conversion of designated Farmland, and
Alternative 9 will result in the conversion of the least amount of designated Farmland.
Alternative 9 impacts the fewest acres of Williamson Act Agricultural Preserves.

Temporary impacts to farmlands as a result of construction of any of the MCP Build
Alternatives occur due to the proximity of construction activities to field crops or
grazing lands. Fugitive dust emissions from grading and exhaust emissions from
construction equipment could have an adverse impact on farmlands immediately
adjacent to the construction areas. Noise from construction equipment could startle or
otherwise disturb livestock. Agricultural operations could be adversely impacted
where the MCP project would bisect existing agricultural parcels of land, impairing
the ability of farm equipment to be easily transported from one parcel to another.

S.5.3.2 No Build Alternatives

Under the MCP Build Alternatives, the temporary and permanent impacts discussed
above for the MCP Build Alternatives would not occur for the MCP project itself, but
impacts to farmlands could result from other transportation improvement projects
included in the No Build Alternatives. Alternative 1B would implement the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element improvements on Cajalco Road and
Ramona Expressway and would therefore result in impacts to farmlands immediately

adjacent to those roadways.
S.5.4 Community Impacts and Relocation

S.5.4.1 Community Character and Cohesion

Build Alternatives

The MCP Build Alternatives would result in a physical change that would
permanently alter the character of the existing community. The MCP Build
Alternatives would cause rerouting and/or closing of several roadways that would
intersect the MCP project, which would have a slightly adverse effect on access and
- travel time for residents living within the vicinity of these improvements. The MCP

$-26 ' Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation


plancomm
Note
There is little farmland of any classification west of I-215;however, the  agricultural land east of I-215, specifically in the Lakeview/Nuevo area will be decimated by the route and large residential developments planned in the area.  Please tabulate the impacted farmland both east and west of I-215.

plancomm
Note
Please contrast the impacts of the MCP versus the impacts that would occur with Alternative 1B.

plancomm
Note
This statement implies that there is only one community affected by the MCP, i.e., "...the existing community."  Please identify all communities that would be affected by the Preferred Alternative and list the effects on each community.


Executive Summary

Build Alternatives would result in property relocations throughout the MCP study
area that would change the affected communities’ character by displacing and
relocating existing residents and local businesses. Although a disruption of
community character and cohesion would occur as a result of construction of the
MCP project, the ultimate mobility improvements provided by the project would also
benefit the communities by providing an improved connection to other parts of the
MCP study area, western Riverside County, and the region as a whole.

Construction of any of the MCP Build Alternatives would temporarily affect local
communities. Temporary construction impacts would include disruption of local
traffic patterns (traffic diversions due to local road, temporary ramp, and mainline
lane closures) and access to residences, businesses, and community facilities;
increased traffic congestion; and increased noise, vibration, and dust.

No Build Alternatives

Under the MCP No Build Alternatives, the permanent impacts to community
cohesion discussed above for the MCP Build Alternatives would not occur for the
MCP project itself, but impacts to communities could result from other transportation
improvement projects included in the No Build Alternatives.

S.5.4.2 Relocations

Build Alternatives

The MCP Build Alternatives would result in the acquisition of nonresidential (dairies,
agricultural, sod farms, open storage, big box distribution, manufacturing, and retail),
residential (mobile homes, single-family, multifamily), and municipal (fire station,
police station, school district offices, and high school) properties. Alternative 6 results
in the highest number of residential and nonresidential displacements with
implementation of the MCP project, and Alternative 9 results in the fewest number of
displacements.

The MCP Build Alternatives also result in a loss of total property tax revenue
associated with full parcels acquired for the MCP Build Alternatives. Alternative 4
(base case) would result in the greatest property tax revenue loss to the cities and
unincorporated Riverside County, and Alternative 9 TWS DV would result in the
least.

The MCP Build Alternatives also result in a loss of sales tax revenue. Alternative 7
(base case) results in the greatest estimated annual sales tax revenue loss to the cities,
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county, RCTC, and state; and Alternatives 9 PPE DV results in the least, followed by
Alternative 9 TWS DV.

No Build Alternatives

Under the MCP No Build Alternatives, the adverse effects resulting from property
acquisitions discussed above for the MCP Build Alternatives would not occur for the
MCP project itself, but similar effects could occur for the other transportation
improvement projects included in the No Build Alternatives.

$.5.4.3 Environmental Justice

Build Alternatives

All MCP Build Alternatives would benefit most study area residents, including
minority and low-income populations, by improving mobility and circulation
throughout the MCP study area and the western Riverside County region. However,
the MCP Build Alternatives will involve the establishment of a parkway through the
communities of Mead Valley and Perris. Some Census Tracts within these
communities have a higher percentage of non-White persons, a higher percentage of
Hispanic population, a higher percentage of persons below the poverty line, and a
lower median income compared to the county as a whole and the cities within the
MCP study area. Implementation of the MCP project would result in property
acquisitions, temporary construction detours, temporary and permanent air and noise
impacts, permanent aesthetic impacts, and temporary and permanent changes in travel
patterns throughout the study area, including the Mead Valley and Perris areas.
Alternatives 4 through 7 have a greater impact on Environmental Justice populations
within the MCP study area than Alternative 9 due to their direct impact to
low-income and minority populations along Cajalco Road in Mead Valley (within the
Old Elsinore Road and Gavilan Hills communities). Alternative 9 does displace
residences in the southern portion of Mead Valley, but the total number is lower than
that for Alternatives 4 through 7.

Alternatives that would avoid or reduce adverse effects on the low-income and
minority populations are not practicable for the MCP project as it is not possible to
route the MCP alignments around these populations. That is, for the MCP project to
meet its purpose of providing effective and efficient movement between and through
Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto, it is not possible to completely avoid those Census
Tracts with higher percentages of minority and low-income populations.
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No Build Alternatives

Under the MCP No Build Alternatives, the adverse effects to minority and
low-income populations discussed above for the MCP Build Alternatives would not
occur for the MCP project itself, but similar effects could occur for the other
transportation improvement projects included in the No Build Alternatives.

S.5.5 Utilities and Emergency Services

S$.5.5.1 Build Alternatives

The MCP Build Alternatives do not include the construction of any residential or
commercial uses and therefore would not result in increased population or demand for
public services or utilities in the MCP study area. However, the MCP Build
Alternatives could have both beneficial and adverse impacts on fire, law enforcement,
and emergency services. Beneficial effects include emergency response times, as the
ability to move fire, law enforcement, and emergency service resources from one area
to another would be enhanced by the improved transportation network. The project
would also temporarily result in traffic delays that could affect the ability of fire, law
enforcement, and emergency service providers to meet response time goals within a
particular alternative. The MCP Build Alternatives could also increase the risk of
wildfires in open space areas as a result of cigarette butts or other flammable items
being thrown from cars, as well as car fires, and the temporary increase in risk of
wildfires due to the use of combustion engines in construction equipment, welding
equipment, and other sources of combustion. Non-fire-related medical emergencies
could temporarily increase with the presence of construction workers and heavy

machinery.

The following are public facilities that would be directly impacted by the MCP Build
Alternatives:

¢ Riverside County Fire Department (RCOFD) Station No. 59, 21510
Pinewood: This station would be directly impacted by Alternatives 4 through 7.
The station would need to be relocated to maintain fire protection to the Mead
Valley area.

e Corona Fire Department Temescal Public Safety Facility, 3777 Bedford
Canyon Road: This facility would be directly impacted by all MCP Build
Alternatives, including the TWS Design Variation. All MCP Build Alternatives
would result in a direct physical impact to the Temescal Public Safety Facility due
to the partial acquisition of the property, primarily the parking area and driveway.
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e Station No. 90 (City of Perris/RCOFD/Police Substation), 333 Placentia
Avenue: This station will be directly impacted by Alternative 9 (including the
PP-E Design Variation). It is proposed to be relocated to the northeast corner of
the Redlands Boulevard/Placentia Avenue intersection, only 200 m (650 ft) away
from the existing location and would therefore not impact emergency response |

times within the station’s service area.

In addition, there are temporary impacts, relocation, removal and protection in place
of various utilities in the MCP study area that are common to all the MCP Build
Alternatives and are described in detail in Table 3.5.A.

- 8.5.5.2 No Build Alternatives

Under the MCP No Build Alternatives, the temporary and permanent impacts to
public services and utilities discussed above for the MCP Build Alternatives would
not occur for the MCP project itself, but similar impaéts could occur for the other
transportation improvement projects included in the No Build Alternatives.

S.5.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

S$.5.6.1 Build Alternatives

The MCP project would result in temporary and permanent impacts to traffic
circulation due to traffic diversions resulting from local road closures and temporary
ramp and mainline lane closures.

All MCP Build Alternatives would have a long-term beneficial effect on traffic
circulation as most of the freeways, ramps, and intersections within the MCP study
area are expected to operate at acceptable LOS in the horizon year of 2035 for all of
the Build Alternatives and design variations with the following exception:

e I-15and I-215 freeway mainlines are expected to experience traffic congestion
throughout the entire study area (between SR-91 and Temescal Canyon Road) for
all Build Alternatives and design variations.

In addition, all of the MCP Build Alternatives would have an adverse effect on local
traffic circulation for residents living south of Lake Mathews in the immediate
vicinity of where portions of Cajalco Road would be closed from Gavilan Road to La
Sierra Avenue. This closure would result in increased travel times to and from I-15
for some residents in this area.
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In addition, the closure of ramps at the I-15/El Cerrito Road interchange will also
affect local circulation and travel time. For vehicles traveling northbound from I-15/
Cajalco Road to I-15/El Cerrito Road, additional travel time due to these ramp
closures is estimated at 1 minute under the full interchange condition and 4.6 minutes
with implementation of the half diamond interchange. For vehicles traveling
southbound along local streets from the I-15/El Cerrito Road interchange area to
I-15/Cajalco Road interchange area, travel time would also be 1 minute under the full
interchange condition but would increase to 2.6 minutes with implementation of the
half diamond.

The MCP project will also provide facilities for bicycles and pedestrians in locations
where local streets will cross the MCP, and these facilities will be designed to be
consistent with the local General Plan Circulation Element. A Class I (off-road) trail
is planned in the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element for the entire
length of Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway, where the MCP Build Alternatives
would remove portions of these two roads. The planned trail will need to be relocated
either immediately adjacent to the MCP right of way or to a parallel west-east arterial
highway, and mitigation has been identified in Section 3.6 of this EIR/EIS to
maintain continuity and connectivity of the regional trail system.

Regional Travel Demand

In the regional travel forecasting model that was used in analyzing the traffic impacts
of the MCP project, the future land use forecasts were the same with and without the
project. SCAG develops its land use forecasts through analysis of regional trends that
do not change when transportation facilities are added or subtracted from the roadway
network. Therefore, the overall land use and trip generation at a regional level will
remain the same, and no new vehicle trip generation will occur.

Information regarding vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the MCP study area is shown
later in Table 3.6.K in Section 3.6 of this EIR/EIS.

S$.5.6.2 No Build Alternatives

Under the MCP No Build Alternatives, the beneficial traffic effects discussed above
for the MCP Build Alternatives would not occur for the MCP project itself, but
similar effects could occur for the other transportation improvement projects included
in the No Build Alternatives.
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S.5.7 Visual and Aesthetics

S$.5.7.1 Build Alternatives

For all MCP Build Alternatives, long—terfn impacts would result from the permanent
alteration of the visual environment through construction of the highway and
associated bridges, interchange structures, retaining walls, and soundwalls. Existing
lighting on streets and freeways would be modified or relocated as part of the MCP
project, and safety lighting would also be provided along the MCP roadway in
existing developed areas and at interchanges. Light and glare would increase as a
result of the MCP project in those areas that are currently open space or are rural in
character. The MCP Build Alternatives would create new sources of shadow and
shade associated with fill slopes, bridges, and other structures. These shade and
shadow effects are considered minimal because very few, if any, sensitive viewers
would be within shade or shadow footprints. |

Short-term visual impacts would occur to sensitive viewers during the construction
period, and include views of demolition of existing structures, clearing of existing
vegetation, grading of cut-and-fill slopes, construction of the MCP roadway and
structures, construction vehicles, and construction staging areas. Construction
activities are temporary, and the adverse visual impacts related to construction
activity would cease after completion of construction. The effects of vegetation
clearing would gradually cease over time as landscaping for the MCP project

matures.

- 8.5.7.2 No Build Alternatives v

Alternative 1A would not change the existing visual setting and would, therefore, not
create visual impacts to the MCP study area. Therefore, permanent visual impacts in
the vicinity of Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway would be less for Alternative
1A than for the MCP Build Alternatives.

Under Alternative 1B, the widening of Ramona Expressway between [-215 easterly to
SR-79 would include some removal of agricultural land but would not include the
construction of any interchange structures in this area. The effects of widening and
realigning Cajalco Road and El Sobrante Road in the area from I-15 west to the
existing Cajalco Road/El Sobrante Road intersection would result in the same visual
effects as MCP Build Alternatives 6 and 7. Through Mead Valley, the widening of
Cajalco Road to its General Plan Circulation Element width would result in the
removal of mature ornamental vegetation as well as some existing residences and
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businesses, but would not include the construction of any interchange structures in

this area.
S.5.8 Cultural Resources

S.5.8.1 Build Alternatives

Impacts to cultural resources would result from construction of any of the MCP Build
Alternatives. Four resources that are eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places (National Register) and California Register of Historical Resources
(California Register) are at least partially within the Area of Potential Effect in
Alternative 9 TWS DV. These resources and a description of impacts are listed

below:

e Alternative 9 TWS DV would result in the physical destruction of the southern
third of P-33-1512, with the exception of the southernmost tip. Therefore, there
would be an adverse effect to this site (historic property) under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV would result in the physical destruction of roughly the
eastern 60 percent of Site 33-1650/33-16687. Therefore, there would be an
adverse effect to this site (historic property) under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV would result in the physical destruction of the
northeastern 7 percent of P-33-16598. The area that would be impacted is highly
disturbed and does not contribute to the overall site eligibility for the National or
California Registers. Therefore, the direct effect would not be adverse to the site
(historic property) under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

e Alternative 9 TWS DV would result in the physical destruction of 95 percent of
P-33-16679. Therefore, there would be an adverse effect to this site (historic
property) under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

e Three additional resources in Alternative 9 TWS DV are recommended for
protection and avoidance through designation as ESAs: P-33-1649, P-33-12230,
and LSA-JCV531-207. The project would have no adverse effect on properties
that are protected by ESAs. )

S$.5.8.2 No Build Alternatives

While the MCP project would not be built under No Build Alternatives 1A and 1B,
impacts to cultural resources could result from construction of the other transportation
improvement projects included in the No Build Alternatives.
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S$.5.9 Hydrology and Floodplains

S$.5.9.1 Build Alternatives

Alternative 6 would result in the greatest number of floodplain encroachments

(five transverse and five longitudinal). Alternatives 5 and 9 would result in the least
number of floodplain encroachments (two transverse and five longitudinal for
Alternative 5, and three transverse and four longitudinal for Alternative 9).
Floodplain encroachments include:

e Transverse encroachment of the Temescal Wash floodplain associated with the
northern bridge over Temescal Wash (Alternatives 6 and 7).

e Transverse encroachment of the Perris Valley Storm Drain (Alternatives 4 and 6
at the Perris Drain (PD) segment, and Alternative 9 at the PP-E and Placentia
Avenue/Perris Boulevard Depressed Grade (PP-D) segments.

e Transverse encroachment of the San Jacinto River floodplain west of Lakeview
Avenue (all MCP Build Alternatives).

e Longitudinal encroachment of the floodplain of the San Jacinto River at the MCP/
SR-79 interchange (all MCP Build Alternatives).

e Transverse encroachment of the Bedford Canyon Wash floodplain between I-15
and Temescal Wash (all MCP Build Alternatives).

e Longitudinal encroachment of the floodplain of Cajalco Creek (Alternatives 4
through 7).

In addition, the MCP project would improve the transportation network in the area
and would alleviate existing service interruptions caused by flooding because the
MCP facility would be elevated higher than the existing facilities. The MCP project
would result in a minimal increase in flood heights and flood limits; however, this is a
minimal increase and would not result in any substantial change in flood risks or
damage to life or property.

S$.5.9.2 No Build Alternatives

While the MCP project would not be built under No Build Alternatives 1A and 1B,
impacts to floodplains could result from construction of the other transportation
improvement projects included in the No Build Alternatives that could result in
floodplain encroachment. New roadway projects such as the SR-79 Realignment
project would likely result in similar impacts to existing floodplains as those
identified for the MCP Build Alternatives, while projects that widen existing facilities
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(e.g., I-15 Widening and I-215 Widening projects) are less likely to result in any
floodplain encroachments.

The MCP No Build Alternatives would not have the beneficial effect of alleviating
existing transportation service interruptions caused by flooding. Although some
projects included in the MCP No Build Alternatives may enhance the ability to move
fire protection and emergency service resources from one area to another, they would
not provide the benefit of a regional transportation facility like the MCP project.

S$.5.10 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff

S$.5.10.1 Build Alternatives

Within the project area, surface water either drains to the San Jacinto River, which
discharges into Canyon Lake and ultimately into Lake Elsinore, or to Temescal Wash,
which flows to the Santa Ana River (Reach 3) and ultimately the Pacific Ocean. The
primary receiving waters for all MCP Build Alternatives (Temescal Wash and the San
Jacinto River) are not listed as impaired on the 2002 or 2006 303(d) impaired waters
list for California. However, storm water runoff from all MCP Build Alternatives
would eventually reach waters listed on the 303(d) list or have a Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL). Lake Elsinore, Reach 3 of the Santa Ana River, and Canyon
Lake are all listed as impaired on the California 303(d) list. A TMDL has been
adopted for Lake Elsinore and Canyon Lake for nitrogen and phosphorus.
Development of a TMDL for bacteria in Reach 3 of the Santa Ana River is currently
under way and is awaiting approval by the EPA. Alternatives 6 and 7 and their design
variations would be constructed over the greatest number of streams and therefore
would have the greatest opportunity for pollutants to enter the waters during bridge
construction. Alternative 9 and its design variations cross the fewest number of
streams and therefore would have the least opportunity for pollutants to enter the
waters during bridge construction.

Total new pavement area varies from 152 to 180 ha (376 to 445 ac) in the San Jacinto
Watershed and from 131 to 177 ha (324 to 437 ac) in the Santa Ana River Watershed,
depending on the alternative. In the two watersheds combined, Alternatives 4 and 5
would add 311 ha (769 ac) of new pavement, Alternatives 6 and 7 would add 357 ha
(882 ac) of new pavement, and Alternative 9 would add 299 ha (739 ac) of new
pavement. The MCP project would not increase industrial discharges.

Implementation of the project would require new cut-and-fill slopes, which could
increase erosion potential. When possible, new slopes would be 1:4 or flatter. In
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mountainous areas, slopes would be 1:2 or flatter. Acreage of existing slopes that are
1:2 or greater, where erosion could be the greatest, is 18.6 ha (45.9 ac) for
Alternative 4, 17.9 ha (44.2 ac) for Alternative 5, 22.5 ha (55.5 ac) for Alternative 6,
21.8 ha (53.9 ac) for Alternative 7, and 35.9 ha (88.7 ac) for Alternative 9.

Nitrate and total phosphorus loading are anticipated to increase post-project compared
with existing conditions; however, nitrate and total phosphorus concentrations are
anticipated to decrease. Copper, lead, and zinc loadings are anticipated to increase
with implementation of the MCP project. With implementation of the mitigation
measures presented in Section 3.10 of this EIR/EIS, no adverse impacts to water
quality are anticipated to result from implementation of the MCP project.

S$.5.10.2 No Build Alternatives

For Alternative 1A, Treatment and Design Pollution Prevention Best Management
Practices (BMPs) would be constructed for other planned roadway improvement
projects consistent with Caltrans and State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) policies and guidelines; however, because Cajalco Road and Ramona
Expressway would remain as they are today, runoff from these roadways would
remain untreated. Under Alternative 1B, water quality impacts would be expected to
be similar for the MCP Build Alternatives because Treatment and Design Pollution
Prevention BMPs would be implemented under both scenarios.

S$.5.11 Geology, Soils, Seismic, and Topography

S.5.11.1 Build Alternatives

Each of the Build Alternatives would alter existing landforms due to grading and
construction of various cut-and-fill slopes. The geologic and geotechnical impacts of
Alternative 9 are greater than the impacts of the other MCP Build Alternatives due to
the higher quantities of grading. More extensive landform alteration also occurs under
Alternative 9 due to its alignment through the Gavilan Hills and the area south

of Lake Mathews near Monument Peak.

The roadway, structures, slopes, and other features of the MCP Build Alternatives
could be impacted by ground motion and liquefaction, and possibly ground rupture
(deformation) to some degree. Design and construction of the proposed project to
current highway and structure design standards would minimize the impact of these
conditions to the MCP Build Alternatives.
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Construction activities may also temporarily disturb soil outside the facility footprint,
primarily in the trample zone around work areas, heavy equipment traffic areas, and
material laydown areas. Temporary impacts would include soil compaction and
increased potential for soil erosion. 'Furthermore, the construction activities associated
with the proposed Build Alternatives could be impacted by ground motion and
liquefaction, and possibly ground rupture (deformation) to some degree if an
earthquake were to occur during construction.

S.5.11.2 No Build Alternatives

For Alternatives 1A and 1B, the impacts discussed above for the MCP Build
Alternatives would not occur for the MCP project itself, but earthquake and seismic
safety concerns would be issues that would be analyzed as part of the environmental
and engineering studies for the other transportation improvement projects included in
the No Build Alternatives. The grading and use of cut-and-fill slopes required for the
MCP project would not occur under the No Build Alternatives.

S.5.12 Paleontology

S.5.12.1 Build Alternatives .
Direct impacts to paleontological resources would result from construction of any of
the MCP Build Alternatives, not from operation of the facility itself. Paleontological
resource sensitivity is high for all MCP Build Alternatives. In addition, the MCP
project increases human presence afforded by access, which creates opportunities for
increased disturbance to paleontological resources.

S.5.12.2 No Build Alternatives .

Although the MCP project would not be built under the No Build Alternatives,
impacts to paleontological resources could result from construction of the other
‘transportation improvement projects included in the No Build Alternatives.

S.5.13 Hazardous Waste and Materials

S.5.13.1 Build Alternatives

All MCP Build Alternatives would result in a potential for hazardous materials spills
as a result of traffic accidents on the MCP roadway. In addition, vehicles traveling on
the MCP roadway may transport hazardous substances that could spill and impact the
roadway, adjacent properties, or resources. However, transport of hazardous materials
is subject to strict regulations. In addition, Caltrans, the California Highway Patrol,
and local police and fire departments are trained in emergency response procedures
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for safely responding to accidental spills of hazardous substances on public roads,
which further reduces impacts. Also, the MCP project would be designed to current
safety standards, which would reduce the possibility of accidents compared to older
roadways that are not designed to current standards. Therefore, implementation of the
MCP project would not result in a substantial permanent adverse impact related to

hazardous waste and materials.

Hazardous materials may also be encountered during temporary activities (i.e.
excavation and construction activities) for all MCP Build Alternatives. Based on the
findings of the records search and the site survey when compared to other
alternatives, Alternatives 6 and 7 have more sites within and immediately adjacent to
the project footprint, and Alternative 9 has the fewest hazardous materials sites within
and immediately adjacent to the project footprint.

S.5.13.2 No Build Alternatives

For Alternatives 1A and 1B, hazardous materials similar to those for the MCP Build
Alternatives could be encountered during construction and improvement of the other
transportation projects in the MCP study area.

S.5.14 Air Quality

S.5.14.1 Build Alternatives

Long-term mobile emissions associated with the MCP Build Alternatives would be
lower than the MCP No Build Alternatives due to improved traffic flow in the project
area under the MCP Build Alternatives. Direct human exposure to MSATs generated
by vehicles on the MCP roadway would be lower for Alternative 9 than for
Alternatives 4 through 7 since Alternative 9 is routed through less populated areas.

Short-term air pollutant emissions would occur as a result of construction activities
and would include fugitive dust from grading/site preparation, equipment exhaust,
and use of emulsified asphalt paving materials.

S.5.14.2 No Build Alternatives

Although the MCP project would not be built under the No Build Alternatives,
construction-related air quality impacts could result from one of the other
transportation improvement projects included in the No Build Alternatives.

S-38 Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation


plancomm
Note
Please contrast the number of hazardous materials sites for Alternative 5 versus Alternative 9.

plancomm
Note
Diminished air quality always seems to be a step child of development.  Please contrast the MSATs for Alternative 5 versus Alternative 9.

plancomm
Note
At the risk of being repetitive, the number of "...could result..." items in this summary, seems to indicate that Alternative 9 was selected as the "locally preferred alternative" to preclude serious consideration of the other alternatives.  The selection of Alternative 9 is not "locally preferred" by many residents affected by the MCP and makes mockery of the intended EIR process, which must seriously consider all alternatives. 


Executive Summary

S.5.15 Noise

S.5.15.1 Build Alternatives

All MCP Build Alternatives will result in increased traffic noise adjacent to the MCP
project alignment. A total of 237 sensitive receptor locations were selected to
represent the existing land uses in the MCP project area. Of the 237 receptor locations
modeled, 88 receptor locations for Alternative 4, 85 receptor locations for

Alternative 5, 81 receptor locations for Alternative 6, 79 receptor locations for
Alternative 7, and 65 receptor locations for Alternative 9 would approach or exceed
the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) under the future worst-case conditions.

Soundwalls were analyzed for all receptor locations that would be exposed to or
would continue to be exposed to traffic noise levels that approach or exceed the NAC.
Eighteen (18) soundwalls were analyzed and determined to be feasible (i.e., they
could achieve a noise reduction of 5 decibels [dB] or more) for Alternative 4, as well
as 17 soundwalls analyzed for Alternative 5, 17 soundwalls analyzed for

Alternative 6, 16 soundwalls analyzed for Alternative 7, and 12 soundwalls analyzed
for Alternative 9. Two (2) soundwalls were determined to be reasonable (i.e., they
met Caltrans criteria for cost effectiveness) for Alternatives 4 through 7, and 3
soundwalls were determined to be reasonable for Alternative 9. A final decision to
construct noise abatement will be made upon completion of the project design.

There is also short-term noise that would occur during construction of the MCP
project that would be from construction crew commutes, the transport of construction
equipment and materials to the project site, excavation, grading, pile driving, and

roadway construction.

S$.5.15.2 No Build Alternatives

Under Alternative 1A, the planned street network would be constructed, except for
improvements to Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway. Under Alternative 1B, the
planned street network would be developed according to the Circulation Element of
the Riverside County General Plan. As with the MCP project, noise abatement
measures for sensitive receptors impacted by increases in traffic noise would be
considered for all future projects.
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$.5.16 Energy

S.5.16.1 Build Alternatives

Under the MCP Build Alternatives, there would be an irreversible impact from the
consumption of diesel fuel (and other fuels) related to these construction activities.
However, it is unlikely that the increased energy demands of construction of the
proposed project would create a noticeable impact to regional energy consumption.

Implementation of the MCP Build Alternatives would result in an increase in fuel
consumption (i.e., up to a 3.9 percent increase) within the MCP study area as a result
of increased VMT. This VMT increase in the MCP study area would be almost |
entirely offset by VMT reductions in other parts of the SCAG region due to rerouting
of vehicle trips from other highways. Within the SCAG region, the MCP project’s
increase in fuel consumption would be negligible (i.e., an increase of 0.04 percent or
less depending upon the alternative). When balancing energy used during
construction and operation against energy conserved by relieving congestion and
other transportation efficiencies, the project would not have substantial energy
impacts. Therefore, implementation of any of the MCP Build Alternatives would not
result in a substantial increase in fuel consumption.

S.5.16.2 No Build Alternatives

For Alternatives 1A and 1B, the energy consumption discussed above for the MCP
Build Alternatives would not occur for the MCP project itself, but energy
consumption would occur for the other transportation improvement projects included
in the No Build Alternatives. Additionally, there would be increased energy
consumption compared to the MCP Build Alternatives due to lack of energy savings

from relieving congestion.
8.5.17 Natural Communities

S.5.17.1 Build Alternatives

Permanent direct impacts to MSHCP riparian/riverine areas by alternative are the
greatest for Alternative 7 SIN DV (27.6 ha [67.6 ac]) and the least for Alternative 9
RD DV (12.4 ha [29.7 ac]).

Permanent direct impacts to other natural communities range between 158.5 ha
(391.7 ac) and 185.3 ha (457.9 ac) with Alternative 6 as the most impacting and
Alternative 5 the least impacting.
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The least impact to the MSHCP Ceriteria Area would occur with Alternatives 4 and 5,
154.3 ha (381.4 ac) and 164.6 ha (406.8 ac), respectively. Greater impacts would
occur with Alternatives 6, 7, or 9.

Alternative 9 would have the least impact to the MSHCP Cores and Linkages,
followed by Alternatives 4 and 5. Alternatives 6 and 7 would have the greatest

impact.

Alternative 9 would have the least impact to Public/Quasi-Public lands followed by
Alternatives 4 and 5. Alternatives 6 and 7 would have the greatest impact to
Public/Quasi-Public lands.

Alternative 9, located south of Lake Mathews, does not pass through the Lake
Mathews MSHCP area; therefore, there would be no direct impacts to lands or
species within the Lake Mathews MSHCP Plan Area by this alternative. However,
there would still be indirect and cumulative impacts to the Lake Mathews MSHCP
Plan Area. The proposed alignments of Alternatives 4 through 7 and their design
variations pass through conserved lands within the Lake Mathews MSHCP Plan Area.

Alternatives 6 and 7 do not impact the El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP. Alternative 9
would impact 8.9 ha (22.1 ac) of the El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP Plan Area, and
Alternatives 4 and 5 would each impact 9.1 ha (22.4 ac) of the El Sobrante Landfill
MSHCEP Plan Area.

The Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Reserve would

be impacted by the project. Alternatives 6 and 7 would result in the greatest impact
(221.3 ha [546.8 ac]), and Alternative 9 would result in the least impact (69.4 ha
[171.5 ac)). | |

Temporary impacts to natural communities may occur during construction where
habitats are temporarily disturbed during grading or other activities. Temporary
impacts to MSHCP riparian/riverine areas range between 2.4 ha (6.0 ac) for
Alternative 9 RD DV and 5.7 ha (14.1 ac) for Alternative 6 base case and TWS DV.

S.5.17.2 No Build Alternatives

Alternative 1A would generally result in fewer impacts to natural communities than
any of the proposed Build Alternatives since the MCP project would not be built and
no improvements would be made to Cajalco Road or Ramona Expressway.
Alternative 1B would generally result in fewer impacts than the Build Alternatives
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since it would widen Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway. Between I-15 and El
Sobrante Road, the impacts of Alternative 1B would be the same as Build
Alternatives 6 and 7 since these alternatives implement the General Plan roadway

alignments in this area.
S.5.18 Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States

S.5.18.1 Build Alternatives

Alternative 9 would result in fewer permanent impacts to both CDFG riparian habitat
and streambeds, and wetlands and nonwetland waters of the United States under
USACE jurisdiction, followed by Alternatives 4 and 5, and then Alternatives 6 and 7.
Alternative 9 RD DV would result in the fewest temporary impacts to CDFG riparian
habitat and streambeds, and Alternative 6 would result in the greatest impacts.
Alternative 5 SJIN DV would result in the fewest temporary impacts to wetlands and
nonwetland waters of the United States under USACE jurisdiction, and Alternative 6
would result in the greatest impacts.

S.5.18.2 No Build Alternatives

Under Alternative 1A, the planned street network would be constructed, except for
improvements to Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway. Because Cajalco Road and
Ramona Expressway would remain as they are today, there would be no permanent
impacts to jurisdictional waters along these roadways under Alternative 1A.

Under Alternative 1B, permanent impacts to wetlands and other waters would be
expected to be less than the MCP Build Alternatives since it would widen Cajalco
Road and Ramona Expressway.

S.5.19 Plant Species

S.5.19.1 Build Alternatives

Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 would result in 3.07 ha (7.58 ac) of direct impacts to areas
inferred to have long-term conservation value for many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya
multicaulis). This “worst case” conclusion may change upon completion of surveys
scheduled for completion in late 2008. A shared portion of Alternatives 4, 5, and 9
has been realigned in order to avoid all currently known locations of many-stemmed
dudleya. Alternatives 6 and 7 would result in 0.01 ha (0.02 ac) of direct impacts to
areas inferred to have long-term conservation value for this species.
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All MCP Build Alternatives would result in 0.84 ha (2.08 ac) of direct impacts to
areas of long-term conservation value for smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp.
laevis) and 0.63 ha (1.55 ac) of direct impacts to areas of long-term conservation
value for Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri) since the recorded
populations of these species are within the SJ Segment, which is common to all five
Build Alternatives.

Temporary impacts to plant species may occur during construction where habitats are
temporarily disturbed during grading or other activities.

S.5.19.2 No Build Alternatives

Alternative 1A would generally result in fewer impacts to plant species than any of
the proposed Build Alternatives since the MCP project would not be built and no |
improvements would be made to Cajalco Road or Ramona Expressway.

Alternative 1B would generally result in fewer impacts to plant species than the Build
Alternatives since it would widen Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway.

'8.5.20 Animal Species

S$.5.20.1 Build Alternatives

Burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) were not observed within
Alternatives 4 through 7; therefore, direct and indirect impacts to burrowing owls
along these alternatives are not anticipated. Impacts to occupied burrowing owl
burrows from Alternative 9 (Far South Segment) were avoided by minimization of
the project footprint. The Alternative 9 Rider Street Design Variation, however,
would result in 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) of direct impacts to burrowing owl foraging habitat and
burrows occupied by two pairs and six juveniles.

All of the MCP Build Alternatives and design variations would directly impact
approximately 16.2 ha (40.0 ac) of Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus
longimembris brevinasus) occupied habitat suitable for long-term conservation in the
vicinity of the San Jacinto River just east of Lake Perris and the San Jacinto River
area near the MCP/SR-79 interchange.

Temporary impacts to animal species may occur during construction where habitats
are temporarily disturbed during grading or other activities.
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S.5.20.2 No Build Alternatives

Because Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway would remain as they are today,
there would be no permanent impacts to special-status animal species along these
roadways under Alternative 1A. Under Alternative 1B, permanent impacts to
special-status animal species would be expected to be less for the MCP Build
Alternatives since it would widen Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway.

S$.5.21 Threatened and Endangered Species

S.5.21.1 Build Alternatives
All MCP Build Alternatives would directly impact 0.31 ha (0.77 ac) of area suitable
for long-term conservation value for spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis).

Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 would result in 3.07 ha (7.58 ac) of direct impacts to areas
inferred to be occupied by Munz’s onion pending completion of survey reports in late
2008. Alternatives 6 and 7 would result in 0.01 ha (0.02 ac) of direct impacts to areas
inferred to be occupied by Munz’s onion.

Alternatives 6 and 7 do not impact Final Critical Habitat for the coastal California
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica). Alternatives 4 and 5 would result in
13.6 ha (33.5 ac) impacts to Final Critical Habitat for the coastal California
gnatcatcher and Alternative 9 results in 16.2 ha (40.1 ac) impacts.

