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Note
From a disk, even with zoom capability, this exhibit is too small and blurred.  In addition, the exhibit does not contain a Legend.  Please provide a legible exhibit with a Legend.


Appendix K Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP)

This page intentionally left blank

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



Appendix L United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Letter

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

L-1



Appendix L USFWS Letter

This page intentionally left blank

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



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, California 92011
In Reply Refer To: JAN 2 3 2008
FWS-WRIV-4214.5

Wendy Walters

LSA Associates, Inc.

1650 Spruce Street, Fifth Floor
Riverside, California 92507

Subj:  Species List for Mid-County Parkway Project in Riversida County, California
Dear Ms. Walters:

This letter is in response to your written request, received on November 15, 2005, for information on
federally endangered, threatened, and proposed species that may occur in the vicini ty of the proposed
Mid-County Parkway project in Riverside County, California. The proposed project extends from
Interstate 15 on the west and State Route 79 on the east. The study area is about 32 miles long and
ranges from 1 to 4 miles in width. The project is being developed by the Riverside County
Transportation Commission in cooperation with Caltrans District 8 and the Federal Hi ghway
Administration. To assist you in evaluating the potential occurrence of federally listed endangered,
threatened, proposed, and candidate species that may occur in the vicinity of the area identified, we
are providing the enclosed list.

The proposed project is located in the plan area of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP establishes a multiple species conservation
program to minimize and mitigate habitat loss and the incidental take of covered species associated
with covered activities. Caltrans and Riverside County are si gnatory to the MSHCP, and, therefore,
should conduct this project consistent with the provisions of the MSHCP and its associated
implementation agreement and permit. -

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended, requires Federal agencies to
consult with us, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, should it be determined that their actions may
affect federally listed threatened or endangered species. Section 9 of the Act prohibits the “take”
(e.g., harm, harassment, pursuit, injury, kill) of federally listed wildlife. “Harm” is further defined to
include habitat modification or degradation where it kills or injures wildlife by impairing essential
behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Take incidental to otherwise lawful
activities can be authorized under sections 7 (Federal consultations) and 10 (habitat conservation
plans) of the Act. o

Ifa proposed project is authorized, funded, or carried out by a Federal agency and rﬁay affeét a listed
species, then the Federal agency must consult with us on behalf of the applicant, pursuant to section

TAKE PRIDEY
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Wendy Walters (FWS-WR1V-4214.5)

7 of the Act. In other words, any activity on private land that requires Federal involvement (such as
the issuance of a section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers) and may affect listed species must be reviewed by us to ensure that the continued
existence of the species would not be jeopardized. During the section 7 process, measures to avoid
and minimize project effects to listed species and their habitat will be identified and incorporated
into a biological opinion that includes an incidental take statement that authorizes incidental take by
the Federal agency and applicant.

If a proposed project does not involve a Federal agency, but is likely to result in the take of a listed
“animal species, then the landowner or project proponent should apply for an incidental take permit,
pursuant to section 10 of the Act. When an application is made for an incidental take permit,
measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for effects to listed species and their habitat will be
identified and incorporated into a habitat conservation plan. If the habitat conservation plan and the
application for the permit meet the issuance criteria, a permit authorizing incidental take is issued.

We do not have site-specific information for this area. Therefore, we recommend that project
~ proponents seek assistance from a biologist familiar with the habitat conditions and associated
species in and around their project site to assess the actual potential for direct, indirect and
cumulative impacts likely to result from the proposed activity.

We are also concerned for the following habitat community types that could potentially occur in the
area and are becoming more rare. These include woodlands, coastal sage scrub, alluvial fan scrub,
native grasslands, wetlands, riparian habitat, and vernal pools. In addition, we are concerned about
the effects of the proposed project on habitat connectivity and wildlife movement in the re gion.

Please contact the California Department of Fish and Game for State-listed and other sensitive
species that may occur in the area of the project. State-listed species are protected under the
provisions of the California Endangered Species Act. Rare plant species that may occur in the
project area are included in the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) inventory of rare and
endangered vascular plants in California. State-listed and CNPS species require full consideration
under the California Environmental Quality Act.

Should you have any questions regarding the species list provided, or your responsibilities under the
Act, please contact Doreen Stadtlander, Division Chief for Western Riverside County, at (760) 431-
9440.

Sincerely,

SR S —

£of Karen A. Goebel
Assistant Field Supervisor

Enclosure



Wendy Walters (FWS-WRIV-4214.5) 3

Federally Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, and Candidate Species that May Occur in the
Vicinity of the Proposed Mid-County Parkway Project in Riverside County, California

January 23, 2006

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status

Mammals

San Bernardino kangaroo rat Dipodomys merriami parvus endangered

Stephens’ kangaroo rat Dipodomys stephensi endangered

Birds

yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus candidate

southwestern willow Empidonax traillii extimus endangered

flycatcher

bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus threatened

coastal California gnatcatcher  Polioptila californica californica threatened

least Bell’s vireo vireo bellii pusillus endangered

Amphibians

arroyo toad Bufo californicus v endangered

California red-legged frog Rana aurora draytoni threatened

Invertebrates

vernal pool fairy shrimp Branchinecta lynchii threatened

Quino checkerspot butterfly Euphydryas editha quino endangered

Riverside fairy shrimp Streptocephalus woortoni endangered

Plants

Munz’s onion Allium munzii endangered

San Diego ambrosia Ambrosia pumila endangered
* Braunton’s milk-vetch Astragalus brauntonii endangered

San Jacinto Valley crownscale  Atriplex coronata var. notatior ~ endangered

Nevin's barberry Berberis nevinii endangered

thread-leaved brodiaea Brodiaea filifolia threatened



Wendy Walters (FWS-WRIV-4214.5) 4

Federally Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, and Candidate Species that May Occur in the
Vicinity of the Proposed Mid-County Parkway Project in Riverside County, California

January 23, 2006
Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status
Plants (cont.)
San Diego button celery Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii endangered
slender-horned spineflower Dodecahema leproceras endangered
spreading navarretia Navarretia fossalis threatened
California Orcutt grass Orcuttia californica : endangered

Brand’s phacelia Phacelia stellaris candidate
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Alternatives Analysis has been prepared on behalf of the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) to assist the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in determining
the proposed project’s compliance with Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredge or Fill Material (40 CFR 230). As recommended by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/404 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Guidance
Paper', this Alternatives Analysis presents the full range and scope of all reasonable and practicable
alternatives so as to sharply define the issues and provide a clear basis of choice among the
alternatives.

