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The I-5 Corridor Improvement Project MIS, initiated in
December 1995 and concluded in July 1998, was
sponsored by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority, I-5 Consortium Cities Joint
Powers Authority, California Department of Transporta-
tion, Orange County Transportation Authority, Federal
Highway Administration, and the Federal Transit
Administration. These agencies saw the need for future
improvements in the I-5 Corridor. As a result, an MIS
was conducted and supporting documents prepared to
support the decisions leading to a set of preferred
transportation elements. The overall study goal of the I-5
MIS was to: develop a cost-effective, multi-modal
transportation improvement strategy that substantially
increases capacity and improves safety and efficiency,
while protecting the best interests of the adjacent
communities.

1-5 Corridor MIS

The objective of this I-5 Corridor Major Investment Study
— Final Reportis to summarize the process and the
decisions made throughout the project to date. This
report describes the MIS process, details public and
agency involvement, identifies problems and needs of
the I-5 Corridor, sets the goal and objectives for the
project, describes conceptual alternatives and their
ability to meet the objectives, and identifies funding
opportunities. This report also ex| 1ins how and why
the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) was selected and
identifies future steps to implement the project.
























During the public meetings and open houses, the
majority of the concerns were about right-of-way
acquisition and the impacts of the proposed alternatives
on affected properties. Other issues raised during the
MIS public involvement program included:

'he need for greater mobility in the I-5 Corridor.

rhe fact that improving the freeway, either by
widening or double-decking, would not entirely
resolve capacity problems, so improvements should
be made to the existing transit systems at the
same time.

>onnections to surface streets and other freeways
need to be improved.

Opinions regarding the alternatives varied widely, and
the selection of a preferred alternative was generally not
as important to the public as the potential impacts on
their properties and property values (see section titled
“MIS Completion and Future Steps”).

The results of the public and agency involvement
conducted throughout the I-5 Corridor Improvement
Project MIS are documented in the Public Involvernent
Program — Final Report (June 1998).
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Goal and Objectives

The overall study goal of the I-5 MIS is stated below.

Develop a cost-effective, multi-modal transpor-
lation improvement strategy that substantially
increases capacily and improves safety and
efficiency, while protecting the best interests of
the adjacent communities.

Based on this goal and the identified problems and
needs, a list of study objectives were developed and

mprove interchange access/egress points and
levels of service.

mprove local surface streets to reduce existing
and future congestion.

Jpgrade freeway-to-freeway interchanges (I-605
and I-710 with I-5).

mprove access to regional transit and HOV
facilities.

zxplore Transportation System Management
improvements for the |-5 and parallel arterials.

adopted by the I-5 Steering Committee. These objec-
tives, developed through an extensive public outreach
process, served as the guiding principles for developing
alternatives and selecting a locally preferred solution.

Jse advanced technology, such as automatic
vehicle identification and enhanced traffic
management systems, to increase arterial
capacity with minimal capital investment.

Project Objectives Implementation-Related Objectives

Clear objectives were developed to assess the effective- vlinimize right-of-way impacts to the fullest extent
ness of the conceptual alternatives. The objectives possible.

considered the unique travel characteristics of the I-5 viake all reasonable efforts to design the freeway
Corridor and a broad range of transportation, air quality, improvements to full geometric design standards.
environmental, and community concerns. The study ncrease economic opportunities.

objectives listed below include both mobility-related and -imit disruptions to communities and businesses.

implementation-related objectives.

Mobility-Related Objectives

>rovide continuity of facilities and capacity between

Orange County and the Los Angeles central
business district along the I-5 freeway.
viaintain flexibility in the freeway corridor for
additional capacity improvements.

>rovide an improved level of service during the

weekday AM and PM peak periods compared to the

no-build condition.

viinimize visual impacts.

viinimize noise impacts.

Jse latest seismic safety designs related to any
elevated options.

200l all local, regional, state, and federal potential
financial resources for planning and implementation
of the proposed improvements.

>omply with federal and state air quality standards.

>ontrol dust, dirt, and debris during construction.

Jse no local financial contributions for mainline
improvements.
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In developing an MIS, a number of alternative transporta-
tion mode solutions to the mobility problem needed to
be considered. This multi-modal approach was in-
tended to provide decision-makers with a broad spec-
trum of transportation options to address the problem
and needs of the corridor.