All MCP Build Alternatives will impact 1.2 ha (2.9 ac) of critical habitat for San
Bernardino kangaroo rat. The MCP project will not result in any impact to the 2007
proposed critical habitat for San Bernardino kangaroo rat. In addition, within the
MSHCP survey area for this species, the MCP project will directly impact 0.4 ha
(1.0 ac) of San Bernardino kangaroo rat occupied habitat suitable for long-term
conservation under all of the alternatives and design variations, except the SIN DV
that will impact 0.3 ha (0.8 ac).

According to the MSHCP, the Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha
quino) is determined to be extirpated from the Lake Mathews area; thus, direct
impacts are not anticipated to this species. However, impacts to final designated
Quino checkerspot butterfly critical habitat would consist of between 56.6 ha
(140.0 ac) for Alternatives 6 and 7 and 132.6 ha (327.6 ac) for Alternative 9.

Alternatives 4 through 7 would each impact five nesting pairs/individual least Bell’s
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and Alternative 9 would impact two nesting least Bell’s
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vireo pairs. Alternative 9 impacts the least amount of least Bell’s vireo habitat (0.9 ha
[2.2 ac]) suitable for long-term conservation, compared to 3.4 ha (8.5 ac) for
Alternatives 6 and 7.

Impacts to the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Reserve would range between 68.3 ha
(168.7 ac) and 218.7 ha (540.3 ac) by impacting portions of the Lake Mathews
MSHCP Plan Area and Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain Reserve.

S.5.21.2 No Build Alternatives

No impacts to threatened and endangered species in the vicinity of Cajalco Road and
Ramona Expressway would occur under Alternative 1A. Under Alternative 1B,
permanent impacts to threatened and endangered species would be less than for the
MCP Build Alternatives since it would widen Cajalco Road and Ramona

Expressway.
S$.5.22 Invasive Species

S.5.22.1 Build Alternatives

The construction of the MCP Build Alternatives could spread invasive species by the
entering and exiting of construction equipment contaminated by invasives, the
inclusion of invasive species in seed mixtures and mulch, and the improper removal
and disposal of invasive species so that its seed is spread along the highway. During
the operatioh of the MCP facility, vehicles using the facility also have the potential to
spread invasive species; however, these impacts would be minimal since areas "
adjacent to the facility will be landscaped with native species that should outcompete
the invasive species.

S$.5.22.2 No Build Alternatives
The construction of other projects included in the No Build Alternatives would have
similar potential to spread invasive species as described in the Build Alternatives

above.
S$.5.23 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts (both direct and indirect) were identified by comparing the
impacts of the proposed MCP project and other past, current, or proposed actions in
the area to establish whether, in the aggregate, they could result in cumulative
environmental impacts. The analysis included review of adopted plans and related
projects that may, in concert with the proposed MCP project, have a cumulative
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adverse effect on sensitive resources in the MCP study area and western Riverside
County. Adopted plans that will direct future growth, development, and open space
preservation include the Riverside County General Plan, the General Plans of the
three affected cities—Corona, Perris and San Jacinto—and the western Riverside
County MSHCP. Historical land use trends were examined along with recent
development proposals and transportation projects in the MCP study area.

The Riverside County General Plan EIR provides a comprehensive assessment of
environmental impacts that would result from the build out of General Plan land uses
and infrastructure. The MSHCP is a regional plan that serves to provide mitigation for
cumulative impacts to biological resources. Cumulative impact conclusions for the
MCP were based on the project’s compliance and consistency with the General Plans
and the MSHCP. Section 3.25 of this EIR/EIS contains a detailed cumulative impact
analysis for the MCP project.

The MCP project would not contribute to cumulative adverse impacts related to
growth, community impacts/relocations, and hydrology and floodplains.

The MCP project, when combined with the other anticipated cumulative projects,
would contribute to a cumulative loss of farmlands, visual/aesthetics, cultural
resources, paleontological resources, natural communities, wetlands and other waters,
plant species, animal species, and threatened and endangered species.

S.5.24  Section 4(f) Properties

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law
at 49 U.S.C. 303, declares that “it is the policy of the United States Government that
special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and
public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.”

Section 4(f) specifies that the Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a
transportation program or project . . . requiring the use of publicly owned land of a
public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or
local significance, or land of an historic site of national, State, or local significance
(as determined by the federal, state, or local officials having jurisdiction over the
park, area, refuge, or site) only if:

e There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and
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e The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the
park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from

the use.

Section 4(f) properties used by one or more of the MCP Build Alternatives include:

e El Cerrito Sports Park

e Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain Reserve
e El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP Plan Area
e Paragon Park

e Cajalco Tin Mine District (P-33-4759/H)
e Cajalco Creek Site (P-33-13791)

e Multi-Use Prehistoric Site (P-33-16598)

Table S.2 (provided at the end of this Executive Summary, following Table S.1)
summarizes the use impacts of the MCP Alternatives on each Section 4(f) property. It
identifies which alternatives result in use impacts at each Section 4(f) property,
including the total area used by each alternative. Table S.3 describes the proposed
measures to minimize harm for each Section 4(f) property.

S.6 Summary of Significant Impacts under CEQA after
Mitigation

As discussed in detail in Chapter 4, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Evaluation, the following impacts of the proposed MCP Build Alternatives were

determined to be significant, adverse, and unavoidable after implementation of the

identified avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, as well as project

design features:

o Aesthetics

o Agricultural resources

« Archaeological resources

« Hydrology

« Consistency with applicable Habitat Conservation Plans and MSHCPs

o Long-term noise

 « Long-term traffic on one segment of I-15 and at the I-215/Van Buren Boulevard
interchange
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The remaining impacts of the MCP Build Alternatives were determined to be either
not significant or to be avoided or reduced to below a level of significance based on
implementation of the project avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures and
project design features, as described in detail in Chapter 4.

S.7 Areas of Controversy and Unresolved Issues

During the scoping process, a number of individuals and at least one community
group have raised objections to the MCP Build Alternatives due to their concerns
regarding impacts related to residential and business displacements, community
character (e.g., loss of rural qualities in areas such as Lake Mathews and Gavilan

Hills), noise, air quality, and biological resources.

The MCP, as a CETAP corridor under the RCIP, involves consideration of a complex
set of interrelated issues. Local and federal decision-makers (RCTC and FHWA,
respectively) must balance the need to provide transportation infrastructure to serve a
growing populace with the need to preserve natural resources and improve
environmental quality. While no specific unresolved issues are noted at this time for
the MCP project, there will likely be a number of specific issues identified through
the public review of this Draft EIR/EIS that will require resolution prior to approval
of the Final EIR/EIS.

S$.8 Coordination with Public and Other Agencies

Early and continuing coordination with the general public and the MCP partner
agencies (RCTC, FHWA, Caltrans, USACE, EPA, County of Riverside, City of
Corona, City of Perris, and the City of San Jacinto) is an essential part of the
environmental process to determine the scope of environmental documentation, the
level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation measures, and related
environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public participation for this
project has been accomplished through a variety of formal and informal methods,
including: the MCP website (http://www.midcountyparkway.org/), public scoping
meetings held in late 2004 and August 2005, continued coordination with MCP
partner agencies, project development team meetings (involving RCTC, Caltrans, the
County, and the affected cities), meetings with other agencies and interested parties,
and ongoing consultation with Native American tribes. Chapter 5 summarizes the
results of the FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC’s efforts to fully identify, address, and
resolve project-related issues through early and continuing coordination.
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The permits, reviews, and approvals listed in Table S.4 are anticipated to be required
for the proposed MCP project.
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Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Altérnative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

Land Use

No impact

Less impact than MCP
Build Alternatives

e 1,127.6 hectares
-(ha) (2,786.2 acres
[ac)) of land use
impacts (base
case).
¢ Inconsistent with
Land Use Policy LU
16.4 of the Riverside
County General
Plan, which
encourages
conservation of
agricultural lands.
¢ Inconsistent with
Land Use Policy
- MVAP 1.1 of the
Mead Valley Area
Plan, which
promotes
maintenance of a
minimum lot size of
0.2 ha (0.5 ac).
o Conflicts with Policy
1.12.1 in City of
Corona General

Plan, which provides |

for the continuation
of existing and
development of new
manufacturing,
research and
development, and
professional office
uses.

¢ Inconsistent with the
designated
roadways and land
uses (residential,
commercial, and
industrial) shown in
the City of San
Jacinto General
Plan and City of -
Perris General Plan.

o El Cerrito Sports
Park (TWS DV
eliminates use)

e 1,094.3 ha (2,704.1
ac) of land use
impacts (base
case).

o Inconsistent with
Land Use Policy LU
16.4 of the Riverside
County General
Plan, which
encourages
conservation of
agricultural lands.

o Inconsistent with

~ Land Use Policy
MVAP 1.1 of the
Mead Valley Area
Plan, which
promotes
maintenance of a
minimum lot size of
0.2 ha (0.5 ac).

¢ Conflicts with Policy
1.12.1 in City of
Corona General
Plan, which provides
for the continuation
of existing and
development of new
manufacturing,
research and
development, and
professional office
uses.

o Inconsistent with the
designated
roadways and land
uses (residential,
commercial, and
industrial) shown in
the City of San
Jacinto General
Plan and City of
Perris General Plan.

o El Cerrito Sports
Park (TWS DV
eliminates use)

e 1,331.1 ha (3,289.1
ac) of land use
impacts (base
case).

e Inconsistent with
Land Use Policy LU
16.4 of the Riverside
County General
Plan, which
encourages
conservation of
agricultural lands.

¢ Inconsistent with
Land Use Policy
MVAP 1.1 of the
Mead Valley Area
Plan, which
promotes
maintenance of a
minimum lot size of
0.2 ha (0.5 ac).

e Conflicts with Policy
1.12.1 in City of
Corona General
Plan, which provides
for the continuation
of existing and
development of new
manufacturing,
research and
development, and
professional office
uses.

¢ Inconsistent with the
designated
roadways and land
uses (residential,
commercial, and
industrial) shown in
the City of San
Jacinto General
Plan and City of
Perris General Plan.

e El Cerrito Sports
Park (TWS DV
eliminates use)

e 1,297.8 ha (3,206.9
ac) of land use
impacts (base
case).

e Inconsistent with
Land Use Policy LU
16.4 of the Riverside
County General
Plan, which
encourages
conservation of

agricultural lands. -

¢ Inconsistent with
Land Use Policy
MVAP 1.1 of the
Mead Valley Area
Plan, which
promotes
maintenance of a
minimum lot size of
0.2 ha (0.5 ac).

o Conflicts with Policy
1.12.1 in City of
Corona General
Plan, which provides
for the continuation
of existing and
development of new
manufacturing,
research and
development, and
professional office
uses.

¢ Inconsistent with the
designated
roadways and land
uses (residential,
commercial, and
industrial) shown in
the City of San
Jacinto General
Plan and City of
Perris General Plan.

¢ El Cerrito Sports
Park (TWS DV
eliminates use)

¢ 1,067.1 ha (2,636.9
ac) of land use
impacts (base
case).

e Inconsistent with
Land Use Policy
16.4 of the Riverside
County General
Plan, which
encourages
conservation of
agricultural lands.

¢ Inconsistent with
both the Mead
Valley and Lake
Mathews/Woodcrest
Area Plans, as it
traverses areas
designated for
very-low-density and
rural residential
uses.

e Conflicts with Policy
1.12.1 in City of
Corona General
Plan, which provides
for the continuation
of existing and
development of new
manufacturing,
research and
development, and
professional office
uses.

¢ Inconsistent with the
designated
roadways and land
uses (residential,
commercial, and
industrial) shown in
the City of San
Jacinto General
Plan and City of
Perris General Plan.

e Paragon Park

¢ El Cerrito Sports
Park (TWS DV
eliminates use)

LU-1 During construction, the construction contractor shall
be required by the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) to maintain pedestrian access to
adjacent land uses the construction area throughout
the construction period. If existing access points are
disrupted, alternative access will be provided.
Appropriate signage and temporary sidewalks will be
provided as needed throughout construction, and the
construction contractor shall provide and maintain
appropriate signage to direct both pedestrian and
vehicular traffic to businesses via alternate routes.
Disabled access, consistent with the requirements of
the Americans with Disabilities Act, shall also be
maintained during construction.

LU-2 During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require one
or more public information field office(s) near the
construction site(s) be established. The field
office(s) will serve the following purposes:

¢ Provide the community and businesses with a
physical location where information pertaining to
construction can be obtained in both English and
Spanish

e Enable RCTC staff to facilitate communication
between RCTC staff and residents and business
operators

¢ Notify property owners, residents, and businesses of
major construction activities (e.g., utility relocation/
disruption, rerouting of delivery trucks) at least 14
days prior to the disruption

e Respond to phone inquiries

e -Coordinate business outreach programs

LU-3 Following approval of the Mid County Parkway

(MCP) project, the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) shall request that the County of
Riverside and the Cities of Corona, Perris, and San
Jacinto amend their respective General Plans to reflect
the final MCP alignment, interchange locations, and
modification of land use designations for property that
will be acquired for the project.

LU-4 Prior to completion of final design of the Mid County
Parkway (MCP) project, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require
replacement of the land used from Paragon Park,
providing replacement park acreage and facilities east
of Redlands Avenue and immediately north and south
of the MCP alignment. Pedestrian access between
Paragon Park and the new park facilities would be
provided across the MCP alignment east of Redlands

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact Alt:::\aBtlij\;gj 1A AIt:&aBt?\llf 1B Build Alternative 4 Build Alternative 5 Build Alternative 6 Build Alternative 7 Build Alternative 9 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Avenue to ensure that park patrons can safely walk or
ride bicycles between the two facilities. RCTC will
coordinate closely with the City of Perris during final
design of the replacement park areas to include,
modify, relocate, and/or expand the existing uses at
Paragon Park to best meet the park and recreation
needs of the community.

Growth No impact No impact ¢ Possibility of ¢ Possibility of e Possibility of o Possibility of o Possibility of No mitigation measures for growth-related effects are
growth-related growth-related growth-related growth-related growth-related required.
effects at service effects at service effects at some effects at service effects at service :
interchanges. interchanges. service interchanges. interchanges,
interchanges. especially at Lake
Mathews Drive and
Old Elsinore Road
where none were
planned previously.
Farmlands and No impact Less impact than MCP |e Prime Farmland, e Prime Farmland, e Prime Farmland, e Prime Farmland, e Prime Farmland, AG-1 Prior to the start of any construction activity adjacent to
Timberlands Build Alternatives 88.7 ha (219.1 ac) 98.9 ha (244.4 ac) 89.7 ha (221.6 ac) 99.9 ha (246.9 ac) 77.8 ha (192.3 ha) farmlands, the Riverside County Transportation
e Farmland of e Farmland of ¢ Farmland of e Farmland of e Farmland of Commission (RCTC) shall provide written notification to
Statewide Statewide Statewide Statewide Statewide agricultural property owners or leaseholders
Importance, 65.0 ha Importance, 57.0 ha Importance, 65.8 ha Importance, 57.8 ha Importance, 61.4 ha immediately adjacent to the disturbance limits for the
- (160.7 ac) (140.8 ac) (162.7 ac) (142.8 ac) (151.8 ac) Mid County Parkway (MCP) project. The notification is
e Unique Farmland, ¢ Unique Farmland,  Unique Farmland, « Unique Farmland, « Unique Farmland, to indicate the intent to begin construction, including an
49.3 ha (121.8 ac) 52.0 ha (128.5 ac) 53.5 ha (132.2 ac) 56.2 ha (138.9 ac) 46.6 ha (115.2 ac) eStin_]ated qate for the start of construction. In order to
e Farmland of Local ~ |e Farmland of Local  |e Farmland of Local  |e Farmland of Local | Farmland of Local provide agricultural property owners or leaseholders
Importance, 184.9 Importance, 159.2 Importance, 213.0 Importance, 187.3 Importance, 143.5 sufficient lead time to make any changes to their
ha (456.9 ac) ha (393.4 ac) ha (526.4 ac) ha (462.8 ac) ha (354.6 ac) operations due to MCP project construction, this
e Grazing Land, 3.4 e Grazing Land, 3.4 e Grazing Land, 3.7 e Grazing Land, 3.7 ¢ Grazing Land, 3.4 notification shall be provided at least 3 but no more
ha (8.3 ac) ha (8.3 ac) ha (9.2 ac) ha (9.2 ac) ha (8.3 ac) tha_n .12 months prior to the start of construction
Total: 391.3 Total: 370.4 ha Total: 425.8 ha Total: 404.9 ha Total: 332.7 ha activity.
(966.8 ac) (915.3 ac) (1,052.2 ac) (1,000.6 ac) (822.2ac) AG-2 Prior to the start of any construction activity adjacent to
any farmlands, the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) shall coordinate with agricultural
property owners or leaseholders to provide temporary
livestock and equipment crossings of the MCP right of
way to minimize impacts to livestock movement, and
routine operations and normal business activities
during project construction.
AG-3 Prior to completion of right of way acquisition, the
Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) shall prepare and send all required notices to
the Director of Conservation and the local governing
body responsible for the administration of agricultural
preserves pursuant to Section 51291 of the Williamson
Act for any roadways within established agricultural
preserves.
AG-4 During final design, and in coordination with property
owners of lands in use for agricultural operations, the
Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) will finalize the realignments of any affected
S-52
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Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5§

" Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

access roads to provide equipment crossings to
minimize impediments to routine agricultural operations
and normal business activities that may result from
long-term project operation.

Community Impacts and | No impact Less impact than MCP |e Rerouting and/or ¢ Rerouting and/or e Rerouting and/or e Rerouting and/or e Rerouting and/or Al property acquisition and relocation for the MCP Build
Relocation (including Build Alternatives closed portions of closed portions of closed portions of closed portions of closed portions of Alternatives will be handled in accordance with the Uniform
Environmental Justice) roadways that would roadways that would roadways that would roadways that would roadways that would | Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
intersect the MCP intersect the MCP intersect the MCP intersect the MCP intersect the MCP Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 (Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat. 1894).
project. project. project. project. project. :
» Impacts to rural o Impacts to rural ¢ Impacts to rural ¢ Impacts to rural ¢ Impacts to rural
residential residential residential residential residential
communities: communities: communities: communities: communities:
° 292 e 268 e 333 e 309 e 268
non-residential non-residential non-residential non-residential non-residential
property property property property . property
displacements displacements displacements displacements displacements
¢ 351 residential e 305 residential o 336 residential e 290 residential ¢ 210 residential
property displacements displacements property property
displacements ¢ 1,580 occupants « 1,753 occupants displacements displacements
e 1,799 occupants displaced displaced ¢ 1,534 occupants ¢ 1,329 occupants
displaced e Impacts 38% of e Impacts 37% of . displaced displaced
¢ Impacts 37% of non-White non-White e Impacts 38% of e Impacts 38% of
non-White population, 37% population, 36% non-White non-White
population, 36% Hispanic population, Hispanic population, population, 37% population, 37%
Hispanic population, and 14% population and 13% population Hispanic population, Hispanic population,
and 13% population below poverty line. below poverty line. and 14% population and 14% population
below poverty line.  |e Property tax ¢ Property tax below poverty line. below poverty line.
e Property tax revenue loss of revenue loss of o Property tax o Property tax
revenue loss of $1,037,102. $1,090,846. revenue loss of revenue loss of
$1,094,340. e Sales tax loss of ¢ Sales tax loss of $1,033,608. $1,006,698.
e Sales tax loss of $11,054,450. $14,104,961. e Sales tax loss of e Sales tax loss of
$10,454,339. $14,705,072. $6,788,970.
Utilities and Emergency | No impact Less impact than MCP e Utilities that could o Ultilities that could o Ultilities that could o Utilities that could « Utilities that could U&ES-1 Public Facility Acquisition. During final design, the

Services

Build Alternatives

be impacted at
locations where
lines and facilities
are within and
adjacent to the
disturbance limits
would be relocated
or protected in
place.

Riverside County
Fire Department
(RCOFD) Station
No. 59, 21510
Pinewood: relocated
to maintain fire
protection to the
Mead Valley area.
Corona City Fire
Department

be impacted at
locations where
lines and facilities
are within and
adjacent to the
disturbance limits
would be relocated
or protected in
place.

RCOFD Station No.
59, 21510
Pinewood: would
need to be relocated
to maintain fire
protection to the
Mead Valley area.
Corona City Fire
Department
Temescal Public

be impacted at
locations where
lines and facilities
are within and
adjacent to the
disturbance limits
would be relocated
or protected in
place. _

RCOFD Station No.
59, 21510
Pinewood: would
need to be relocated
to maintain fire
protection to the
Mead Valley area.
Corona City Fire
Department
Temescal Public

be impacted at
locations where
lines and facilities
are within and
adjacent to the
disturbance limits
would be relocated
or protected in
place.

RCOFD Station No.
59, 21510
Pinewood: would
need to be relocated
to maintain fire
protection to the
Mead Valley area.
Corona City Fire
Department
Temescal Public

be impacted at
locations where
lines and facilities
are within and
adjacent to the
disturbance limits
would be relocated
or protected in
place.

Corona City Fire
Department
Temescal Public
Safety Facility, 3777
Bedford Canyon
Road: partial
acquisition of the
property, primarily to
the parking area and
driveway

Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) will refine the project design to avoid or
minimize temporary use of and permanent
acquisition of land currently occupied by public
service facilities. The RCTC will coordinate with the
affected public agencies to obtain their input in the
design refinement process.

Specifically for Station No. 90, RCTC will coordinate
with the City of Perris to finalize the location,
property acquisition, size, parking, design, and
funding for the relocation of the City of Perris/
Riverside County Fire Department (RCOFD)/Police
Substation to the northeast corner of the Redlands
Avenue/Placentia Avenue intersection, an
approximate 0.49-hectare (1.21-acre) property.

Specifically for the Temescal Public Safety Facility,
RCTC will coordinate with the City of Corona to
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Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

Temescal Public
Safety Facility, 3777
Bedford Canyon
Road: partial
acquisition of the
property, primarily to
the parking area and
driveway.

Safety Facility, 3777
Bedford Canyon
Road: partial
acquisition of the
property, primarily to
the parking area and
driveway.

Safety Facility, 3777
Bedford Canyon
Road: partial
acquisition of the
property, primarily to
the parking area and
driveway.

Safety Facility, 3777
Bedford Canyon
Road: partial
acquisition of the
property, primarily to
the parking area and
driveway.

¢ Station No. 90 (City
of PerrissfRCOFD/
Police Substation),
333 Placentia
Avenue: relocated to
the northeast corner
of the Redlands
Avenue/Placentia
Avenue intersection.

finalize the relocation of the loss of parking area if it
cannot be accommodated on site. The driveway and
facility will remain operational after the partial
acquisition.

U&ES-2 Fire Protection. During construction in areas
subject to wildfires as determined by the Riverside
County Fire Department (RCOFD), the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall
require the contractor to install signs around
construction sites warning of high fire risk and of
area closings during the high fire season as
declared by RCOFD.

U&ES-3 Fire Protection. During construction, the
construction contractor will be required to maintain
access by emergency personnel to any existing fire
roads as identified and used by the Riverside County
Fire Department (RCOFD).

U&ES-4 Fire Protection. During final design, the long-term
preservation/provision of access to the existing fire
road grid for the Riverside County Fire Department
(RCOFD) will be incorporated by the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) in the
facility design, in consultation with RCOFD,
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
and local jurisdictions.

U&ES-5 Fire Protection. During construction, the contractor
will implement fuel modification techniques as
required by the Riverside County Fire Department
(RCOFD) in areas of fire hazard as determined by
the RCOFD.

U&ES-6 Fire Protection. To minimize the risk of wildfire
during construction, the construction contractor shall
ensure that all construction vehicles are equipped
with fire extinguishers and shovels, and that all
construction equipment is inspected to ensure that
they are in compliance with minimum fire safety
standards. Inspections by the construction
contractor will be documented in weekly reports to
the Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC).

U&ES-7 Fire Protection. Prior to completion of final design,
the Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) shall provide brush management zones in
areas adjacent to existing reserves, the Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) Conservation Area, and other
undeveloped lands in accordance with Section 6.4 of
the MSHCP.
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Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

| URES-8 Fire, Emergency Medical, and Law Enforcemeht.

Prior to completion of final design, emergency call
boxes will be identified on project plans and installed
during construction along the Mid County Parkway
(MCP) roadway in undeveloped areas of high and
extreme fire hazard consistent with existing
Riverside County Fire Department (RCOFD),
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
and/or local jurisdictions’ policies on emergency call
boxes.

U&ES-9 Fire, Emergency Medical, and Law Enforcement.
Prior to and during construction, the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the
construction contractor will coordinate all temporary
ramp closures and detour plans with fire, emergency
medical, and law enforcement providers to minimize
temporary delays in emergency response times as
part of the Traffic Management Plan identified in
Mitigation Measure TR-2, including the identification
of alternative routes and routes across the
construction areas for emergency vehicles
developed in coordination with the affected
agencies.

U&ES-10Utilities. During final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall prepare
utility relocations plans for utilities anticipated to be
relocated, in consultation with the affected utility
provider/owners. The Project Engineer will seek:

(1) to avoid utility relocations; (2) if relocation is
necessary, to relocate utilities across the MCP right
of way or within other existing public right of ways
and/or easements; (3) if relocation outside of existing
or proposed public right of way and/or easements, to
relocate in such a manner as to minimize
environmental impacts as a result of construction
and ongoing maintenance and repair activities.

Traffic and
Transportation/
Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities

No impact

e While some
intersections would
improve in level of
service (LOS),
several intersections
would still be below
the acceptable LOS
standard for the
MCP project.

e Most of the
freeways, ramps,
and intersections
within the study area
are expected to
operate at
acceptable LOS in
the horizon year of
2035.

¢ Interstate 15
(I-15) and Interstate
215 (1-215) freeway
mainlines are
expected to

¢ Most of the
freeways, ramps,
and intersections
within the study area
are expected to
operate at
acceptable LOS in
the horizon year of
2035.

e |-15and 1-215
freeway mainlines
are expected to
experience traffic
congestion

o Most of the
freeways, ramps,
and intersections
within the study area
are expected to
operate at
acceptable LOS in
the horizon year of
2035.

e |-15 and I-215
freeway mainlines
are expected to
experience traffic
congestion

¢ Most of the
freeways, ramps,
and intersections
within the study area
are expected to
operate at
acceptable LOS in
the horizon year of
2035.

e |-15 and I-215
freeway mainlines
are expected to
experience traffic
congestion

I-15 and 1-215
freeway mainlines
are expected to
experience traffic
congestion
throughout the
entire study area
(between SR-91 and
Temescal Canyon
Road) for all Build
Alternatives and
design variations.
1-15 will experience

. LOS D or better

TR-1 During final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall conduct a
study to determine the most beneficial and
cost-effective transportation improvements that will
mitigate the traffic impacts of the Mid County Parkway
(MCP) project on Interstate 15 (I-15) and on the
I-15/State Route 91 (SR-91) interchange. Prior to the
opening of any segment of the project that substantially
impacts traffic operations along I-15, RCTC shall
implement the transportation improvements
recommended by the study. It is not feasible to conduct
this study now because RCTC has initiated two other
transportation projects on I-15 and SR-91 that may
impact this section of I-15. The performance standard
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Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

experience traffic
congestion
throughout the
entire study area
(between State
Route 91 [SR-91]
and Temescal
Canyon Road) for all
Build Alternatives

-and design

variations.
Closure of Cajalco
Road from Gavilan
Road to La Sierra
Avenue. To reach
1-15, residents in

- Lake Mathews

Estates near
Cajalco Road would
need to travel east
to the MCP/Lake
Mathews Drive
interchange
(increase in travel
time by
approximately 5
minutes). ;
Closure of Ramps a
El Cerrito Road
interchange will
affect local
circulation and
increase travel time
both under the fill
and half diamond
interchanges.
Relocate Class |
(off-road) trail along
Cajalco
Road/Ramona
Expressway where
Alternative removes
portions.

throughout the
entire study area
(between SR-91 and
Temescal Canyon
Road) for all Build
Alternatives and
design variations.
Closure of Cajalco
Road from Gavilan
Road to La Sierra
Avenue. To reach
I-15, residents in
Lake Mathews
Estates near
Cajalco Road would
need to travel east
to the MCP/Lake
Mathews Drive
interchange
(increase in travel
time by
approximately 5
minutes).

Closure of Ramps at
El Cerrito Road
interchange will
affect local
circulation and
increase travel time
both under the fill
and half diamond
interchanges.
Relocate Class |
(off-road) trail along
Cajalco
Road/Ramona
Expressway where
Alternative removes
portions.

throughout the
entire study area
(between SR-91 and
Temescal Canyon
Road) for all Build
Alternatives and
design variations.
Closure of Cajalco
Road from Gavilan
Road to La Sierra
Avenue. To reach
1-15, residents in
Lake Mathews
Estates near
Cajalco Road would
need to travel east
to the MCP/Lake
Mathews Drive
interchange
(increase in travel
time by
approximately 5
minutes).

Closure of Ramps at
El Cerrito Road
interchange will
affect local
circulation and
increase travel time
both under the fill
and half diamond
interchanges.
Relocate Class |
(off-road) trail along
Cajalco
Road/Ramona
Expressway where
Alternative removes
portions.

throughout the
entire study area
(between SR-91 and
Temescal Canyon
Road) for all Build
Alternatives and
design variations.
Closure of Cajalco
Road from Gavilan
Road to La Sierra
Avenue. To reach
1-15, residents in
Lake Mathews
Estates near
Cajalco Road would
need to travel east
to the MCP/Lake
Mathews Drive
interchange
(increase in travel
time by
approximately 5
minutes).

Closure of Ramps at
El Cerrito Road
interchange will
affect local
circulation and
increase travel time
both under the fill
and half diamond
interchanges.
Relocate Class |
(off-road) trail along
Cajalco
Road/Ramona
Expressway where
Alternative removes
portions.

during a.m. and p.m.
peak-hour traffic for
the Locally
Preferred Alternative
(Alternative 9
Temescal Wash
Area Design
Variation [TWS
DV)).

Closure of Cajalco
Road from Gavilan
Road to La Sierra
Avenue. To reach
I-15, residents in
Lake Mathews
Estates near
existing Cajalco
Road would need to
travel either south to
access the MCP
project or north on
El Sobrante Road to
access Cajalco
Road to the west
(increase in travel
time by
approximately 10
minutes).

Closure of Ramps at
El Cerrito Road
interchange will
affect local
circulation and
increase travel time
both under the fill
and half diamond
interchanges.

The Van Buren
Boulevard and [-215
northbound ramp
intersection is
projected to operate
at LOS E during
p.m. peak-hour
2035 conditions
under Alternative 9.
Relocate Class |
(off-road) trail along
Cajalco )
Road/Ramona
Expressway where
Alternative removes
portions.

for this mitigation measure is to achieve level of service
(LOS) D or better on this section of I-15.

Potential improvements are listed below for the three
separate facilities that would be substantially impacted
by the project, the 1-15 mainline, the 1-15 northbound to
SR-91 westbound ramp, and the SR-91 eastbound to
1-15 southbound ramp:

o Potential I-15 Mainline Improvements

¢ Provide an additional general purpose lane in each
direction of travel from the Ontario Avenue
interchange to the SR-91 interchange. This
improvement would provide level of service
(LOS) F conditions in 2035 with a density of 57.6
vehicles per mile per lane (vpmpl) with the project
and mitigation, as compared to the 2035 No Build
condition of LOS F and a density of 73.0 vpmpl.

o Provide an additional high occupancy toll
(HOT) lane in each direction of travel from the
Ontario Avenue interchange to the SR-91
interchange. This improvement would provide LOS
F conditions in 2035 with a density of 68.3 vpmpl
with the project and mitigation, as compared to the
2035 No Build condition of LOS F and a density of
73.0 vpmpl.

« Convert the planned high occupancy vehicle
(HOV) lanes proposed for the 1-15 freeway to HOT
lanes, and add an additional HOT lane in each
direction of travel from the Ontario Avenue
interchange to the SR-91 interchange. The overall
result would be to provide two HOT lanes in each
direction of travel. This improvement would provide
LOS F conditions in 2035 with a density of 65.4
vpmpl with the project and mitigation, as compared
to the 2035 No Build condition of LOS F and a
density of 73.0 vpmpl.

o Potential I-15 Northbound to SR-91 Westbound

Ramp Improvements

* Widen the ramp to provide a continuous two-lane
connection from I-15 northbound to SR-91
westbound. This improvement would provide
LOS E conditions in 2035 with a density of
44.0 vpmpl with the project and mitigation, as-
compared to the 2035 No Build condition of LOS F
and a density of 86.5 vpmpl.

¢ Provide a direct HOV-to-HOV connector from I-15
northbound to SR-91 westbound. This
improvement would provide LOS F conditions in
2035 with a density of 74.8 vpmpl with the project
and mitigation, as compared to the 2035 No Build
condition of LOS F and a density of 86.5 vpmpl.
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Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

e Provide a direct HOT-to-HOT connector from I-15
northbound to SR-91 westbound. This
improvement would provide LOS F conditions in
2035 with a density of 70.4 vpmpl with the project
and mitigation, as compared to the 2035 No Build
condition of LOS F and a density of 86.5 vpmpl.

Potential SR-91 Eastbound to I-15 Southbound

Ramp Improvements

¢ Widen the ramp to provide an additional general
purpose lane. This improvement would provide
LOS D conditions in 2035 with a density of
32.6 vpmpl with the project and mitigation, as
compared to the 2035 No Build condition of LOS F
and a density of 48.1 vpmpl.

¢ Provide a direct HOV-to-HOV connector from
SR-91 eastbound to I-15 southbound. This
improvement would provide LOS E conditions in
2035 with a density of 41.6 vpmpl with the project
and mitigation, as compared to the 2035 No Build
condition of LOS F and a density of 48.1 vpmpl.

o Provide a direct HOT-to-HOT connector from
SR-91 eastbound to 1-15 southbound. This
improvement would provide LOS E conditions in
2035 with a density of 39.1 vpmpl with the project
and mitigation, as compared to the 2035 No Build
condition of LOS F and a density of 48,1 vpmpl.

TR-2 Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will prepare a
Traffic Management Plan (TMP) in consultation with the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and
affected local jurisdictions that will consist of, but not be
limited to, the following standard measures to alleviate
traffic inconvenience caused by construction activities.

Traffic Control: This project will require traffic
control elements such as lane/shoulder closures and
temporary signing/striping on Interstate 15 (I-15) and
Interstate 215 (1-215). '
Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement
Program (COZEEP): Through coordination with
Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol (CHP),
this program was developed to provide a safer work
zone for both construction workers and the motoring
public. The program uses two CHP officers who
enforce lane closures and also provide a visual
deterrent to errant/speeding vehicles.

Public Awareness Campaign (PAC): Although the
majority of the major closures will occur at night,
vehicles traveling through the construction zone will
likely experience longer than normal delays. To
reduce these delays and confusion to the monitoring
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Executive Summary

Table $.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

public during construction activities, the RCTC will
implement a PAC. The purpose of the PAC is to
keep the surrounding community abreast of the
project’s progress and construction activities that
could affect their travel plans. Mailers/flyers, local
newspaper advertising, local radio information,
public meetings, a project Web site, and e-mail, as
appropriate, will be used to disseminate this
information.