1.1 PROPOSED ACTION

RCTC, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside (County), and the cities
of Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto, has initiated a study of a range of alignment alternatives for a new
west-east transportation corridor. The proposed action would adopt an alignment for the new corridor,
named the Mid County Parkway (MCP), and construct a major limited-access transportation facility
to meet current and projected travel demand for the year 2035 for the 32 miles between Interstate 15
(I-15) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east (Figures 1 and 2). The proposed MCP will
supersede the existing designations in the Circulation Element of the County General Plan of the
Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore (HCLE) Community and Environmental Transportation
Acceptability Process (CETAP) corridor and will constitute a minor amendment to the Circulation
Element of the adopted County General Plan (October 2003). RCTC may recommend this facility for
adoption as a new State highway route.

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project alignments are located in northwestern Riverside County parallel to existing
Cajalco Road between I-15 and Interstate 215 (I-215) and the Ramona Expressway east of I-215 to

SR-79.

The project area passes from west to east, specifically beginning in Section 16, Township 4 South,
Range 6 West, of the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Corona South, California
quadrangle, passing east through the Lake Mathews, Steele Peak, Perris, and Lakeview quadrangles
respectively, and ending in Section 15, Township 4 South, Range 1 West, of the USGS 7.5-minute
San Jacinto quadrangle. The approximate Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) Zone 11 coordinates
for the survey area are 452800 East by 3742550 North at the western boundary and 502520 East by
3742210 North at the eastern boundary. The elevation generally increases from west to east, from

' http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/cadiv/pre/guide2.htm, accessed March 21, 2007.
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approximately 228 meters (m) (750 feet [ft]) near the I-15 to 457 m (1,500 ft) above mean sea level
(amsl) near SR-79. There are several high peaks within the project area as well, with elevations as
high as 720 m (2,361 ft) amsl.

1.3 PROJECT HISTORY

The MCP 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 is 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 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 3.0 million by
2020. Major milestones achieved in the RCIP process included a comprehensive update to the
Riverside County General Plan (adopted October 2003), the western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP; adopted June 2003), completion of environmental
documents for two major new transportation corridors through the CETAP process (draft documents
circulated for public review in July 2002), and initiation of the San Jacinto River Special Area
Management Plan (SAMP).

1.4 NEPA/SECTION 404 INTEGRATION PROCESS MOU

In 2003, in accordance with the 1994 MOU for the NEPA and Section 404 Integration Process for
Surface Transportation Projects in Arizona, California, and Nevada (NEPA/Section 404 MOU),
RCTC initiated coordination to implement the MOU policies in developing the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and Section 404 permitting for the MCP project. The NEPA/Section 404 MOU
implements the FHWA, USACE, and United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) policies
of improved interagency coordination and integration of NEPA and Section 404 procedures.

The NEPA/Section 404 MOU applies to projects requiring FHWA action under NEPA and a USACE
individual permit under Section 404 of the CWA. The signatory agencies to the NEPA/Section 404
MOU for the MCP project include FHWA, EPA, USACE, the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), the National Marine Fisheries Service, and Caltrans. In 2006, the agencies entered
into an updated MOU for projects in California.

Mid County Parkway 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis 7
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2.0 PROJECT PURPOSE

The basic project purpose, as defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 230.10(a)(3), is to
construct a transportation facility that is not water-dependent. The overall project purpose is to
provide a transportation facility that will effectively and efficiently accommodate regional west-east
movement of people and goods between and through the cities Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto. More
specifically, the selected alternative will:

Provide increased capacity to support the forecast travel demand for the 2035 design year;
Provide a limited-access facility; ‘
Provide roadway geometrics to meet State highway design standards;

Accommodate the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA) National Network for
large trucks; and

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

Mid County Parkway 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis
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3.0 SECTION 404(B)(1) GUIDELINES

The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines) are the substantive environmental standards by which
all Section 404 permit applications are evaluated. The Guidelines were published by the EPA in
December 1980. The Guidelines provide that discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States (U.S.), including wetlands, should not occur unless it can be demonstrated that such
discharges will not result in unacceptable adverse effects on the aquatic ecosystem. No discharge of
dredge or fill material is permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge that
would have a less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, as long as the alternative does not have
other significant adverse environmental consequences (40 CFR 230.10[a]).

The Memorandum to the Field from the EPA and USACE dated July 13, 2000, entitled “Appropriate
Level of Analysis Required for Evaluating Compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines
Alternatives Requirements,” provides guidance on the level of analysis appropriate for a 404(b)(1)
alternatives analysis. The Memorandum provides that the Guidelines:

“Do not contemplate that the same intensity of analysis will be required for all types

of projects but instead envision a correlation between the scope of the evaluation and
the potential extent of adverse impacts on the aquatic environment. The Introduction
to Section 230.10(a) recognizes that the level of analysis required may vary with the

nature and complexity of each individual case.”