The I-5 Corridor from central Orange County to down-
town Los Angeles has been studied intensely and
extensively over the last 20 years by all the responsible
agencies in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. These
previous studies, which analyzed and proposed multi-
modal improvements in the |-5 Corridor, were examined
as a first step in developing an initial set of conceptual
alternatives for the I-5 Corridor MIS. It was the intent of
the I-5 Corridor MIS to build on previous studies and
actions of the responsible transportation agencies.
These studies analyzed many improvement concepts
for the |-5 Corridor which, taken together, include
recommendations for:

3eneral-purpose lane improvements,
mprovements of all interchanges along I-5,
Addition of HOV lanes throughout the 1-5 Corridor,
mprovements to truck movement and access,
Jrban rail service in portions of the I-5 Corridor,
mproved high-capacity, high-quality express bus
service throughout the I-5 Corridor,

=nhancement and expansion of commuter rail
services,

Additional local bus service supporting rail services
and local community needs,

—ocal arterial improvements, and

Traffic demand management programs.

All of the recommendations and actions from these
previous studies were considered and included in the
conceptual alternatives developed for the I-5 Corridor
MIS. Alternatives that provided rail transit within the 1-5
typical section were considered in the development of
the conceptual alternatives, but because the Los
Angeles-San Diego (LOSSAN)}) rail corridor is directly
adjacent to the I-5 freeway and currently accommodates
both Metrolink and Amtrak passenger service, new rail
transit alignments were not considered.

1-56 Corridor MIS

The conceptual alternatives include ones with little or no
capital investment (Alternatives 1 and 2) and others
which would involve a substantial amount of construc-
tion (Alternatives 3 through 6, collectively known as the
build alternatives). The alternatives considered in the
MIS are as follows:

Alternative 1 —No-Build (Eight-Lane) Facility
Alternative 2 — Transportation Systems
Management/Transportation Demand
Management (TSM/TDM)

Alternative 3 — At-Grade (Ten-Lane) Facility
Alternative 4 — Combination At-Grade/Elevated
(Ten-Lane) Facility

Alternative 5 — Elevated (Twelve-Lane) Facility
Alternative 6 — Combination At-Grade/Elevated
(Twelve-Lane) Facility

Each of these alternatives includes at least some of
the following elements:

“reeway Element — Includes freeway
enhancements.

3us Element ~ Includes service and operating
enhancements.

ail Element — Includes service and operating
enhancements.

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Element -
ITS is a method of making the transportation
system operate smarter, using technology to
monitor and control and improve the flow of traffic.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Element - TDM incorporates strategies aimed at
reducing or restructuring travel demand and/or
behavior so as to make better use of existing
transportation facilities.

Truck Element — Includes improvements to en-
hance truck operations.

-0V Element — Includes implementation of
planned or proposed HOV lanes.

Joadway Element — Includes arterial intersection
improvements, arterial diversion routes, and
interchange improvements.


















Alternative 6

Combination At-Grade/Elevated

(Twelve-Lane) Facility

Alternative 6 would provide for the addition of at-grade or
elevated viaduct within the median between SR-91 and
I-710. This alternative would be very similar to Alterna-
tive 4, except that Alternative 6 would provide four
special-use lanes in the median of |-5, while Alternative
4 would provide only two HOV lanes in the I-5 median
(Figure 12). Similar to Alternative 5, the four special-use
lanes could be used to accommodate HOVs, SOVs, or

trucks willing to pay a fee.
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Figure 12: Alternative 6 At-Grade and Elevated Cross Section
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Mobility-Related Objectives

Provide continuity of facilities and capacity between
Orange County and the Los Angeles CBD along the
I-5 freeway facility: Orange County is implement-
ing improvements on I-5 south of SR-91 that will
provide a total of ten lanes in addition to a direct
HOV connector from east SR-91 to north I-5. The
Orange County section also includes additional
width for future capacity enhancements, but a
separate environmental document will be required to
analyze the expansion of I-5 beyond ten lanes.
Neither the No-Build nor the TSM/TDM Alternative
would meet this objective because these alterna-
tives would provide only eight lanes on I-5 from SR-
91 to I-710. Alternative 3 or 4 would attain this
objective because either would provide four general-
purpose lanes and one HOV lane in each direction,
matching the Orange County section south of SR-
91. Alternative 5 or 6 would also attain this objec-
tive and provide additional width for future capacity
enhancements consistent with the Orange County
section.

Maintain flexibility in the freeway corridor for
additional capacity improvements: Alternative

5 or 6 would provide the greatest flexibility in the I-5
Corridor for additional capacity improvements
because the additional HOV/special-use lanes
would provide additional capacity, enhance goods
movement, and provide opportunities for technology
enhancements such as ITS deployment and other
operational management opportunities.