* Signing: Post information signing on I-15, 1-215, and
the local arterials prior to and during construction to
inform motorists of delays, ramp or lane closures,
and alternate travel routes. .

e Pedestrian Access: Provide a pedestrian detour
plan to accommodate sidewalk closures.

o Business Access: Provide a plan to maintain
access to businesses.

¢ Haul Routes: Identification of designated haul
routes in consultation with the affected local
jurisdictions.

¢ Haul Routes: Limiting construction truck and haul
traffic to designated routes only.

e Construction scheduling (start/stop times, major
materials deliveries, export hauling, etc.): Shall
be scheduled to avoid a.m. and p.m. peak traffic
periods on adjacent streets so that the majority of
construction-related traffic occurs outside of peak
commuting times.

» Signage: Coordinate with Caltrans.and local
agencies to ensure that signage for haul routes,
detour routes, and public information is consistent.

TR-3 Prior to completion of final design, the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will
coordinate with each affected local jurisdiction to
determine an appropriate rerouting of any planned trail
that would be impacted by the Mid County Parkway
(MCP) project. Rerouting of trails shall be done to
maintain continuity and connectivity of the regional trail
system.

Visual and Aesthetics

No impact

No impact

Short-term visual
impacts would occur
to sensitive viewers
during the
construction period,
and include views of
demoilition of
existing structures,
clearing of existing
vegetation, grading
of cut-and-fill slopes,
construction of the
MCP roadway and

Short-term visual
impacts would occur
to sensitive viewers
during the
construction period,
and include views of
demolition of
existing structures,
clearing of existing
vegetation, grading
of cut-and-fill slopes,
construction of the
MCP roadway and

Short-term visual
impacts would occur
to sensitive viewers
during the
construction period,
and include views of
demolition of
existing structures,
clearing of existing
vegetation, grading
of cut-and-fill slopes,
construction of the
MCP roadway and

Short-term visual
impacts would occur
to sensitive viewers
during the
construction period,
and include views of
demolition of
existing structures,
clearing of existing
vegetation, grading
of cut-and-fill slopes,
construction of the

~MCP roadway and

Short-term visual
impacts would occur
to sensitive viewers
during the
construction period,
and include views of
demolition of
existing structures,
clearing of existing
vegetation, grading
of cut-and-fill slopes,
construction of the
MCP roadway and

VIS-1 Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will locate
construction and staging areas within public rights of
way and within the maximum project disturbance
footprint defined for the Mid County Parkway (MCP).

VIS-2 Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will prepare a
landscape plan that will be incorporated into the final
design of the Mid County Parkway (MCP) project.
RCTC or local entities will be responsible for long-term
maintenance of the roadside landscaping until such
time as California Department of Transportation
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Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimi‘zation, and Mitigation Measures

structures,
construction
vehicles, and
construction staging
areas.

Long-term impacts
resulting from the
permanent alteration
of the visual
environment through
construction of the
highway and
associated bridges,
interchange
structures, retaining
walls, and sound
walls.

structures,
construction
vehicles, and
construction staging
areas.

Long-term impacts
resulting from the
permanent alteration
of the visual
environment through
construction of the
highway and
associated bridges,
interchange
structures, retaining
walls, and sound
walls.

structures,
construction
vehicles, and
construction staging
areas.

Long-term impacts
resulting from the
permanent alteration
of the visual
environment through
construction of the
highway and
associated bridges,
interchange
structures, retaining
walls, and sound
walls.

structures,
construction
vehicles, and
construction staging
areas.

Long-term impacts
resulting from the
permanent alteration
of the visual
environment through
construction of the
highway and
associated bridges,
interchange
structures, retaining
walls, and sound
walls.

structures,
construction
vehicles, and
construction staging
areas.

Long-term impacts
resulting from the
permanent alteration
of the visual
environment through
construction of the
highway and
associated bridges,
interchange
structures, retaining
walls, and sound
walls.

Greater adverse
impact due to the
higher grading .
quantities and
amount of
cut-and-fill slopes
required to construct
Fewer impacts to
sensitive viewers
than Alternatives 4
through 7.

(Caltrans) assumes responsibility for the MCP if it is
designated as a State Highway. Highway planting is
warranted on new highways where adjacent properties
are developed at the time the highway is accepted. The
Landscape Plan shall be submitted for review by the
Caltrans District 8 Landscape Architect. The Caltrans
District 8 Landscape Architect shall approve the parts
of the Landscape Plan applicable to State Highway
right of way.

The landscape plan will include the following
components:

¢ Incorporation of applicable procedures and
requirements as detailed in the publication Caltrans
Highway Design Manual, Section 902.1, Planting
Guidelines (November 2001), and any applicable
local agency requirements.

o ldentification of areas within the project limits for
revegetation, including landscaping for graded areas
with plant species consistent with adjacent
vegetation and enhancement of new project
structures (ramps, sound walls, and retaining walls).

o Planting of trees, shrubs, and groundcover along the
MCP and at interchange locations to enhance the
existing visual planting character of the area.

* Planting of drought-resistant plants along the MCP
so as to be consistent with Metropolitan Water
District guidelines, which promote the use of xeric
(adapted to arid conditions) landscaping techniques.
The irrigation design and implementation practices
will also conform to the water conservation
measures established in Assembly Bill 325, the
Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 1990 (in
effect January 1, 1993). Plants shall also be durable
in relation to urban pollutants such as smog.

¢ Incorporate soil erosion control planting
(groundcover, native grasses, wildflowers) into the
embankments and within the areas of steeper
slopes. Vegetation planted adjacent to walls will not
be highly sensitive to shadow and shade. All
plantings will be drought-resistant and, in areas
where shade occurs for most of the day,
shadow-resistant to ensure plant longevity and the
sustainable use of water resources.

¢ Incorporate slope rounding and contour grading to
minimize the slopes and visually soften grade
changes.

VIS-3 Prior to completion of the final design, the Riverside

County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will require
that the Project Engineer minimize removal of existing
mature trees. If removal of mature trees cannot be
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Please explain how Alternative 9 can have greater adverse impact and still have "fewer impacts to sensitive viewers".  Also, provide an explanation of what constitutes a "sensitive" viewer.


Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

avoided, additional landscape improvements will be
incorporated into the final design. The replacement
ratio of any trees removed shall be determined in
consultation with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) District 8 Landscape
Architect.

VIS-4 Prior to completion of the final design, the Riverside

County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will require
that the Project Engineer incorporate attractive walls,
medians, and other visually pleasing hardscape in the
project design.

VIS-5 Prior to completion of the final design, the Riverside

County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will include
aesthetic enhancements for soundwalls in the final
design. The design of soundwalls requires compliance
with California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) standards for sound attenuation, safety
requirements, and other pertinent standards. The
design of soundwalls requires compliance with the
Caltrans Highway Design Manual standards and
aesthetic treatments shall be reviewed by the Caltrans
District 8 Landscape Architect. The Caltrans District 8
Landscape Architect shall approve the design of any
soundwalls within State Highway right of way. The
soundwalls shall include the following features:

e Attractive, decorative elements such as local art
shall be incorporated into soundwall design in order
to increase the visual quality of the area and to
provide an expression of the regional “sense of
place.”

e Where landscaping can be accommodated within the
public right of way, areas in front of soundwalls shall
be landscaped, including trees, shrubs, and vines
(depending upon the space available), to break the
visual monotony, soften the appearance of
soundwalls, and deter graffiti.

VIS-6 Prior to completion of the final design, the Riverside

County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will include
aesthetic enhancements for retaining walls in the
project design. Attractive, decorative elements such as
local art shall be incorporated into architectural
treatment wall design to increase the visual quality of
the area and to provide an expression of the regional
“sense of place.” The retaining walls along the Mid
County Parkway (MCP) or interchange off- and
on-ramps will require compliance with California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) standards for
safety. -
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Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

VIS-7 Prior to completion of final design, a lighting plan will be

prepared by the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) for approval by California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 8 in
areas under state jurisdiction and for approval by the
County or the affected Cities within their jurisdictions.
The lighting fixtures will be designed to minimize glare
on adjacent properties and into the night sky. Lighting
will be shielded with nonglare hoods and focused within
the Mid County Parkway (MCP) project right of way.

VIS-8 Prior to Completion of final design, a Mid County

Parkway (MCP) Corridor Master Plan will be prepared
by the Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC). In preparing the MCP Corridor Master Plan,
RCTC shall coordinate with the County and affected
Cities for the portions of the project within their
respective jurisdictions. RCTC shall also involve the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the Context Sensitive design process for the MCP
Corridor Master Plan. The MCP Corridor Master Plan
will include a design template for aesthetic features
applied to any structures throughout the MCP corridor.
The purpose of the MCP Corridor Master Plan is to
create consistency in aesthetic design throughout the
length of the MCP corridor. The Master Plan will be
designed in conjunction with the landscape plan for the
MCP.

Cultural Resources

No impact

Less impact than
MCP Building
Alternatives

Number of Historic
Properties/Historical
Resources:

e 2 Built
Environment
Resources
significant under
CEQA

e 2 National
Register eligible
archeological
resources that
are also sacred
sites

Number of Historic
Properties/Historical
Resources:

e 1 Built
Environment
Resource
significant under
CEQA

e 2 National
Register eligible
archeological
resources that
are also sacred
sites.

Number of Historic
Properties/Historical
Resources:

o 2 Built
Environment
Resources
significant under
CEQA

e 3 National
Register eligible
archeological
resources

e 2 sacred sites

o Number of Historic
Properties/Historical
Resources:

e 1 Built
Environment
Resource
significant under
CEQA

¢ 3 National
Register eligible
archeological
resources

e 2 sacred sites

e Number of Historic
Properties/Historical
Resources:

e 3 resources in
Alternative 9
TWS DV are
assumed eligible
for National
Register and are
recommended for
protection and
avoidance
through
designation of
Environmentally
Sensitive Areas
(ESAs).

e 4 resources are
eligible for the
National Register.

e 1 Built
Environment
Resource
significant under
CEQA

AR-1 During final design, the Riverside County

Transportation Commission (RCTC), in consultation
with California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and
interested Native American tribes shall prepare an
Archaeological Monitoring Plan (AMP). The AMP shall
establish procedures for archaeological resource
surveillance, and procedures for temporarily halting or
redirecting work to permit identification, sampling, and
evaluation of archaeological resources. At a minimum,
the AMP shall:

¢ Require an archaeologist to be present during
construction activities in native soils;

o Require a Native American representative to be
present during construction activities in native soils;

e Require the archaeologist and tribal representative
to be present at the pre-grading conference to
explain the established procedures in the AMP;

o Establish a protocol for the discovery of new
archaeological resources;

» Requires that the protocol for the unanticipated
discovery of human remains is foliowed. If human
remains are discovered, State Health and Safety
Code Section 7050.5 states that further disturbances
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Please explain why Alternative 9, which has more locations impacted, is more desirable than Alternative 5.


Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

i No Build No Build i i i ative 5 Build Alternative 6 Build Alternative 7 Build Alternative 9 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Potential Impact Alternative 1A Alternative 1B Build Alternative 4 Build Alternative g

e 1 sacred site and activities shall cease in any area or nearby area
suspected to overlie remains, and the County
Coroner shall be contacted. Pursuant to PRC
Section 5097.98 and California Code of Regulations
Section 15064.5, if the remains are thought to be
Native American, the coroner will notify the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who will
then notify the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). At
this time, the person who discovered the remains will
contact the District Environmental Branch Chief or
the District Native American Coordinator (Gwyn
Alcock, 909/383-4045) so that they may work with
the MLD on the respectful treatment and disposition
of the remains. Further provisions of PRC 5097.98
are to be followed as applicable;

Require monthly archaeological monitoring status
reports; )

Require a final archaeological monitoring report;
Establish a curation facility for collected
archaeological material; and

Maintain Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs)
during construction near three sites (P-33-1649, P-
33-12230, and LSA-JCV531-S-207) as detailed in
the ESA Action Plan.

P-33-1512. The ability and nature of avoidance and
minimization of adverse effects to Site P-33-1512 are
not known at this time; therefore, mitigation measures
are proposed based on current Alternative 9 Temescal
Wash Area Design Variation (TWS DV) plans.

o Prior to the start of construction at this location, data
recovery shall be conducted at this site for all
portions of the site within the area of potential effects
(APE). Although the southern tip of the site is south
of, and not within, the right of way, data recovery
shall be conducted here because of the loss of
physical and legal continuity between the northern
(66 percent of the total site area) and southern (10
percent of the total site area) portions of the site. The
data recovery shall attempt to exhaust all research
potential that Site P-33-1512 has to offer. Methods
shall include, but not be limited to, 1-square-meter
units, surface collection grids, extensive research
into site function, settlement patterns, etc.
Nondestructive, noncollection, and nonexcavation
mapping and analysis shall be conducted in the
northern 66 percent of the site in order to adequately
characterize the entire site in data recovery. Native
American tribes shall be consulted throughout the
data recovery process. Disposition arrangements
shall be agreed to prior to initiating any data
recovery efforts.
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Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

e The portion of the site that is adjacent and north of
the proposed Alternative 9 right of way shall be
further protected with the designation of an ESA in
accordance with the Caltrans Section 106
Programmatic Agreement. The northern 66 percent
of the site shall be protected from any possible
project impacts via the use of fencing during project
construction and the presence of an archaeological
monitor and a Native American monitor. No
collection or excavation shall be conducted here
unless plans change to include disturbance of this
area.

- P-33-1650/P-33-16687. The ability and nature of

avoidance and minimization of adverse effects to Site
P-33-1650/P-33-16687 are not known at this time.
Therefore, mitigation measures are proposed based on
current Alternative 9 TWS DV plans.

¢ Prior to the start of construction at this location, data
recovery shall be conducted at this site for all
portions of the site within the right of way (the
eastern 60 percent of the total site area). The data
recovery shall attempt to exhaust all research
potential that Site P-33-1650/P-33-16687 has to
offer. Methods shall include, but not be limited to,
1-square-meter units, surface collection grids,
extensive research into site function, settlement
patterns, etc. Nondestructive, noncollection, and
nonexcavation mapping and analysis shall be
conducted in the western 40 percent of the site in
order to adequately characterize the entire site in
data recovery. Native American tribes shall be
consulted throughout the data recovery process.
Disposition arrangements shall be agreed to prior to
initiating any data recovery efforts.

¢ The portion of the site that is adjacent to the
proposed Alternative 9 right of way shall be further
protected with the designation of an ESA in
accordance with the Caltrans Section 106
Programmatic Agreement. The western half of the
site shall be protected from any possible project
impacts via the use of fencing during project
construction and the presence of an archaeological
monitor and a Native American monitor. No
collection or excavation shall be conducted here
unless plans change to include disturbance of this
area.

P-33-16598. The following mitigation is proposed for
Site P-33-16598 based on direct effects to the portion
of the site that is in Alternative 9 TWS DV. -
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Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

o The portion of the site that is adjacent to the
proposed Alternative 9 right of way shall be further
protected with the designation of an ESA in
accordance with the Caltrans Section 106
Programmatic Agreement. The site shall be _
protected from any possible project impacts via the
use of fencing during project construction and the
presence of an archaeological monitor and a Native
American monitor during all ground disturbing
activities in the area of Site P-33-16598.

P-33-16679. The ability and nature of avoidance and
minimization of adverse effects to Site P-33-16679 are
not known at this time. Therefore, mitigation measures
are proposed based on current Alternative 9 plans.

o Prior to the start of construction at this location, data
recovery shall be conducted for all portions of this
site, including the small portion of the southern tip of
Locus A, which is outside of the right of way.
Although the southern tip of the site is south of and
not within the right of way, data recovery shall be
conducted here because of the loss of association
with the larger portion of the site. The data recovery
shall attempt to exhaust all research potential that
Site P-33-16679 has to offer. Methods shall include,
but not be limited to, 1-square-meter units,
trench-and-block excavation, and extensive research
into site function, settlement patterns, etc. Native
American tribes shall be consulted throughout the
data recovery process. Disposition arrangements
shall be agreed to prior to initiating any data
recovery efforts.

Stormwater Runoff

disturbed soil

e 68 stream crossings
e 311 ha (769 ac) of

new pavement
18.6 ha (45.9 ac) of
steep slopes

disturbed soil

68 stream crossings
311 ha (769 ac) of
new pavement

17.9 ha (44.2 ac) of
steep slopes

disturbed soil

74 stream crossings
357 ha (882 ac) of
new pavement

22.5 ha (55.5 ac) of
steep slopes

disturbed soil

74 stream crossings
357 ha (882 ac) of
new pavement

21.8 ha (53.9 ac) of
steep slopes

disturbed soil

51 stream crossings
299 ha (739 ac) of
new pavement

35.9 ha (88.7 ac) of
steep slopes

Hydrology and No impact o Temescal Wash: e Temescal Wash: TE |e Temescal Wash: TE |e Temescal Wash: TE |e Temescal Wash: TE |e Temescal Wash: TE | Measures to minimize floodplain impacts were included in the
Floodplain Transverse e Cajalco Creek: TE, |e Cajalco Creek: TE, |e Cajalco Creek: TE, |e Cajalco Creek: TE, |e Perris Valley Storm | design of the project and are described in detail in Chapter
Encroachment (TE) LE LE LE LE Drain: TE 2.0, Project Description.
¢ Cajalco Creek: TE, Perris Valley Storm |e San Jacinto River: e Perris Valley Storm |e San Jacinto River: e San Jacinto River:
Longitudinal Drain: TE TE, LE Drain: TE TE, LE TE, LE
Encroachment (LE) San Jacinto River: ¢ San Jacinto River:
o Perris Valley Storm TE, LE TE, LE
Drain: TE
e San Jacinto River:
) TE, LE
Water Quality and No impact No impact 910 ha (2,249 ac) of |e 944 ha (2,333 ac) of |e 958 ha (2,368 ac) of |e 992 ha (2,452 ac) of |e 923 ha (2,281 ac) of | WQ-1 Prior to and during construction, the Riverside County

Transportation Commission (RCTC) will comply with
the provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm
- Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity
(General Permit) Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No.
CAS000002, and any subsequent permit or individual
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Note
Appreciate the reference to Chapter 2; however, the summary impacts for Alternatives 5 and 9 are identical.  Please explain why Alternative 9 is superior to Alternative 5.

plancomm
Note
With the exception of small differences in copper, lead and zinc, Alternative 5 appears to have less impact than Alternative 9 and less than on-half the acreage in steep slopes.  Please provide a reference as to where the stream crossing data is located.


Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

-17,857 pounds per
year (Ibs/yr) change
in total suspended
solids loading

113.1 Ibs/yr change
in total phosphate
loading

566.0 Ibs/yr change
in total nitrate
loading

8.4 Ibs/yr change in
total copper loading
14.0 Ibs/yr change
in total lead loading
31.0 Ibs/yr change
in total zinc loading

-15,300 lbs/yr
change in total
suspended solids
loading

110.2 Ibs/yr change
in total phosphate
loading

565.0 Ibs/yr change
in total nitrate
loading

8.8 Ibs/yr change in
total copper loading
14.0 Ibs/yr change
in total lead loading
33.0 Ibs/yr change
in total zinc loading

-21,199 lbs/yr
change in total
suspended solids
loading

155.4 Ibs/yr change
in total phosphate
loading

717 1 Ibs/yr change
in total nitrate
loading

9.9 Ibs/yr change in
total copper loading
13.8 Ibs/yr change
in total lead loading
34.4 Ibs/yr change
in total zinc loading

-18,642 Ibs/yr
change in total
suspended solids
loading

152.51 Ibs/yr
change in total
phosphate loading
715.8 Ibs/yr change
in total nitrate
loading

10.3 Ibs/yr change
in total copper
loading

13.8 Ibs/yr change
in total lead loading
36 Ibs/yr change in
total zinc loading

-16,870 lbs/yr
change in total
suspended solids
loading

112.3 Ibs/yr change
in total phosphate
loading

624.0 Ibs/yr change
in total nitrate
loading

8.0 Ibs/yr change in
total copper loading
13.0 Ibs/yr change
in total lead loading
24.0 Ibs/yr change
in total zinc loading

permit if required by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) as they relate to construction activities
for the project, including dewatering. This will include
submitting a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) at least 30 days
prior to the start of construction; preparation and
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP); and submitting a Notice of Termination
to the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) upon completion of construction and
stabilization of the site.

WQ-2 Prior to and during construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will comply with
the provisions of the General Waste Discharge
Requirements for Discharges to Surface Waters that
Pose an Insignificant (De Minimus) Threat to Water
Quality, Order No. R8-2003-0061 National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) No.
CAG998001, as they relate to discharge of non-storm
water dewatering wastes for the project. This will
include submitting to the Santa Ana Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) a Notice of Intent
(NOI) at least 60 days prior to the start of construction,
notification of discharge at least 5 days prior to any
planned discharges, and monitoring reports by the 30th
day of each month following the monitoring period.

WQ-3 Prior to completion of final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will follow the
procedures outlined in the California Department of
Transportation’s {Caltrans) Storm Water Quality
Handbooks, Project Planning and Design Guide for
implementing Design Pollution Prevention and
Treatment Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the
project. This will include coordination with the Santa
Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) with respect to feasibility, maintenance, and
monitoring of Treatment BMPs as set forth in Caltrans
Statewide Storm Water Management Plan.

WQ-4 Prior to completion of final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will identify
opportunities where infiltration basins and biostrips can
be used in lieu of detention basins and bioswales. As a
part of final design, opportunities to convey storm water
runoff to bioswales or biostrips before conveying it to
infiltration basins, detention basins, or sand filters will
be identified and included in project plans.

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

No Build

Potential Impact Alternative 1A Alt:;ast?\::’ 1B Build Alternative 4 Build Alternative 5 Build Alternative 6 Build Alternative 7 Build Alternative 9 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Geology, Soils, Seismic, |e The impacts o The impacts e Alter existing e Alter existing o Alter existing Alter existing o Alter existing GEO-1 Prior to completion of final design, the Riverside
and Topography discussed for the discussed for the landforms due to landforms due to landforms due to landforms due to landforms due to County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will
MCP Build MCP Build grading and grading and grading and gradingand grading and prepare a design-level geotechnical report. It is not
Alternatives would Alternatives would construction of construction of construction of construction of construction of feasible to prepare such a study at this time because
not occur for not occur for various cut-and-fill various cut-and-fill various cut-and-fill _various cut-and-fill various cut-and-fill the design is at a preliminary/conceptual stage. This
Alternative 1A, but Alternative 1B, but slopes. slopes. slopes. slopes. slopes. report will document soil-related constraints and
- would occur for the would occur forthe | Construction e Construction e Construction Construction e Construction hazards such as slope instability, settlement,
other transportation other transportation activities may also activities may also activities may also activities may also activities may also liquefaction, or related secondary seismic impacts that
improvement improvement temporarily disturb temporarily disturb temporarily disturb temporarily disturb temporarily disturb may be present. Acceptance of this report will be
projects included in projects included in soil outside the soil outside the soil outside the soil outside the soil outside the subject to the local agencies with jurisdiction over the
this No Build this No Build facility footprint, facility footprint, facility footprint, facility footprint, facility footprint, MCP project right of way and the California Department
Alternative. Alternative. primarily in the primarily in the primarily in the primarily in the primarily in the of Transportation (Caltrans) for portions of the MCP
trample zone around | trample zone around | trample zone around | trample zone around | trample zone around project within State highway right of way. The
work areas, heavy work areas, heavy work areas, heavy work areas, heavy | work areas, heavy performance standard for this report will be the
equipment traffic equipment traffic equipment traffic equipment traffic equipment traffic geotechnical design standards of the State of
areas, and material areas, and material areas, and material areas, and material areas, and material California, Caltrans, and the affected local jurisdictions.
laydown areas. laydown areas. laydown areas. laydown areas. laydown areas. The report shall also include:

e Temporary impacts |e Temporary impacts |e Temporary impacts Temporary impacts |e Temporary impacts
would include soil would include soil would include soil would include soil would include soil * Evaluation of expansive soils and recommendations
compaction and compaction and compaction and compaction and compaction and regarding construction procedures and/or design
increased potential increased potential increased potential increased potential increased potential criteria to minimize the effect of these soils on the
for soil erosion. for soil erosion. for soil erosion. for soil erosion. for soil erosion. development of the project.

e Construction e Construction e Construction Construction e Construction « Design-level geatechnical studies will identify
activities could be activities could be activities could be activities could be activities could be potential liquefiable areas within the project limits and
impacted by ground impacted by ground impacted by ground impacted by ground impacted by ground provide recommendations for mitigation. Any areas
motion and motion and motion and motion and motion and that require mitigation would be within the disturbed
liquefaction, and liquefaction, and liquefaction, and liquefaction, and liquefaction, and areas, and no additional impacts would result.
possibly ground possibly ground possibly ground possibly ground possibly ground o |dentification of potential liquefiable areas within the
rupture rupture rupture rupture rupture project limits and recommendations for mitigation.
(deformation) if an (deformation) if an (deformation) if an (deformation) if an (deformation) if an Any areas that require mitigation would be within the
earthquake occurred earthquake occurred earthquake occurred earthquake occurred earthquake occurred disturbed areas, and no additional impacts would
during construction. during construction. during construction. during construction. during construction. result.

e Greater impacts « Demonstration that side slopes can be designed and
than Alternatives 4 graded so that surface erosion of the engineered fill
through 7 because is not increased compared to existing, natural
of higher quantities conditions
of grading.

o More extensive GEO-2 During construction, and as included on project plans
landform alteration during final design, the Riverside County
occurs than with Transportation Commission (RCTC) will require
Alternatives 4 planting of native vegetation with good soil-binding
through 7 due to characteristics and low water requirements on
alignment through engineered slopes to reduce erosion and slope
the Gavilan Hills and instability. These types of plants include species that
the area south of are compatible with existing adjacent habitat and
Lake Mathews near native to the project area, including but not limited to
Monument Peak. the following: brittlebrush (California encelia),

California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum),
California sagebrush (Artemisia califomica), and
deerweed (Lotus scoparius). Sixty percent of the
planting coverage shall be completed within the first
5 years of construction.
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Note
All alternatives are superior to Alternative 9.  Please explain where specific information of construction costs for each of the various alternatives can be located.


Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

GEO-3 The Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) will maintain a quality assurance/quality
control plan during construction. The plan will include
observing, monitoring, and testing by a geotechnical
engineer and/or geologist during construction to
confirm that geotechnical/geologic recommendations
are fulfilled, or if different site conditions are
encountered, appropriate changes are made to
accommodate such issues. The geotechnical
engineer will submit weekly reports to RCTC while
grading, excavation, and construction activities are
underway.

GEO-4 Prior to completion of final design, the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will
undertake a detailed review of available well
information to locate all groundwater wells within the
MCP project right of way. Any groundwater wells
that occur within the MCP project right of way will be
identified on a well management plan and
abandoned properly during project construction in
accordance with California Department of Water
Resources Standards (Bulletin 74-90). Any water
supply provided by active wells will be replaced.
Replacement water may be provided by a variety of
means, such as installing a new well or by creating
a connection to a municipal supply. The project
engineer will document the location of existing
wells, the abandonment approval by the agencies
with jurisdiction for those wells within the MCP
project right of way, and the replacement water
supply as needed for active wells in a report
submitted to RCTC for review and approval prior to
initiation of construction activities.

Paleontology

No impact

No impact

¢ MCP Build
Alternates have
functionally the
same impacts.

o Alternative 4
impacts 256 ha (632
ac) of Low
Sensitivity and 872
ha (2,155 ac) total of
High Sensitivity that
may contain
paleontological
resources.

e MCP Build
Alternates have
functionally the
same impacts.

o Alternative 5
impacts 269 ha (664
ac) of Low _
Sensitivity and 825
ha (2,041 ac) total of
High Sensitivity that
may contain
paleontological
resources.

e MCP Build
Alternates have
functionally the
same impacts.

o Alternative 6
impacts 427 ha
(1,056 ac) of Low
Sensitivity and 904
ha (2,234 ac) total of
High Sensitivity that
may contain
paleontological
resources.

¢ MCP Build
Alternates have
functionally the
same impacts.

e Alternative 7
impacts 440 ha
(1,087 ac) of Low
Sensitivity and 857
ha (2,120 ac) total of
High Sensitivity that
may contain
paleontological
resources.

e MCP Build
Alternates have
functionally the
same impacts.

o Alternative 9
impacts 353 ha (873
ac) of Low
Sensitivity and 714
ha (1,764 ac) total of
High Sensitivity that
may contain
paleontological
resources.

PAL-1 Prior to the beginning of construction, the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC), in
accordance with the guidelines on the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Standard
Environmental Reference Web site, the County of
Riverside guidelines, guidelines of the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM), and the guidelines of the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, shall develop a
Paleontological Mitigation Plan (PMP) for
implementation during the excavation phase of the
MCP project. The PMP shall include the following
steps:

e  Prior to the start of construction activity, RCTC
shall retain a qualified vertebrate paleontologist.
The paleontologist shall establish procedures
(monitoring plan) for paleontological resource
monitoring and procedures for temporarily
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Note
Please provide a reference where the detailed information regarding paleontology can be located.


Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

halting or redirecting work to permit the
sampling, identification, and evaluation of the
paleontological resources as appropriate. The
paleontologist shall also be present at the
pregrading conferences to explain the
established procedures based on a preapproved
monitoring plan. If paleontological resources are
discovered, a qualified project paleontologist
shall determine appropriate actions, in
cooperation with RCTC, for testing and/or data
recovery, plans for which may be developed in
advance to avoid construction delays. The
paleontologist shall submit a follow-up report to
RCTC that shall include the period of inspection,
an analysis of any fossils found, the results of
any testing or data recovery, and the present
repository of the fossil specimens.
Paleontological monitoring reports shall be
submitted to RCTC on a monthly or more
frequent basis during grading and excavation
activities of the construction phase of the MCP
project.

* A qualified paleontological monitor will be present

during ground-disturbing activities within the
project disturbance limits in potentially fossiliferous
formations crossed by the MCP project. These
sediments are likely to contain paleontological
resources. The monitoring for paleontological
resources will be conducted on a full-time basis
where fossiliferous sediments are exposed at the
surface (High A) and at elevations where
excavation is 0.9 meter (3 feet) below the surface
where paleontological resources are anticipated at
depth (High B). The monitor will be empowered to
temporarily halt or redirect construction activities to
ensure avoidance of adverse impacts to
paleontological resources. The monitor will be
equipped to rapidly remove any large fossil
specimens encountered during excavation. During
monitoring, samples will be collected and
processed to recover microvertebrate fossils.
Processing will include wet screen washing and
microscopic examination of the residual materials
to identify small vertebrate remains.

On encountering a large deposit of fossils, the
monitor will salvage all fossils in the area using
additional field staff and in accordance with
modern paleontological techniques.

All fossils collected will be prepared to a
reasonable point of identification. Excess sediment
or matrix will be removed from the specimens to
reduce the bulk of the material and the storage
cost. ltemized catalogs of all material collected and
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Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

identified will be provided to the repository along
with the specimens.

e A compliance report addressing Caltrans and
Riverside County guidelines that document the
results of the monitoring and salvage activities and
the significance of the fossils will be prepared and
submitted for filing at RCTC within 4 months of the
end of project construction. Consideration shall be
given to budgeting for tasks of wet screen matrix
processing, fossil preparation, and identification to
start while excavation monitoring is ongoing.

¢ All fossils collected during this work, along with the
itemized inventory of these specimens and the
compliance report, will be deposited for permanent
curation and storage into an established repository
(Society of Vertebrate Paleontology [SVP], 1995
and 1996) such as the Riverside Metropolitan
Museum.

o There are two federal land (Bureau of Land
Management [BLM]) parcels traversed by the
Locally Preferred Alternative. If the qualified
paleontologist determines that the formations in
these areas have paleontological sensitivity and
construction activities will occur that may disturb
these formations, an appropriate BLM
paleontological resource use permit will be
obtained.

Hazardous Waste and
Materials

No impact

No impact

e 359 hazardous

material/waste sites
within 0.4 kilometer
(km) (0.25 mile

[mi]) of the
alternative
alignment.

Potential for
hazardous materials
spills as a result of
traffic accidents on
the MCP.

Potential for
vehicles traveling on
the MCP to
transport hazardous
substances that
could spill and
impact the roadway,
adjacent properties,
or resources.

e 362 hazardous

material/waste sites
within 0.4 km (0.25
mi) of the alternative
alignment.

Potential for
hazardous materials
spills as a result of
traffic accidents on
the MCP.

Potential for
vehicles traveling on
the MCP to
transport hazardous
substances that
could spill and
impact the roadway,
adjacent properties,
or resources.

e 394 hazardous

material/waste sites
within 0.4 km (0.25
mi) of the alternative
alignment.

Potential for
hazardous materials
spills as a result of
traffic accidents on
the MCP.

Potential for
vehicles traveling on
the MCP to
transport hazardous
substances that
could spill and
impact the roadway,
adjacent properties,
Or resources.

e 397 hazardous

material/waste sites
within 0.4 km (0.25
mi) of the alternative
alignment.

Potential for
hazardous materials
spills as a result of
traffic accidents on
the MCP.

Potential for
vehicles traveling on
the MCP to
transport hazardous
substances that
could spill and
impact the roadway,
adjacent properties,
or resources.

e 298 hazardous

material/waste sites
within 0.4 km (0.25
mi) of the alternative
alignment

Potential for
hazardous materials
spills as a result of
traffic accidents on
the MCP.

Potential for
vehicles traveling on
the MCP to
transport hazardous
substances that
could spill and
impact the roadway,
adjacent properties,
or resources.

HW-1

Prior to completion of right of way acquisition, the
Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) will conduct a Site Investigation for
hazardous materials sites identified in the Initial Site
Assessment that are within the right of way of the
approved alternative. it is not feasible to conduct
these site investigations prior to completion of the
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) because new
contamination may occur if the investigations are
completed too far in advance of right of way
acquisition. The performance standard for this
measure is compliance with applicable federal, state,
and local regulations. The Site Investigation will meet
or exceed the requirements of the United States
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Standards
and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries (FR
66070, Vol. 70, No. 210, November 1, 2005). If
contaminants are determined to be present during
the Site Investigation, one or more of the following
specialized reports may be necessary: Remedial
Actions Options Report, Sensitive Receptor Survey,
Human Health/Ecological Risk Assessment, and/or
Quarterly Monitoring Report. Site Investigations for
any active leaking underground storage tank

(LUST) cases will be coordinated with the Riverside
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Note
Please contrast the potential for traffic accidents and potential hazardous material spills by heavy truck traffic on an elevation-sensitive highway, such as Alternative 9, which changes elevation from I-215 to the Gavilan plateau and again from the plateau to
I-15, versus a relatively flat corridor such as Alternative 5.


Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

HW-2

HW-3

County Department of Environmental Health
(RCDEH), and if groundwater has been impacted,
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
Santa Ana Region. Site Investigations for any
automotive or industrial uses will be coordinated with
the RCDEH. Site Investigations for any clandestine
drug lab locations will be coordinated with RCDEH,
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),
and law enforcement agencies. Prior to completion of
final design, RCTC shall provide a Hazardous
Substances Disclosure Document (HSDD) that
clears affected right of way for acquisition to the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
District Hazardous Waste Coordinator for review and
approval.