“The Guidelines provide the USACE and USEPA with discretion for determining the
necessary level of analysis to support a conclusion as to whether or not an alternative
is practicable. Practicable alternatives are those alternatives that are available and
capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and
logistics in light of overall project purposes.” 40 CFR 230.10(a)(2).

“[1]f an alternative is unreasonably expensive to the applicant, the alternative is not
‘practicable.”” Guidelines Preamble, “Economic Factors™, 45 Federal Register 85343
(December 24, 1980).

PAJCV531\Alternatives Analysis\404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis\404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis Sep 2008.doc «09/25/08» 11
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- 4.0 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT

4.1 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 (SWG). The SWG includes
representatives from RCTC, FHWA, County of Riverside, Caltrans, USFWS, EPA, California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and USACE." The alternatives development process as
undertaken by the SWG 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), NEPA, Section 404 of the federal CWA, and Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act (now codified at 49 United States Code [USC] 303). The 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.

4.1.1 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 extent feasible.
Land use constraints include the Lake Mathews Estates, Mead Valley, Gavilan Hills, and Perris
communities; 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, Val Verde High School, the Federal
Records Center, the proposed Perris Metrolink Rail Station, and others.

! 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.

2 STAA allows large trucks to operate on the Interstate and certain primary routes called
collectively the National Network.

PAJCV531\Alternatives Analysis\404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis\404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis Sep 2008.doc «09/25/08» 13
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4.1.2 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. The NOI and
NOP described eight project alternatives, including a No Action/No Project Alternative, six 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
issuance of 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 (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 a multiagency Value Analysis (VA) 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 (now incorporated into Alternatives 4 and 6).
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 interested parties on July 31, 2007.

4.2 ALTERNATIVES REFINEMENT PROCESS

After the NOI and NOP were published in 2004, Caltrans conducted a VA 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 a result of the VA Study, new information became
available with regard to the practicability of some of the alternative alignments, as well as
opportunities to further avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts to existing habitat reserves,
Section 404 waters and Section 4(f) properties, and existing communities (see below for additional
information regarding the VA 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 SWG considered and approved the refined set of alternatives to be evaluated. As
described in further detail below, the revised set of alternatives eliminated the two alternatives
(Alternatives 2 and 3) that included a parkway north of Lake Mathews due to engineering feasibility
issues, rerouted a segment of Alternatives 4 and 6 away from the Perris Dam, renumbered

Alternative 8 to Alternative 1B (No Action/No Project General Plan Circulation Element Conditions),
and added Alternative 9 (the Far South Alternative), which avoids the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (Metropolitan) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Reserve. Specific
considerations in the alternatives refinement process are discussed below.

14 Mid County Parkway 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis
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4.2.1 Value Engineering Analysis Process

The National Highway System (NHS) Act of 1995 included a value engineering analysis provision
(later codified in Subchapter G Part 627 of Title 23 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 estimated total cost of $25 million
or more.” In California, Caltrans coordinates with FHWA to apply the VA Study process in order to:

e Maintain federal funding for proposed projects;

o Build consensus with transportation partners (FHWA, Caltrans, RCTC, County of Riverside, and
the cities of Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto, specifically for the MCP project);

¢ Solve difficult transportation problems;
e Reduce costs while maintaining or improving project quality; and

o Eliminate detrimental design influences.

The VA Study for the MCP Alternatives was conducted by Caltrans District 8 and a consultant
facilitator in April 2005. The VA 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 VA Study conducted in April
2005 complemented earlier VA studies that focused on the configuration of the MCP project
connections at SR-79, I-15, and 1-215.

4.2.2 Engineering Constraints (Dams)

Two of the initial alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) included a parkway north of Lake Mathews near
Cajalco Dam, and three of the initial alternatives (Alternatives 2, 4, and 6) included a parkway along
the existing Ramona Expressway near Perris Dam. Lake Mathews and Cajalco Dam are owned and
operated by Metropolitan. Perris Dam is owned and operated by 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 Metropolitan HCP Reserve
compared with the alignment south of Lake Mathews. Given the engineering and safety constraints
related to Cajalco Dam, the VA team determined that it was prudent to consider other alternatives that
would both avoid close proximity to the dam and fully avoid the Metropolitan HCP 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), Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR) Reserve area, State Fairgrounds,
and DWR emergency facilities. Both the SKR Reserve area and the State Fairgrounds are Section
4(f) properties. The VA 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 VA 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
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join the North Perris alignment before Perris Boulevard (at Perry Street). The advantages of this
alignment include full avoidance of Perris Dam, SKR Reserve, 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 (such as a viaduct) to avoid the floodway.

RCTC and the MCP project team consulted with the Metropolitan engineering staff and the DWR
preceding and concurrent with the VA Study process. The discussion focused on safety issues with
regard to excavation, construction activities, 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, Metropolitan specified that excavation for the MCP project could not take place within 305 m
(1,000 ft) of the Cajalco Dam abutment. In letters dated June 8, 2005, and August 19, 2005, 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 (ROW) for possible seismic repair operations. Alternatives 4 and 6 were modified to
eliminate the segment by the Perris Dam and replace that segment with the Perris Drain alignment.

4.2.3 Access Constraints

The VA 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 located
between I-15 and Lake Mathews. The specific traffic concern identified by the VA 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 VA team also considered this concern in the development of
other possible MCP Alternatives.

4.2.4 Environmental Constraints

Key environmental constraints considered by the SWG 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 the Metropolitan HCP Reserve, the SKR Reserve (which includes lands adjacent to
both Lake Mathews and Lake Perris), the El Sobrante Landfill Reserve, and criteria areas identified
for conservation in the western Riverside County MSHCP. The Metropolitan HCP and SKR Reserves
are existing reserves. The MSHCP is an approved, largely future reserve that will be created through
the conservation of specific lands to be acquired over a period of time.