Provide an improved level of service during the
weekday AM and PM peak periods: This objective
was evaluated based on travel time savings, traffic
volumes, and anticipated congestion. The primary
differential of this objective is travel time savings

because traffic volumes and congestion levels would

be similar among the alternatives. Each of the build

alternatives would result in improved level of service
compared to the No-Build Alternative. Alternatives 2
through 6 would each result in increasing improve-
ments in levels of service, with Aiternative 2 having
the smallest amount of improvement and Alternative
6 having the largest amount of improvement.

Improve interchange access/egress points and level
of service: The No-Build Alternative would not
satisfy this objective because no improvements
beyond those of the I-5 Interim HOV Lane Improve-
ments Project would be made to the non-standard
and constrained freeway ramp interchanges with the
local arterial streets. Alternative 2 would partially
attain this objective because approximately eight
freeway interchanges would be reconfigured and
improved to facilitate local access and reduce traffic
congestion. Alternatives 3 through 6 would each
attain this objective because all of the I-5
interchanges with the local arterials would be
reconfigured and improved. The interchange
improvements for each of the build alternatives
would have the same configurations.

Improve local surface streets to reduce existing and
future congestion: The No-Build Alternative would
not attain this objective because no local street
improvements are included in this alternative
beyond those already programmed and funded.
Alternative 2 would attain this objective because of
the increased amount of bus transit, rail transit, and
arterial streetimprovements proposed. Alternatives
3 through 6 would each attain this objective best
because of the additional local street improvements
proposed for each of the I-5/arterial street
interchanges.

Upgrade freeway-to-freeway interchanges with I-5
(I-605 and I-710): The No-Build and TSM/TDM
Alternatives would not attain this objective because
no freeway-to-freeway interchange improvements

1-5 Corridor MIS



would be included in these alternatives. Alterna-
tives 3 through 6 would each attain this objective
because freeway-to-freeway interchange improve-
ments would be included at both the 1-5/1-605 and
I-5/1-710 interchanges.

Improve access to regional transit and HOV
facilities: Alternative 3 would best attain this
objective because it has the highest number of
access points between the HOV facility and the
general-purpose lanes and local arterials. Alterna-
tives 4 or 6 would also attain this objective, but to a
lesser degree. Alternative 5 would partially attain
this objective because the elevated special-use lane
viaduct would provide a limited number of access
locations. Neither the No-Build northe TSM/TDM
Alternative would attain this objective because they
would provide little or no access improvement over
that assumed to be in place by the I-5 Interim HOV
Lane Improvements Project.

Explore TSM improvements for the I-5 and parallel
arterials: The TSM/TDM Alternative as well as any
of the build alternatives, would attain this objective
because the TSM improvements would also be
provided.

Make use of advanced technology to increase
arterial capacity with minimal capital investment:
The TSM/TDM Alternative, as well as any of the
build alternatives, would attain this objective
because advanced technology could be provided to
increase arterial capacity. Alternative 3 or 4 would
provide opportunities to make use of advanced
technology because of the increased number of
local interchanges that would be improved and the
extension of the HOV lane throughout the study
limits. Alternative 5 or 6 would provide a slightly
better opportunity over the other alternatives by
making use of advanced technology and by being
better able to manage capacity between the
general-purpose lanes and the four special-use
lanes.

Residential and Business Acquisitions*
Alternative

Alternative 1: No Build

Alternative 2: TSM/TDM

Alternative 3: 10-Lane At-grade

Alternative 4: 10-Lane At-grade/ Elevated
Alternative 5; 12-Lane Elevated

Alternative 6: 12-Lane At-grade/ Elevated

* Includes both full and partial takes.

Implementation-Related
Objectives

Minimize right-of-way impacts to the fullest extent
possible: The No-Build Alternative would best meet
this objective, but it would not meet the project
purpose and need. The TSM/TDM Alternative would
require some acquisition of residential and business
properties, but less of these than any of the build
alternatives. Alternative 3 would result in the most
right-of-way impacts to businesses. Alternative 3
would also result in substantial residential impacts.
Alternatives 4 and 5 ranked about the same for both
residential and business acquisitions, although
Alternative 4 would result in higher residential takes.
Alternative 6 would take the most residential
properties as a result of the widening required for
the twelve-lane cross section. Each of the build
alternatives would result in approximately the same
impacts to community and neighborhood resources,
parks and recreation resources, and historic
resources.

Make all reasonable efforts to design the freeway
improvements to full geometric design standards:
Each of the build alternatives would achieve this
objective to the fullest extent possible, while
minimizing right-of-way impacts. Utilizing full
geometric design for the proposed freeway improve-
ments would maximize public safety and facilitate
traffic operations.