During final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will conduct soil
sampling for aerially deposited lead in unpaved
locations adjacent to existing state highway right of
way within the project limits, if not previously tested.
It is not feasible to conduct these site investigations
prior to completion of the Final Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)
because new contamination may occur if the

‘investigations are completed too far in advance of

right of way acquisition. The performance standard
for this measure is compliance with applicable
federal, state, and local regulations. The analytical
results of the soil sampling will determine the
appropriate handling of the soil in those areas and
disposal of surplus materials. Soil will be reused
within the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) right of way in accordance with the
California Environmental Protection Agency,
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),
Variance No. 00-H-VAR-04, September 22, 2000, or
a subsequent applicable variance. If it is not feasible
to reuse soils, then the excavated hazardous soils
will require off-site disposal as hazardous waste at a
permitted facility (Class 1 or ). Refer to Standard
Special Provision XE 19-900 for additional
information on the disposal of soils impacted with
aerially deposited lead.

Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will retain a
certified consultant to conduct predemolition
asbestos, lead-based paint, and polychlorinated
biphenyl (PCB) surveys of any structures that will be
renovated or demolished. Building materials that
exceed California Health and Safety Code criteria for
hazardous waste will be disposed of at the
appropriate Class | or I facility.
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Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

HW-4

HW-5

HW-6

HW-7

Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will conduct
inspections of utility pole-mounted transformers that
will be relocated or removed as part of the project.
Leaking transformers will be considered a
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) hazard unless tested
and confirmed otherwise, and will be handled
accordingly.

_ Prior to construction, the Riverside County

Transportation Commission (RCTC) will test and
remove any yellow traffic striping and pavement-
marking material in accordance with Standard
Special Provision XE 15-300.

Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will determine
whether groundwater removal will be required during
construction of the project. The need for dewatering
cannot be determined until the final design phase.
Any dewatering will require compliance with the State
General Permit or an individual permit from the

- Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),

Santa Ana Region, consistent with National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
requirements. The RWQCB will decide which permit
is applicable and whether sampling is required once
it receives and reviews the Notice of Intent (NOI).
Additional coordination with the Riverside County
Department of Environmental Health (RCDEH),
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),
and the Department of Defense may be necessary,
and will be conducted by RCTC, if groundwater
dewatering occurs in the vicinity of the March Air
Reserve Base. RCTC will provide the Resident
Engineer with the Waste Discharge Identification
Number or a copy of an individual permit (as
applicable) issued by the RWQCSB prior to
construction. '

During final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will sample soils
adjacent to the Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad
tracks that will be disturbed during construction of the
project for petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, solvents,
and other potential contaminants to determine
whether they require special handling and disposal.
Soils exceeding California Health and Safety Code
criteria for hazardous waste will be disposed of at the
appropriate Class | or Il facility.
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Potential Impact
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Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

HW-8

HW-9

HW-10

Prior to completion of right of way acquisition, the
Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) will conduct soil sampling for pesticides in
former or current agricultural properties that will be
disturbed by the project where soil has not been
disturbed (through grading, etc.). It is not feasible to
conduct these site investigations prior to completion
of the Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) because
new contamination may occur if the investigations
are completed too far in advance of right of way
acquisition. The performance standard for this
measure is compliance with applicable federal, state,
and local regulations. The analytical results of the
soil sampling will determine the appropriate handling
and disposal of the soil. Sampling will be conducted
in general accordance with Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) Interim Guidance for
Sampling Agricultural Fields for School Sites (August
26, 2002).

The Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) will notify and submit fees to the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) at
least 10 days prior to proceeding with any demolition
or renovation of a structure (refer to SCAQMD Rule
1403). Contractors will adhere to the requirements of
SCAQMD Rule 1403 during renovation/demolition
activities.

If suspect hazardous waste or underground tanks are

“encountered during construction, the contractor will

stop work and follow the procedures outlined in
Appendix E, Caltrans Unknown Hazards Procedures
for Construction.

Air Quality

No impact

No impact

e Short-term air

pollutant emissions
would occur as a
result of
construction
activities and would
include fugitive dust
from grading/site
preparation,
equipment exhaust,
and use of
emulsified asphalt
paving materials.
Long-term mobile
emissions
associated with the
MCP Build
Alternatives would

e Short-term air

pollutant emissions
would occur as a
result of
construction
activities and would
include fugitive dust
from grading/site
preparation,
equipment exhaust,
and use of
emulsified asphalt
paving materials.
Long-term mobile
emissions
associated with the
MCP Build
Alternatives would

e Short-term air

pollutant emissions
would occur as a
result of
construction
activities and would
include fugitive dust
from grading/site
preparation,
equipment exhaust,
and use of
emulsified asphalt
paving materials.
Long-term mobile
emissions
associated with the
MCP Build
Alternatives would

e Short-term air

poliutant emissions
would occur as a
result of
construction
activities and would
include fugitive dust
from grading/site
preparation,
equipment exhaust,
and use of
emulsified asphalt
paving materials.
Long-term mobile
emissions
associated with the
MCP Build
Alternatives would

e Short-term air

pollutant emissions
would occur as a
result of
construction
activities and would
include fugitive dust
from grading/site
preparation,
equipment exhaust,
and use of
emulsified asphalt
paving materials.
Long-term mobile
emissions
associated with the
MCP Build
Alternatives would

SC-1

SC-2

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall ensure that
the construction contractor shall adhere to the
requirements of South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) rules and
regulations on cutback and emulsified asphalt paving
materials.

To reduce fugitive dust emissions during
construction, the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) shall ensure that the
construction contractor shall adhere to the
requirements of South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403. The Best
Available Control Measures (BACMs) specified in
SCAQMD’s Rule 403 will be incorporated into the
project construction.
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Executive Summary

Table $.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

be less than the No
Build Alternatives
due to improved
traffic flow in the
project area.

be less than the No
Build Alternatives
due to improved
traffic flow in the
project area.

be less than the No
Build Alternatives
due to improved
traffic flow in the
project area.

be less than the No
Build Alternatives
due to improved
traffic flow in the
project area.

be less than the No
Build Alternatives
due to improved
traffic flow in the
project area.

SC-3

SC-4

SC-5

SC-6

SC-7

SC-8

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that all
disturbed areas, including storage piles, not being
actively utilized for construction purposes shall be
effectively stabilized for dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizers/suppressants, or vegetative
ground cover, as appropriate.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that all on-site
unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads
shall be effectively stabilized for dust emissions using
water or chemical stabilizers/suppressants.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that all land
clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land
leveling, grading, cut and fill, and demolition activities
shall be effectively controlled for fugitive dust
emissions by utilizing applications of water or by
presoaking.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that when
materials are transported off site, all material shall be
covered or effectively wetted to limit visible dust
emissions, or at least 15.2 centimeters (6 inches) of
freeboard space from the top of the container will be
maintained.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that all
operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the
accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent public
streets at least once every 24 hours when operations
are occurring. The use of dry rotary brushes is
expressly prohibited except where preceded or
accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visible
dust emissions. The use of blower devices is
expressly prohibited.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that, following
the addition of materials to or the removal of
materials from the surface of outdoor storage piles,
those piles shall be effectively stabilized for fugitive
dust emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical
stabilizers/suppressants.
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Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

SC-9

SC-10

SC-11

SC-12

SC-13

SC-14

AQ-1

AQ-2

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that traffic
speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 24
kilometers per hour (kph) (15 miles per hour [mph]).

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that sandbags
or other erosion control measures shall be installed
to prevent silt runoff to public roadways from sites
with a slope greater than 1 percent.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that wheel
washers for all exiting trucks shall be installed, or all
trucks and equipment shall be washed off before
leaving the site.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that wind breaks
shall be installed at windward side(s) of construction
areas.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that excavation
and grading activities shall be suspended when
winds exceed 32 kilometers per hour (kph) (20 miles
per hour [mph]).

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall ensure that areas
subject to excavation, grading, and other
construction activity shall be limited consistent with
other construction activities underway.

During construction activity, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall stabilize open storage
piles and disturbed areas by covering and/or
applying water or chemical/organic dust palliative.
This applies to both inactive and active sites during
workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy conditions.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall install wind fencing and
phase grading operations and operate water trucks
for stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.

S-74

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation




Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

| AQ-3

AQ-4

AQ-5

AQ-6

AQ-7

AQ-8

AQ-9

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), through the
construction contractor, shall, when hauling material
and operating nonearthmoving equipment, prevent
spillage and limit speeds to 24 kilometers per hour
(kph) (15 miles per hour [mph]). Limit speed of
earthmoving equipment to 16 kph (10 mph).

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require that
the construction contractor reduce use, trips, and
unnecessary idling from heavy equipment.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require that
the construction contractor maintain and tune
engines per manufacturers’ specifications to perform
at United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) certification levels and to perform at verified
standards applicable to retrofit technologies. Employ
periodic, unscheduled inspections to limit
unnecessary idling and to ensure that construction
equipment is properly maintained, tuned, and
modified consistent with established specifications.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require that -
the construction contractor prohibit any tampering
with engines and require continuing adherence to
manufacturer's recommendations.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require that
leased equipment be 1996 model or newer unless
cost exceeds 110 percent or average lease cost, and
require that 75 percent or more of total horsepower
of owned equipment to be used be 1996 or newer
models.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require that
the construction contractor utilize United States -
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) registered
particulate traps and other appropriate controls to
reduce emissions of diesel particulate matter

(DPM) and other pollutants at the construction site.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) and its
contractors shall identify where implementation of
mitigation measures for short-term air quality is
rejected based on economic infeasibility.
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Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

AQ-10 Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require that
the construction contractor prepare an inventory of all
equipment prior to construction and identify the
suitability of add-on emission controls for each piece
of equipment before groundbreaking. (Suitability of
control devices is based on whether there is reduced
normal availability of the construction equipment due
to increased downtime and/or power output, whether
there may be damage caused to the construction
equipment engine, or whether there may be a risk to
nearby workers or the public.) ‘ -

AQ-11 During construction, the Riverside County

Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require that

the construction contractor utilize the cleanest

available fuel engines in construction equipment and
identify opportunities for electrification, and use low
suilfur fuel (diesel with 15 parts per million [ppm] or
less) in engines where alternative fuels such as
biodiesel and natural gas are not possible.

AQ-12 Prior to construction, the Riverside County

Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require that

the construction contractor develop a construction

traffic and parking management plan that minimizes
traffic interference and maintains traffic flow.

AQ-13 Prior to construction, the Riverside County

Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall require that

the construction contractor identify sensitive

receptors in the project area, such as children, the
elderly, and the infirm, and specify the means by
which impacts to these populations will be minimized.

For example, construction equipment and staging

zones shall be located away from sensitive receptors

and away from fresh air intakes to building and air
conditioners.

Noise

No impact

Less impact than for
MCP Build
Alternatives

* 88 receptor
locations would
approach or exceed
the Noise
Abatement Criteria
(NAC).

e 18 soundwalls
analyzed; 2
soundwalls meet
both reasonable and
feasible criteria.

o 85 receptor -
locations would
approach or exceed
the NAC.

¢ 17 soundwalls
analyzed; 2
soundwalls meet
both reasonable and
feasible criteria.

« 81 receptor
locations would
approach or exceed
the NAC.

e 17 soundwalls
analyzed; 2
soundwalls meet
both reasonable and
feasible criteria.

e 79 receptor
locations would
approach or exceed
the NAC.

e 16 soundwalls
analyzed; 2
soundwalls meet
both reasonable and
feasible criteria.

o 65 receptor
locations would
approach or exceed
the NAC.

e 13 soundwalls
analyzed; 3
soundwalls meet
both reasonable and
feasible criteria.

Feasible and reasonable soundwalls have been identified for
all MCP Build Alternatives. During final design of the selected
alternative, the precise locations and heights for soundwalls at
locations where walls are determined to be feasible and
reasonable will be identified and included in the project plan.

To minimize the construction noise impact for sensitive land
uses adjacent to the project site, construction noise is
regulated by Caltrans’ Standard Specifications, Section 5-1,
“Sound Control Requirements,” in the Standard Special
Provisions. These provisions are:

“Sound control shall conform to the provisions in
Section 7-1.011 (Sound Control Requirements) of
the Standard Specifications and these special
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Table §S.1 Summary of Impacts

‘Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

provisions. The noise level from the Contractor’s
operations, between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 6:00
a.m., shall not exceed 86 dBA at a distance of 15 m
(50 ft). This requirement in no way relieves the
contractor from responsibility for complying with
local ordinances regulating nose level. The noise
level requirement shall apply to the equipment on
the job or related to the job, including but not limited
to trucks, transit mixer or transient equipment that
may or may not be owned by the contractor. The
use of loud signals shall be avoided in favor of light
warnings except those required by safety laws for
the protection of personnel. Full compensation for
conforming to the requirements of this section shall
be considered as included in the prices paid for the
various contract items of work involved and no
additional cost will be allowed therefore.”

Energy No impact No impact o Irreversible impact e Irreversible impact o Irreversible impact e Irreversible impact ¢ Irreversible impact The Mid County Parkway (MCP) project will result in a
from the from the from the from the from the nominal (maximum of 0.03 percent) increase in regional
consumption of consumption of consumption of consumption of consumption of energy consumption compared to the No Build Alternatives
diesel fuel (and diesel fuel (and diesel fuel (and diesel fuel (and diesel fuel (and due to project operation as a result of increased vehicle miles
other fuels) related other fuels) related other fuels) related other fuels) related other fuels) related traveled. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-8, AQ-11,
to these to these to these to these to these ’ and AQ-12 discussed in Section 3.14 will reduce impacts
construction construction construction construction construction related to increased energy consumption and global climate
activities activities activities activities activities change.

¢ Implementation of ¢ Implementation of ¢ Implementation of ¢ Implementation of ¢ Implementation of

the Build the Build the Build the Build the Build
Alternatives would Alternatives would Alternatives would Alternatives would Alternatives would
result in a slight result in a slight result in a slight result in a slight result in a slight
increase in fuel increase in fuel increase in fuel increase in fuel increase in fuel -
consumption; consumption; consumption; consumption; consumption;
however, within the however, within the however, within the however, within the however, within the
SCAG region, the SCAG region, the SCAG region, the . SCAG region, the SCAG region, the
proposed MCP proposed MCP proposed MCP proposed MCP proposed MCP
project’s increase in project’s increase in project’s increase in project’s increase in project’s increase in
fuel consumption fuel consumption fuel consumption fuel consumption fuel consumption

. would be negligible. would be negligible. would be negligible. would be negligible. would be negligible.

Natural Communities No impact Less impact than MCP |e Temporarily impacts |e Temporarily impacts |e Temporarily impacts |e Temporarily impacts |e Temporarily impacts | HCP-1 Prior to and during construction, the Riverside

Build Alternatives

45ha(11.2

ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

e Permanently
impacts 22.5 ha
(565.3 ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

e Permanent impacts
159.5 ha (394.2
ac) of Other Natural
Communities of
Special Concern.

40ha (9.8

ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

e Permanently
impacts 22.7 ha
(65.2 ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

e Permanent impacts
158.5 ha (391.7
ac) of Other Natural
Communities of
Special Concern.

5.7ha(14.2

ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

e Permanently
impacts 26.8 ha
(65.5 ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

e Permanent impacts
185.3 ha (457.9
ac) of Other Natural
Communities of
Special Concern.

5.2ha(12.7

ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

o Permanently
impacts 27.0 ha
(66.1 ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

e Permanent impacts
184.2 ha (455.3
ac) of Other Natural
Communities of
Special Concern.

3.6 ha (8.8

ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

e Permanently
impacts 13.8 ha
(34.1 ac) MSHCP
Riparian/Riverine
Areas.

e Permanent impacts
175.6 ha (434.0
ac) of Other Natural
Communities of
Special Concern.

County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will
adhere to the guidelines in the Muitiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Section 6.1.4,
Section 6.4, Section 7.5.3, and Appendix C to reduce*
edge effects on the MSHCP Conservation Area.
HCP-2 During final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will coordinate
with USA Waste of California, Inc. to amend the El
Sobrante Landfill Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP) to
address the Mid County Parkway (MCP) project and
its effects on the Plan’s easterly conservation area.
The amendment will address the addition of
mitigation lands to the Plan that would offset the loss
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Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

e Permanent impacts
154.3 ha (381.4
ac) of MSHCP
Criteria Area.

e Permanent impacts
9.1 ha (22.4 ac) of
El Sobrante Landfill
Multiple Species
Habitat
Conservation Plan

¢ Permanent impacts
172.6 ha (426.6
ac) of Lake
Mathews-Estelle
Mountain Reserve.

e Permanent impacts
164.6 ha (406.8
ac) of MSHCP
Criteria Area.

e Permanent impacts
9.1 ha (22.4 ac) of
El Sobrante Landfill
Multiple Species
Habitat ’
Conservation Plan

e Permanent
impacts172.6ha
(426.6 ac) of Lake
Mathews-Estelle
Mountain Reserve.

e Permanent impacts
258.2 ha (638.0
ac) of MSHCP
Criteria Area.

e Permanent impacts
221.3 ha (546.8
ac) of Lake
Mathews-Estelle
Mountain Reserve.

e Permanent impacts
268.5 ha (663.4
ac) of MSHCP
Criteria Area.

e Permanent impacts
221.3 ha (546.8
ac) of Lake
Mathews-Estelle
Mountain Reserve.

e Permanent impacts
256.8 ha (634.5
ac) of MSHCP
Criteria Area.

e Permanent impacts
8.9 ha (22.0 ac) of
El Sobrante Landfill
Multiple Species
Habitat
Conservation Plan

¢ Permanent impacts
69.4 ha (171.5
ac) of Lake
Mathews-Estelle
Mountain Reserve.

HCP-3

BIO-1

BIO-2

of functions, values, and species covered under the
Plan.

During final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will coordinate
with the Riverside County Habitat Conservation
Authority (RCHCA) to amend the Habitat
Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat to
address the Mid County Parkway (MCP) project and
its effects on the Habitat Conservation Plan
Conservation Area. The amendment will address the
addition of mitigation lands to the Habitat
Conservation Plan on a 1:1 basis per the Habitat
Conservation Plan to offset the loss of functions,
values, and species covered under this Habitat
Conservation Plan. The replacement habitat for the
Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’
Kangaroo Rat must be approved by the wildlife
agencies and must be contiguous to the current
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Reserve lands. In addition,
replacement lands for lands impacted in the
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Reserve lands that are
managed by the federal Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) shall also require BLM approval
through a right of way encroachment application.
These lands would be managed by the RCHCA
through an agreement with RCTC.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will ensure that
impacts to areas that provide long-term conservation
value for species identified in the Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) as Narrow
Endemic Plant Species, Criteria Area Plant Species,
and Additional Survey Species are avoided and
minimized, as defined in the MSHCP. Avoidance and
minimization will be achieved by confining
disturbance to areas not identified as having long-
term conservation value, and not exceeding the limits
identified in this Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS).
Disturbance will be controlled by erecting barrier
fencing or other appropriate means of demarcating
construction limits.

During final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will ensure that
notes are placed on project construction plans,
informing contractors that areas designated with
long-term conservation value outside the project
footprint are environmentally sensitive and that
construction activity is excluded from those areas.
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Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

BIO-3

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will contract a
qualified/authorized biological monitor to ensure that
disturbance outside the footprint is avoided and
seasonal restrictions are observed.

Wetlands and Other
Waters of the United
States

No impact

Less impact than MCP
Build Alternatives

6.0 ha (14.9 ac) of
permanent impacts
to United States

Army Corps of
Engineers

(USACE) jurisdiction
al areas.

3.9 ha (9.8) of
temporary impacts
to USACE

jurisdictional areas.
11.3 ha (27.8 ac) of
permanent impacts
to California
Department of Fish
and Game

(CDFQ) jurisdictiona
| areas.

4.0 ha (10.0 ac) of
temporary impacts
to CDFG
jurisdictional areas.

e 6.0 ha (14.8 ac) of
permanent impacts
to USACE
jurisdictional areas.

e 3.3 ha (8.2 ac) of
temporary impacts
to USACE
jurisdictional areas.

e 11.2 ha (27.6 ac) of
permanent impacts
to CDFG
jurisdictional areas.

e 3.5ha (8.6 ac) of
temporary impacts
to CDFG
jurisdictional areas.

e 6.9 ha (17.2 ac) of
permanent impacts
to USACE
jurisdictional areas.

e 42 ha (10.4 ac) of
temporary impacts
to USACE
jurisdictional areas.

e 14.6 ha (36.1 ac) of
permanent impacts
to CDFG
jurisdictional areas.

e 4.8 ha (11.9 ac) of
temporary impacts
to CDFG

jurisdictional areas.

e 6.9 ha (17.0 ac) of
permanent impacts
to USACE
jurisdictional areas.

e 3.6 ha (8.9 ac) of
temporary impacts
to USACE
jurisdictional areas.

e 14.5 ha (35.9 ac) of
permanent impacts
to CDFG
jurisdictional areas.

e 42 ha (10.5 ac) of
temporary impacts
to CODFG .
jurisdictional areas.

4.2 ha (10.5 ac) of
permanent impacts
to USACE
jurisdictional areas.
3.5 ha (8.6 ac) of
temporary impacts
to USACE
jurisdictional areas.
6.4 ha (15.9 ac) of
permanent impacts
to CDFG
jurisdictional areas.

'3.5 ha (8.6 ac) of

temporary impacts
to CDFG
jurisdictional areas.

WET-1

WET-2

Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) shall obtain a
Section 404 permit from the United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE), a Section 1602
Agreement for Streambed Alteration from the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG),
and a Section 401 water quality certification or waiver
from the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB). Specific mitigation requirements
shall be negotiated with each agency during the
permit process and shall incorporate approaches and
measures identified in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan
(Appendix Q) and those described below.

Prior to and during construction, the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will
mitigate permanent impacts to wetlands at a
minimum ratio of 1.5:1 in order to achieve no net loss
of wetlands. Mitigation will occur through habitat
restoration and/or enhancement of on-site areas
along the length of the Mid County Parkway (MCP) to
the extent practical. If it is infeasible to mitigate
entirely on site, in accordance with the Conceptual
Mitigation Plan, alternative off-site mitigation would
occur. Off-site mitigation such as enhancement,
creation, and restoration would occur. Mitigation for
temporal loss of habitat value and other
compensatory mitigation beyond the basic 1.5:1
replacement ratio could then occur through purchase
of mitigation bank credits for removal of giant reed
{Arundo donax) from a location approved by the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
and California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) under guidelines described by the resource
and regulatory agencies through the permitting
process, or through participation in another approved
habitat mitigation bank. The actual amount of
mitigation will be determined in coordination with the
resource and regulatory agencies based on the
quality and quantity of jurisdictional resources to be
affected with consideration of the results from the
study entitled Potential Impacts of Alternative
Corridor Alignments to Waters of the United States,
Riparian Ecosystems, and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Mid County Parkway Project,
Riverside County, California (ERDC 2008).
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WET-3

WET-4

Temporary impacts to USACE jurisdictional areas will
be mitigated at a 1:1 replacement ratio on site
through revegetation efforts or through an approved
mitigation bank.

Prior to and during construction, the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will
mitigate impacts to aquatic resources (i.e.,
nonwetland aquatic habitat such as deep streams
and ponds without hydrophytic vegetation) at a
minimum ratio of 3:1. Mitigation will occur through
habitat restoration and/or enhancement of on-site
areas along the length of the Mid County Parkway
(MCP) to the extent practical. If it is infeasible to
mitigate entirely on site, in accordance with the
Conceptual Mitigation Plan, alternative off-site
mitigation would occur. Off-site mitigation such as
enhancement, creation, and restoration would occur.
Mitigation for temporal loss of habitat value and other
compensatory mitigation beyond the basic 1:1
replacement ratio could then occur through purchase
of mitigation bank credits for removal of giant reed
(Arundo donax) from a location approved by the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
and California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) under guidelines described by the resource
and regulatory agencies through the permitting
process, or through participation in another approved
habitat mitigation bank. The actual amount of
mitigation will be determined in coordination with the
resource and regulatory agencies based on the
quality and quantity of jurisdictional resources to be
affected with consideration of the results from the
study entitled Potential Impacts of Alternative
Corridor Alignments to Waters of the United States,
Riparian Ecosystems, and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Mid County Parkway Project,
Riverside County, California (ERDC 2008).
Temporary impacts to aquatic areas will be mitigated
at a 1:1 replacement ratio on site through
revegetation efforts or through an approved
mitigation bank.

During final design, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will develop a
Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan (HMMP) to restore
impacted riparian habitats and shall incorporate the
applicable approaches and measures identified in the
Conceptual Mitigation Plan (Appendix Q). The

HMMP will be subject to United States Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) and California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) approval. The HMMP will, at
a minimum, meet the following requirements:
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Build Alternative 5
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Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

. Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

e A habitat replacement and/or enhancement ratio
of at least 1:1 for temporary impacts, 1.5:1 for
permanent impacts to wetlands, and 3:1 for
permanent impacts to nonwetland aquatic
resources;

e A success criterion of at least 80 percent cover
of native riparian vegetation for replaced habitat;
and

e Additional requirements, including a 3-year
establishment period for the replacement
habitat, regular trash removal, and regular
maintenance and monitoring activities to ensure
the success of the mitigation plan.

Plant Species

No impact

Less impact than MCP
Build Alternatives.

3.07 ha (7.58 ac) of
many-stemmed
dudleya

0.84 ha (2.08

ac) smooth tarplant
0.63 ha (1.55

ac) Coulter's
goldfields

3.07 ha (7.58 ac) of
many-stemmed
dudleya

0.84 ha (2.08

ac) smooth tarplant
0.63 ha (1.55

ac) Coulter's
goldfields

e 0.01 ha (0.02 ac) of
many-stemmed
dudleya

¢ 0.84 ha (2.08
ac) smooth tarplant

e 0.63 ha (1.55
ac) Coulter's
goldfields

e 0.01 ha (0.02 ac) of
many-stemmed
dudleya

e 0.84 ha (2.08
ac) smooth tarplant

e 0.63 ha (1.55
ac) Coulter's
goldfields

e 3.07 ha (7.58 ac) of
many-stemmed
dudleya

e 0.84 ha (2.08
ac) smooth tarplant

e 0.63 ha (1.55
ac) Coulter's
goldfields

PS-1

Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will obtain a
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation (DBESP) for impacts to smooth tarplant
and Coulter's goldfields pursuant to Section 6.1.3 of
the western Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), where 10
percent or more of those portions of the site that
provide for the long-term conservation value of
smooth tarplant or Coulter’s goldfields are impacted.
A DBESP may also be required for any impacts to
areas that are occupied by many-stemmed dudleya
(based on the results of the 2008 focused surveys in
the area north of the El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP
Plan Area). Mitigation provided in the DBESP will
demonstrate that equivalent or superior conservation
for the species will be achieved through either
location and preservation of populations that are not
already proposed for conservation in the MSHCP,
and/or restoration or enhancement of existing
populations within the proposed conservation area.

Animal Species

No impact

Less impact than MCP
Build Alternatives.

Impacts 16.2 ha
(40.0 ac) of Los
Angeles pocket
mouse occupied
habitat suitable for
long-term
conservation

Impacts 16.2 ha
(40.0 ac) of Los
Angeles pocket
mouse occupied
habitat suitable for
long-term
conservation

¢ Impacts 16.2 ha

(40.0 ac) of Los
Angeles pocket
mouse occupied
habitat suitable for
long-term
conservation

e Impacts 16.2 ha

(40.0 ac) of Los
Angeles pocket
mouse occupied
habitat suitable for
long-term
conservation’

e Alternative 9 Rider

Street Design
Variation (RD

DV) would result in
1.6 ha (3.9 ac) of
direct impacts to
burrowing owl
foraging habitat and
burrows occupied by
two pairs and six
juveniles.

e Impacts 16.2 ha

(40.0 ac) of Los
Angeles pocket
mouse occupied
habitat suitable for
long-term

AS-1

AS-2

Within 30 days prior to ground disturbance, the
Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) will conduct focused burrowing owl surveys
in accordance with the Riverside County

- Environmental Programs Department Burrowing Owl

Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (dated
Oct 24, 2005), where suitable habitat occurs within
the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) Conservation Area.

Prior to and during construction, the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will
ensure that take of active burrowing owl nests is
avoided. If focused burrowing owl surveys determine
that the project site supports burrowing owls, the
burrowing owls will be passively relocated. Passive
relocation (use of one-way doors and collapse of

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Note
Please confirm that there is no difference in Alternatives 5 and 9.

plancomm
Note
Please confirm that Alternative 9, with the design variation, is slightly less desirable than Alternative 5.


Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

conservation

AS-3

AS-4

burrows) will take place when owls are present
outside of the nesting season.

Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will obtain a
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation (DBESP) for impacts to Los Angeles
pocket mouse near Lake Perris, where 90 percent or
more of those portions of the site that provide for the
long-term conservation value of Los Angeles pocket
mouse cannot be avoided. As part of the DBESP, the
RCTC will determine appropriate mitigation that will
consist of acquisition of occupied or other suitable
habitat off site or participation in an approved habitat
mitigation bank. Land to be acquired could be either
habitat that is occupied by the Los Angeles pocket
mouse and/or could be habitat that is restored or
enhanced in order to provide suitable habitat for the
Los Angeles pocket mouse.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will ensure that
vegetation clearing is conducted outside nesting
season (March 1-September 15). If suitable habitat
is present for species protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA), clearing within nesting season
shall be preceded by surveys to ensure that non-
listed nesting birds are not taken.

Threatened and
Endangered Species

No impact.

Less impact than MCP
Build Alternatives

2.5 ha (6.1 ac) of
least Bell's vireo
habitat

' 13.6 ha (33.5 ac) of

final California
gnatcatcher critical
habitat

63.8 ha (157.6

ac) of Quino
checkerspot
butterfly critical
habitat

1.2 ha (2.9 ac) of
San Bernardino
kangaroo rat critical
habitat

0.31 ha (0.77 ac) of
spreading
Navarretia

3.07 ha (7.58 ac) of
Munz’s Onion
168.0 ha (415.1

ac) of Stephen’s
Kangaroo Rat

2.5 ha (6.1 ac) of

. least Bell's vireo

habitat

13.6 ha (33.5 ac) of
final California
gnatcatcher critical
habitat

63.8 ha (157.6

ac) of Quino
checkerspot
butterfly critical
habitat

1.2 ha (2.9 ac) of
San Bernardino
kangaroo rat critical
habitat

0.31 ha (0.77 ac) of
spreading
Navarretia

3.07 ha (7.58 ac) of
Munz’s Onion
168.0 ha (415.1

ac) of Stephen’s
Kangaroo Rat

3.4 ha (8.5 ac) of
least Bell's vireo
habitat

56.6 ha (140.0

ac) of Quino
checkerspot
butterfly critical
habitat

1.2 ha (2.9 ac) of
San Bernardino
kangaroo rat critical
habitat

0.31 ha (0.77 ac) of
spreading
Navarretia

0.01 ha (0.02 ac) of
Munz’s Onion
218.7 ha (540.3

ac) of Stephen’s
Kangaroo Rat

3.4 ha (8.5 ac) of
least Bell's vireo
habitat

56.6 ha (140.0

ac) of Quino
checkerspot
butterfly critical
habitat

1.2 ha (2.9 ac) of
San Bernardino
kangaroo rat critical
habitat

0.31 ha (0.77 ac) of
spreading
Navarretia

0.01 ha (0.02 ac) of
Munz’s Onion
218.7 ha (540.3

ac) of Stephen’s
Kangaroo Rat

0.9 ha (2.2 ac) of
least Bell's vireo
habitat

16.2 ha (40.1 ac) of
final California
gnatcatcher critical
habitat;

132.6 ha (327.6

ac) of Quino
checkerspot
butterfly. critical
habitat

1.2 ha (2.9 ac) San
Bernardino
kangaroo rat critical
habitat

0.31 ha (0.77 ac) of
spreading
Navarretia

3.07 ha (7.58 ac) of
Munz’s Onion

68.3 ha (168.7

ac) of Stephen’s
Kangaroo Rat

TE-1

Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will obtain a
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation (DBESP) for impacts to habitat suitable
for long-term conservation for spreading navarretia,
least Bell's vireo, and San Bernardino kangaroo rat
where 10 percent or more of those portions of the
site that provide for the long-term conservation value
are impacted, pursuant to Section 6.1.2 and Section
6.1.3 of the western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). A
DBESP may also be required for any impacts to
habitat suitable for long-term conservation for Munz's
onion (pending the results of the focused surveys in
the area north of the El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP
Area in late 2008). Mitigation provided in the DBESP
will demonstrate that equivalent or superior
conservation for the species will be achieved through
either location and preservation of populations that
are not already proposed for conservation in the
MSHCP, and/or restoration or enhancement of
existing populations within the proposed
conservation area.
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Note
Please confirm that, other than the 1.6 acres of Least Bell's Vireo habitat, Alternative 5 is equal to or superior to Alternative 9.


Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9 ~

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

TE-2

TE-3

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will adhere to
the Guidelines for the Siting and Design of Planned
Roads Within the Criteria Area and Public/Quasi-
Public Lands (Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan, Sections 7.5.1, 7.5.3, and Appendix C) for
avoiding take of active nests.

Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will mitigate for
impacts to the Habitat Conservation Plan for the
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Reserve lands through
replacement mitigation lands pursuant to

the requirements of the Habitat Conservation Plan for
the Stephens’ kangaroo rat (replacement of occupied
habitat at a ratio of 1:1). This mitigation will occur
through RCTC’s purchase of mitigation lands that are
known to be occupied by Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(surveysto confirm presence of Stephens’ kangaroo
rat will be conducted prior to acquisition of these
mitigation lands). These lands would then be
managed by the Riverside County Habitat
Conservation Agency through an agreement with
RCTC. The 1:1 replacement of occupied habitat will
also provide replacement of Public/Quasi-Public
Lands at a 1:1 ratio, consistent with the Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
requirements. The 1:1 replacement of occupied
habitat will also meet the requirements for the 14
parcels managed by the federal Bureau of Land
Management. )

Invasive Species

No impact.

Less impact than MCP
Build Alternatives

Potential to spread
invasive species by
the entering and
exiting of
construction
equipment
contaminated by
invasives, the
inclusion of invasive
species in seed
mixtures and mulch,
and the improper
removal and
disposal of invasive
species so that its
seed is spread
along the highway.

Potential to spread
invasive species by
the entering and
exiting of
construction
equipment
contaminated by
invasives, the
inclusion of invasive
species in seed
mixtures and mulch,
and the improper
removal and
disposal of invasive
species so that its
seed is spread
along the highway.

Potential to spread
invasive species by
the entering and
exiting of
construction
equipment

- contaminated by

invasives, the
inclusion of invasive
species in seed
mixtures and muich,
and the improper
removal and
disposal of invasive
species so that its
seed is spread
along the highway.

Potential to spread
invasive species by
the entering and
exiting of
construction
equipment
contaminated by
invasives, the
inclusion of invasive
species in seed
mixtures and mulch,
and the improper
removal and
disposal of invasive
species so that its
seed is spread
along the highway.

Potential to spread
invasive species by
the entering and
exiting of
construction
equipment
contaminated by
invasives, the
inclusion of invasive
species in seed
mixtures and muich,
and the improper
removal and
disposal of invasive
species so that its
seed is spread
along the highway.