The VA team considered the constraints presented by each of these reserves relative to the successful
implementation of an MCP Alternative. The Metropolitan HCP, SKR, and El Sobrante Landfill
Reserves are existing reserves, and an amendment to the respective HCPs for those reserves would be

16 P:\JCV531\Alternatives Analysis\404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis\404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis Sep 2008.doc «09/25/08»


plancomm
Note
First, no portion of Mead Valley is located between I-15 and Lake Mathews.  The Mead Valley community is generally considered to be between I-215 and Una Street.  Second, access has been identified as a constraint, but never the major constraint. The primary reason given for avoiding the Mead Valley community has been to avoid a disadvantaged, low income community.


404(B)(1) ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
SEPTEMBER 2008 MID COUNTY PARKWAY

required to allow for new or expanded roads within the reserves. The lead agencies for the MCP
project (RCTC, Caltrans, and FHWA) do not have the ability to amend the existing HCPs, and these
reserves present a potential constraint to the implementation of an MCP Alternative. For example, an
amendment to the Metropolitan HCP Reserve to permit construction of the MCP project through
Metropolitan HCP Reserve lands would need to be initiated by Metropolitan because it is the
permittee for that reserve. 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 SKR Reserve would require action on the part of the
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA). Although amending the SKR Reserve
would still be outside the jurisdiction and control of RCTC, FHWA, and Caltrans, that HCP is written
to allow for future amendments and, therefore, is not as much of a constraint to the development of
the MCP project as the Metropolitan HCP Reserve. The El Sobrante Landfill Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan, which was prepared by USA Waste of California, Inc., covers impacts to
two federally and/or State listed species (coastal California gnatcatcher and Stephens’ kangaroo rat)
and to 29 nonlisted species resulting from expansion of the El Sobrante Landfill. Any impacts to the
El Sobrante Landfill HCP Reserve would require a major amendment to the HCP.

The MSHCEP 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 will be needed to adopt
an MCP 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 Alternatives were
sited in a manner intended to minimize impacts to the MSHCP Ceriteria 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 VA Study, but to a lesser
degree than the areas within the three existing reserves.

The initial MCP Alternatives north and south of Lake Mathews (Alternatives 2 through 5) traverse
parts of the Metropolitan HCP Reserve. While the alternatives north of Lake Mathews avoid habitat
fragmentation south of Lake Mathews, they did not accomplish a full avoidance of the Metropolitan
HCP Reserve because the reserve extends east and north of Lake Mathews. Given the constraints
related to the HCP amendment process for the Metropolitan HCP Reserve and the previously
mentioned engineering constraints associated with Cajalco Dam that could possibly render the
alignment north of Lake Mathews not practicable, the VA team determined that it was prudent to
consider alternatives that provided full avoidance of the Metropolitan HCP Reserve and the Cajalco
Dam facilities, resulting in the proposed Far South Alternative (Alternative 9).

4.2.5 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 between the San Jacinto River and SR-79. Through the VA Study process, a second
alignment was proposed in this area where the MCP project alignment parallels the Colorado River
Aqueduct (CRA) and is sited between Ramona Expressway and adjacent to the CRA. This alignment
south of Ramona Expressway 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
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and floodplain. The San Jacinto South alignment is now the proposed project alignment, and the north
alignment (San Jacinto North) is being evaluated as a design variation.

4.2.6 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.

+ 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 street network according to the Circulation Element
of the Riverside County General Plan.

4.2.7 No Action Alternative

A specific 404 No Action Alternative has been developed as part of this Section 404(b)(1)
alternatives analysis. The 404 No Action Alternative identifies what measures are needed (e.g.,
bridges) to fully avoid dredge or fill within waters of the U.S. so that a Section 404 permit would not
be required for the MCP project.

4.3 AGENCY CONCURRENCE ON THE CURRENT MCP ALTERNATIVES

In December 2005, the USACE and 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 MCP 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 minimize effects to the El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP
Reserve lands. As part of the NEPA/404 Integration Process in October 2007, FHWA submitted a

' The planned street network includes improvéments in the 2003 Riverside County General Plan

Circulation Element.
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request for concurrence on the final suite of alternatives to the federal resource agencies (USACE,
EPA, and USFWS). USACE and EPA submitted letters of concurrence to FHWA in December 2007.
USFWS declined to concur, consistent with their prior letter of December 9, 2005, stating that they
would not formally pammpate in the NEPA/404 process.
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5.0 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
travel demand in 2035 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 3a and 3b, and Table A). 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
shown in Figures 3a and 3b are listed below, generally from west to east, and are described in more

detail.

e Temescal Wash Area with Collector-Distributor Roads (TWS-C) Segment: Begins at the western
terminus of the MCP project and ends near the Temescal Canyon Road/Cajalco Road
intersection; includes CD Roads from Weirick Road to Ontario Avenue

o Lake Mathews South (LMS) Segment: 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)

Segment

o Lake Mathews North General Plan (LMN-GP) Segment: From near the Temescal Canyon
Road/Cajalco Road intersection to MV Segment

o Lake Mathews South General Plan (LMS-GP) Segment: From near the Temescal Canyon
Road/Cajalco Road intersection to MV Segment

e Mead Valley (MV) Segment: From LMS Segment to east of Day Street

o Far South (FS) Segment: From TWS-C Segment to east of Brown Street

¢ Connector Perris 1 (C1) Segment: From MV Segment to Patterson Avenue
» Connector Perris 3 (C3) Segment: From FS Segment to Patterson Avenue

o Perris Drain (PD) Segment: From MV Segment to San Jacinto (SJ) Segment
o Rider Street (RD) Segment: From C1 Segment to SJ Segment

o Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Depressed Grade (PP-D) Segment: From C3 Segment to SJ
Segment

e San Jacinto (SJ) Segment: From PD, RD, or PP-D Segment to San Jacinto South (SJS) Segment
« San Jacinto South (SJS) Segment: From west of Warren Road to SR-79
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In addition to these segments, there are four other segments that are specific only to design variations:

¢ Temescal Wash Area (TWS) Segment: 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 El Cerrito Road and I-15 '

o  Connector Perris 2 (C2) Segment: From FS Segment to Patterson Avenue

s Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Elevated Grade (PP-E) Segment: From C3 Segment to SJ
Segment

e San Jacinto North (SJN) Segment: From west of Warren Road to SR-79

A more detailed description of each segment, including the beginning and end points (in a west-to-
east direction), is provided below. All distances provided are approximate.

5.1 TEMESCAL WASH AREA WITH COLLECTOR-DISTRIBUTOR (CD)
ROADS (TWS-C) SEGMENT

The 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 segments 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) south of
the existing Cajalco Road, approximately 3,500 m (11,600 ft) north of existing Cajalco Road,
approximately 2,150 m (7,050 ft) west of I-15, and approximately 975 m (3,200 ft) 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 CD roads will extend from Weirick Road to Ontario
Avenue. The MCP project mainline 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.

5.2 LAKE MATHEWS SOUTH (LMS) SEGMENT

The 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 frontage road is proposed
directly 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 El Sobrante Road
interchange.
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5.3 LAKE MATHEWS NORTH GENERAL PLAN (LMN-GP) SEGMENT

The Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element proposes an urban arterial' north of Lake
Mathews. The 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 MV 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 local 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.

5.4 LAKE MATHEWS SOUTH GENERAL PLAN (LMS-GP) SEGMENT

The Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element proposes to realign existing Cajalco Road as
a four-lane, access-controlled expressway” with a 40 m (128 ft) ROW. The 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 directly 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 El
Sobrante Road interchange.

5.5 MEAD VALLEY (MV) SEGMENT

The 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.

5.6 FAR SOUTH (FS) SEGMENT

The FS Segment 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

' 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 kilometer (km) (0.25 mile [mi]) intervals. (Source: Courity of Riverside
General Plan, Circulation Element).S

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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existing Cajalco Road, and extends to the C3 Segment, 125 m (410 ft) east of Haines Street. The FS
Segment traverses a portion of the Gavilan Hills and only applies to Alternative 9.

5.7 CONNECTOR PERRIS 1 (C1) SEGMENT

The 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). This segment
connects the MV Segment to the RD Segment.

5.8 CONNECTOR PERRIS 3 (C3) SEGMENT

The C3 Segment begins 125 m (410 ft) east of Haines Street at the eastern 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.

5.9 PERRIS DRAIN (PD) SEGMENT

The 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 [-215.

5.10 RIDER STREET (RD) SEGMENT

The RD Segment connects I-215 with the San Jacinto (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 I-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 I-215.

5.11 PLACENTIA AVENUE/PERRIS BOULEVARD DEPRESSED GRADE
(PP-D) SEGMENT

The 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 [-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 the PP-D Segment, the road is approximately 9 m (30 ft) depressed from grade
from Barrett Avenue to Wilson Avenue. This segment only applies to Alternative 9.

30 Mid County Parkway 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis



404(B)(1) ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
AUGUST 2008 MID COUNTY PARKWAY

5.12 SAN JACINTO (SJ) SEGMENT

The SJ Segment extends along existing Ramona Expressway 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).

5.13 SAN JACINTO SOUTH (SJS) SEGMENT

The 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 CRA. 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.

5.14 TEMESCAL WASH AREA DESIGN VARIATION (TWS DV) SEGMENT

This is a design variation for the TWS-C Segment that removes partial access from I-15 to El Cerrito
Road. 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 EI Cerrito
overcrossing will remain open, connecting local streets from one side of I-15 to the other side, and the
CD roads will extend from Weirick Road to just north of Cajalco Road. The MCP project mainline
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.

5.15 CONNECTOR PERRIS 2 DESIGN VARIATION (C2 DV) SEGMENT

The 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.

5.16 PLACENTIA AVENUE/PERRIS BOULEVARD ELEVATED GRADE
DESIGN VARIATION (PP-E DV) SEGMENT

The PP-E Segment is an elevated design variation of Segment PP-D. 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 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 [-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.
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5.17 SAN JACINTO NORTH DESIGN VARIATION (SJN DV) SEGMENT

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 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.
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND WITHDRAWN FROM
FURTHER STUDY

Two alternatives were evaluated and eliminated from further study during the alternatives refinement
process described previously. Table B identifies and describes the two alternatives and provides a
summary of the decision to remove these alternatives from further study.

Table B: Summary of Alternatives Withdrawn from Further Study

Alternative | Alternative
Number Name Description Comment
2 North Lake |Provide a six- to eight- | This alternative was eliminated due to
Mathews/  |lane, controlled-access |engineering safety concerns regarding
North Perris |facility north of Lake proximity to the Lake Perris Dam,
Alternative | Mathews and a north Cajalco Dam, and Metropolitan
alignment through the | facilities, as stated in letters from
City of Perris Metropolitan dated May 13, 2005,
and DWR dated August 19, 2005.
3 North Lake |Provide a six- to eight- | This alternative was eliminated due to
Mathews/  |lane, controlled-access |engineering safety concerns regarding
South Perris | facility north of Lake proximity to Cajalco Dam and
Alternative | Mathews and a south Metropolitan facilities, as stated in a
| alignment through the | letter from Metropolitan dated
City of Perris May 13, 2005.