Residential Business
Takes Takes Total
0 0 0
80 172 252
461 499 960
473 305 778
333 308 641
521 317 838

Note: Actual number of takes may be less than identified, because properties may have been previously taken by the {-5 Interim HOV Lane Improvements Project.
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Pool all potential local, regional, state, and federal
financial resources for planning and implementation
of the proposed improvements: This objective was
evaluated by comparing three separate criteria:
project costs, toll revenue generation potential, and
cost effectiveness.

Project Costs: The TSM/TDM Alternative would
best attain this objective. Project costs for this
alternative would be approximately $225 million.
Alternative 3 through 6 would each be difficult to
fund, with project costs in excess of one billion
dollars per alternative.

Toll Revenue Generation Potential: Alternative 5
or 6 would best attain this objective because
there would be excess capacity in the special-
use lanes to allow single-occupancy vehicles
access to the facility if they pay a fee. It would
also be possible to allow single-occupancy
vehicles toll access to the HOV lanes in Alterna-
tive 3 or 4, but their toll revenue generation
potential would be limited given the amount of
HOV demand projected to use the single-lane
HOV facility.

Cost-Effectiveness: Cost-effectivenessis a
measure of how much it costs to save travel
time. The lower the cost-effectiveness value, the
more cost-effective the alternative (i.e., less
money is required to produce an hour of time
savings). The TSM/TDM Alternative would best
attain this objective with a cost-effectiveness
value of $6.25 due to the relatively low amount of
capital investment. Alternative 6 or 3 would
partially attain this objective with cost-effective-
ness values of $22.68 and $27.75, respectively.
Alternatives 4 or 5 would be the least cost-
effective, with values of $30.33 and $32.43,
respectively.

Comply with federal and state air qualily standards:
The No-Build Alternative would not attain this

objective to the level of any of the other alternatives.

Comparatively, the vehicle miles of travel would
increase from the TSM/TDM Alternative through
Alternative 6. The change in air quality emissions

for each of these alternatives would be similar to the

No-Build Alternative, but, the TSM/TDM Alternative
would result in the best overall reductions in
pollutants. Each of the build alternatives would
result in reductions but to a lesser extent.

Comply with federal and state water quality stan-
dards: The No-Build Alternative would attain this
objective the best because no changes to water
crossings would be required. Run-off pollutants

-5 Corridor MIS

would also be less for the No-Build Alternative
because the number of vehicles on the roadway
would not be as high as with any of the other
alternatives. The TSM/TDM Alternative or any of the
build alternatives would result in similar attainment
of this objective.

Control dust, dirt, and debris during construction:
The No-Build Alternative would attain this objective
the best because no construction would occur. The
TSM/TDM Alternative or any of the build alternatives
would result in similar attainment of this objective.
Measures would be employed during the construc-
tion phase to minimize dust, dirt, and debris
associated with construction of any of these
alternatives. The amount of dust and debris would
differ with the amount of construction required for
each alternative (i.e., the larger the construction
project the more dust and debris generated).
Regardless of the size of the construction project,
the same control measures would be employed to
the necessary level.

Use no local financial contributions for mainiine
improvements: The TSM/TDM Alternative or any of
the build alternatives would be equally capable of
attaining this objective.






An analysis was conducted of potential funding sources
for the alternatives under consideration in the I-5
Corridor MIS. This analysis included a review of both
traditional sources available through existing federal,
state, regional, and local funding programs, as well as
non-traditional sources such as tolling and loan-and-
credit enhancement programs. The table below lists the
various sources considered and their applicability to
fund mainline and/or interchange related improvements.
A thorough discussion of these sources is found in the
Funding Opportunities — Final Report (May 1998).

Over the course of the MIS study process, two major
changes occurred that would affect funding available
potentially at the federal and state levels for improve-
ments in the |-5 Corridor. At the federal level, in June
1998, reauthorization legislation was approved for
federal transportation programs and funds that will be
available over the 1998-2003 period. This legislation,
known as the Transportation Equity Act for the 21
Century (or TEA-21), significantly increases the levels of
funding available from federal formula grant programs. In
addition, TEA-21 creates new programs, such as the
National Corridor Planning and Development Program,
which will provide additional funds over and above those

allocated by formula. Further, TEA-21 designates
particular individual High-Priority Projects for funding,
also over and above the funds allocated by formula.