1S-1

Prior to and during construction, the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will
ensure that bare soil will be landscaped with
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
recommended seed mix and container plants from
locally adapted species to preclude the invasion of
noxious weeds. Seed mixtures for portions of the
project under Caltrans jurisdiction shall be approved
by a Caltrans District Landscape Architect. The use
of site-specific materials adapted to local conditions
increases the likelihood that revegetation will be
successful and maintains the genetic integrity of the
local ecosystem. Prior to construction, RCTC will
require the Project Biologist to make arrangements
well in advance of planting (at least 9 months prior)
to ensure that plant materials are located and
available for the scheduled planting time. Sufficient
time shall be allocated for a professional seed
company to visit the project site during the
appropriate season and collect the native plant seed.
If local propagules are not available or cannot be
collected in sufficient quantities, materials collected

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Note
Please confirm that Alternative 5 is equivalent to Alternative 9.


Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

1S-2

IS-3

1S-4

IS-6

IS-6

or grown from other sources within southern
California shall be substituted. For widespread native
herbaceous species that are more likely to be
genetically homogeneous, site specificity is a less
important consideration, and seed and container
plants from commercial sources may be used.

Prior to construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will require that
the Project Biologist certify seed purity by planting
seed labeled under the California Food and
Agricultural Code or that has been tested within a
year by a seed laboratory certified by the Association
of Official Seed Analysts or by a seed technologist
certified by the Society of Commercial Seed
Technologists.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will require that
the Construction Contractor ensure that construction
equipment is will be cleaned of mud or other debris
that may contain invasive plants and/or seeds and
inspected to reduce the potential of spreading
noxious weeds both before mobilizing to arrive at the
site and before leaving the site. Construction
equipment will be cleaned at established truck wash
facilities within the project vicinity.

During construction, the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) will require that
the Construction Contractor ensure that trucks
carrying vegetation shall be covered and that
vegetative materials removed from the site shall be
disposed of in accordance with all applicable laws
and regulations.

During construction, prior to the initiation of grading,
the Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) will require that the Construction Contractor
ensure that if material is obtained from a borrow site,
the material will be inspected for the presence of
noxious weeds and invasive plants to ensure that the
material does not contain noxious weeds or invasive

-plants.

The Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) will require that, during construction, the
Construction Contractor control, kill, and remove
noxious weeds and invasive plants from the project
site, subject to verification by the Project Biologist.

S-84 -
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Executive Summary

Table S.1 Summary of Impacts

Potential Impact

No Build
Alternative 1A

No Build
Alternative 1B

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 7

Build Alternative 9

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

Cumulative Impacts

No impact

Less impact than MCP
Build Alternatives

The MCP project,
when combined with
the other anticipated
cumulative projects,
would contribute to a
cumulative loss of
farmlands,
visual/aesthetics,
cultural resources,
paleontological
resources, natural
communities, wetlands
and other waters, plant
species, animal
species, and
threatened and
endangered species.

The MCP project,
when combined with
the other anticipated
cumulative projects,
would contribute to a
cumulative loss of
farmlands,
visual/aesthetics,
cultural resources,
paleontological ‘
resources, natural
communities, wetlands
and other waters, plant
species, animal
species, and
threatened and
endangered species.

The MCP project,
when combined with
the other anticipated
cumulative projects,
would contribute to a
cumulative loss of
farmlands,
visual/aesthetics,

‘| cultural resources,

paleontological
resources, natural
communities, wetlands
and other waters, plant
species, animal
species, and
threatened and
endangered species.

The MCP project,
when combined with
the other anticipated
cumulative projects,
would contribute to a
cumulative loss of
farmlands,
visual/aesthetics,
cultural resources,
paleontological
resources, natural
communities, wetlands
and other waters, plant
species, animal
species, and
threatened and
endangered species.

The MCP project,
when combined with
the other anticipated
cumulative projects,
would contribute to a
cumulative loss of
farmlands,
visual/aesthetics,
cultural resources,
paleontological
resources, natural
communities, wetlands
and other waters, plant
species, animal
species, and
threatened and
endangered species.

Cumulative impacts to natural communities, plant species,
animal species, and threatened and endangered species will
be mitigated through compliance by RCTC and other
permittees with the MSHCP. Cumulative impacts to wetlands
and other waters will be mitigated through compliance by
RCTC and other agencies with the provisions of the SAMP for
the San Jacinto River watershed, once it is approved. For
cultural and paleontological resources, RCTC will work with
those agencies responsible for approval of the cumulative
projects to provide information on these resources from the
MCP project that may be useful to those agencies in
mitigating impacts to those resources. The cumulative loss of
farmlands has been previously acknowledged by the County
and the Cities of Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto as an
unavoidable adverse impact resulting from the planned
growth within western Riverside County.

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation

S-85



plancomm
Note
Please confirm that Alternative 5 is equivalent to Alternative 9.
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Executive Summary

Table S.2 Summary of Use Impacts to Section 4(f) Properties

by Alternative

Section 4(f) Property

Use Impacts By Alternative

El Cerrito Sports Park

Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9: 0.95 ha (2.36 ac)

Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9 with the Temescal Wash Area
Design Variation: No use '
Alternatives 1A and 1B: No use

Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain
Reserve

Alternatives 4 and 5: 168.0 ha (415.1 ac)

Alternatives 6 and 7: 218.7 ha (540.3 ac)

Alternative 9: 68.3 ha (168.7 ac)

Alternatives 1A and 1B: No use

El Sobrante Landfill Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Area

Alternatives 4 and 5: 9.1 ha (22.4 ac)

Alternatives 1A, 1B, 6, and 7: No use

Alternative 9: 8.9 ha (22.0 ac)

Paragon Park

Alternatives 1A, 1B, 4, 5, 6, 7, and Alternative 9 with Rider
Street Design Variation: No use

Alternative 9: 3.62 ha (8.95 ac)

Alternative 9 with the elevated grade design variation: 3.73
ha (9.21 ac)

P-33-4759/H (CA-RIV-4759/H)
Cajalco Tin Mine District

Alternatives 1A, 1B, 4, 5, and 9: No use

Alternatives 6 and 7: 25.2 ha (62.5 ac)

P-33-13791 (CA-RIV-7843)
Cajalco Creek Site

Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7: 8.3 ha (20.5 ac)

Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 9: No use

P-33-16598 (CA-RIV-8712) Multi-
Use Prehistoric Site

Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9: 2.1 ha (5.2 ac)
Alternatives 1A and 1B: No use

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. (2008).
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Note
Please indicate where the detailed backup for the values of Alternatives 5 and 9 can be located.
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plancomm
Note
Although Alternative 5 impacts more of the LM-EMR, please explain why the proposed mitigation is not equivalent to the mitigation proposed for Alternative 9.
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Note
Please check the values for Alternatives 5 and 9 for a math error.  If Alternative 5 is really 3 percent and Alternative 9 is 1.4 percent, the acreage for Alternative 5 should be higher. 
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Note
Please confirm that Alternative 5 does not present a serious problem with the proposed mitigation.
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Same as previous comment for this site.
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plancomm
Note
Please provide copies of any documentation, including minutes of meetings, telecon records, etc. regarding the impact to MWD habitat, mitigation of impacts, etc.
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project

1.1 Introduction

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans), and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
propose to improve west-east transportation in western Riverside County

between Interstate 15 (I-15) in the west and State Route 79 (SR-79) in the east. The
proposed project will construct a new parkwayl, known as the Mid County Parkway
(MCP), which will provide a direct and continuous route connecting major
population/employment centers as identified in the Land Use Element of the County
of Riverside General Plan and the plans of the cities of Corona, Perris, and San
Jacinto, a distance of approximately 51 kilometers (km) (32 miles [mi]). The MCP
project’s regional location is shown in Figure 1.1.1.

The MCP project was identified as a key west-east regional transportation corridor as
a result of several years of comprehensive land use and transportation planning in
Riverside County through the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP). The RCIP
was an unprecedented, multiyear planning effort to simultaneously prepare
environmental, transportation, housing, and development guidelines for Riverside
County for the first half of the 21st century. Riverside County is one of the fastest

The use of the term "parkway" in this document is intended solely as an
abbreviated reference to the Mid County Parkway project and should not be
construed so as to define the type of roadway anticipated should the project be
constructed. It is used because the public has become accustomed to the term
during the history of the project; the project proposes "above standard" landscape
mitigation, including the planting of native vegetation A parkway is defined as a
divided arterial highway with full control of access and with grade separations at
local interchanges with major local arterials. It should be noted that even though
the project title is “Mid County Parkway,” not all of the alternatives consist of a
“parkway” for its entire length. Some of the alternatives include segments that are
“expressways and arterials,” as defined in the Riverside County General Plan, and
are designed to freeway/expressway standards as defined in the Caltrans Highway
Design Manual (HDM). The term "parkway" is not used per the definition of
parkway in the Caltrans HDM. '
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project

growing counties in the United States. The purpose of the RCIP was to address the
planning, environmental, and transportation issues that would result from the
anticipated doubling of population in Riverside County, from 1.5 million residents
currently to approximately 3.0 million by 2020. The RCIP included three
components: (1) a new General Plan for Riverside County, adopted in October 2003;
(2) a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for western Riverside
County (approved in June 2004); and (3) the Community and Environmental
Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP).

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

The west-east corridor was known as the HCLE Corridor (Figure 1.1.2). The agencies
that participated in the HCLE Corridor study process developed the following
purpose of the proposed action in the HCLE Corridor: “to provide multimodal
transportation improvements that will help alleviate future traffic demands and
congestion and improve the east-west movement of people and goods across western
Riverside County.” After a Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) was completed for the HCLE Corridor
and circulated for public review in 2002 with a suite of 14 “build” alternatives, the
RCTC Board accepted a staff recommendation in June 2003 to proceed with the
accelerated preparation of a project-level environmental document for a west-east

' Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the

Riverside County Integrated Project, Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor,
July 2002.
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The study area shown here is identical to the previous study area and does not reflect all the routes that were previously studied.  Also, the name of the study area is misleading; it acutally runs from San Jacinto to Corona, rather than Hemet to Corona or Lake Elsinore.  Please explain.
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project

alternative that would follow the existing alignment of Cajalco Road and Ramona

Expressway, known as the MCP proj ect.!

Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway exist today as two- to six-lane arterial
highways with numerous intersections and driveways for local property access. The
MCP study area is an existing mix of rural, semirural, and urban land uses;

however, substantial residential and commercial development is under construction,
fully entitled for future development, or undergoing review of applications for future
land development.

Table 1.1.A provides the preliminary cost estimate for the proposed MCP project.

Table 1.1.A Preliminary Project Cost Estimate

- Z
Cost Breakdown' Esu?;a;ﬁ?i o(::;sts
Engineering 0.60
Construction 2.98
Right of Way 0.62
“Construction 2.21
Environmental Mitigation 0.15
Total Cost 3.58

Source: Jacobs, 2008.

' See Chapter 2 of this EIR/EIS for a cost breakdown by alternative.

2 Cost provided for Locally Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9 TWS DV).
EIR/EIS = Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
TWS DV = Temescal Wash Area Design Variation

Detailed figures of the MCP Build Alternatives are provided later in Chapter 2,
Project Description and Alternatives.

The Project Approval/Environmental Document (PA/ED) phase of the MCP project,
including the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, was funded with Riverside County
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee funds and a federal streamlining funding
allocation. No funding has been programmed for design, right of way acquisition, or

' Although the document prepared for the HCLE Corridor was a Tier 1 EIS/EIR,
this Draft EIR/EIS for the MCP project does not “tier off” the HCLE Draft Tier 1
EIS/EIR pursuant to Section 15152 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines. This is because a Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR was not completed,
and all of the data and analysis contained in the HCLE Draft Tier 1 EIS/EIR
needed to be updated for the analysis of the MCP Alternatives.
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plancomm
Note
The economy has undergone substantial changes since this EIR was prepared.  Please indicate where "substantial residential and commercial development is under construction,...".

plancomm
Note
Please explain this table.  Total Cost computes as the sum of Engineering and Construction in Bold type. What is the significance of Right of Way, Environmental Mitigation, and the second entry for Construction.  If the entire column is summed, the Total Cost is 6.56.

plancomm
Note
Please explain this note in plain English that any member of the public can understand.


Chapter 1 Proposed Project

construction; although, it is anticipated that a combination of the state Interregional
Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP), local Measure “A” 0.5-cent sales tax, local Transportation Uniform
Mitigation Fee fees, and federal dollars would be pursued. The project is currently
included in the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) adopted May 8, 2008, listed
as CETAP Mid County Parkway Corridor (RIV031218). The following description is
listed for the project: “Construct a 4-8 lane limited access parkway from Corona
(slightly west of I-15) to San Jacinto (to SR-79) and construct local interchanges in
the corridor at 15 locations.”

The 2008 RTIP (adopted in August 2008) includes the following programming

description:

Mid County Pkwy: Construct 4 to 8 through lane (2 to 4 lanes in each
direction) approximately 32 mile Mid County Pkwy corridor in
western Riverside County between west of I-15 (south of Cajalco Rd)
east to SR79 in San Jacinto including construction/reconstruction of
approximately 15 interchanges with collector distributor lane/mainline
system improvements. (CETAP-Alternative 9)

1.2 Project Purpose and Need

1.2.1 Project Purpose

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

selected Alternative would:

e Provide increased capacity to support the forecast travel demand for the 2035
design year;

e Provide a limited access parkway;

e Provide roadway geometrics to meet state highway design standards;

e Accommodate Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) National Network

truckslg and

' These are larger trucks that are permitted on the federal Interstate system and the
non-Interstate Federal-aid Primary System.
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e Provide a parkway that is compatible with a future multimodal transportation

system.

The MCP project provides logical termini since it connects to two major north-south
transportation facilities (I-15 and SR-79) with the I-215 in the middle, has
independent utility since the project is usable and a reasonable expenditure even if no
additional transportation improvements in the area are made, and it does not restrict
consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation

improvements.

1.2.2 Project Need

The MCP project is located in an area of western Riverside County that is currently
undergoing substantial population and employment growth. Population in Riverside
County overall is expected to double between 2000 and 2020 from 1.5 million to
3.1 million.' The population in western Riverside County is expected to increase by
over 1 million people between 2000 and 2025, an increase of more than 85 percent.
Growth in employment is expected to occur at an even higher rate, with an increase of
over 115 percent in the number of jobs.? Although currently funded transportation
improvements will address some of the projected future demand, additional
transportation improvements are needed to provide for the efficient movement of
people and goods in the future.

1.2.21 Capacity, Transportation Demand and Safety

Existing Capacity

The existing major west-east facilities in western Riverside County consist of State
Routes 60, 91, and 74 (SR-60, SR-91, and SR-74, respectively). These facilities
provide linkages between the major north-south facilities of SR-79, I-215, and I-15.
In 2035, SR-60 and SR-91, as well as several segments of SR-74, are projected to
operate at level of service (LOS) F. The previous HCLE CETAP studies evaluated
several parkway alternatives along Ramona Expressway, Cajalco Road, and El
Sobrante Road, as well as other alternatives to the south along portions of SR-74,
Domenigoni Parkway, Ethanac Road, and Newport Road. While the Riverside
County General Plan (2003) identifies several major west-east arterials south of
SR-74 that provide alternative west-east routes, Ramona Expressway and Cajalco

1" Source: 2004 Regional Transportation Plan, Southern California Association of

Governments.
2 Ibid.
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Road comprise the only existing and proposed major continuous transportation
corridor between SR-74 and SR-60/SR-91 (see Figure 1.2.1, Circulation Element).
Cajalco Road is a two- to four-lane arterial with no access control, and Ramona
Expressway is a two- to six-lane expressway with partial access control. Therefore,
discussion of capacity, transportation demand, and safety focuses on Ramona
Expressway and Cajalco Road.

Level of Service

Cajalco Road already operates at an unacceptable LOS (LOS E/F) through many
segments: By 2035, the roadway will experience further delay if additional capacity is
not provided. This is illustrated in Table 1.2.A. The 2035 projections show a more
than 100 percent increase in traffic demand through the corridor. Existing capacity is
inadequate to meet the future traffic demand. LOS can be improved by providing
more capacity, as shown in Table 1.2.A, for 2035 conditions with project.

Travel Time
A Travel Time Analysis (VRPA Technologies, 2008) was conducted for the MCP

project. The following assumptions were used to estimate existing and 2035 future
travel times along the MCP corridor between I-15 and SR-79:

e Average speed on the MCP would be 98.9 kilometers per hour (kph) (61.5 miles
per hour [mph]), corresponding to LOS D conditions and a 112 kph (70 mph) free
flow speed.

e For Alternatives 6 and 7, a reduced speed of 80 kph (50 mph) was assumed for
the area west of Lake Mathews with lower-speed curves.

e For Alternatives 1A and 1B, an average travel speed of 16 kph (10 mph) was
assumed based on LOS F conditions for an arterial street (Class II), using the
Urban Streets methodology of the Highway Capacity Manual. If no roadway
improvements are made in this corridor, LOS F is the expected operating
condition in 2035.

e For Alternative 1B, an average travel speed of 33 kph (21 mph) was assumed
based on LOS D conditions for an arterial street (Class I), using the Urban Streets
methodology of the Highway Capacity Manual. The assumption is that Riverside
County (and cities along the corridor) will provide necessary widening to achieve
LOS D operating conditions in order to meet the goals of their General Plan
Circulation Elements.
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I-215 to Temescal Canyon Road and possibly some limitation of access.
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Table 1.2.A Service Levels for Existing and Proposed Conditions

e Facility :
Existing . . MCP Project
Route Location (zogépv?/ith Existing 2005 Design Year 2035 2035
Segment Projecty | ADT | LOS | ADT [LOS| ADT [ LOS
6-8 Lane
. I-15 to L 9,210 to 14,300 to 52,200 to
Cajalco Road | | 535 'I&lmlted 19,050 C-F 45900 C-F 66.000 B-D
: ccess
6-8 Lane '
Ramona East of Limited 10430to |~ o |23200t0 | . | 26800t |
Expressway 1-215 Access 24,450 62,900 86,600
Source: Traffic Technical Report, VRPA, 2008.

ADT = average daily traffic

1-15 = Interstate 15

1-215 = Interstate 215
LOS = level of service
MCP = Mid County Parkway

The Travel Time Analysis concluded that under Alternatives 1A (No Project/No
Action — Existing Ground Conditions) and Alternative 1B (No Project/No Action —
General Plan Circulation Element Conditions), the travel time between I-15 and
SR-79 in 2035 would be 193.4 minutes and 92.1 minutes, respectively. Under the
MCP Build Alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9), the travel time would range
between 31.1 minutes and 32.5 minutes.

Population/Traffic Forecast
The MCP project would link the existing and growing population centers of the city
of Corona on the west, city of Perris in the central portion of the MCP study area, and
the city of San Jacinto on the east. The city of Corona is served by SR-91 for west-
east traffic and I-15 for north-south traffic. The city of Perris is currently served by
I-215 in a north-south direction but is not served by a major west-east facility.

Similarly, the community of San Jacinto is served by SR-79 in a north-south direction
but is not served by a major west-east facility. In addition to linking communities in
western Riverside County, the MCP project would link I-15, I-215, and SR-79,
thereby facilitating regional traffic movement by providing a west-east connection to
these major north-south transportation facilities.

Traffic modeling for the MCP studies is based on full implementation of the adopted
Riverside County General Plan (2003), as well as implementation of the General
Plans for the surrounding cities, including planned land uses identified in the Land
Use Element and planned transportation facilities identified in the Circulation
Element. Transportation modeling based on the adopted Riverside County General

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Plan (2003) land uses indicates that the LOS on west-east arterials will be degraded
without implementation of the MCP project.

There is no established standard for the desirable distance between major
transportation facilities, and there is currently a broad range of distances between the
major west-east freeways as they intersect with I-15 in this area. For example, SR-91
and SR-60 are approximately 16 km (10 mi) apart, SR-60 and Interstate 10 (I-10) are
approximately 4.8 km (3.0 mi) apart, and I-10 and State Route 210 (SR-210) are
approximately 9.6 km (6.0 mi) apart. SR-91 and State Route 78 (SR-78) (the closest
west-east freeway south of SR-91 in northern San Diego County) are separated by
approximately 100 km (62 mi). While SR-74 and State Route 76 (SR-76)
(conventional highways) provide some of the needed west-east capacity, they are
limited by topographic and other constraints and will accommodate only limited
additional growth in traffic. The MCP project is located approximately half-way
between SR-74 and SR-91, or roughly 13 km (8 mi) from each facility (see

Figure 1.2.2, Freeways and Other State Highways).

The future transportation modeling for 2035 conducted for the MCP project included
a base network that assumed the following: (1) implementation of the improvements
included in the 2004 RTP for western Riverside County and Coachella Valley;

(2) implementation of the arterial roadway improvements included in the adopted
Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan; and (3) implementation of
an west-east freeway and a north-south freeway consistent with the internal CETAP
corridors included in the Riverside County General Plan. The land use assumptions in
the transportation demand model reflected the land use types and intensities included
in the Land Use Element of the Riverside County General Plan. It was assumed that
nearly 75 percent of the households in the Land Use Element would be built by 2035.

Traffic demand forecasts and modeling indicate a majority of west-east trips will be
made to the west out of Riverside County using SR-91. The ability to expand capacity
on SR-91 is severely restricted by existing development. Future capacity on parallel
routes is also limited. Existing SR-74 is predominantly four lanes for its entire length,
two in each direction from Hemet to the I-15. SR-60 has three lanes (two mixed-flow
lanes and one High-Occupancy Vehicle [HOV]) in each direction from I-10 in the
east to the I-215/SR-60 junction. The model assumes that SR-74 will be widened to
eight lanes west of Ethanac Road. Even with planned expansion of both of these
facilities, they will not be able to meet future west-east travel demand.
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As shown in Table 1.2.A, Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway operate at
unacceptable LOS both in 2005 and 2035. In addition, projected traffic indicates
14,300 to 62,900 average daily trips on the same corridor in the future. Future traffic
projections indicate all existing freeways will be operating at LOS F even with
implementation of planned improvements as identified in the RTIP, Riverside County
General Plan Circulation Element, the Measure A Expenditure Plan, and the
implementation of transit “oases™ as identified in the Riverside County General Plan.
Traffic demand forecasts and modeling indicate that approximately 20 percent of the
trips on the MCP project would be traveling the entire length of the corridor. Based
on this percentage of through trips, the MCP project is not only serving as a major
arterial within the communities through which it passes, but also provides a vital
regional transportation role by serving longer trip lengths.

Capacity Needs

Travel patterns in western Riverside County are characterized by large numbers of
commuters traveling from western Riverside County to jobs in Los Angeles and
Orange counties. Intercounty commuter traffic is expected to grow substantially in the
future as Riverside County doubles its population and housing stock between 2000
and 2020. In addition, the growth of employment opportunities within western
Riverside County is expected to result in substantial increases in traffic through and
connecting with intracounty employment and population centers. The MCP project
would serve as a major west-east connection within western Riverside County and
would also provide for regional movement of people and goods to eastern Riverside
County, Los Angeles County, and Orange County.

To serve the projected travel demand in this area, there is a need to maximize the
capacity of the MCP project by limiting access. Access limitation is used to restrict
entry onto through traffic facilities to manage traffic congestion and improve traffic
operational conditions. Access on Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway is not
restricted, with intersections (both signalized and unsignalized) and driveways
providing multiple points of access along these existing roadways.

' The transit oases concept is based on a system of locally served rubber-tired
transit service (i.e., bus) to concentrations of employment, community activity,
and residences in a manner that is linked with regional transportation
opportunities.
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There is also a need for the MCP project to accommodate truck traffic, which will be
integral to future job growth in the area. The 1982 STAA allows large trucks to
operate on the Interstate system, the non-Interstate Federal-aid Primary System, and
certain primary routes (collectively referred to as the National Network). Caltrans has
identified roadway design standards to provide for safe transportation of regional
truck traffic, including STAA vehicles. Roadway design to accommodate these trucks
must accommodate turning movements characterized by the rear tires following a
shorter tracking path than the front tires. Currently, I-15, I-215, and SR-79 north of
the MCP study area and south of SR-74 are included in the STAA National Network.
Existing Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway currently do not meet STAA
standards. A climbing lane is warranted along Cajalco Road (or on a parallel facility),
since the running speed of STAA vehicles falls 48 kph (30 mph) or more below the
running speed of remaining traffic (2001 Caltrans Highway Design Manual, pages
200-21, Figure 204.5).The MCP project would provide another west-east link for
goods movement if it is designed to meet STAA standards.

Safety
Summaries of the existing accident information for I-15, I-215, and Cajalco Road and

Ramona Expressway are shown in Tables 1.2.B, 1.2.C, and 1.2.D, respectively. At
some locations, accident rates on I-15, I-215, and Cajalco Road and Ramona
Expressway exceed statewide averages. Some of the higher than expected accident
rates are due to congestion and/or unsignalized intersections. It is expected that
accident rates at these locations would be reduced with implementation of the MCP
project. SR-79 accidents are not reviewed as that two-lane highway will be replaced
by a six-lane expressway or freeway in roughly the same time frame as the MCP.

Accident rates on I-15 are expected to improve in connection with the proposed MCP
project as many roadway features are upgraded to current design standards and
capacity is increased. Additionally, signalized intersections at the ramps, improved
lane geometry at the ramp intersections, and prohibiting left-turn movements at local
street intersections in close proximity to adjacent ramp intersections are expected to
reduce accident rates at the above locations.
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Table 1.2.B Accident Data on I-15 Mainline and Ramps

(April 1, 2002 to March 31, 2005)

Actual Average
Location Facility KP (PM) Accident Rates' Accident Rates’
Fatal ;?::ile; Total | Fatal ;;t.:ile; Total
Mainline g;ﬁgg:g; 0000 | 008 | 046 | 0012 | o046 | 129
15/ SBOf.Ramp | 62.68(38.95) | 0.000 | 027 | 041 | 0005 | 061 1.50
Ontario | SBOnRamp | 6206(38.56) | 0000 | 043 | 027 | 0002 | 032 | 080
NB OffRamp | 61.85(3843) | 0.000 | 014 | 0.84 | 0005 | 061 1,50
NB On-Ramp | 62.66(38.93) | 0.000 | 021 | 0.85 | 0002 | 032 | 0.80
Mainline (ggjgig;jé% 0000 | 015 | 046 |0015| 036 | 1.01
15/ SBOff-Ramp | 61.18(38.02) | 0.000 | 1.04 | 294 | 0005 | 061 1.50
El Ceriito | SBOn-Ramp | 60.64(37.68) | 0.000 | 039 | 1.94 |[0002 | 032 | 080
Road NB Off-Ramp | 60.60 (37.66) | 0.000 | 1.07 | 429 [ 0005 | 061 1,50
NB On-Ramp | 61.18(38.02) | 0.000 | 019 | 076 [o0002 | 032 | 080
Mainline (gg:gg;ggﬁg) 0011 | 022 | o058 |0020| 038 | 090
15/ SBOff-Ramp | 58.95(37.82) | 0000 | 024 | 036 | 0007 | 024 | 070
Cajalco | SBOnRamp | 5948 (36.96) | 0000 | 083 | 167 | 0009 | 035 | 085
NB Off-Ramp | 58.96 (36.64) | 0.000 | 089 | 0.89 | 0.006 | 0.19 | 0.60
NB On-Ramp | 59.44 (36.93) | 0000 | 000 | 012 |0005| 0.16 | 045
Mainline (ggzgtg;g% 0015 | 024 | 095 0019 | 036 | 085
15/ SBOf-Ramp | 57.70(35.85) | 0.000 | 0.3 | 0.39 | 0014 | 043 | 1.15
Weiick | S8 On-Ramp | 57.13(3550) | 0000 | 000 | 000 | 0007 | 021 0.55
NB Off-Ramp | 57.05(35.45) | 0.000 | 000 | 1.89 | 0014 | 043 | 115
NB On-Ramp | 57.73(35.87) | 0000 | 0413 | 0.66 | 0.007 | 0.21 0.55
Source: Draft Project Report, Jacobs, 2008; and Caltrans TASAS Table B.

' Accident rates based on total number of fatal and injury accidents, as reported in Caltrans accident reports. Accident
rates for mainline segments are expressed in accidents per million vehicle miles. Accident rates for ramps are
expressed in accidents per million vehicles. Bold type indicates locations where the accident rates exceed statewide

averages.

Caltrans = California Department of Transportation
KP = kilometer post

NB = northbound
PM = post mile

SB = southbound .
TASAS = Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System
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Table 1.2.C Accident Data on 1-215 — Oleander Avenué to Nuevo Road
(April 1, 2002 to March 31, 2005)

Actual . Average ,
Location Facility KP (PM) Acc'ie’:;l":'tes A°°::d°t:|t fates
a a
Fatal Injuries Total | Fatal Injuries Total

1-215 —
Oleander - 43.86-53.27
Aventie to Mainline (2725-33.10) 0005 | 0.15 | 043 | 0001 | 0.28 0.83
Nuevo Road

SB Off-Ramp | 52.38(32.55) | 0.000 | 0.00. | 0.00 | 0.005 | 0.61 1.50
'6?15/d SB On-Ramp | 51.82(32.20) | 0.000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.002 | 0.32 0.80

eanaer

Avenue NB Off-Ramp | 51.73(32.14) | 0.000 | 0.00 | 2.30 | 0.005 | 0.61 1.50

NB On-Ramp | 52.28(32.49) | 0.000 | 034 | 1.02 | 0.002 | 0.32 0.80

SB Off-Ramp | 50.07 (31.11) | 0.000 | 0.75 | 2.24 | 0.005 | 0.61 1.50
1-215 / Cajalco
Expressway/ | SBOn-Ramp | 49.50(30.76) | 0.000 | 000 | 0.63 | 0.002 | 0.32 0.80
Ramona NB Off-Ramp | 49.50 (30.77) | 0.000 | 0.31 141 | 0.005 | 061 1.50
Expressway

NB On-Ramp | 50.01(31.08) | 0.000 | 0.00 | 0.28 | 0.002 | 0.32 0.80

SB Off-Ramp | 45.18 (28.08) | 0.000 | 027 | 1.10 | 0.005 | 0.61 1.50
1215 /Nuevo | SBOn-Ramp | 44.58 (27.70) | 0.000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.002 | 0.32 0.80
Road NB Off-Ramp | 44.55(27.68) | 0.000 | 0.17 | 0.34 | 0.005 [ 0.61 1.50

NB On-Ramp | 45.10 (28.02) | 0.000 | 0.15 | 0.30 | 0.002 | 0.32 0.80

Source: Draft Project Report, Jacobs, 2008.

1

rates for mainline segments are expressed in accidents per million vehicle miles. Accident rates for ramps are
expressed in accidents per million vehicles. Bold type indicates locations where the accident rates exceed statewide

averages.

KP = kilometer post

NB = northbound
PM = post mile
SB = southbound

Accident rates based on total number of fatal and injury accidents, as reported in Caltrans accident reports. Accident

Table 1.2.D0 Summary of Accident History, Cajalco/Ramona Corridor,
2001 through 2003

: . Property
Accident . . .
Roadway Category Location Fatality | Injury Dg‘:?ee Total
Cajalco Road Roadway Segment | I-15to I-215 9 151 207 367
Ramona Expressway | Roadway Segment | 1-215 to SR-79 8 138 208 354

Source: Draft Project Report, Jacobs, 2008.
I-15 = Interstate 15
1-215 = Interstate 215

SR-79 = State

Route 79
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I-215 accident rates were compared to statewide averages for similar types of
facilities. Ten of the locations show actual accident rates below the average accident
rates for similar facilities while three locations show actual accident rates above the
average accident rates for similar facilities. Analysis of accidents for the three
locations with higher than average accident experience showed no obvious accident
pattern (i.e., the accident rate was the result of low traffic levels combined with a few
random accidents). The accidents would expect to be reduced with implementation of
the MCP project.

For Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway, Table 1.2.D indicates that the accident
experience is typical of suburban and rural arterial roadways.

Overall, while accident rates are not appreciably different from other similar
facilities, there are locations along the existing route (Cajalco Road and Ramona
Expressway) where design features (such as curves and/or steep grades) and land use
conflicts (including direct driveway access to the roadway) represent conditions that
could contribute to higher accident rates with the growth in traffic volumes on these
two roadways. Further, it is not feasible to convert existing Cajalco Road or Ramona
Expressway to a facility that meets Caltrans standards due to the roadway deficiencies
discussed below and the terrain. By limiting access and designing a transportation
facility that is consistent with current State highway standards, the MCP project
would provide an alternative route and relieve regional congestion, thus resulting in
an improvement in safety and a reduction in accidents.

1.2.2.2 Roadway Deficiencies (Cajalco Road/Ramona Expressway)
Existing Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway combine to form the only existing,
continuous west-east facility in the MCP study area. There are limitations related to
design and capacity that restrict the ability of the existing roadways to meet future
travel demand.

Operational

The Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway roadway geometric sections do not meet
current Caltrans or Riverside County standards for major roadways. The 2001
Caltrans Highway Design Manual identifies key design standards that will be applied
in the design of the MCP project. Application of the Caltrans design standards
represents a conservative approach, since these standards meet or exceed the design
standards for Riverside County roads. Also, even if the MCP project is not designated
a State highway in the future, compliance with Caltrans design standards will be
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required at the interchanges with I-15, I-215, and SR-79. These standards include a
design speed of 120 kph (75 mph), a minimum curve radius of 900 meters (m) (2,950
feet [ft]), and a maximum vertical grade of 6 percent. The existing roadway geometry
does not meet Caltrans standards for 120 kph (75 mph) in several areas; therefore,
widening the existing facility in these areas without redesign is not feasible. All of the
curves on existing Cajalco Road do not meet the Caltrans minimum of 900 m (2,950
ft). Similarly, curve radii for the realigned Cajalco Road, as designated in the existing
Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element, are also below the standard of
900 m (2,950 ft). Existing Ramona Expressway includes six horizontal curves that do
not meet Caltrans standards.

The grade of existing Cajalco Road west of Lake Mathews also has deficiencies. The
grade of the existing Cajalco Road ranges from 2.2 percent to 7.6 percent. About
1,200 m (3,936 ft) of Cajalco Road exceeds the 6 percent maximum grade
requirement for mountainous freeway.

Currently, there are numerous direct access points (driveways and local roadways)
onto Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway. There are as many as 20 access points
within a distance of 1.6 km (1.0 mi) These numerous access points result in
oppoftunities for conflict that impede traffic flow. Uncontrolled access poihts reduce
the overall capacity of the roadways and increase the possibility of accidents.
Planning for the MCP project offers an opportunity to identify appropriate access
points from the federal and State highway system, as well as from local streets, and to
provide local access to existing and future development through the use of frontage
roads or other solutions.

1.2.2.3 Social Demands or Economic Development

The MCP project was identified as a key west-east regional transportation corridor
as a result of several years of comprehensive land use, habitat conservation, and
transportation planning in Riverside County through the RCIP.