DWR = State Department of Water Resources
Metropolitan = Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

As noted above, the parkway alternatives north of Lake Mathews were eliminated from further
analysis as a result of engineering safety constraints. However, Alternatives 6 and 7 (combination
Parkway and General Plan Alternatives) do include General Plan improvements to El Sobrante Road
north of Lake Mathews, as included in the adopted Riverside County Circulation Element of the
General Plan. RCTC determined that the General Plan improvements could be constructed and still
meet the dam safety criteria stipulated by Metropolitan.
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7.0 ALTERNATIVE ROADWAY ALIGNMENTS ANALYZED AND
BROUGHT FORWARD FOR FURTHER REVIEW

Descriptions of the two No Project/No Action Alternatives (Alternatives 1A and 1B), the five Build
Alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9), and the 404 No Action Alternative are provided below.
As stated above, Alternatives 2 and 3 (North Lake Mathews/North Perris Alternative and North Lake
Mathews/South Perris Alternative) were considered but eliminated from further analysis. The No
Project/No Action General Plan Circulation Element Conditions Alternative, originally identified as
Alternative 8, was renumbered Alternative 1B.

The alignments of the MCP Alternatives are shown on Figures 4a and 4b through Figures 8a and 8b.

7.1 ALTERNATIVE 1A: NO PROJECT/NO ACTION—EXISTING GROUND
CONDITIONS

Alternative 1A represents 2035 traffic on the planned street network except there would not be any
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 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 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.

7.2 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.
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7.3 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 I-215 interchange. Alternative 4 is
located south of Lake Mathews and follows a northern alignment through the City of Perris (as shown
on Figures 4a and 4b). The Alternative 4 alignment is south of existing Cajalco Road, west of Lake
Mathews Drive, and 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 Build Alternatives at I-15, I-215, and SR-79. The MCP
project mainline would cross over the I-15 and I-215 at the respective system interchanges. The 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 high-occupancy vehicle
(HOV) direct connectors at the system interchange at I-15. A CD 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 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 CD 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.
The existing railroad tracks west of I-215 are proposed to remain in place. CD roads are needed and
are located on the west side of I-215. A three-level interchange is proposed at SR-79 at an
approximate height of 15 m (50 ft).

Service interchanges for Alternative 4 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; (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 4 includes two design variations at the western and eastern termini that use: (1) a smaller
system of CD 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 EI Cerrito Road; and (2) the SIN Segment instead of
the SJS Segment to connect with SR-79.
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7.4 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 on
Figures 5a and 5b). The Alternative 5 alignment is south of existing Cajalco Road, west of Lake
Mathews Drive, and located south of the Ramona Expressway from 1-215 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 Rlder Street (the
RD Segment), the SJ Segment, and the SJS Segment.

System interchanges proposed for Alternative 5 are the same as Alternative 4, with connections at
I-15, I-215, and 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 1,000 ft) above ground level. A CD 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 requires a realignment of the I-215 mainline to
east of the existing location, from Placentia Avenue to Ramona Expressway. The existing railroad
tracks west of I-215 are proposed to remain in place.

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; (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 smaller system of CD 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 SJN
Segment instead of the SIS Segment to connect with SR-79.

7.5 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 on Figures 6a and 6b). Alternative 6 is the same as Alternative 4
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(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 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 Build Alternatives, including Alternative 6, at I-15,
I-215, and SR-79. Please see the description of system interchanges for Alternative 4 above. 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 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 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
Segment and the LMN-GP and LMS-GP Segments. The LMS-GP Segment provides a four-lane,
access-controlled expressway that connects to I-15. The LMN-GP Segment provides a four-lane
arterial that connects to 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 smaller system of CD 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.

7.6 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 7a and 7b). Alternative 7 is the same as Alternative 5
(described above) east of El Sobrante Road and follows a southerly alignment through Perris. West of

' 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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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 Build Alternatives. System
interchanges are proposed for all of the Build Alternatives, including Alternative 7, at I-15, I-215, and
SR-79. Please see the description of system interchanges for Alternative 5 above. 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.

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
Segment and the 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 5.

Alternative 7 includes two design variations at the western and eastern termini of the alternative that
use: (1) a smaller system of CD 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 SJN
Segment instead of the SIS Segment to connect with SR-79.

7.7 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 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 8a and 8b.

' 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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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 (the connector to Placentia Avenue), and PP-D Segments.

System interchanges are proposed for all the Build Alternatives, including Alternative 9, at I-15,
I-215, and 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 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 I-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). This
alternative does not require a CD road system at the I-215 interchange, nor does it require any change
to the existing railroad tracks west of I-215. There is a local interchange at a realigned Placentia
Avenue for the [-215 and a local interchange at Perris Boulevard for access to the MCP project.

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.

There are four design variations that apply to Alternative 9, as described below in Section 7.9.

7.8 404 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Several alignments were analyzed for the 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 U.S.
As a result, the 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 U.S. Alternative 9 was chosen as the base for the 404 No Action Alternative
because it is the Build Alternative with the least impacts to waters of the U.S. The alignment and
proposed interchange locations for the 404 No Action Alternative are identical to those of
Alternative 9. Implementation of the 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 U.S. The 404 No Action Alternative is shown in
Figures 9a and 9b with location sitings of the bridge structures necessary to implement this
alternative.
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7.9 DESIGN VARIATIONS
The following design variations apply to all of the MCP Build Alternatives.