At the state level, Senate Bill 45 was passed in 1997 by
the California Legislature. This legislation changes the
structure of transportation programs and responsibilities
for programming of funds through the State Transporta-
tion Improvement Program (STIP). Under SB 45, 75
percent of the funds available for programming in the
STIP are to be programmed at the discretion of the
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies {(RTPAs),
subject to approval by the California Transportation
Commission. The remaining 25 percent are to be
programmed at the discretion of Caltrans.

The potential funding sources were ranked in terms of
the relative levels of funding each source would likely
contribute and the probability of securing such funds. A
three-tiered funding strategy resulted from this ranking
process. Figure 14 illustrates this tiering process.

|_ Potential Funding Sources 4‘

Improvements

Mainline l Interchanges

Non-Traditional

Toll Financing

New Federal Funding Programs under TEA-21

ITS Funding

Tax Increment Districts

Development Fees

State Infrastructure Bank

Federal Loan Programs, including Q Fund Program
Credit Enhancement

Private-Negotiated Contributions

Traditional

Federal

FHWA Formula Funds

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) - Brownfields Program
Economic Development Administration (EDA)

Federal Earmark (Authorization and Appropriation)

State
Interregional Road Network Funds

Regional

New Regional Source (Gas Tax)

MTA Long Range Plan (LRP) Sources (includes state and federal sources)
MTA Annual Call for Projects (includes federal, state, regional disretionary sources)

Local

EDA Grants

Congestion Management (Gas Tax Subvention)
County Sales Tax: Local Return Portion
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Figure 14

Potential Funding Sources

Tier I: Base Funding Sources

The Tier | sources include those likely to serve as the
base sources for funding of the I-5 Corridor MIS improve-
ments. It consists of the funds programmed through the
Regional Improvement Program (RIP} in the STIP by
LACMTA for improvements in Los Angeles County and
by OCTA for improvements in Orange County. Under
Senate Bill 45, 75 percent of the federal and state
sources programmed in the STIP are fully at the
discretion of the RTPAs such as LACMTA and OCTA.

In light of other projects of high priority to the RTPAs,
the timeline for programming these funds for

1-5 Corridor MIS-related improvements will be a policy
decision to be resolved over the course of the project
development process.

Among the various federal and state sources pro-
grammed through the RIP in the STIP are:
Federal National Highway System (NHS)
Program funds
Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP)
funds
Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
(CMAQ) Program funds
State Highway Account funds, including state
gasoline tax revenues and truck weight fees

With the passage of TEA-21, the levels of federal
funding that will be available for expenditure in California
are expected to increase roughly 40 percent over the
levels of funding available in prior years. Combined with
the state funds that will be available for programming
through the STIP, the increased funding levels could
allow for the I-5 Corridor MIS project improvements to be
programmed sooner than otherwise. Even with the
additional funds, current estimates are that such funds
would not be available for programming of the I-5
Corridor MIS project prior to 2020.

Tier lI: Secondary Sources

Tier Il sources include those that are not of themselves
individually or in combination sufficient to finance the
construction of the I-5 Corridor MIS improvements.
They will likely provide significant revenue for construc-
tion in combination with the Tier | Base funding however.
As such, these sources could constitute a valuable
contribution to the financing of the I-5 Corridor MIS
improvements.

Among the sources within this tier are:
New Federal Funding Programs under TEA-21
Intelligent Transportation System Program
funding
Q Fund Revolving Loan Program funds for
advanced acquisition of right-of-way
Funds Programmed through LACMTA's Call for
Projects, chiefly for interchange and street-related
improvements
State Sources Programmed in the STIP at
Caltrans’ Discretion through the Interregional
Improvement Program (IIP)
Local Sources, including local gas tax
subventions

The most significant of these sources are expected to
be the new federal funding programs available under
TEA-21. Three programs of particular interest for
funding improvements related to the |-5 Corridor MIS
are:
National Corridor Planning and Development
Program
Coordinated Border Infrastructure Program
High-Priority Projects Program

Of these, the first two programs will provide a total of

$700 million in additional federal funding nationwide over
the 1999-2003 period. These funds are over and above
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the funding allocated to California and the other states
by formula through existing federal transportation
programs. Funds made available through these pro-
grams will be available for expenditure on “High-Priority
Corridors” designated as such by federal law. Under the
provisions of TEA-21, |I-5 is designated as a national
High-Priority Corridor between the Canadian and
Mexican borders, and could potentially secure second-
ary funding through these programs. Under the third
program, the High-Priority Projects Program, a total of
$9.32 billion will be available to fund specific projects
earmarked in TEA-21. Among the 1,850 projects
earmarked, one is specitically within the 1-5 Corridor
study area. Through this earmarking, the state could
receive up to $15 million forimprovement of railroad
grade crossings between 1-605 and SR-91.