Initiated in 1999, the RCIP was an unprecedented, multiyear planning effort to
simultaneously prepare environmental, transportation, housing, and development
guidelines for Riverside County for the first half of the 21st century. The purpose of
the RCIP was to address the planning, environmental, and transportation issues that
would result from the anticipated doubling of population in Riverside County from
1.5 million residents in 2000 to approximately 3.0 million by 2020. The RCIP
included three components: (1) a new General Plan for Riverside County, adopted on
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October 2003; (2) a MSHCP for western Riverside County (approved by the County
in June 2003 and by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] in June
2004); and (3) the CETAP through which the planning of four major transportation
corridors was initiated, including what is now the MCP project. In addition, the RCIP
Partnership Action Plan (September 2000) committed participating federal, State, and
county governments to incorporate the western Riverside County Special Area
Management Plan (SAMP) into all three RCIP planning efforts. The purpose of the
SAMP is to provide for comprehensive aquatic resource protection and reasonable

economic growth.

The Circulation Element of the 2003 Riverside County General Plan acknowledges
the concurrent CETAP planning efforts to identify preferred west-east and north-
south alternatives and preserve future right of way. The Circulation Element identifies
Ramona Expressway and Cajalco Road as future expressways of four to eight lanes
and proposes to realign the portion of Cajalco Road south of Lake Mathews.

The MCP project executes the intent of the prior RCTC and County of Riverside
actions with regard to the planning of the HCLE CETAP Corridor and is consistent
with the intent of the Riverside County Circulation Element, which recognizes that
the specific alignment decisions regarding the CETAP corridors may result in
appropriate amendments to the General Plan. The MCP project provides a west-east
transportation parkway to support the planned land use envisioned in the Riverside
County General Plan, and is being planned and designed in a way to further the
conservation goals of the western Riverside County MSHCP.

The MCP project is also consistent with the 2008 RTP (Southern California
Association of Governments [SCAG]), which states:

“CETAP-Mid County Parkway: Construct a 4-8 lane limited access
parkway from Corona (slightly west of I-15) to San Jacinto (to SR-79)
and construct local interchanges in the corridor at 15 locations.”

The MCP project is also consistent with the goals of the Riverside County General
Plan (2003), which sets forth the need to incorporate future growth with
transportation and multipurpose open space systems in areas that are well served by
public facilities and services and preserve significant environmental features. The
Riverside County General Plan also specifies the need to connect whole communities,
which the MCP project would do by providing a linkage between the cities of
Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto with one west-east transportation facility.
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1.2.2.4 Legislation

Executive Order

On September 18, 2002, President George W. Bush signed Executive Order (EO)
13274 for environmental stewardship and streamlining. This order required
transportation and natural, cultural, and historical resource agencies to establish
realistic timeframes on environmental transportation documents, and required the
agencies to work together to provide efficient review of the documents while
protecting the environment. CETAP, of which the MCP project is a part, was one of
the first seven projects to be placed on the national priority list for review under

EO 13274.

County
Riverside County voters approved Measure A in 1988. Measure A permits a half-cent

sales tax program to be implemented to collect funding for transportation
improvement projects in Riverside County. Measure A was set to expire in 2009;
however, voters approved a 30-year extension for the sales tax program in 2002. The
MCP project is one transportation project being considered by the RCTC that may
receive partial funding from Measure A.

The RCTC may initiate future legislation to designate the MCP as a state highway.

1.2.2.5 Modal Interrelationships and System Linkages

Modal Interrelationships

In addition to the rapid population growth in western Riverside County, the
employment base is also increasing, particularly in intermodal goods distribution.
Land planning and economic projections indicate that the Perris/Moreno
Valley/March Air Reserve Base area will serve as a major distribution hub for goods
in the Inland Empire.l This employment center will result in increased travel demand
by commuters, as well as by trucks carrying goods in and out of the area. The MCP
project is located between and through the future population and employment centers
it would serve for planned developments including Corona, the Perris/Moreno Valley/
former March Air Reserve Base area, and San Jacinto (Figure 1.2.3, Jurisdictional

Boundaries).

! The March Air Reserve Base Land Use Plan in the Riverside County General
Plan (adopted 2003) provides for 2.9 million square meters (9.7 million square
feet) of industrial build-out capacity and 1.5 million square meters (5.1 million
square feet) of commercial build-out capacity.
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The location of the MCP project through the city of Perris offers an opportunity to
create a linkage between the MCP project and two major planned transit projects (the
Perris Valley Line [PVL] and Perris Multimodal Facility). The proposed PVL would
provide commuter rail service from the city of Riverside to the city of Perris by
extending existing service (Metrolink 91 Line) that links the city of Riverside with
downtown Los Angeles via Fullerton. It is anticipated that the proposed PVL would
connect with a new Perris Multimodal Facility to be located in downtown Perris off
C Street and would provide for connecting bus (including the Riverside Transit
Agency) and rail (including Metrolink) service. The Perris Multimodal Facility is in
close proximity to the MCP project. Seven new stations have been identified for
construction along the PVL, including one adjacent to the MCP study area. By
reducing travel time and traffic congestion in the MCP study area, the MCP project
would help improve accessibility to stations serving the PVL.

X

System Linkages

For the last several decades, western Riverside County has served as a population
center for commuters to jobs in Orange and Los Angeles counties, resulting in high
levels of west-east travel demand. The major north-south transportation facilities in
western Riverside County are I-15, I-215, and SR-79, and the major west-east
transportation facilities are SR-91, SR-60, and SR-74. The SR-91/SR-60 corridor and
SR-74 are 25 km (16 mi) apart, with no other major west-east highway in between.
The MCP project is located between the SR-91/SR-60 corridor and SR-74, and would
provide another needed west-east corridor/connection to improve the regional
transportation network and to meet future west-east travel demand.

Related Projects
‘Information concerning related projects provides contextual information for the MCP
project and identifies how the transportation agencies have coordinated transportation
planning efforts. The MCP project will be implemented in a manner that is consistent
with the programmed and planned improvements listed below. These related
improvements are on facilities that represent future connections or are complementary
to the MCP project.
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The related transportation projects to the MCP project are depicted on Figure 1.2.4
and include:

Constructing SR-79 as a Four-Lane Expressway: Constructing SR-79 as a
four-lane expressway on a new alignment from the SR-79/Sanderson Avenue
junction to SR-79/Domenigoni Parkway, generally following an alignment west
of Warren Road. This study is in progress by RCTC and Caltrans. Construction of
initial phases is tentatively scheduled to begin in 2012.

SR-79 Widening: SR-79 Interim Widening Project will improve SR-79 between
Thompson Road and Domenigoni Parkway by extending slopes between
Thompson Road and Abelia Street, widening an 8.7 km (5.4 mi) segment of SR-
79 from two to four lanes between Abelia Street and Domenigoni Parkway,
installing a painted center median, and constructing turn lanes at intersections.

I-15/Magnolia Avenue Interchange Modifications: The City of Corona plans to
reconfigure the existing interchange to add northbound/southbound loops and
widen the existing northbound on-ramp.

Widening of I-215: RCTC plans to widen I-215 to three lanes in each direction
from I-15 in Temecula to Eucalyptus Avenue in Perris. This project is
programmed in RCTC’s Measure A Expenditure Plan. A construction schedule
has not been established.

Widening of I-215 from 60/91/215 Junction to San Bernardino County Line:
Add two lanes in each direction from 60/91/215 to San Bernardino County line

I-15/Cajalco Road Interchange Project: Replace the existing two-lane Cajalco
Road overcrossing of I-15 with a six-lane overcrossing between Temescal Canyon
Road and Bedford Canyon Road and associated ramp modifications. The City of
Corona has secured partial funding for this project, and construction is planned
for January 2011.

The Perris Valley Line (PVL): The RCTC Board has adopted an extension of a
commuter service line from the city of Riverside to the city of Perris. The project
is fully funded in the 2008 RTP through construction. The project proposes to
extend operation of the Metrolink 91 Line, which currently provides commuter
rail service from Riverside to downtown Los Angeles via Fullerton by 2011.
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e The Perris Multimodal Facility: The Perris Multimodal Facility is intended to
support operating rail and bus passenger services originating from the city of
Perris. The facility will be located in downtown Perris off C Street and will
include platforms, shelters, parking, and lighting to accommodate eight bus bays
and additional facilities to serve future passenger train service.

e 1I-15 Measure A Improvements: Extension of the Measure A Expenditure Plan
includes funding to add one lane in each direction on I-15 between SR-60 and the
San Diego Courity line, and to make improvements to the SR-91/I-15 interchange
by adding a new connector from I-15 North to SR-91 West.

e Widening of SR-60 from University Avenue to 60/215 Interchange: Add one
lane in each direction (median) from University Avenue in Riverside easterly to
60/215 interchange in Moreno Valley, including a new interchange and bridges in
Riverside. Construction is tentatively scheduled to be completed in 2009.

e SR-60 Truck-Climbing Lane: Add one truck-climbing lane in the Badlands area
east of Moreno Valley. :

e Widening of SR-91 from Adams to 60/91/215 Interchange: Add one lane in
each direction from Adams to the 60/91/215 interchange in Riverside.
Construction is tentatively scheduled to be completed in 2011.

e Widening of SR-91 from Pierce Street to Orange County: Add one lane in
each direction from Pierce Street to the Orange County line.

e 1-10/SR-60 Interchange: Construct a new interchange at I-16/SR-60.

e I-10 Truck-Climbing Lane: Add an eastbound truck-climbing lane from the San
Bernardino County line to Banning.

e State Route 91/71 Interchange: Improve the connection between SR-91 and
State Route 71 (SR-71) by replacing the existing single-lane connection between
eastbound SR-91 and northbound SR-71 with a new, two-lane, direct flyover
ramp, in addition to 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-91/SR-71 interchange. Construction is planned to be
completed by 2015. |

o State Route 74: One lane added in each direction from I-15 to 7th Street.
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Riverside/Orange County Major Investment Study: The Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) and RCTC, in cooperation with the
Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA), completed a Major Investment Study
(MIS) under SCAG guidelines to identify and assess alternative ways to improve
mobility between Orange and Riverside counties. Following SCAG’s guidelines
for Regionally Significant Transportation Investment Studies (RSTIS), the
Riverside/Orange County MIS was a transportation planning study that concluded
in early 2006. It included feasibility planning, travel demand forecasting,
conceptual engineering, environmental evaluation, and public involvement.
Caltrans Districts 8 and 12, in cooperation with FHWA, were advisory agencies in
the study.

The MIS examined a comprehensive range of capital and operational
improvement alternatives to SR-91 and other options for intercounty multimodal
transportation corridors. The study analyzed the beneﬁté, costs, and consequences
(economic, social, and environmental) of alternative transportation investment
strategies in the Riverside County-Orange County MIS corridor. Input received
throughout the study from the Policy Committee, stakeholders, cities, and elected
officials was included in considering recommendations for a Locally Preferred

Strategy.

The OCTA Board of Directors met on December 12, 2005, to take action on

the recommended Locally Preferred Strategy, and the RCTC Board of
Commissioners met on December 14, 2005. Both Boards unanimously approved
recommendations for the refined Locally Preferred Strategy. Key elements of the
Board’s decisions relevant to the MCP project are as follows:

e Establish SR-91 from SR-55 to I-15 as a priority for improving transportation
between Riverside and Orange counties. Emphasize SR-91 improvements
between State Route 241 (SR-241) and the I-15 first, followed by
improvements between State Route 55 (SR-55) and SR-241.

e Continue to work with the Foothill/Eastern TCA in Orange County to develop
a mutually acceptable plan to improve the connection between the SR-241 and
SR-91 corridors and accelerate capacity improvements on State Route 133
(SR-133), SR-241, and State Route 261 (SR-261) to optimize utilization of the
toll roads to improve transportation between Riverside and Orange counties.

e Continue to evaluate the costs and impacts of Corridor A (a new facility
between I-15 and SR-241 with a connection at SR-71) in the SR-91 right of
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way or north of SR-91, parallel through a future preliminary engineering
process in cooperation with other agencies. '

e Continue to study the technical feasibility of the Corridor B concept (a new
facility between Cajalco Road in Riverside County and SR-133 in Orange
County through the Santa Ana Mountains), including costs, risks, joint-use
opportunities, benefits, and funding options in cooperation with other
interested agencies. _

e Incorporate the following: components of the adopted Locally Preferred
Strategy encompass maximization of the MIS corridor transit network; widen
portions of SR-91 (14 to 16 lanes total plus baseline SR-91 improvements);
possible managed lane modifications (including reversible lanes) for SR-91 or
Corridor A; continue studies in support of a new highway facility in Corridor
A; continue studies in support of a new highway (largely in tunnel sections) in
Corridor B; and operational improvements (not major widening) of SR-74
(Ortega Highway) in Corridor D.

Cajalco Road Improvements: While it is anticipated that much of the future
travel demand on Cajalco Road would be met by the MCP project, there would be
a continued need for Cajalco Road to provide local access and circulation for
existing and planned residential uses in the vicinity of Lake Mathews and Mead
Valley. For Cajalco Road to function safely and effectively in the short term and
long term, safety, capacity, and operational improvements are being planned by

the County of Riverside.

Safety and road repair projects that occurred between 2003 and 2005 included
pavement projects for specific locations and the installation of street lights at the
intersections of Alexander Street, Mead Street, Haines Street, Day Street, Seaton
Avenue, and between Brown Street and Clark Street. In addition, the intersection
of Harley John Road/Smith Road was resurfaced and widened. Pavement was
added east of the intersection to receive a second eastbound through lane to
reduce the traffic backup before the intersection. These projects have been
completed.

Additional projects recently completed by the County of Riverside include:

e Left-turn lanes added between Harley John Road and 0.40 km (0.25 mi) east of
Gustin Lane;
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e Pavement reconstruction and intersection widenings between Kirkpatrick Road
and La Sierra Avenue;

e Installation of guard rails at various locations east of La Sierra Avenue; and

e Installation of traffic signals at Gavilan Road and Harley John Road/Smith
Road.

The County of Riverside plans to widen portions of Cajalco Road in three
segments. The first segment is between Harley John Road on the west and Harvill
Avenue on the east. As a result of the Boulder Springs development, Cajalco
Road will be widened to four lanes from Wood Road to Alexander Street. The
improvements to this segment are considered by the County to be the most needed
in the near term and the most feasible to construct. The second segment is
between La Sierra Avenue and Harley John Road. Western Riverside County
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee funding (approximately $22 million) has
been programmed for the widening of approximately 11 km (7.0 mi) of roadway.
Final environmental compliance is yet to be achieved for this segment. The third
segment is between Temescal Canyon Road and La Sierra Avenue.
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee funds are currently programmed
(approximately $10 million) to improve approximately 5 km (3 mi) of Cajalco
Road in this area. Topographical and Metropolitan Water District (Metropolitan)
reserve constraints are to be addressed through a conceptual design and
environmental clearance process to be undertaken by the Riverside County
Transportation Department.

In addition to the projects listed above that may provide a direct physical connection
to the MCP project, additional improvements are also planned to the freeWay system
in western Riverside County. As shown on Figure 1.2.4, these planned improvements
are identified in the 2008 RTP as prepared by SCAG and in RCTC’s Measure A
Expenditure Plan. These projects represent planned and programmed improvements
to the freeway system and are assumed to be implemented in the transportation
modeling for the MCP project. Even with all of the proposed roadway improvements
identified in the RTP, there will still be inadequate west-east roadway capacity to
meet future demand. The need for the MCP project as described above exists even
with implementation of the improvements reflected in the traffic model.
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Chapter 2 Project Description and
Alternatives

2.1 Project Description Summary

The Mid County Parkway (MCP) is a proposed new highway project located in
western Riverside County, California. Figure 2.1.1 depicts the study area for the MCP
project and the regional location of the proposed project. The MCP study area is
approximately 51 kilometers (km) (32 miles [mi]) long and ranges from 1.7 to 8.3 km
(1 to 5 mi) wide.

The MCP project will serve as a major east-west connection within western Riverside
County and will also provide for regional movement to eastern Riverside County, Los
Angeles County, and Orange County. As stated in Chapter 1.0, the purpose of the
proposed action is to provide a transportation facility that will effectively and
efficiently accommodate regional east-west movement of people and goods between
and through San Jacinto, Perris, and Corona. The proposed action would adopt a
MCP project alignment and construct a major, limited-access transportation parkway
to meet current and projected 2035 travel demand from Interstate 15 (I-15) on the
west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east.

2.2 Alternatives Development Process

The alternatives development process for the MCP project began with the Hemet to
Corona/Lake Elsinore (HCLE) Corridor studies conducted for the Community and
Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP). The MCP (originally
named the Cajalco Ramona Corridor) project was identified as a key east-west
regional transportation corridor as a result of several years of comprehensive land use
and transportation planning in Riverside County through the Riverside County
Integrated Project (RCIP). The RCIP was an unprecedented, multi-year planning
effort to simultaneously prepare environmental, transportation, housing, and
development guidelines for Riverside County for the first half of the twenty-first
century. The purpose of the RCIP is to address the planning, environmental, and
transportation issues that would result from the anticipated doubling of population in
Riverside County, from 1.5 million residents currently to approximately 3.1 million
by 2020. The RCIP included three components: (1) a new General Plan for Riverside
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County, adopted on October 7, 2003; (2) a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan (MSHCP) for western Riverside County; and (3) the CETAP.

CETAP study efforts were jointly undertaken by the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) and the County of Riverside. As part of the CETAP process, a
Draft Tier 1 EIS/EIR was prepared for the HCLE Corridor and circulated for public
review in July 2002. The Draft EIS/EIR considered 14 “Build” alternatives that
extended from San Jacinto/Hemet on the east to Corona/Lake Elsinore on the west.
These alternatives included highway alternatives, as well as transit options such as
expanded bus and commuter rail service. Several alternatives were variations of
routes along Ramona Expressway and Cajalco/El Sobrante Road, at the northwestern
portion of the HCLE study area. Transportation analyses were conducted for these
and other alternatives to the south, along portions of State Route 74 (SR-74),
Domenigoni Parkway, Ethanac Road, and Newport Road. The analyses indicated the
alternative with the greatest transportation benefit was located along Ramona
Expressway, Cajalco Road, and El Sobrante Road, with a connection to Interstate 15
(I-15). This alternative demonstrated it best met traffic needs by providing the
greatest benefits in terms of increases in speed, reductions in travel time, and
congestion relief. The HCLE alternatives in this area (Alternatives 1a/1b and H1/H3)
demonstrated more than twice the traffic benefit as measured in travel hours saved
per year compared with the other HCLE alternatives. In addition, public comments
identified concerns regarding adverse impacts to existing communities for the portion
of the alternatives located north of Lake Mathews. As a result of the information
contained in the Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS/EIR) regarding transportation benefits, and the community input
received on the HCLE alternatives, the RCTC Board accepted a staff
recommendation in June 2003 to proceed with the accelerated preparation of a project
level environmental document for an east-west alternative that included the Ramona
Expressway/Cajalco Road alignment located south of Lake Mathews. This action by
RCTC terminated the Tier 1 study efforts and began a focused, project-level study
effort for the Cajalco Ramona Corridor, which was later renamed the Mid County
Parkway.

2.2.1 Development of Initial MCP Alternatives

The MCP Alternatives were developed through a multiple agency coordination
process, working as a collaborative group referred to as the Small Working Group.
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The Small Working Group includes representatives from the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
County of Riverside, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 8,
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),! United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The alternatives development
process as undertaken by the Small Working Group originally resulted in eight
alternatives that were intended to provide a reasonable range of alternatives to satisfy
the Purpose and Need for the project. The range of alternatives is intended to meet the
requirements for alternatives analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 404 of the federal
Clean Water Act (CWA), and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act
(now codified at 49 United States Code [USC] 303).

An initial set of eight alternatives was presented to the public in scoping meetings
held in December 2004. The initial set of alternatives included two parkway
alternatives with alignments north of Lake Mathews that have since been eliminated
as a result of engineering feasibility issues. See Section 2.2.2 for more information
regarding the alternatives refinement process. See Section 2.9 for a description of
alternatives considered and withdrawn from further study.

2.21.1 Constraints

A number of constraints were considered in the development of the initial project
alternatives, including engineering requirements, the existing built environment,
natural resources such as habitat reserves and drainages, and cultural resources such
as previously recorded archaeological sites. Engineering constraints included the
ability of alternatives to meet Caltrans design requirements (such as for curves, grade,
and interchange spacing) and design standards for the STAA? National Network for
large trucks. Alternatives were also sited to avoid or minimize impacts to existing and
approved (but not yet built) communities and public facilities/infrastructure to the

' The USFWS submitted a letter dated December 9, 2005 (included in Appendix J
of this EIR/EIS), stating that it will participate in the MCP process informally
(i.e., would not provide formal concurrence on the project purpose and need or
project alternatives), with a focus on providing technical assistance.

2 STAA is the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982. STAA allows large
trucks to operate on the Interstate and certain primary routes called collectively
the National Network. |
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extent feasible. Land use constraints include the Lake Mathews, Mead Valley,
Gavilan Hills, and Perris communities; habitat reserves; other existing residential
areas; dams at Lake Mathews and Lake Perris; approved/entitled land development
projects; existing railroad facilities; the Perris State Fairgrounds; existing commercial,
industrial, and agricultural facilities; the Lake Perris State Recreation Area; and
public facilities such as the City of Corona Water Treatment Plant, Perris
Continuation High School, the Federal Records Center, the proposed Ramona
Metrolink Rail Station, and others (see Figure 2.2.1, Engineering and Environmental
Constraints).

2.21.2 Scoping Process

A series of “prescoping” public meetings were held in September 2004 to obtain
public input on factors that should be considered in developing the MCP Alternatives.
In November 2004, a Notice of Intent (NOI) and a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
the MCP project were published (see Chapter 5). The NOI and NOP described eight
project alternatives, including a No Action/No Project alternative, six MCP Build
Alternatives that were either full parkway alternatives or a combination of proposed
parkway and General Plan arterial improvements, and a General Plan Circulation
Element alternative. The NOI and NOP initiated the formal scoping process for the
MCP project to identify issues and alternatives to be studied in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). Three
public scoping meetings were held in December 2004.

Input received from the public and public agencies during the prescoping and scoping
meetings was integrated into the alternative development and evaluation processes for
the project. As a result of the comments received during the scoping period and of a
multiagency Value Analysis Study on the original eight alternatives, two new
alignments were developed in 2005 as possible new alternatives for the project: the
Far South (now Alternative 9) and the Perris Valley Storm Drain (Perris Drain) (now
incorporated into Alternatives 4 and 6). The RCTC held a community meeting on
August 3, 2005, to present the two new alignments under consideration. At the
meeting, RCTC also included: (1) a review of the project’s purpose and need, (2) the
history of the alternatives, and (3) a review of the comments received during the
original scoping process. A Supplemental NOP soliciting input from public agencies
and other interested parties regarding the revised suite of alternatives prior to the
release of the Draft EIR/EIS for public review was circulated to public agencies and
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interested parties on July 31, 2007. Additional details regarding the scoping process is
provided in the Mid County Parkway Scoping Summary Report (2008).

2.2.2 Alternatives Refinement Process

After the NOI and NOP were published in 2004, Caltrans conducted a Value Analysis
Study in April 2005 to determine whether there were additional alignment
refinements that could more effectively and efficiently meet the project Purpose and
Need. As aresult of the Value Analysis Study, new information became available
with regard to the practicability of some of the alternative alignments, as well as
opportunities to further avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts to existing
habitat reserves, Section 404 aquatic resources, Section 4(f) properties, and existing
communities (see below for additional information regarding the Value Analysis
Study process). In addition, during this same period, the MCP engineering and
environmental project team conducted engineering studies, environmental studies,
field work, public scoping meetings, and traffic modeling for the MCP project. Based
on these studies and analyses, the Small Working Group considered and approved the
refined set of alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. As described in detail
later in Section 2.4, the revised set of alternatives:

e Eliminated the two alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) that included a parkway
north of Lake Mathews due to engineering feasibility issues;

e Rerouted a segment of Alternatives 4 and 6 away from the Perris Dam,;

e Renumbered Alternative 8 to Alternative 1B (No Action/No Project General Plan
Circulation Element Conditions); and

e Added Alternative 9, the Far South Alternative, which avoids the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) reserve lands established by
the Lake Mathews Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP).

Specific considerations in the alternatives refinement process are discussed below.

2.2.21 Value Analysis Process

The National Highway System Act of 1995 included a value engineering provision
(later implemented by regulations codified in Subchapter G Part 627 of Title 23, Code
of Federal Regulations [CFR]) requiring the Secretary of the Department of
Transportation to . . . establish a program to require states to carry out a value
engineering analysis for all projects on the National Highway System with an
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estimated total cost of $25 million or more.” In California, Caltrans coordinates with
FHWA to apply the Value Analysis Study process to:

1. Maintain federal funding for proposed projects.

2. Build consensus with transportation partners (FHWA, Caltrans, RCTC, the
County of Riverside, and the Cities of Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto,
specifically for the MCP project). '

3. Solve difficult transportation problems.

4. Reduce costs while maintaining or improving project quality.

5. Eliminate detrimental design influences.

The Value Analysis Study for the MCP Alternatives was conducted by Caltrans
District 8 and a consultant facilitator in April 2005. The Value Analysis Study
objectives were to identify alternatives that would maintain or improve MCP project
performance, reduce costs if possible, and minimize impacts to local agency land use
plans, including local circulation access. The MCP mainline Value Analysis Study
conducted in April 2005 complemented earlier value analysis studies that focused on
the configuration of the MCP project connections at SR-79, I-15, and Interstate 215
(I-215).

2.2.2.2 Engineering, Traffic, and Environmental Constraints

The Value Analysis Study process resulted in the generation of multiple alternative
alignments. Some of these alternative alignments offered advantages with regard to
transportation and safety concerns, as well as avoidance and/or minimization of
impacts to the natural and built environments. Also, during the value analysis process,
it became apparent that the alignments near the dams at Lake Perris (Perris Dam) and
Lake Mathews (Lake Mathews Dam and Cajalco Dam) may be constrained by
engineering considerations associated with those dams. Specific resources and
constraints that were addressed through the Value Analysis Study process are
discussed below and shown in Figure 2.2.1, Engineering and Environmental
Constraints.

Engineering Constraints (Dams)

Two of the initial alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) included a parkway north of
Lake Mathews in close proximity to Lake Mathews and Cajalco Dams, and three of
the initial alternatives (Alternatives 2, 4, and 6) included a parkway along the existing
Ramona Expressway in close proximity to Perris Dam. Lake Mathews and Cajalco
Dam are owned and operated by Metropolitan. Perris Dam is owned and operated by
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the State Department of Water Resources (DWR), and Metropolitan is the principal
user of water from Lake Perris. DWR, Division of Safety and Dams, regulates the
safety and integrity of dams in California.

The parkway alternative north of Lake Mathews was included in the initial set of
MCP Alternatives, in part to ensure evaluation of an alternative that minimized
impacts to the Lake Mathews MSHCP area compared with the alignment south of
Lake Mathews. Given the engineering and safety constraints related to Lake Mathews
and Cajalco Dams, the value analysis team determined that it was prudent to consider
other alternatives that would both avoid close proximity to the dam and fully avoid
the Metropolitan Habitat Conservation Plan Reserve. These efforts resulted in the
proposed Far South Alternative, now known as Alternative 9.

There are several constraints in the area adjacent to Perris Dam, including
Metropolitan facilities (pipeline, tunnels, and power plant), reserves established by
the Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Stephens’ kangaroo
Rat reserve), State Fairgrounds, DWR emergency facilities, and the potential for
large, seismically induced earthquake deformations in the area. Both the Stephens’
Kangaroo Rat Reserve area and the State Fairgrounds would qualify for protection as
Section 4(f) properties. The value analysis team developed a revised alignment to
avoid the area adjacent to Perris Dam that also attempted to minimize community
impacts in the city of Perris. The alignment proposed by the value analysis team
would extend west from Antelope Road, west along the South Perris alignment to the
Perris Drain, north past Evans Road, and parallel to and west of the Perris Drain, then
turn west and join the North Perris alignment before Perris Boulevard (at Perry
Street). The advantages of this alignment include full avoidance of Perris Dam,
reserves established by the Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat,
and the State Fairgrounds. One disadvantage of the Perris Drain alignment is that it
would require flood control improvements as part of the MCP project to locate the
parkway outside the Perris Drain floodway or place the facility on a structure to avoid
impacts to the floodway. As a result of consultation with the Riverside County Flood
Control District (RCFCD) regarding the feasibility of a flood control project, it was
decided to design the Perris Drain alignment on an elevated structure to avoid the
floodway.

RCTC and the MCP project team consulted with the Metropolitan engineering staff
and the DWR preceding and concurrent with the Value Analysis Study process. The
discussion focused on safety issues with regard to excavation, construction activities,
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and ultimate operation of a major transportation facility in proximity to the two major
dam structures, Cajalco Dam and Perris Dam.

In a letter dated May 13, 2005 (included in Appendix J; also see Chapter 5),
Metropolitan specified that excavation for the MCP project would involve the
removal of a hill that is acting as a buttress for Lake Mathews Dike No. 1 at
McAllister Street, which is unacceptable. In a Small Working Group meeting on
August 17, 2005, regarding Alternatives 2 and 3, Metropolitan stated the alignment
must be 305 m (1,000 ft) from the buttress and dikes. Alternatives 6 and 7 also
propose an alignment north of Lake Mathews in the vicinity of Dike No. 1.
Alternatives 6 and 7 propose a typical roadway section and alignment as shown in the
Riverside County General Plan for north of Lake Mathews. Alternatives 6 and 7 show
a four-lane urban arterial highway 46 m (152 ft) right of way, as designated in the
Riverside County General Plan and that meets the General Plan roadway standards.
The typical section without the grading is 20 m (66 ft) wide, which includes a 4 m
(14 ft) median and four lanes that equal 16 m (52 ft). The MCP Build Alternative
north of Lake Mathews is a six-lane facility, which meets Caltrans standards. The
typical section without grading is 34 m (113 ft), which includes a 19 m (61 ft)
median, six lanes that equal 22 m (72 ft), and two 3 m (10 ft) shoulders for 6 m

(20 ft). This substantial difference in width is why an MCP facility impacts the
Metropolitan natural buttress for Lake Mathews Dike No. 1 at McAllister Street in a
way that a four-lane arterial would not impact this natural buttress. Metropolitan also
specified concerns regarding impacts to the following: Lake Mathews MSHCP
reserve lands, Lake Mathews watershed, Metropolitan’s existing facilities (Colorado
Aqueduct, Perris Valley Siphon Numbers 1 and 2, Lakeview pipeline, etc), homeland
security, and access issues to Metropolitan facilities.

In letters dated June 8, 2005, and August 19, 2005 (included in Appendix J; also see
Chapter 5), DWR also expressed similar concerns regarding the potential impacts of a
major transportation facility adjacent to Perris Dam, with specific concerns regarding
the recent DWR seismic stability analysis, adjacent wildlife areas, and the need to
maintain access to emergency outlet structures and a seepage collection system at the
base of the dam. DWR requested that RCTC not move forward with the North Perris
alignment in this location due to impacts to existing facilities and the need to maintain
right of way for possible repair operations. As discussed in Section 2.7, Alternatives 4
and 6 were modified to eliminate the segment by the Perris Dam.
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Traffic Constraints

The value analysis team evaluated the need to maintain parallel west-east access
through the MCP study area to accommodate local west-east traffic movement,
especially through the Mead Valley area. The specific traffic concern identified by
the value analysis team was that a parkway alternative on Cajalco Road would
eliminate Cajalco Road as a major west-east thoroughfare for local traffic in Mead
Valley. Although the County of Riverside Transportation staff identified long-term
opportunities for the development of parallel access as provided for in the General
Plan Circulation Element, the value analysis team also considered this concern in the
development of other possible MCP Alternatives. '

Environmental Constraints

Key environmental constraints considered by the Small Working Group in developing
the initial MCP Alternatives included the need to avoid or minimize impacts to a
number of existing and planned habitat reserve areas, including those reserves
established as part of the Lake Mathews MSHCP for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(which includes reserve lands adjacent to both Lake Mathews and Lake Perris), the El
Sobrante Landfill MSHCP, and criteria areas identified for conservation in the
western Riverside County Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The
locations of these existing and planned reserves are shown in Figure 2.2.1. The
reserves established as part of the Lake Mathews MSHCP and Habitat Conservation
Plan for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat are existing reserves. The MSHCP is an approved
plan, largely consisting of future reserves that will be created through the
conservation of specific lands to be acquired over a period of time. These Habitat
Conservation Plan reserve areas were considered important constraints in the
alternatives development process since they represent habitat conservation
commitments made in exchange for development entitlements. (See Section 3.17 for
additional information regarding these reserves and Habitat Conservation Plans.)

The value analysis team considered the constraints presented by each of these
reserves relative to the successful implementation of a MCP Build Alternative. To
allow for new or expanded roads within the reserves established through the Lake
Mathews MSHCP, Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat, and El
Sobrante Landfill MSHCP, an amendment to the respective Habitat Conservation
Plans for those reserves would be required. The lead agencies for the MCP project
(RCTC and FHWA) do not have the ability to amend the existing Habitat
Conservation Plans, and these areas present a potential constraint to the
implementation of a MCP Alternative. For example, since Metropolitan is the
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permittee for the Lake Mathews MSHCP, an amendment to the Lake Mathews
MSHCP to permit construction of the MCP project through this area would need to be
initiated by Metropolitan. The timing and successful approval of such an amendment
would be outside the jurisdiction and control of RCTC, FHWA, and Caltrans, as they
are not signatories to the permit. Similarly, an amendment to the Habitat
Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Reserve would require action on
the part of the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA). Although
amending the Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Reserve
would still be outside the jurisdiction and control of RCTC, FHWA, and Caltrans,
that Habitat Conservation Plan is written to allow for future amendments and,
therefore, is not as restrictive as the Lake Mathews MSHCP.

The MSHCP is also a constraint to locating a major transportation facility such as the
MCP project because a consistency finding is required and an amendment to the
MSHCP may be needed to adopt a MCP Build Alternative. However, the MSHCP
identifies approximately 129,500 hectares (ha) (320,000 acres [ac]) of potential
reserve area (Criteria Area) in the form of criteria cells, of which 61,900 ha
(approximately 153,000 ac) are to be acquired for conservation purposes. The MCP
Build Alternatives were sited in a manner intended to minimize impacts to the
MSHCP Criteria Areas to the greatest extent feasible. There are a variety of ways to
implement the MSHCP, and most of the acquisition of specific MSHCP lands
(through dedications and purchases from willing sellers) will be undertaken in the
future. The MSHCP Criteria Cells were considered a constraint in the Value Analysis
Study, but to a lesser degree than the areas within the three existing reserves.

The initial MCP Build Alternatives north and south of Lake Mathews (Alternatives 2
through 5) traverse parts of the reserve areas established as part of the Lake Mathews
MSHCP. While the alternatives north of Lake Mathews avoid habitat fragmentation
south of Lake Mathews, they did not accomplish a full avoidance of these reserve
areas because the reserve areas extend east and north of Lake Mathews. Given the
constraints related to the amendment process for the Lake Mathews MSHCP and the
previously mentioned engineering constraints associated with Cajalco Dam that could
possibly render the alignment north of Lake Mathews not practicable, the value
analysis team determined it was prudent to consider alternatives that provided full
avoidance of the reserve areas established as part of the Lake Mathews MSHCP and
the Dam facilities, resulting in the proposed Far South Alternative (Alternative 9).
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2.2.2.3 Refinement to San Jacinto Alignment in the Area East of
Warren Road to SR-79
The initially proposed alignment located the MCP project just north of the existing
Ramona Expressway. Through the Value Analysis Study process a second alignment
was proposed in this area where the MCP project alignment parallels the Colorado
River Aqueduct and is sited between Ramona Expressway and adjacent to the
Colorado River Aqueduct. This south of Ramona Expressway alignment was
proposed to better fit with planned land uses, improve the interchange configuration
at SR-79, and move the alignment farther from the San Jacinto River and floodplain.
The San Jacinto South alignment is now the proposed project, and the north
alignment (San Jacinto North) is being evaluated as a design variation.