Temescal Wash Area Design Variation (TWS DV). This is a design variation for the TWS-C
Segment that partially removes access to I-15 from El Cerrito Road. In this variation, the El
Cerrito Road interchange southbound on-ramp and northbound off-ramp would be closed. A CD
road system is provided from Weirick Road to Cajalco Road with modifications to the existing
Weirick, El Cerrito, and Ontario interchanges and implementation of a new interchange at
Cajalco Road just north of the existing Cajalco Road/I-15 interchange, which would be removed.
The TWS Segment is a design variation of the TWS-C Segment for all of the MCP Build
Alternatives (see Figures 4a, 5a, 6a, 7a, and 8a).

San Jacinto North Design Variation (SJN DV). The SIN Segment extends from the eastern
terminus of the SJ Segment 1.32 km (0.82 mi) west of Warren Road and 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
SIN Segment is a design variation of the SJS Segment for all of the MCP Build Alternatives (see
Figures 4a, 5a, 6a, 7a, and 8a).

The following two design variations apply only to Alternative 9.

Rider Street Design Variation (RD DV). The Rider Street Design Variation begins at the
eastern terminus of the FS Segment, approximately 125 m (410 ft) east of Haines Street. This
design variation includes all of the C2 and RD Segments. The combination of Segments C2 and
RD is only applicable as a design variation for Alternative 9. The RD Segment is also part of
Alternatives 5 and 7. The Rider Street Design Variation terminates 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 Figures 8a and 8b).

Placentia Avenue/Perris Boulevard Elevated Grade Design Variation (PP-E DV). 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. The MCP project mainline
crosses over the I-215. For this design variation, the road is elevated above grade approximately

8 m (26 ft) from Barrett Avenue to Wilson Avenue.

7.10 BRIDGES FOR WATER AND NATURAL RESOURCE CROSSINGS

The Build Alternatives include a number of bridge structures crossing water and natural resource
features in the MCP study area. Bridges will be constructed to Caltrans design standards and are
proposed for all major river/stream crossings, including Temescal Wash, Cajalco Creek, Perris Valley
Storm Drain, and the San Jacinto River, among others. The major river/stream crossings are described
below. :
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Temescal Wash. All of the Build Alternatives cross Temescal Wash. It is a natural watercourse
at the base of a steep bluff. 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 bluff 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 to 39 m (20 to 128 ft) for Alternatives 4, 5, and 9, and 8 to 32 m (26 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 environment since 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.

Unnamed Drainage South of Lake Mathews. Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 have a bridge crossing
over a valley with an unnamed drainage. The bridge is in the El Sobrante Landfill HCP 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 bridge height
ranges from 5 to 23 m (17 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 bridge would
completely avoid wetlands, waters, and CDFG jurisdictional areas. There is no fill, abutments,
piers, or riprap in any of the jurisdictional areas.

Perris Drain. Alternatives 4 and 6 include a section adjacent to the west side of the Perris Valley
Storm Drain (Perris Drain) that 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.
Approximately 240 m (656 ft) of the bridge is crossing 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 to 3 m (4 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 Perris Valley 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 the Build Alternatives cross the San Jacinto River Floodplain. It is a
natural curving watercourse, approximately 1,200 m (3,936 ft) wide. The project would construct
two parallel three-lane bridges 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 separated by a gap approximately 11.6 m (38.1 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. All abutments and pier bents are located outside all waters of
the U.S. and CDFG jurisdictional areas.
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More detailed discussion on the siting of bridge locations over water resources and determination of
lengths of bridges over water resources can be found in Appendix A: Bridge Location Planning
Process, and Appendix B: Bridge, Waters, and Wetlands Considerations:
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8.0 ALTERNATIVE SELECTION CRITERIA AND
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The MCP alternatives have been evaluated using the selection criteria agreed to by the SWG in
December 2004 for use in selecting the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA). These criteria included three broad categories with specific criteria under each. These
broad categories included Purpose and Need, Reasonable and Practicable, and Environmental. Using
findings from the MCP technical studies, two matrices were prepared to present information to allow
for comparison of the alternatives based on the predetermined criteria. These two matrices are
provided in Appendices C and D. The first is a summary of the key criteria for the five Build
Alternatives that typically influence a route selection decision (e.g., jurisdictional waters of the U.S.,
Section 4[f] properties, threatened/endangered species, and residential/business displacements).
Where applicable, the least impacting alternative is highlighted for each criterion. The second matrix
is taken directly from the evaluation criteria agreed to by the SWG in December 2004 and includes
information for all of the criteria for each alternative. This matrix describes the “value” or “metric”
for each criterion (some are quantitative while others are “yes/no”). The information presented in the
Alternative Evaluation Detail matrix (Appendix D) is described below. In addition, the results of an
analysis of the impacts of the various alignments on riparian ecosystem integrity by the United States
Army Engineer and Research Development Center (ERDC; Smith, 2008) are used as appropriate; this
analysis is included as Appendix E. For some environmental criteria (e.g., effects on habitat as
measured in acres of direct effect), the ERDC analysis is not as precise as the data in Appendix D
because the ERDC analysis is based on a landscape-level data base, whereas the data in Appendix D
are derived from project-specific habitat mapping and impact analysis that are included in the Natural
Environment Study.

The evaluation initially compares each of the base alternatives. Subsequently, in Section 9.0, the four
design variations described in Section 7.9 are considered with respect to the selection criteria, so that
these design variations can be compared to the applicable portions of the base alternative(s).

8.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

Seven specific criteria make up the Purpose and Need criteria. These are taken directly from the
approved Statement of Purpose and Need for the MCP project (January 2004) and are described
below. An alternative’s ability to meet the project purpose and need is critical to determining whether
an alternative is reasonable and practicable.

1. Provide Capacity for 2035. Based on the traffic studies conducted, all Build Alternatives
provide the capacity sufficient to meet the 2035 traffic demand in the MCP study area.