In addition to the potential funding through the new
federal programs created under TEA-21, the state’s [IP
could provide an opportunity to fund a portion of the
capital investment required for the I-5 Corridor MIS
project. Created through the provisions of SB 45, the
IIP is a Caltrans/CTC “discretionary” program whereby
25 percent of the funds programmed in the STIP are at
Caltrans/CTC discretion. Of these funds, 60 percent are
for state highway projects on interregional roads and for
intercity rail (at least 15 percent of the 60 percent). The
remaining 40 percent of the funds are for projects
important to interregional goods and people movement.
In light of the significance of I-5 at the interregional,
statewide, and national levels, I-5 Corridor MIS-related
improvements would merit consideration for funding
through the IIP.

1-5 Corridor MIS

Tier Ill: Other Sources

Considered

The funding opportunities analysis considered additional
sources that are likely to be of lower applicability and/or
would be less likely to be implemented. If implemented,
however, these sources could provide an important
incremental contribution to the construction of the I-5
Corridor MIS project.

Among the sources within this tier are:
foll Financing
fax Increment Finance Districts
mprovement Districts
State Infrastructure Bank loans or credit
:nhancement
“ederal Section 1044 Investment Credits
“ederal Section 1012 Loans
ederal Credit Programs in TEA-21
New Regional Sources including Gas Tax

it 1ld be noted that most of the Tier Il sources would
be licable to the I-5 Corridor MIS project alternatives
th: ould have added two new HOV or special use

lai n each direction. If these lanes were tolled, their
us uld provide a revenue stream that could be

de  tedtofundthe I-5 Corridor MIS improvements
directly, and/or be used as a tool to leverage the loan
and credit enhancement type programs available at the
federal and state levels. It should also be noted that the
Locally Preferred Alternative is less likely to provide
sufficient new capacity to allow for consideration of
tolling and/or credit enhancement.









This decision-tree evaluation was performed by assess-
ing how each alternative addressed the mobility and
implementation objectives established for the project.
For example, in Decision 1, if the No-Build Alternative
satisfied the project objectives, it could be concluded
that there would be sufficient transportation improve-
ments contained in that alternative such that it would
not be necessary to consider increasing levels of
transportation investment. If the TSM/TDM Alternative
better addressed the project objectives, however, it
would be necessary to move forward in the decision
tree. The second decision would determine if the TSM/
TDM Alternative provided sufficient transportation
improvements to satisfy the project goals and objec-
tives, or whether increasing levels of transportation
investment (i.e., one of the build alternatives) were
necessary.

Through several working sessions, the Ad Hoc
subcommittee was able to utilize the decision-tree
process and reach consensus on four of the five deci-
sions. The subcommittee concurred that neither the
No-Build Alternative nor the TSM/TDM Alternative met
the project purpose and need. The agencies also
concurred that Alternative 3 was the preferred ten-lane
alternative. Alternative 5 was removed from further
consideration because it would result in substantially
more visual and noise impacts and provide less acces-
sibility to the special-use lanes, compared to Alternative
6. The Ad Hoc subcommittee could not reach consen-
sus on whether Alternative 3 or Alternative 6 should be
selected as the LPA. The evaluation of the mobility-
and implementation-related objectives did not provide a
clear indication as to which alternative would better
meet the purpose and need of the project. The agen-
cies, recognizing that they would not be able to reach a
consensus, recommended that a “Blue Ribbon Commit-
tee” be formed.

Blue Ribbon Committee

The purpose of the Blue Ribbon Committee was to
identify which alternative (or alternatives) should be
selected as the I-5 Corridor MIS LPA. The agencies
that were represented on the Blue Ribbon Committee
included FHWA, FTA, Caltrans, LACMTA, JPA, SCAG,
and OCTA. At their request, the FHWA and FTA
representatives served as observers only.

The Blue Ribbon Committee initially met in January
1998 with the support of a facilitator. The representa-
tives from Caltrans and FHWA supported the inclusion
of both a ten-lane and twelve-lane alternative as the
LPA. The FTA representative remained neutral as long

as transit was considered. The SCAG, OCTA,
LACMTA, and JPA representatives all felt that a
twelve-lane alternative was unrealistic and should be
eliminated from further consideration. The FHWA
representative indicated, however, that FHWA, as the
lead agency to carry out the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process, would require that all
reasonable alternatives be studied in the development of
a future environmental document.