2.2.2.4 Reorganization of the No Project/No Action Alternatives

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

e Alternative 1A (originally Alternative 1): No Project/No Action—Existing
Conditions. Alternative 1A is the CEQA No Project Alternative comparing the
MCP project to existing conditions (“plan to ground” comparison) and 2035
traffic on the planned street network except for Cajalco Road and Ramona
Expressway, which would remain as they exist today.

e Alternative 1B (originally Alternative 8): No Project/No Action—General
Plan Circulation Element Conditions. Alternative 1B is the NEPA No Action
Alternative, including foreseeable future actions and 2035 traffic on the planned

The planned street network includes improvements in the 2003 Riverside County
General Plan Circulation Element.
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street network according to the Circulation Element of the Riverside County
General Plan.

In addition to the above No Project/No Action alternatives, a specific Section 404 No
Action Alternative (avoidance alternative) was developed for purposes of compliance
with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines and Corps regulations (33 CFR 325, Appendix
B). The Section 404 No Action Alternative includes measures needed (e.g.,

bridges) to fully avoid the placement of dredge or fill within waters of the United
States. That is, the Section 404 No Action Alternative will represent the one
alternative that results in no construction requiring a USACE permit. It may be
brought by the applicant electing to modify the proposal to eliminate work under the
jurisdiction of the USACE or by the denial of the permit. The discussion of the
Section 404 No Action Alternative (avoidance alternative) is provided below and is
also included in the Section 404(b)(1) Alternative Analysis in Appendix N.

Several alignments were analyzed for the Section 404 No Action Alternative, and it
was determined that no feasible alignment exists within the project study area that
would completely avoid waters of the United States. As a result, the Section 404 No
Action Alternative follows the proposed alignment for Alternative 9, but provides for
bridge structures to be built over all water crossings in order to fully avoid dredge or
fill within waters of the United States. Alternative 9 was chosen as the base for the
Section 404 No Action Alternative because it is the Build Alternative with the least
impact to waters of the United States. The alignment and proposed interchange
locations for the Section 404 No Action Alternative are identical to those of
Alternative 9. Implementation of the Section 404 No Action Alternative would
necessitate revisions to 10 planned bridge structures that would require longer spans
and the placement of 89 additional bridge structures to completely avoid waters of the
United States. However, the Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis concludes that
the Section 404 No Action Alternative cannot be considered practicable because it
would add an additional cost of $979 million (approximately one-third more than
Alternative 9) and has thus been determined to be unreasonably expensive.

2.2.2.5 Agency Concurrence on the Current MCP Alternatives

The NEPA and the CWA Section 404 Integration Process Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) outlines procedures for transportation agencies and
responsible agencies during the process of developing and adopting an EIS. There are
three checkpoints identified in the MOU for the transportation agency to coordinate
with responsible agencies for agreement, concurrence and/or comment: Purpose and
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Need; Identification of the Range of Alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS; and
Preliminary Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA)
Determination and Conceptual Mitigation Plan.

In accordance with the NEPA and CWA Section 404 Integration Process MOU,
RCTC and FHWA coordinated with USACE, EPA, and USFWS. In December 2005,
the USACE and the EPA sent letters to FHWA indicating their preliminary agreement
on the addition of Alternative 9, the Far South Alternative, and the elimination of
Alternatives 2 and 3, the parkway alternatives north of Lake Mathews. These
agencies also agreed to modify the portion of Alternatives 4 and 6 in the north Perris
area to replace the Perris Dam alignment with the Perris Drain alignment. In July
2007, final refinements were made to a portion of Alternatives 4, 6, and 9 south of
Lake Mathews to minimize effects to the El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP reserve areas.

In September 2007, FHWA sent letters to USACE, EPA, and USFWS requesting
final agreement on the suite of alternatives to be evaluated in this EIR/EIS. In
November 2007, the USFWS sent a letter stating that because they were not involved
in developing the Purpose and Need for the MCP project, their agency would not be
able to participate in a formal concurrence on the suite of alternatives. In December
2007, the USACE and EPA sent letters to FHWA indicating their final agreement on
the suite of alternatives evaluated in this EIR/EIS.

See Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, of this EIR/EIS for additional details
pertaining to agency coordination, alternatives concurrence, and the NEPA and CWA
Section 404 Integration Process MOU. Copies of the letters discussed above are
included in Appendix J.

2.3 MCP Segment Descriptions

The MCP project will be a new highway constructed generally along and/or parallel
to segments of existing Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway. All the MCP Build
Alternatives would meet future travel demand between and through the cities of
Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto and connect with I-15, I-215, and the proposed
realignment of SR-79. Many of the alternatives share common segments (see

Figures 2.3.1a and 2.3.1b and Table 2.4.A later in this chapter). To organize data
collection and analysis for the MCP Alternatives and to reduce redundancy in
reporting given the many common segments, data were collected and tabulated for
the project technical reports by segment. The 13 MCP Study Segments specific to the
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baseline alternatives shown in Figures 2.3.1a and 2.3.1b are listed below, generally

from west to east, and are described in more detail below.

1.

Temescal Wash Area with Collector-Distributor Roads (TWS-C): begins at the
western terminus of the MCP project and ends near the Temescal Canyon
Road/Cajalco Road intersection; includes collector-distributor roads from Weirick
Road to Ontario Avenue

Lake Mathews South (LMS): begins at eastern terminus of TWS-C and proceeds
east from TWS-C, south of Lake Mathews, to east of El Sobrante Road to Mead
Valley (MV)

Lake Mathews North General Plan (LMN-GP): from near the Temescal Canyon
Road/Cajalco Road intersection to MV

Lake Mathews South General Plan (LMS-GP): from near the Temescal Canyon
Road/Cajalco Road intersection to MV

Mead Valley (MV): from LMS to east of Day Street

Far South (FS): from TWS-C to east of Brown Street

Connector Perris 1 (C1): from MV to Patterson Avenue

Connector Perris 3 (C3): from FS to Patterson Avenue

Perris Drain (PD): from MV to San Jacinto (SJ)

. Rider Street (RD): from C1 to SJ

. Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Depressed Grade (PP-D): from C3 to SJ
. San Jacinto (SJ): from PD, RD, or PP-D to San Jacinto South (SJS)

. San Jacinto South (SJS): from west of Warren Road to SR-79

In addition to these baseline alternative segments, there are four other segments that

are specific only to design variations, and are also shown in Figures 2.3.1a and 2.3.1b
and discussed further in Section 2.4.8:

1.

Temescal Wash Area (TWS): begins at the western terminus of the MCP and
ends near Temescal Canyon Road/Cajalco Road Intersection; includes elimination
of the southbound on-ramp and northbound off-ramp at the I-15/El Cerrito Road
interchange

2. Connector Perris 2 (C2): from FS to Patterson Avenue

Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Elevated Grade (PP-E): from C3 to SJ
San Jacinto North (SJN): from west of Warren Road to SR-79
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A more detailed description of each segment, including the beginning and end points
(in a west-to-east direction), is also provided below. All distances provided are

approximate.

2.3.1 Temescal Wash Area with Collector-Distributor Roads Segment

The Temescal Wash Area with Collector-Distributor Roads (TWS-C) Segment begins
at the western terminus of the MCP project and ends 250 m (840 ft) east of the
Temescal Canyon Road/Cajalco Road intersection. This segment includes portions of
I-15 north and south of the existing I-15 interchange at Cajalco Road and east and
west of I-15 in the vicinity of existing Cajalco Road. This segment extends:
approximately 3,140 m (10,300 ft) or approximately 3.14 km (1.95 mi) south of the
existing Cajalco Road; approximately 3,500 m (11,600 ft) or approximately 3.50 km
(2.17 mi) north of existing Cajalco Road; approximately 2,150 m (7,050 ft) or
approximately 2.15 km (1.34 mi) west of I-15; and approximately 975 m (3,200 ft) or
approximately 0.97 km (0.61 mi) east of I-15. The alignment remains south of the
existing Cajalco Road to 250 m (840 ft) east of the Temescal Canyon Road and the
Cajalco Road Intersection. The collector-distributor roads will extend from Weirick
Road to Ontario Avenue. The collector-distributor roads are one-way roads next to a
freeway used for the ramps that would otherwise merge into or split from the main
lanes of the freeway. The collector-distributor roads are similar to frontage roads and
are used to eliminate or move weaving away from the main lanes of the freeway. The
preliminary cost estimates for the collector-distributor roads system for the MCP
project are $29 million per mile.

The MCP project mainline crosses over the I-15. Other circulation improvements
include increases in capacity for Ontario Avenue and the Ontario Avenue/I-15
interchange, and a modified I-15 interchange at Cajalco Road.

2.3.2 Lake Mathews South Segment

The Lake Mathews South (LMS) Segment begins at the eastern terminus of the
TWS-C Segment, south of existing Cajalco Road, and at the Temescal Canyon
Road/Cajalco Road intersection and proceeds east through predominantly vacant land
(primarily habitat reserve lands owned by the RCHCA, USA Waste, or

Metropolitan) remaining south of existing Cajalco Road. It connects with the MV
Segment approximately 789 m (2,590 ft) east of El Sobrante Road. A two-way
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frontage road is proposed adjacent to the south side of the new facility to
accommodate local traffic approaching from the south. This frontage road starts west
of Lake Mathews Drive and ends at the proposed El Sobrante Road interchange.

2.3.3 Lake Mathews North General Plan Segment

The Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element proposes an urban arterial’
north of Lake Mathews. The Lake Mathews North General Plan (LMN-GP) Segment
proceeds from the Temescal Canyon Road/Cajalco Road intersection along a new
alignment north to where it connects to El Sobrante Road at its intersection with

La Sierra Avenue. From La Sierra Avenue, the LMN-GP Segment follows the
existing alignment of El Sobrante Road north of Lake Mathews, connecting to the
MYV Segment, 789 m (2,590 ft) east of the El Sobrante Road and Cajalco Road
intersection. This segment is a four-lane urban arterial with intersections throughout
its entire length. Changes to existing conditions within this segment include
realignment of a portion of existing Cajalco Road from 1,038 m (3,407 ft) west of
Mockingbird Canyon Road to 682 m (2,240 ft) east of Mockingbird Canyon Road.

2.3.4 Lake Mathews South General Plan Segment

The Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element proposes to realign existing
Cajalco Road as a four-lane access-controlled expressway® within a 40 m

(128 ft) right of way. The Lake Mathews South General Plan (LMS-GP) Segment
proceeds from the Temescal Canyon Road/Cajalco Road intersection to 789 m
(2,590 ft) east of El Sobrante Road at the western terminus of the MV Segment. The
segment climbs the hills on an alignment that initially parallels existing Cajalco Road
and then traverses the hills to the south of Cajalco Road to minimize the grade
changes on the proposed road. A two-way frontage road is proposed adjacent to the
south side of the new facility to accommodate local traffic approaching from the

! An urban arterial is a highway primarily for through traffic where anticipated

traffic volumes exceed four-lane capacity. Access from other streets or highways
shall be limited to approximately 0.40 km (0.25 mi) intervals. (Source: County of
Riverside General Plan, Circulation Element)

An expressway is a multimodal highway corridor for through traffic to which
access from abutting property is restricted. Intersections with other streets or
highways are limited to approximately 0.8 km (0.5 mi) intervals. (Source: County
of Riverside General Plan, Circulation Element)
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south. This frontage road starts west of Lake Mathews Drive and ends at the proposed
El Sobrante Road interchange.

2.3.5 Mead Valley Segment

The Mead Valley (MV) Segment extends east from the terminus of the LMS
Segment, 789 m (2,590 ft) east of El Sobrante Road, and extends to 696 m

(2,285 ft) east of Day Street. The alignment of the MV Segment is sited generally
parallel to and just north of existing Cajalco Road.

2.3.6 Far South Segment

The Far South Segment (FS) begins at the eastern terminus of the TWS-C Segment,
south of existing Cajalco Road, at the Temescal Canyon Road/Cajalco Road
intersection and proceeds east through predominantly vacant land (primarily habitat
reserve lands owned by the RCHCA, USA Waste, or Metropolitan) remaining south
of existing Cajalco Road, approximately 3.2 km (2.0 mi) south of existing Cajalco
Road, and extends to Connector Perris 3, 125 m (410 ft) east of Haines Street. The FS
Segment traverses a portion of the Gavilan Hills. This segment only applies to
Alternative 9.

2.3.7 Connector Perris 1 Segment

The Connector Perris 1 (C1) Segment begins 790 m (2,600 ft) east of Day Street at
the eastern terminus of the MV Segment and ends at Patterson Avenue, a distance of
approximately 1.6 km (1.0 mi). The C1 Segment connects the MV Segment to the RD
Segment.

2.3.8 Connector Perris 3 Segment

The Connector Perris 3 (C3) Segment begins 125 m (410 ft) east of Haines Street at
the east terminus of the FS Segment and extends east to approximately 272 m
(895 ft) west of Patterson Avenue to Segments PP-E or PP-D.
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2.3.9 Perris Drain Segment

The Perris Drain (PD) Segment provides a connection between the MV and

SJ Segments along the Perris Drain. This segment begins 696 m (2,285 ft) east of Day
Street on the west and ends at 87 m (291 ft) west of Dawson Street. In this segment,
approximately 1.6 km (1.0 mi) of the MCP project would be elevated approximately
4.5-7.6 m (15-25 ft) above grade on a viaduct structure. This segment also includes
an MCP/I-215 interchange extending along [-215, approximately 3,200 m

(11,500 ft) north and 3,100 m (10,250 ft) south of the existing Ramona
Expressway/I-215 interchange. The MCP mainline crosses over the 1-215.

2.3.10 Rider Street Segment

The Rider Street (RD) Segment connects [-215 with the SJ alignment. It extends from
21 m (71 ft) east of Patterson Avenue on the west to 87 m (291 ft) west of Dawson
Street. This segment also includes an MCP/I-215 interchange extending along 1-215
2,530 m (8,300 ft) north and 1,845 m (6,050 ft) south of Rider Street. The MCP
project mainline crosses over the [-215.

2.3.11 Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Depressed Grade Segment

The Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Depressed Grade (PP-D) Segment follows
Placentia Avenue at the eastern terminus of the C3 Segment at a point approximately
272 m (895 ft) west of Patterson Avenue and extends east to 87 m (291 ft) west of
Dawson Street. This segment includes an MCP/I-215 interchange, extending along
I-215, 1,585 m (5,200 ft) north and 1,860 m (6,100 ft) south of Placentia Avenue. The
MCP project mainline crosses over the I-215. For this segment, the road is
approximately 9 m (30 ft) depressed below the existing grade from Barrett Avenue to
Wilson Avenue. This segment only applies to Alternative 9.

2.3.12 San Jacinto Segment

The San Jacinto (SJ) Segment extends along existing Ramona Expréssway from the
eastern terminus of the PD, RD, and PP-D Segments to 1.0 km (0.6 mi) west of
Warren Road on the east. The SJ Segment terminates at the SIN and SJS Segments
and measures a total distance of approximately 12.3 km (7.63 mi).
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2.3.13 San Jacinto South Segment

The San Jacinto South (SJS) Segment extends from the eastern terminus of the SJ
Segment 1.32 km (0.82 mi) west of Warren Road east to SR-79. It follows an
alignment approximately 300 m (990 ft) south of the existing Ramona Expressway
adjacent to the Colorado River Aqueduct. This segment also extends approximately
1,080 m (3,550 ft) north of the Ramona Expressway along SR-79 and approximately
2,560 m (8,400 ft) south of the Ramona Expressway along SR-79.

2.3.14 Temescal Wash Area Segment Design Variation

This is a design variation for the TWS-C Segment (TWS-DV) that the southbound
on-ramp and northbound off-ramp at the I-15/El Cerrito Road interchange. Changes
to existing conditions included within this segment include closing the existing
southbound on-ramp and northbound off-ramp at El Cerrito Road that connect to
I-15. The El Cerrito Road overcrossing will remain open, connecting local streets
from one side of I-15 to the other side, and the collector-distributor roads will extend
from Weirick Road to just north of Cajalco Road. The MCP crosses over the I-15.
Other circulation improvements include capacity enhancement for Ontario Avenue
and the Ontario Avenue/I-15 interchange and a modified I-15 interchange at Cajalco
Road. This design variation applies to all of the MCP Build Alternatives.

2.3.15 Connector Perris 2 Segment Design Variation

The Connector Perris 2 (C2) Segment begins at the eastern terminus of the FS
Segment, 125 m (410 ft) east of Haines Street. This segment veers northward at
Anderson Street, follows north of Rider Street, and connects to the RD Segment 21 m
(71 ft) east of Patterson Avenue. This design variation only applies to Alternative 9.

2.3.16 Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Elevated Grade Segment
Design Variation

The Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Elevated Grade (PP-E) Segment design
variation is an elevated design variation of the PP-D Segment. The PP-E Segment
follows Placentia Avenue at the eastern terminus of the C3 Segment at a point
approximately 272 m (895 ft) west of Patterson Avenue and extends east to 87 m
(291 ft) west of Dawson Street. This segment includes an MCP/I-215 interchange
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extending along 1-215, 1,585 m (5,200 ft) north and 1,860 m (6,100 ft) south of
Placentia Avenue. The MCP project mainline crosses over the I-215. For this design
variation, the road is approximately 8.0 m (26.2 ft) elevated above grade from Barrett
Avenue to Wilson Avenue. This design variation only applies to Alternative 9.

2.3.17 San Jacinto North Segment Design Variation

The San Jacinto North (SJN) Segment design variation extends from the eastern
terminus of the SJ Segment 1.32 km (0.82 mi) west of Warren Road east to SR-79. It
follows an alignment approximately 300 m (990 ft) north of the existing Ramona
Expressway. This segment also extends approximately 2,160 m (7,090 ft) north of the
Ramona Expressway along SR-79 and 1,520 m (4,990 ft) south of the Ramona
Expressway along SR-79. The SIN Segment is a design variation of the SJS Segment
for all of the MCP Build Alternatives.

2.4 Alternatives

Descriptions of the two No Project/No Action Alternatives (Alternatives 1A

and 1B) and the five Build Alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9) that are
evaluated in this EIR/EIS are provided below. High-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes
would not be provided with implementation of the MCP project for any of the MCP
Build Alternatives since traffic congestion is not expected through the horizon year of
2035; however, the project design does not preclude the addition of HOV lanes later
if traffic congestion does occur. Alternatives 2 and 3 (North Lake Mathews/North
Perris Alternative and North Lake Mathews/South Perris Alternative) were
considered but eliminated from further analysis in this EIR/EIS (see Section 2.9,
Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn from Further Study, for more information).
The No Project/No Action General Plan Circulation Element Conditions Alternative,
originally identified as Alternative 8, was redesignated Alternative 1B.

The alignments of the MCP Build Alternatives are shown on detailed figures in this
section. Table 2.4.A lists the MCP Segments and identifies which segments apply to
each of the MCP Build Alternatives.
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Chapter 2 Project Description and Altematives

2.4.1 Alternative 1A: No Project/No Action—Existing Ground
Conditions

Alternative 1A represents 2035 traffic on the planned street network without for
future improvements to Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway, which would remain
as they exist today. Construction of the MCP project would not be implemented with
the No Project/No Action Alternative 1A. The future west-east traffic in the study
area would be served by existing Cajalco Road and El Sobrante Road between I-15
and I-215 and by the existing Ramona Expressway between I-215 and SR-79. This
alternative assumes 2035 land use conditions and implementation of planned
improvements to the regional and local circulation system, as accounted for in the
adopted Riverside County General Plan (2003), RCTC’s Measure A program, and
other adopted plans and policies.

2.4.2 Alternative 1B: No Project/No Action—General Plan Circulation
Element Conditions

Alternative 1B represents 2035 traffic levels on the planned street network, according
to the Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan. Construction of the
MCP project would not be implemented with No Project/No Action Alternative 1B.
This alternative is the same as Alternative 1A but includes implementation of Cajalco
Road and Ramona Expressway consistent with the Riverside County General Plan
Circulation Element.

Under Alternative 1B, Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway would be widened to a
four-to-six lane arterial street as needed to meet expected traffic demand and provide
local access and circulation for existing and planned residential uses in the vicinity of
Lake Mathews and Mead Valley. These improvements would result in the
construction of a four-lane roadway along Cajalco Road between Bedford Canyon
Road and El Sobrante Road and a six-lane roadway along Cajalco Road and Ramona
Expressway between El Sobrante Road and SR-79.

2.4.3 Alternative 4: South of Lake Mathews/North Perris (Drain)

Alternative 4 proposes a six- to eight-lane controlled-access parkway with six mixed-
flow lanes for most of its length, and up to eight mixed-flow lanes near the 1-215
interchange. Alternative 4 is located south of Lake Mathews and follows a northern
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alignment through the city of Perris (as shown in Figures 2.4.1a and 2.4.1b). The
Alternative 4 alignment is south of existing Cajalco Road west of Lake Mathews
Drive and located north of Ramona Expressway from I-215 to east of Redlands
Avenue. Alternative 4 extends from the TWS-C Segment on the west to the

SJS Segment on the east and includes the LMS, MV, PD, SJ, and SJS Segments.

System interchanges' are proposed for all MCP Build Alternatives at I-15, 1-215, and
SR-79. The MCP project mainline would cross over the I-15 and I-215 at the
respective system interchanges. The MCP/I-15 interchange is proposed at four levels
and would be approximately 30.5 to 38.1 m (100 to 125 ft) in height. The proposed
four-level design will not preclude possible future HOV direct connectors at the
system interchange at I-15. A collector-distributor road is proposed to run north-south
to provide local access to I-15 from local interchanges at Weirick Road, Cajalco
Road, El Cerrito Road, and Ontario Avenue. Similarly, the MCP/I-215 system
interchange is proposed as a three-level interchange that will not preclude possible
future HOV direct connectors. At its highest point, the interchange would be
approximately 23 to 30 m (75 to 100 ft) above ground level. A collector- distributor
road is proposed to run north-south to provide local access to I-215 from the local
interchanges at Placentia Avenue, Ramona Expressway, and Oleander Avenue. This
alternative includes a realignment of the I-215 mainline to east of the existing
location, from Placentia Avenue to just north of Strata Road, a distance of
approximately 5,800 m (19,030 ft) or approximately 5.8 km (3.6 mi). The existing
railroad tracks west of I-215, which are owned by RCTC and operated by Burlington
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), are proposed to remain in place. Collector-distributor
roads are needed and are to be located on the west side of I-215, and will be
approximately 5,300 m (17,400 ft) or approximately 5.3 km (3.3 mi) in length. A
three-level interchange is proposed at MCP/SR-79 at an approximate height of 15 m
(50 ft). Rights of way at the proposed MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79
interchanges allow for a possible maintenance station with a yard.

Service interchanges for Alternative 4 are proposed at:

' System interchanges are interchanges connecting two controlled access facilities

(e.g., freeways) with one or more grade separation.
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1. A location approximately 2,000 m (6,560 ft) east of Temescal Canyon Road
(referred to as the Estelle Mountain interchange);

Lake Mathews Drive;

El Sobrante Road;

Wood Road;

Alexander Street;

Clark Street;

Perris Boulevard;

Evans Road;

©© NG RN

Ramona Expressway;

[
(=

. Bernasconi Road;

[am—
[

. Reservoir Road;

—
[\

. Town Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008);
13. Park Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); and
14. Warren Road.

The alignment between El Sobrante Road and Wood Road is south of existing
Cajalco Road, which would continue to be used as a two-way frontage road after the
MCP project is constructed. Portions of existing Cajalco Road in Mead Valley would
be incorporated into the local street network.

Alternative 4 includes two design variations at the western and eastern termini of the
alternative that use: (1) a lesser system of collector-distributor roads at the MCP/I-15
interchange and includes the removal of the existing southbound on-ramp and
northbound off-ramp from I-15 to El Cerrito Road, and (2) the SIN Segment instead
of the SJS Segment to connect with SR-79.

2.4.4 Alternative 5: South of Lake Mathews/South Perris (at
Rider Street)

Alternative 5 is a six- to eight-lane controlled-access parkway with six mixed-flow
lanes for most of its length and up to eight mixed-flow lanes near the 1-215
interchange. Alternative 5 is south of Lake Mathews and follows a southern

' Service interchanges are interchanges connecting noncontrolled access highways

(local roadways) to controlled access highways.
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alignment through the city of Perris along Rider Street (as shown in Figures 2.4.2a
and 2.4.2b). The Alternative 5 alignment is south of existing Cajalco Road, west of
Lake Mathews Drive, and south of the Ramona Expressway from I-215 to just west
of Antelope Road. Like Alternative 4, Alternative 5 extends from the TWS-C
Segment on the west to the SJS Segment on the east. Alternative 5 also coincides with
Alternative 4 for the LMS and MV Segments. Alternative 5 differs from Alternative 4
in the Perris Segments. Where Alternative 4 includes the PD Segment, Alternative 5
follows a connector from Mead Valley, the C1 Segment, to the RD, SJ, and
SJS Segments.

System interchanges proposed for Alternative 5 are the same as Alternative 4, with
connections at MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79. The I-215 system
interchange differs from Alternative 4, as it connects the MCP project to I-215 near
Rider Street. As with Alternative 4, it is proposed as a three-level interchange that
will not preclude possible future HOV direct connectors. The interchange will be
approximately 23 to 30 m (75 to 100 ft) above ground level. A collector-distributor
road is proposed to run north-south to provide local access to I-215 from the local
interchanges at Placentia Avenue, Ramona Expressway, and Oleander Avenue. This
alternative includes a realignment of the I-215 mainline to east of the existing
location, from Placentia Avenue to Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately
3,300 m (10,826 ft) or approximately 3.3 km (2.0 mi). The existing railroad tracks
(owned by RCTC and operated by BNSF) located west of I-215 are proposed to
remain in place. Collector-distributor roads are needed and are to be located on the
west side of I-215 for approximately 4,050 m (13,200 ft) or approximately 4.0 km
(2.5 mi). Rights of way at the proposed MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79
interchanges allow for a possible maintenance station with a yard.

Service interchanges for Alternative 5 are proposed at:

1. A location approximately 2,000 m (6,560 ft) east of Temescal Canyon Road
(referred to as the Estelle Mountain interchange);

2. Lake Mathews Drive;
3. El Sobrante Road;

4. Wood Road;

5. Alexander Street;

6. Clark Street;

7. Perris Boulevard;

2-40 . Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation



Temescal Wash Lake Mathews Mead Valley

Area Area Far South Area
----- SEGMENTS ----- «--- SEGMENTS -----
TWS-C (Temescal Wash Area LMS (Lake Mathews South)
with Collector Distributor) LMN-GP (Lake Mathews North GeneralPlan) SEGMENTS -----
*TWS (Temescal Wash Area LMS-GP (Lake Mathews South General Plan) MV (Mead Valley)
with 1/2 Diamond at El Cerrito) FS (Far South) FS (Far South)
= = T 4 1 5 . | I \l
—. Ve 3
- I\_ _ I 2 & g !
1 | [P & & o
P A S 5 - 1
C O RO NA ' f & = 3 2 | NANDINA AV
\ w pur} &
1 oy @ g 2 1
1 :I 6:10(@& Sl = \ [ | k
T s | 1 ,/1 ‘V((&* EL SOBRANTE RD § OLEANDER AV [ |
— o < % - g I
— ! 1 i N, / \ 1
A154 1 - - ) ‘I) v (, \_V == . "7, MARKHAM ST 1
I g 8 . s ) 9 x » i
1 I. oA g ! W'/ (=] g é "’_’ 1
' u | / Q g Sl E
BN 1 | Q ' [ ( C;) x 3] a [ |
%, j @ : & [ AKE N\ 2
| ' % EW. P 1
' l y | /,/ ﬂ./]A TH;_ MI S “’K\" I o—;;p CAJALCO RD l
; i I- .1 P — ! /\Jr\\ ‘~\‘u\ p 1 ® Y 7 o
- e . a L S o |1 .y
\,I ey I Anl \ 17 N \ P A Colorado Aqueduct ———
3\«(3&“ ‘\\// ’ = AN 7 N ~ S B (=] E e . -
i 1 A 2 | N fjﬁ\; NN B © S 1 RIDER/ST
; R b % w 1
: G, A > £l 3 ' b
: ./4 (f, N w < =
X ® o, gl = 2
% = S i
o s (¢} a
3 =z
I <
-~ |
1 |
. S i
| ®
2 -l
| 3 1
] . 1y °
i 3 1E ©
¥ < o)
LMS 3 1° <
[=] [3) @
........... 4 1 >
a <}
© 1 Pl
o m
z 1 o
S 5]
LAKE MATHEWS DR !
L_/_/_\ ]
Legend FIGURE 2.4.2a
= = Alternative Segment Interchanges ~ Alternative 5 (South Lake Mathews/Perris South (at Rider Street))
Study Area @ Service Temescal Wash Design Variation (1/2 Diamond at El Cerrito) (All Alternatives)
© Service (1/2 Diamond)
O System
SOURCE: TBM (2006), Jacobs Engincering (02/2007) * = Deslgn variation.
0 0.805 1.61 3.22 Kilometers :
@ Alternative 5
0 05 | 2 Miles KP 0.0/51.0 (PM 0.0/31.7) EA 08-0F3200

[\JCVS3I\GIS_Final\ProjectDescription\EIR_EIS\mep_proj desc altS S1_030707.mxd ( 4/9/2008 )



Chapter 2 Project Description and Altematives

This page intentionally left blank

2-42 Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation



Perris Area

SEGMENTS
C1 (Connector Perris 1)
*C2 (Connector Perris 2)
C3 (Connector Perris 3)

PP-D (Placentia Perris Depressed)
*PP-E (Placentia Perris Elevated)

San Jacinto

San Jacinto
Design Variation Area

Area
----- SEGMENTS -----
PD (Perris Drain) SEGMENTS
RD (Rider) e SEGMENTS -
..... SEGMENT ----- *SJN (San Jacinto North)

SJ (San Jacinto) SJS (San Jacinto South)

i M
! \ OREN
! )
i ALLE
|
L |
\ ‘\ 1
. . I
\‘ |
| OLEANDER AV 1
S AT e - e —— Q{ ________ —i
3 IS I
cnl A 4 1
\ WASHINGTON ST 2 0! Q o - a
Z & 2 £ 5 2 S 1
2 w, S g 2 o 5 1
> | Z - a Q ¢ Cl & o
- : : = 3 :
o =l
H 3 RAMONA EXWY 5 'c"'z>
» H Zi x"
> = zj
< 28 RAMONA EXWY Xz
@ SR o N
MORGAN ST g \g . F - \!I
RLC a \ El ]
- ws
JB I\
RIDE'_R‘L_;T
\ \I 2
! " PLACENTIA AV : i ‘ g
1 I o | E S
1z gL 3 I w .
13 - < S 1
7] \ > w i <) I d 1
1 E S n-’.'l ORANGE AV 5 A _g _______ 1 E
1= :| a5 ® 3| 2 1 < |
T s G- , '8 :
w
B w x: 3 l ['4 =
._'_'L'I gl ;’ER#IS E! % 1 CONTOUR AV \ 1 = SAN §
[ 1 3! 5l \ | o &
- | | 5! g \ [ a
i 1 , _L._ NUEVO RD | 1 = \ 1 ?
' it T t A L # Y
I 1 | ’ ! I v !
1 n l ! L 1
Legend FIGURE 2.4.2b
= = Alternative Segment Study Area | Alternative 5 (South Lake Mathews/Perris South (at Rider Street))
===: Planned Road Interchanges San Jacinto North Design Variation (All Parkway Alternatives)
@ Service
O System

SOURCE: TBM (2006). Jacobs Engincering (02/2007)

* = Design variation.

0 0.805 1.61 3.22 Kilometers :
-~ Alternative 5
N 0 0.5 1 2 Miles KP 0.0/51.0 (PM 0.0/31.7) EA 08-0F3200

[NCVS31GIS_Final\ProjectDescription\EIR_EIS\mep_proj_desc alt5 S2 030707.mxd

(4/9/2008 )



Chapter 2 Project Description and Altematives

This page intentionally left blank

2-44 Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation



Chapter 2 Project Description and Altematives

8. Evans Road;

9. Ramona Expressway;

10. Bernasconi Road;

11. Reservoir Road;

12. Town Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008);

13. Park Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); and

14. Warren Road.

The alignment between El Sobrante Road and Wood Road is south of existing
Cajalco Road, which would continue to be used as a two-way frontage road after the
MCP project is constructed. Portions of existing Cajalco Road in Mead Valley would
be incorporated into the local street network.

Alternative 5 includes two design variations at the western and eastern termini of the
alternative that use: (1) a lesser system of collector-distributor roads at the MCP/I-15
interchange and includes the removal of the existing southbound on-ramp and
northbound off-ramp from I-15 to El Cerrito Road; and (2) the SIN Segment instead
of the SJS Segment to connect with SR-79.

2.4.5 Alternative 6: General Plan North and South of Lake Mathews/
North Perris (Drain)

Alternative 6 involves the implementation of General Plan Circulation Element
improvements between I-15 and El Sobrante Road and a new six- to eight—lane
controlled-access parkway east of El Sobrante Road to SR-79 (as shown in

Figures 2.4.3a and 2.4.3b). Alternative 6 is the same as Alternative 4 (described
above) east of El Sobrante Road and is located north of Ramona Expressway from
I-215 to east of Perris Boulevard. West of El Sobrante Road to I-15, the project
includes a four-lane urban arterial north of Lake Mathews' and a four-lane
controlled-access expressway south of Lake Mathews. The proposed arterial street
improvements north and south of Lake Mathews are consistent with the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element. The facility south of Lake Mathews would

! The Riverside County General Plan provides for up to six lanes in this location;

however, traffic forecast modeling for the MCP project indicates that four lanes
will meet projected demand in 2035.