2. Serve Regional Movement of People and Goods. All Build Alternatives have been evaluated
and will carry long-haul through trips through the MCP study area in addition to serving major
employment generators.
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3. Provide Roadway Geometrics to Meet State Highway Design Standards. All Build
Alternatives have been designed to meet or exceed State highway design standards and provide a
higher level of traffic safety.

4. Provide Limited Access Facility. All Build Alternatives have been designed to be a limited
access transportation facility with interchange spacing of at least 1.6 km (1.0 mi). Alternative 9
has 14 access points, Alternatives 4 and 5 have 17 access points, and Alternatives 6 and 7 have 21
access points.

5. Accommodate STAA National Priority Network Trucks. Based on the design for each
alternative, all Build Alternatives will meet or exceed STAA truck requirements.

6. Provide a Facility that is Compatible with a Future Multimodal Transportation System. All
Build Alternatives will accommodate future multimodal opportunities including but not limited to
carpool lanes, commuter bikeways, express bus service, bus rapid transit, light rail, and high
speed rail.

7. Provide Effective and Efficient Connection Between and Through Corona, Perris, and San
Jacinto. All Build Alternatives have been designed to effectively and efficiently provide a
connection between and through the cities of Corona, Perris, and San Jacinto.

8.2 REASONABLE AND PRACTICABLE

The evaluation of alternatives considered a reasonable range of options that could fulfill the project
purpose and need. Reasonable alternatives are those that “are practical or feasible from the technical
and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint
of the applicant” (CEQ, 1981). The NEPA/404 Guidance Paper notes that an alternative is practicable
if it: (1) meets the purpose and need; (2) is available and capable of being done (i.e., it can be
accomplished within the financial resources that could reasonably be made available, and it is feasible
from the standpoint of technology and logistics); and (3) will not create other unacceptable impacts
such as severe operation or safety problems, or serious socioeconomic or environmental impacts.

Similarly, the evaluation of alternatives for purposes of the 404(b)(1) Guidelines must consider a
reasonable range of practicable alternatives. Practicable is defined in regulation as “available and
capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light
of the overall project purposes” (40 CFR 230). Accordingly, the criteria listed below address whether
an alternative is “reasonable” (NEPA) and “practicable” (Section 404 of the CWA).

e Cost. This criterion addresses the total cost of each alternative including the costs of construction,
ROW acquisition, environmental mitigation, and engineering/design. The 404 No Action
Alternative is the most expensive alternative, with an estimated cost of $4.1 billion. The most
costly Build Alternatives are Alternatives 6 and 7 at $4.51 and $4.21 billion, respectively, and the
least expensive Build Alternative is Alternative 9 at $3.83 billion.

o Technological Constraints. All MCP Alternatives were deemed to have no technological
constraints, including that of safety and/or engineering issues.

o Logistical Constraints. All MCP Alternatives were deemed to have no logistical constraints.
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o Other NEPA/404 Criteria. No MCP Alternatives pose any unacceptable adverse social,
economic, or environmental impacts or result in any serious community disruption that would be
so severe as to render these alternatives unreasonable or impracticable.

8.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This category addresses a variety of environmental criteria that are fundamental to the determination
of the LEDPA. Foremost, the 404(b)(1) Guidelines require that the practicable alternative that results
in the least adverse impact to aquatic resources be selected unless this alternative would result in
other significant adverse environmental impacts (40 CFR 230.10[a]). In making this determination,
deference is given to aquatic resources in that it is presumed that practicable alternatives exist that
have less adverse impacts on special aquatic sites, and that all practicable alternatives that do not
involve a discharge into a special aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. Figures 10a through 10ba show the project
alternatives and their impact on aquatic resources.

8.3.1 Water Resources/Aquatic Ecosystem

Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands Impacts (including vernal pools). These criteria assess the
acreage of federal jurisdictional waters of the U.S. and State jurisdictional waters directly impacted
by each alternative. As for federal jurisdictional waters of the U.S. (wetland and nonwetland),
Alternative 9 impacts a total of 7.9 ha (19.6 ac) of aquatic resources, while the next lowest Build
Alternative (Alternative 5) impacts a total of 9.6 ha (23.6 ac) of aquatic resources. For State
jurisdictional waters, Alternative 9 impacts 9.9 ha (24.5 ac) of CDFG riparian area, compared to the
next lowest Build Alternative (Alternative 5) at 14.6 ha (36.2 ac). No vernal pools are impacted by
any of the alternatives.

Habitat Integrity. Based on the Functional Assessment prepared by the ERDC, at 0.3 Alternative 9
has the lowest normalized rank score of the alternative corridor alignments for loss of habitat integrity
in riparian ecosystems. A lower sum normalized rank score equates to lower comparative impact. The
next lowest score is 0.6 for Alternative 5, , and the highest scores are 0.9, 0.9, and 1.0 for
Alternatives 4, 7, and 6, respectively

Hydrologic Integrity. Based on the Functional Assessment prepared by the ERDC, at 0.09
Alternative 9 has the lowest normalized rank score of the alternative corridor alignments for loss of
hydrologic integrity in riparian ecosystems. A lower sum normalized rank score equates to lower
comparative impact. The next lowest scores are 0.63 and 0.67 for Alternatives 4 and 5, respectively,
and the highest scores are 1.0 for Alternatives 6 and 7.

Consistent with Special Area Management Plan (SAMP) Goals. This criterion assesses each
alternative’s ability to meet aquatic resource conservation goals of the proposed SAMP for western
Riverside County. However, as the SAMP is still in preparation, information is not available to
compare each alternative with respect to conservation goals.
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plancomm
Note
Please indicate the vintage of these aerial views.  Please indicate the vintage of these aerial photos.  Cajalco Road has been rerouted around the MWD detention basin at El Sobrante Road.  This view shows it as terminating in the middle of the basin.     
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