It was ultimately agreed that the LPA recommendation
would be a ten-lane alternative (Alternative 3) with
design options to be addressed in the future environ-
mental process. The Blue Ribbon Committee sug-
gested a letter agreement be developed for signature
by the local agencies to certify their agreements at
this meeting. Consensus was reached on the ultimate
language included in the Blue Ribbon Committee
agreement. All of the involved agencies (Caltrans
District 7, SCAG, LACMTA, OCTA, and the JPA)
approved and signed the agreement, shown in Figure
16, that identifies Alternative 3 as the I-5 Corridor MIS
Locally Preferred Alternative.
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BLUE RIBBON COMMITTEE AGREEMENT

The Blue Ribbon Committce met on January 21, 1998. After subsequent discussion
reflecting each agency’s position, the following agreement was reached:

I The Major Investment Study (MIS) for the 1-5 Corridor will conclude with one
locally preferred alternative (LPA) which will be Alternative 3 (10 lanes at
grade) as defined in the 1-5 MIS Evaluation Report. (See attached description
and typical section) It is understood that the design concept and scope of the
LPA between SR-91 and 1-710 wilf be a 10 lane at grade facility providing eight
general purpose lanes and two high occupancy vehicle lanes with design
options, including those identified within the I-5 JPA Alternative as referenced
in the LPA Report, to be smdied in the environmental process.

2. Appendix C which is the JPA's list of right of way modifications that they
support will be included in the final report with a disclaimer added. The
disclaimer shail say that these modifications are solely from the JPA and as
written, are inconsistent with some of the analysis contained in the document.
Therefore it is agreed that they will be re-znalyzed in the environmental process
before they are considered for inclusion in the final design.

1t was funther agreed that all of *~~ '>cal agency representatives present would sign this
statement to certify that it refl heir understanding of the agreements reached. It

should be noted that FTA, repicseuied by Erv Poka and FHWA, represented by Brad
Keazer, were also present as observers, as well as facilitator, Jacki Bacharach.

eswn

We, the attendees at the Blue Ribbon Committee, agree that this reflects the agreement
that was reached:

. 01l
2 S :
“ Bob Sassaman - Caltrans David Eibaum - OCTA
Bob Cashin - LACMTA

Figure 16:
%%‘ Blue Ribbon Committee Agreement

ATTACHMENT

Build Alternative 3: At-Grade (Ten-Lane) Facility

Alternative 3 would be a fuli-standard, at-grade tacility between SR 91 and 1-710,
adding 10 the exisfing facility one HOV lane and one general purpose jane in each
direction between SR 91 and 1605, and one HOV lane in each direction tom 1-605 1o |-
710 The Alternative 3 typical section s depicted below. This alternative would
prmarily use a 30-foot wide median, aithough in some iccations the median would be
reduced 10 22 feet to minimize tight-ci-way acquisitions 5oth the 22-foot wide and 3¢
oot wide medians tepresent full georsine ¢ 10 stan

Typical Section
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Performance of Locally

Preferred Alternative

The results of the evaluation of the LPA are similar to
Alternative 3 in the Final Evaluation Report. The
following LPA discussion refates to the project’s objec-
tives. The information presented is preliminary, recog-
nizing that alignment refinements and more detailed
evaluation will be conducted during the environmental
document phase. Revised assessments of traffic and
environmental effects will be described in the future
project report and environmental document.

Mobility-Related Objectives
Continuity of Facilities and Capacity: The LPA
would provide continuity of freeway capacity
between Orange County and Los Angeles County.
The HOV lanes would be extended from the termi-
nus of the 1-5 Interim HOV Lane Improvements
Project at Lakewood Boulevard in Downey 1o the |-
710 interchange in the City of Commerce. With the
LPA, there would be improvements over the No-
Build Alternative in the utilization of the |-5 general-
purpose and HOV lanes and the level of service
provided.
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Figure 19: LPA HOV Access Locations

Flexibility for Capacity Improvements: Flexibility for
capacity improvements is limited, but the LPA
would provide additional person-capacity improve-
ments (increasing the vehicle occupancy require-
ment for access to the HOV lane) with the addition
of an HOV lane throughout the project limits.
Occupancy requirements for the HOV facility would
begin at three or more. The LPA would also provide
for ITS deployment and other operational manage-
ment opportunities.

Reduce Congestion: The I-5 freeway would experi-
ence from four to twelve hours of congestion at the
screenline locations throughout the project limits
compared 1o 11 to 13 hours of congestion at the
screentine locations in the No-Build Alternative.
With the LPA, the |-5 general-purpose lanes would
experience approximately two less hours of conges-
tion at each of the screenline locations. The LPA
would also provide HOV lanes throughout the
project limits, but those lanes would experience
congestion approximately four hours per day.
Overall, travel time savings for the LPA are esti-
mated to be 14,700 person-hours each day (sav-
ing$55 million annually in user costs).
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LPA would incorporate the same TSM improve-
ments as the TSM/TDM Alternative.