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation 2-45



Chapter 2 Project Description and Altematives

This page intentionally left blank

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation 2-46



Temescal Wash
Area

----- SEGMENTS -----
TWS-C (Temescal Wash Area
with Collector Distributor)
*TWS (Temescal Wash Area
with 1/2 Diamond at El Cerrito)

Lake Mathews
Area

----- SEGMENTS -----

LMS (Lake Mathews South)
LMN-GP (Lake Mathews North General Plan)
LMS-GP (Lake Mathews South General Plan)

FS (Far South)

Mead Valley
Far South Area

----- SEGMENTS -----
MV (Mead Valley)
FS (Far South)

B! . 7 i 5 ,_, " |
e / & % 1
~ I\‘/, ! ?S. ét/ z 1 .
] Y P\ 3 ] 1
7er w4 <& S % % 1
1 4 o s = 3 1 NANDINA AV
CORONA i Yoo 5 F 5| 1
. a 1
) g r 1 5| . q
Vs, o == 1 /\ EL SOBRANTE RD { 1 E3 OLEANDER AV ]
| ! » o
# jl '_ —. b 1 & “ 1
W i S -G 1 1 '
--— g ] = MARKHAM ST 1
I 3 a o ® ]
- z 1 © w « -
L 8 a 2| [ » 1
w 1 o Z < >
5 o = a g 1
3 3 # y
% z .
&
© | 1 PI
% CAJALCO RD !
D <L N e et % !
: == ]
| A > s—
: ; Colorado Aqueduyct — |
) a
€\'|° _______ [=] [
I o 5 RIDER/ST N
' z w T =
I | 3 )
SR S o < 3
7} = 7]
z [
3 &
S s
I <
. . . [
g 1
i L
: 1y o
=z
< 1 g ©
s 15 <
o Q) @
........... [ 1 z
=) o
[ 1 2
o m
é 1 z
s LAKE MATHEWS DR !
u\ I
Legend FIGURE 2.4.3a
= = Alternative Segment Interchanges I Alternative 6 (General Plan North and General Plan South of Lake Mathews/Perris North (Drain))
Study Area @ Service Temescal Wash Design Variation (1/2 Diamond at El Cerrito) (All Parkway Alternatives)
© Service (1/2 Diamond)
O System

SOURCE: TBM (2006). Jacobs Engincering (02/2007)

* = Design variation.

P 0 0.805 161 322 Kilometers
N 0 0.5 I 2 Miles

Alternative 6
KP 0.0/51.0 (PM 0.0/31.7) EA 08-0F3200

[AJCVS31\GIS_Final\ProjectDescription\EIR_EIS\mep_proj_desc alt6 S1 030707.mxd ( 4/9/2008 )




Chapter 2 Project Description and Alternatives

This page intentionally left blank

2-48 Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation



San Jacinto San Jacinto

Perris Area Area Design Variation Area
----- SEGMENTS -----
----- SEGMENTS ----- PD (Perris Drain)
C1 (Connector Perris 1) RD (Rider) e SEGMENTS -----
..... SEGMENT ----- *SJN (San Jacinto North)

*C2 (Connector Perris 2)

PP-D (Placentia Perris Depressed)
*PP-E (Placentia Perris Elevated)

SJ (San Jacinto) SJS (San Jacinto South)

C3 (Connector Perris 3)
i M
! OREN
|
i ALLE
|
| I
{ r 2a !
__ OLEANDER AV ‘ : 1
————————— Q== =
\ 2 B 1 1
( S DQ: A / e l
_ WASHINGTON ST <z>( g a gi \ L_,Sf*. =V\C / 2 g g 1
| < E= &, \ o ] >
18 & A PERRIS  / ¢ 2 3 :
z 2| GB o 3 A ' J i & 1
§ 7 I N 1 // & =
2 Wryo RAMONA EXWY A 1 S 3 &8
o ; [ : b %> SJ 4t el
| > ) \ A / %! Zj |
| | z NG / oy FA z " iy, RAMONA EXWY £ 2 |
8 VDR el e A s SRR i '
] 3 b S X | :
a =) 1 By, & w @ |}
| &1 3 ; - og 7 e g oo
' \\ \ \\ RIDER ST £ -3 7 qu°°
y o . {
el 3 [ I I RIDER ST g Colorad®
2 ' L é’ < 2 H
1 T l ey f a~ $ z !
kA \ PLAlcENTIA AV " \1/ [5 ;\ i
1 ‘ l \r)\_ S | 1 8 § g‘ '
12 21 w | ! '
z | 1 a ! )
I (o] [a] |‘<- ' o | I
n > w | Q 1 I._ul '
1 ] ORANGEAV ||, & . B ! 1
1 E >’ ) g g R | Z \ 1
1 & ;’ & = 3 i B \ 1 & 2
i u " & z \ x Z
—. L. gJ & 2! 2 CONTOUR AV \ 1 = SAN 2
R ERRIS 3§ o % ' g &
T | 2 - e Y 1 sl JACINTO 2
' ' [ 9 1y
i i l-_.L _____ A NUEVO RD ! : | 4 & ‘ “owf‘ \ : »
! ! ‘ I 1 | \ \ 1
Lo } . L | '
Legend FIGURE 2.4.3b
= = Alternative Segment Study Area . Alternative 6 (General Plan North and South of Lake Mathews/North Perris (Drain))
=:=: Planned Road Interchanges /| San Jacinto North Design Variation (All Parkway Alternatives)
g g
@ Service
O System

SOURCE: TBM (2006), Jacobs Engineering (02/2007)

* = Design variation.

. 0 0.805 1.61 3.22 Kilometers ’

e e Alternative 6

N 0 0.5 1 2 Mile KP 0.0/51.0 (PM 0.0/31.7) EA 08-0F3200
A S

P, S
“CinroCOF

[\JCVS31\GIS_Final\ProjectDescription\EIR_EIS\mep_proj_desc_alt6S2 030807.mxd ( 4/9/2008 )



Chapter 2 Project Description and Altematives

This page intentionally left blank

2-50 Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation



Chapter 2 Project Description and Altematives

be a controlled-access expressway that ties into the same system interchange
configuration at I-15 as the other MCP Build Alternatives.

System interchanges are proposed for all of the MCP Build Alternatives, including
Alternative 6, at MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79. Please see the description
of system interchanges for Alternative 4 above. Similar to Alternative 4, right of way
at the proposed MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79 interchanges allows for a
possible maintenance station with yard.

Service interchanges for Alternative 6 are at the same locations as for Alternative 4,
even though the location of the MCP alignment south of Lake Mathews is somewhat
different than Alternative 4. These interchanges include:

Estelle Mountain;
Lake Mathews Drive;
El Sobrante Road;
Wood Road,;
Alexander Street;
Clark Street;

Perris Boulevard;
Evans Road;

O PN R W=

Ramona Expressway;
. Bernasconi Road;

[T S —
—_ O

. Reservoir Road;
. Town Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside

[
N

County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008);

13. Park Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); and

14. Warren Road.

The General Plan arterial north of Lake Mathews included in Alternative 6 would
modify the existing intersection of El Sobrante Road at La Sierra Avenue and

result in a new arterial road extension from La Sierra Avenue southwesterly to
connect with Cajalco Road. The alignment between El Sobrante Road and Wood
Road is south of existing Cajalco Road, which would continue to be used as a two-
way frontage road after the project is constructed. Portions of existing Cajalco Road
in Mead Valley would be incorporated into the local street network.
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The segments for the General Plan north and south of the Lake Mathews area include
the TWS-C, LMN-GP, and LMS-GP Segments. The LMS-GP Segment provides a
four-lane, access-controlled expressway that connects into I-15. The LMN-GP
Segment provides a four-lane arterial that connects into Cajalco Road. The segments
from the MV Segment to the SJS Segment are the same as Alternative 4.

Alternative 6 includes two design variations at the western and eastern termini of
the alternative that use: (1) a lesser system of collector-distributor roads at the MCP/
I-15 interchange and includes the removal of the existing southbound on-ramp and
northbound off-ramp from I-15 to El Cerrito Road, and (2) the SIN Segment instead
of the SJS Segment to connect with SR-79.

2.4.6 Alternative 7: General Plan North and South of Lake Mathews/
South Perris (at Rider Street)

Alternative 7 involves the implementation of General Plan Circulation Element
improvements between I-15 and El Sobrante Road and a new six- to eight-lane
controlled-access parkway east of El Sobrante Road to SR-79 (as shown on
Figures 2.4.4a and 2.4.4b). Alternative 7 is the same as Alternative 5 (described
above) east of El Sobrante Road and follows a southerly alignment through Perris.

West of El Sobrante Road to I-15, the Riverside County General Plan includes a four-
lane urban arterial north of Lake Mathews' and a four-lane controlled-access
expressway south of Lake Mathews. The proposed arterial street improvements north
and south of Lake Mathews are consistent with the Riverside County General Plan
Circulation Element and are the same as described above for Alternative 6. The
facility south of Lake Mathews would be a controlled-access expressway that ties into
the same system interchange configuration at I-15 as the other MCP Build
Alternatives.

' The Riverside County General Plan provides for up to six lanes in this location;

however, traffic forecast modeling for the MCP project indicates that four lanes
will meet projected demand in 2035.
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System interchanges are proposed for all of the MCP Build Alternatives, including
Alternative 7, at MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79. Please see the description
of system interchanges for Alternative 5 above. Similar to Alternative 5, rights of way
at the proposed MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79 interchanges allow for a
possible maintenance station with a yard.

Service interchanges for Alternative 7 are at the same locations as for Alternative 5,
even though the location of the MCP alignment south of Lake Mathews is somewhat
different than Alternative 5. These interchanges include:

Estelle Mountain;
Lake Mathews Drive;
El Sobrante Road;
Wood Road;
Alexander Street;
Clark Street;

Perris Boulevard;
Evans Road;

A S IR U S o A

Ramona Expressway;
. Bernasconi Road;
. Reservoir Road;
. Town Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside

—
—_ O

[am—
[\

County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008);

13. Park Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); and

14. Warren Road.

The General Plan arterial north of Lake Mathews included in Alternative 7 would
modify the existing intersection at La Sierra Avenue and result in a new arterial road
extension from La Sierra Avenue in a southwesterly direction to connect with Cajalco
Road. The alignment between El Sobrante Road and Wood Road is south of existing
Cajalco Road, which would continue to be used as a two-way frontage road after the
project is constructed. Portions of existing Cajalco Road in Mead Valley would be
incorporated into the local street network. '

The segments for the General Plan north and south of the Lake Mathews area include
the TWS-C, LMN-GP, and LMS-GP Segments. The LMS-GP Segment provides a
four-lane, access-controlled expressway that connects into I-15. The LMN-GP
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Segment provides a four-lane arterial that connects into Cajalco Road. The segments
from the MV Segment to the SJS Segment are the same as Alternative 5.

Alternative 7 includes two design variations at the western and eastern termini of the
alternative that use: (1) a lesser system of collector-distributor roads at the MCP/I-15
interchange and includes the removal of the existing southbound on- and northbound
off-ramps from I-15 to El Cerrito Road, and (2) the SIN Segment instead of the SJS
Segment to connect with SR-79.

2.4.7 Alternative 9: Far South/Placentia Avenue

Alternative 9 is a four- to six-lane, controlled-access parkway south of both Lake
Mathews and Mead Valley and a six- to eight-lane controlled-access parkway
between Old Elsinore Road and I-215 and a six- to eight-lane, controlled-access
parkway between I-215 and SR-79. Alternative 9 is approximately 3.2 km

(2.0 mi) south of Cajalco Road for much of its length but shares the same connection
to I-15 as Alternatives 4 and 5 (TWS-C Segment). The alignment and proposed
interchange locations for Alternative 9 are shown in Figures 2.4.5a and 2.4.5b.

Alternative 9 is comprised of the following segments: TWS-C, FS, C3, PP-D, SJ, and
SJS. Alternative 9 is unique compared to the other MCP Build Alternatives for the
portion of the FS Segment between Lake Mathews Drive and Placentia/Rider Streets.
The segments unique to Alternative 9 include the FS, C3, and PP-D Segments.

System interchanges are proposed for all the MCP Build Alternatives, including
Alternative 9, at MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215, and MCP/SR-79. System interchanges at
I-15 and SR-79 are the same as proposed for Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7. The proposed
I-215 system interchange differs from the other MCP Build Alternatives, as it
connects the MCP project to I-215 approximately 45 m (150 ft) south of Placentia
Avenue. The MCP project mainline crosses over 1-215 at this interchange. The
system interchange is proposed as a three-level interchange, and the proposed design
will not preclude possible future HOV direct connectors. At its highest point, the
interchange would be approximately 23 to 30 m (75 to 100 ft) above ground level.

2. This alternative includes a realignment of the I-215 mainline to east of the
existing location, from south of Orange Avenue to just north of Rider Street, that
is approximately 3,000 m (9,842 ft) or approximately 3.0 km (1.8 mi) in length.
This alternative does not require a collector-distributor road system at the I-215
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interchange, nor does it require any change to the existing railroad tracks (owned by
RCTC and operated by BNSF) west of I-215. There is a local interchange at a
realigned Placentia Avenue for the I-215 and a local interchange at Perris Boulevard
for access to the MCP project. Rights of way at the proposed MCP/I-15, MCP/I-215,
and MCP/SR-79 interchanges allow for a possible maintenance station with a yard.

Service interchanges for Alternative 9 are proposed at:

1. A location approximately 2,000 m (6,560 ft) east of Temescal Canyon Road
(referenced as the Estelle Mountain interchange);

Lake Mathews Drive;

OIld Elsinore Road;

Perris Boulevard;

Evans Road; Ramona Expressway;

Bernasconi Road;

Reservoir Road;

Town Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside

0PN hWw

County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008);

10. Park Center Boulevard (new arterial proposed to be added to the Riverside
County General Plan Circulation Element in 2008); and

11. Warren Road.

There are four design variations that apply to Alternative 9, as described below.

2.4.8 Design Variations

2481 Temescal Wash Area Segment Design Variation

The TWS Segment is a design variation for the TWS-C Segment that partially
removes access to I-15 from El Cerrito Road since the El Cerrito Road interchange
southbound on-ramp and northbound off-ramp would be closed. Under this design
vaﬁat-ion, a collector-distributor road system is provided from Weirick Road to
Cajalco Road, with modifications to the existing Weirick Road, El Cerrito Road, and
Ontario Avenue interchanges, and at the proposed Cajalco Road interchange.' A
collector-distributor road system would provide an intermediate road or segment that
collects and feeds traffic between the MCP and local streets and that would be

A separate project is underway to replace the existing Cajalco Road interchange.
Construction is planned to begin in January 2011.
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approximately $29 million per mile for the MCP project. The collector distributor and
system for this design variation is not as extensive as the system proposed under the
“base case” for each alternative.

The TWS Segment is a design variation of the TWS-C Segment for all of the MCP
Build Alternatives (see Figures 2.4.1a, 2.4.2a, 2.4.3a, 2.4.4a, and 2.4.5a). This design
variation would result in a reduction in cost of the MCP project by $202.6 million.

2.4.8.2 San Jacinto North Segment Design Variation

The SIN Segment extends from the eastern terminus of the SJ Segment 1.32 km

(0.82 mi) west of Warren Road east to SR-79. It follows an alignment approximately
347.4 m (1,140 ft) north of the existing Ramona Expressway. This segment also
extends approximately 1.48 km (0.92 mi) north of the Ramona Expressway along
SR-79 and approximately 1.06 km (0.67 mi) south of the Ramona Expressway along
SR-79. The SJIN Segment is a design variation of the SJS Segment for all of the MCP
Build Alternatives (see Figures 2.4.1b, 2.4.2b, 2.4.3b, 2.4.4b, and 2.4.5b). This design
variation would result in a reduction in cost of the MCP project by approximately
$8.9 million.

2.4.8.3 Rider Street Segment Design Variation

The RD Segment design variation is a combination of Segments C2 and RD. The
combination of Segments C2 and RD is only applicable as a design variation for
Alternative 9. It begins at the eastern terminus of the FS Segment, approximately

125 m (410 ft) east of Haines Street. The RD Segment is also part of Alternatives 5
and 7. The RD Segment design variation terminates about 87 m (291 ft) west of
Dawson Street. This design variation also includes the MCP/I-215 interchange similar
to Alternatives 5 and 7, with it extending along I-215 north and south of Rider Street
(see previous Figures 2.4.5a and 2.4.5b). Based on the cost estimates in the Draft
Project Report (Jacobs, 2008), this design variation would result in an increase in cost
for Alternative 9 by approximately $9.6 million. However, during preparation of the
Section 4(f) Evaluation (see Appendix B of this Draft EIR/EIS) as part of the analysis
of avoidance alternatives for Paragon Park, it was found that the Rider Street Design
Variation would result in additional costs of approximately $300 million due to the
cost of acquiring and relocating several large intermodal warehouse facilities that are
scheduled to be approved by the City of Perris and that will be constructed by 2010,
prior to construction of the MCP. Therefore, the Rider Street Design Variation would
result in an increase in cost for Alternative 9 by approximately $309.6 million.
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2.4.8.4 Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Elevated Grade Segment
Design Variation
The PP-E Segment is an elevated design variation of the PP-D Segment in Alternative
9. The PP-E Segment follows Placentia Avenue at the eastern terminus of the C3
Segment at a point approximately 272 m (895 ft) west of Patterson Avenue and
extends east to 87 m (291 ft) west of Dawson Street. This segment includes an
MCP/I-215 interchange, extending along I-215, approximately 1,570 m (5,150 ft)
north and 1,870 m (6,100 ft) south of Placentia Avenue. For this design variation, the
road is elevated approximately 8 m (26 ft) from Barrett Avenue to Wilson Avenue.
This design variation would result in a reduction in cost for Alternative 9 by
approximately $63.6 million.

2.5 Common Design Features of MCP Build Alternatives
(Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9)

2.5.1 Design

Design standards from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (Fifth Edition) were
applied to the MCP project for roadway geometric criteria and standard design
features. Also, design standards for STAA National Network for large trucks were
applied. Riverside County roadway standards were applied for segments of
alternatives designated as a General Plan Circulation Element facility. Caltrans design
standards require that the minimum interchange spacing shall be 1.5 km (0.9 mi) in
urban areas, 3.0 km (1.9 mi) in rural areas, and 3.0 km (1.9 mi) between system
interchanges and service interchanges.

2.5.2 Typical Sections

The typical sections for the MCP Build Alternatives provide a four- to eight-lane
facility for the parkway and a four- to six-lane facility for General Plan Circulation
Element improvements. The traffic analysis to define the required typical section was
based on a 2035 traffic forecasting model (see MCP Traffic Report, VRPA
Technologies, Inc., 2008).

The parkway (MCP Build Alternatives) modeled required more lanes than the
General Plan Circulation Element improvement (the No Project/General Plan
Alternative) because: (1) with the General Plan Circulation Improvement, Cajalco

Draft Mid County Parkway EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation 2-65


plancomm
Note
Just a Note.  Total increase in cost for these design variations is approximately$34.5M.

plancomm
Note
Once again, the EIR has overstepped the boundaries of the MCP project by prematurely applying Caltrans and STAA standards prior to obtaining the necessary legislation to designate the corridor a state highway.  This is not appropriate and results in making individuals review a phantom state highway that does not exist.  Please correct this EIR to reflect current conditions.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the MCP Traffic Report can be located.

plancomm
Note
Without stating why the General Plan Circulation Element as an expressway with limited access would be inferior to the MCP, this is insufficient rationale to make a case for a facility with "higher capacity".


Chapter 2 Project Description and Altematives

Road and Ramona Expressway would be widened to a four- to six-lane expressway to
serve local traffic; and (2) with the MCP Build Alternatives, a limited access parkway
is proposed to provide for regional travel demand. Therefore, a facility with a higher
capacity is required.

The alternatives being analyzed include sufficient right of way to accommodate a
multimodal transportation facility that includes both highway lanes and a wide
median that could accommodate a future travel lane or a transit facility. This EIR/EIS
only addresses the MCP project as described in Section 2.4; any future improvements
would be subject to separate environmental documentation. The proposed action is
the acquisition/preservation of right of way and the construction of a specific highway
facility; therefore, the alternatives are specified in terms of an ultimate facility that the
right of way will accommodate. The following elements are included in the design
concept for the ultimate facility:

e Two to four mixed-flow lanes in each direction for the parkway alternatives.

e Shoulders designed to Caltrans standards for freeways.

e Maedian of sufficient width to accommodate Caltrans standard median widths for
the Parkway Alternatives. Riverside County median standards are applied to the
General Plan roadway component of Alternatives 6 and 7 (between I-15 and El
Sobrante Road).

The alternatives may require right of way that vary in width as a result of steep
topography requiring cut (excavation) and fill, features of the natural and built
environment, and design requirements. Therefore, variations in these cross sections
are needed in constrained areas. The right of way widths defined for preservation for
each alternative may be larger than indicated in the cross section diagrams. Generally,
the needed right of way varies from 67 m (220 ft) to 201 m (660 ft) in width.

Figures 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 show the specific typical cross sections applied along the
MCP project corridor for the parkway and General Plan Alternatives, respectively.

2.5.3 Interchanges

e The MCP Build Alternatives include interchanges at I-15, I-215, SR-79, and
major arterials in the study area to allow traffic to travel to and from the MCP, I-
15, 1-215, SR-79, and area arterials. There are two kinds of interchanges
associated with the MCP Alternatives:
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e System interchanges at I-15, I-215, and the proposed realignment of SR-79. The
proposed MCP/I-15 interchange and design variation is the same for all five MCP
Build Alternatives and includes a design variation that is the same for all five
MCP Build Alternatives. The proposed MCP/I-215 interchange has three
variations depending on the alternative. The MCP/SR-79 interchange and design
variation is the same for all five MCP Build Alternatives and includes a design
variation that is the same for all five MCP Build Alternatives. Each of the system
interchanges and related improvements to existing interchanges and arterials
associated with the new system interchanges is described in detail below.

e Service interchange locations were determined by traffic information and
coordination with City and County General Plan Circulation Elements.

Table 2.5.A lists the proposed service interchanges for each alternative. The
proposed service interchanges for the MCP Build Alternatives consist of the
following types: compact diamond, spread diamond, two-quadrant cloverleaf,
partial cloverleaf, and trumpet. For detailed exhibits of all the service
interchanges for each alternative, see Figure 2.5.3, Caltrans Typical Local Street
Interchange Types.

2.5.4 Truck-Climbing Lanes

In accordance with Caltrans Highway Design Manual Section 204.5 regarding
sustained grades, climbing lanes are needed where the grade exceeds 2 percent and
the total change in elevation is greater than 75 m (246 ft). These climbing lanes
provide trucks and other slow-moving vehicles a separate lane so they do not impede
traffic flow. Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7 include an eastbound truck-climbing lane from
I-15 to the area south of Lake Mathews. Alternative 9 includes an eastbound truck-
climbing lane from I-15 to the local interchange at Lake Mathews Drive/Winford
Street. There are no westbound truck-climbing lanes for the MCP project.

2.5.5 Bridges

Bridges are provided at major crossings of water resources, natural resources, local
roads, and railroads to provide access over the MCP project for vehicle, pedestrian,
bicycle, equestrian, and wildlife uses. Bridges, rather than culverts, are proposed in
many areas to minimize or avoid impact to water resources. Bridges are also provided
to minimize or reduce the amount of grading in areas with steep topography, or to
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Table 2.5.A Mainline MCP Service Interchange Configuration Types

Alt. 9 Alt9 | Alt4,586,7,9
Alt.4 | Alt.5 Alt. 6 ALz Ak | AR AR ansy

Estelle Mountain 4,59: L-11
vty L11  |L11 | HafL-1mod | HalfL-1mod | L-11 | L-11 L-11 & aL mod
Lake Mathews Dr. ] 1 L1 1 NA | NA NIA 4567 L2
El Sobrante Rd. LA/8 | L8 | L.1L8 L1/L-8 NA | NA N/A 456.7. L1/L8
Wood Rd. L8 L8 L8 L8 NA | NA N/A 4567 L8
Alexander St LA/L9 | LA/9 | L1/L9 L-1/L-9 NA | NA N/A 456.7. L-11L-0
Clark St. LA/L9 | LA/L-9 | LA/L-9 L1/L-9 NA | NA N/A 4.56.7: LA/L-9
Lake Mathews Dr. L-1/L- .
o o) NA | NA N/A N/A 5 L-1/L-2 L2 |9 L2
0ld Elsinore Rd. NA | NA N/A NA L1 | LA/9 L 9 L4 or LAIL9

L-7 L-1 46:L-9
Perris Blvd. L-9 mod L-9 L-7 mod mod L-7 mod L-1 mod 57 L-7

9: L-1 mod or L-7

Evans Rd. L9 -9 L9 9 9 |9 L9 L9
Ramona Expressway | L-9/L-2 | L9/L-2 | L-9/L-2 L-9/L-2 FY | Len LoL2 | Lon-2
Bernasconi Rd. L-7 L-7 L-7 L-7 L-7 L-7 L-7 L-7
Reservoir Ave. L2 L2 L2 L2 2 |12 L2 L2
Town Center Bivd, | LOA-2 | L9L-2 |LoL2 L-9/L-2 FY iz |Len2  |Len2
Park Center Bivd. 2 [2 2 2 2 |12 2 2
Warren Rd. Lo | LOL-1 | Lo L-9/L-1 FY e L-9 L-9

Source: Project Report, Jacobs, 2008.

DV = Design Variation

L-1 = Compact Diamond

L-2 = Spread Diamond

L-7 = Two-Quadrant Cloverleaf
L-8 = Two-Quadrant Cloverleaf

L-9 = Partial Cloverleaf

L-11 = Trumpet

mod = modified

N/A = not applicable

PP-E = Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Elevated Grade
SJN = San Jacinto North

2-72
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minimize or reduce right of way acquisitions especially in developed areas. All
bridges will be designed to Caltrans standards. The bridges have been categorized
into four types of crossings: “Water and Natural Resources,” “Local Roads,”
“Wildlife Crossings,” and “Other Crossings.”

The bridge cross sections would be consistent with the road cross sections on either
side of the bridge. For example, if a bridge is provided on a road segment with four
general-purpose lanes, the bridge structure cross section would also provide four
general-purpose lanes’. Therefore, the cross sections on the bridges would match the
MCP project cross sections or the General Plan local circulation element facility for
local arterial roads crossing the MCP project.

The locations of bridge structures along the MCP Build Alternatives are shown in the
figures in Appendix I, Attachment A, and bridge lengths with type of crossing are
shown in Appendix I, Attachment B. Section 3.7 provides additional discussion of
views of the proposed facility, including bridges, as well as mitigation measures to
incorporate attractive walls, medians, and other visually pleasing hardscapes in
project design (Mitigation Measure VIS-4) and incorporating a context-sensitive
design process (VIS-8).

2.5.5.1 Bridges for Water and Natural Resource Crossings

The MCP Build Alternatives include a number of bridge structures crossing water and
natural resources. Appendix I, Attachment B lists the MCP Build Alternatives and the
locations along these alignments where bridges are proposed to span water resources
and natural resources. These bridges are labeled “Natural Resources” in Appendix I,
Attachment B. These bridges can also serve to provide for movement of wildlife,
along with providing a crossing of water and/or natural resources. In Appendix I,
Attachment B, the bridges are labeled “HCP” if the bridge is in or adjacent to an
existing Habitat Conservation Plan or western Riverside County MSHCP; therefore,
the bridge also serves the purpose of maintaining wildlife connectivity. Bridges for
the sole purpose of wildlife crossing are discussed later in this section.

Bridges will be constructed to Caltrans design standards and are proposed for all
major rivet/stream crossings, including Temescal Wash, Cajalco Creek, Perris Drain,
and the San Jacinto River. Major river/stream crossings are described below.

' The Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element was used to determine

the future width of local roadways to accommodate potential growth in the width
on an overcrossing or length of undercrossing.
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Temescal Wash

All of the MCP Build Alternatives cross Temescal Wash. It is a natural watercourse
at the base of a steep cliff. As part of the project, two parallel, approximately 1,395 m
(4,577 ft) long bridges would be constructed for Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 across
Temescal Canyon Road and Temescal Wash, gaining elevation to the top of the cliff
on the east side of Temescal Wash. For Alternatives 6 and 7, this bridge would be
1,720 m (5,643 ft) long. The bridge height ranges from 6 m to 39 m (20 ft to 128 ft)
for Alternatives 4, 5, and 9, and from 8 m to 32 m (26 ft to 105 ft) for Alternatives 6
and 7. The location of this bridge is within the western Riverside County MSHCP
Criteria Area and would accommodate wildlife movement and avoid or minimize
direct impacts to the aquatic environment. Pier bents will completely avoid Temescal
Creek and Bedford Canyon Wash; however, since the alignment of Cajalco Creek
weaves in and out in the eastern portion of the bridge, some pier bents and protective
revetments will impact waters along Cajalco Creek (see Section 3.18 of this EIR/EIS
for a detailed discussion of impacts to waters).

The location of this bridge is shown in Appendix I, Attachment E, as Bridge Location
#1.

Unnamed Drainage South of Lake Mathews

Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 have a viaduct crossing over a valley with an unnamed
drainage. The viaduct is within the El Sobrante Landfill Habitat Conservation Plan
Reserve, adjacent to the Lake Mathews MSHCP Reserve, and would accommodate
wildlife movement. For Alternatives 4 and 5, the South Lake Mathews Viaduct is
530 m (1,745 ft), and for Alternative 9, the South Lake Mathews Viaduct length is
804 m (2,638 ft). The viaduct height ranges from 5 m to 23 m (17 ft to 76 ft). The
viaduct would consist of two parallel structures, one with MCP project westbound
travel lanes and the other with eastbound travel lanes. The viaduct completely avoids
wetlands, waters, and CDFG jurisdictional areas. There are no fill, abutments, piers,
or riprap in any of the jurisdictional areas.

The location of this structure is shown in Appendix I, Attachment E, as Bridge
Location #2. '

Perris Drain _

Alternatives 4 and 6 include a section adjacent to the west side of the Perris Drain that
then crosses the Perris Drain near Placentia Avenue. For Alternatives 4 and 6, a

3,417 m (11,210 ft) long bridge is proposed to avoid impacting the floodplain.
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Approximately 240 m (656 ft) of the bridge crosses over the Perris Drain.
Alternatives 5 and 7 cross the Perris Drain in one location with a 213 m (698 ft)
bridge. Alternative 9 crosses in one location with a 273 m (896 ft) bridge. The bridge
height ranges from 1 m to 3 m (4 ft to 10 ft). The bridge crossing of the Perris Drain
would accommodate all proposed future improvements to the Perris Drain with
minimal effect on the channel. The bridge completely avoids waters, wetlands, and
CDFG jurisdictional areas along the Perris Drain. All abutments are located outside
the channel and jurisdictional federal and state areas; however, pier bents will impact
these areas.

San Jacinto River

All MCP Build Alternatives cross the San Jacinto River Floodplain, a natural curving
watercourse measuring approximately 1,200 m (3,936 ft) in width. The project would
construct two parallel, three-lane bridges, which are approximately 1,317 m

(4,321 ft) long and 4 to 13 m (12 to 42 ft) high, downstream of the existing Ramona
Expressway crossing of the San Jacinto River. This design would minimize
floodplain encroachment and reduce hydraulic impacts. The existing two-lane bridge
for Ramona Expressway is expected to overtop with the 100-year flow. The proposed
new bridges would be approximately 12 m (38 ft) apart. The width of the bridges
would be 47 m (154 ft). The existing Ramona Expressway Bridge would become part
of a frontage road. This bridge is within the western Riverside County MSHCP
Criteria Area and would accommodate wildlife movement within the San Jacinto
River floodplain. The bridge would completely avoid wetlands, waters, and CDFG
jurisdictional areas while crossing the river floodplain. Pier bents will be placed
outside all jurisdictional federal and state areas. All abutments and pier bents are
located outside all waters of the United States and CDFG jurisdictional areas.

The location of this bridge is shown in Appendix I, Attachment E, as Bridge Location
#3.

More detailed discussion on the siting of bridge locations over water resources and
determination of length of bridge over water resources can be found in Appendix I
(Attachment C, Bridge Location Planning Process; and Attachment D, Bridge Waters
and Wetlands Considerations).

2.5.5.2 Bridges for Local Road Crossings
The MCP Build Alternatives include a number of overcrossings/undercrossings of
local roads to allow the MCP project to pass over or under those roads without
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disruption to through traffic on the MCP project or the local roads. Appendix I,
Attachment B lists the MCP Build Alternatives and the locations along those
alignments where overcrossings/undercrossings are proposed to span local roads.
These overcrossings/undercrossings are labeled “Local Road” in Appendix I,
Attachment B.

2.5.5.3 Bridges for Wildlife Crossings

The MCP Build Alternatives include a number of wildlife crossings intended to link
habitat that would otherwise be separated. Wildlife overcrossings are shown on the
maps in Appendix I, Attachments A and E, and listed in Appendix I, Attachments B
and F. These bridges are labeled “Wildlife Crossings” in Appendix I, Attachment B,
and are provided for the sole purpose of wildlife crossings. Bridges for wildlife
crossings are further discussed in Section 2.5.16, Project Design Features to Minimize
Potential Environmental Impacts, and later in this document in Appendix I,
Attachment C.

2.5.5.4 Bridges for Other Crossings

The MCP Build Alternatives include a number of crossings (such as crossing of
railroads, direct connectors at the systems interchanges, and crossing of collector-
distributor lanes or auxiliary lanes) on mainline I-15 and I-215. System interchange
direct connectors are at MCP project interchanges with I-15, I-215, and SR-79. These
connectors are structures that range in length from approximately 400 m to 1,800 m
(1,312 ft to 5,905 ft). These bridges are labeled “Other” in Appendix I, Attachment B,
and are shown on maps in Appendix I, Attachment A.

2.5.6 HOV Lanes and Park-and-Ride Facilities

No HOV lanes or park-and-ride facilities are proposed as part of the MCP Build
Alternatives since no traffic congestion is expected on the MCP facility through the
horizon year of 2035. However, the proposed design of any of the MCP Build
Alternatives would not preclude future HOV lanes or park-and-ride facility projects.
The proposed Perris Valley Line and Perris Multimodal Facility are in close
proximity to the MCP project and those plans currently include a park-and-ride
facility that would be located near the MCP project.
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2.5.7 Retaining Walls

Retaining walls will be constructed at several locations. Retaining walls can be used
to minimize the amount of grading, to avoid or minimize right of way acquisitions in
developed areas, and avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive resources. Retaining wall
locations will be refined in final design if the MCP project is approved. Table 2.5.B
shows a summary of retaining walls by alternative. Preliminary retaining wall
locations are shown in Figures 2.5.4a through 2.5.4d. Section 3.7 of this EIR/EIS
includes Mitigation Measure VIS-6, which requires RCTC to include potential
aesthetic enhancements for retaining walls.

Table 2.5.B Retaining Wall Summary by Alternative

. Retaining Wall Length by Height (linear meters)
Alternative | T e tom [ 12 | m [ 19w | Tow

4 9,458 3,260 1,089 544 740 229 85 15,405
5 8,541 3,546 174 544 740 77 793 14,415
6 9,824 3,260 1,089 544 814 152 334 16,017
7 8,907 3,546 174 544 814 0 1,042 15,027
9 6,382 2,415 776 356 488 493 85 10,995

Source: Draft Project Report, Jacobs, 2008.

m = meters

2.5.8 Sound Walls

Sound walls will be constructed as needed to provide noise attenuation for existing
noise-sensitive land uses, as well as noise-sensitive land uses that are under
construction or are fully permitted for development. The Mid County Parkway Noise
Impact Analysis (VRPA, 2008) analyzes existing noise conditions, as well as future
conditions with and without the proposed project. Noise abatement measures must be
considered where traffic noise impacts are identified. Traffic noise impacts result
from: (1) an increase of 12 A-weighted decibels (dBA) or more over existing noise
levels; and (2) predicted noise levels approach or exceed the Noise Abatement
Criteria (NAC) (please see Section 3.15 for descriptions of these terms). According to
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, for noise abatement to be considered
feasible, the noise abatement must provide a minimum of 5 dBA noise reduction at
impacted receivers. Noise abatement measures determined to be reasonable and
feasible in consultation with the local jurisdictions at the time of final d<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>