Advanced Technology: The LPA includes advanced
technology applications as described under the ITS
Element. improvements to the I-5 mainline through-
out the study limits would provide for the implemen-
tation of technological opportunities to better
manage traffic flow.

Implementation-Related Objectives
Right-of-way Impacts: The LPA would result in full
acquisition of 293 residences, 140 businesses, and
32 potentially eligible or listed National Register
historic properties. Partial acquisitions would
include 168 residences, 359 businesses, one
school, and four parks (0.90 acre). The LPA would
result in loss of sales and property tax revenue as a
result of acquisitions.

Geometric Design Standards: Interchange configu-
rations and mainline improvements of the LPA would
be designed to full geometric standards.

Economic Opportunities: The LPA would improve
economic opportunities along [-5 by enhancing
mobility, improving access, and providing redevelop-
ment opportunities. By contrast, increased conges-
tion resulting from the No-Build Alternative would
inhibit sustained economic growth along I-5.

Community/Business Disruptions/Acquisitions: The
LPA would affect 28 hazardous materials/waste
sites, and be in close proximity to 219 sites with a
high potential for contamination.

Visual Impacts: The number of residences and
other sensitive receptors newly exposed to views of
the freeway or soundwalls compared to those
currently exposed would decrease by 84 compared
to the No-Build Alternative.

Noise Impacts: The number of noise-sensitive
receptors where the expected noise impacts of the
LPA could not be mitigated would be 114.

Seismic Safety Design: The LPA would be de-
signed with the latest seismic design standards.
The No-Build Alternative would not provide additional
seismic safety designs beyond the current retrofit
program being pursued by Caltrans.

Air Quality Impacts: The LPA would result in
beneficial air quality impacts compared to the No-
Build Alternative, by reducing carbon monoxide by
0.80 ton per day and reactive organic compounds
by 0.22 ton per day. It would result in a slight
increase in the tons per day of nitrogen oxides.

Water Quality: The LPA would require bridge and/or
culvert widenings at four locations and could
potentially result in water quality impacts.

Construction Control Measures: The LPA wouid
require dust, dirt, and debris control measures to
mitigate construction impacts.

Local Financial Contributions: Local financial
contributions for the LPA would not be provided for
the freeway improvements. There may be opportu-
nities for local financial contributions for interchange
improvements, provided local street improvements
are incorporated as part of the overall project.

Affordability

Estimated Capital Cost: The total capital cost for
the LPA was estimated to be approximately $1.5
billion (1997 dollars), including $150 million in right-
of-way costs for interchange improvements and $20
million in right-of-way costs for mainline improve-
ments.

Cost-Effectiveness: The LPA infrastructure cost
required to save one hour of travel delay would be
$27.75. Compared to the other build alternatives,
the LPA would have the second best cost-effective-
ness. Though the LPA is not the most cost-
effective alternative, the mobility- and implementa-
tion-related benefits better addressed the project
purpose and need attainment.
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GOVERNMENTS

Main Office
818 West Seventh Street
12th Floor
103 Angekes. Cailfornia
900373435

a1 2961800

Fiatsh 236 1825

July 3, 1998
Ms. Lan Saadatnejadi, Project Manager
Caltrana, District 7

120 S. Spring Strect
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Major Investment Study
Interstate 5 (Santa Ana Freewsy) Corridor-Interim HOV Lane Project (SR-91 to
Lakewood Blvd.) (See I-5 Corridor MIS Letter of Completion)

Dear Ma. Saadatnejadi:

On November 29, 1993, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued final guidance on new regulations
stemming from the passage of the ISTEA. One important requirement of the
ISTEAutheMljorllmnemSmdy(hﬂS) Thurequlmnmlmamwlumu

ives study be prepared for all major
investments that could potentialy involve federal funds. Projecuﬂulﬁllmlodns
category are usually capacity adding transit and / or highway improvements.

The primary components of an MIS are (1) analysis of alternatives, (2) publ.u:
I nt, and (3) ion among the Mi litan Planning Organi
(MPO) - SCAG, courty trensportation commissions, rnnm opentors, Caltrans,
FHWA, FTA and other stakeholders on the

The scope of the I-5 MIS was to develop p
for the I-5 Corridor from Route 91 (Ora-PM42.1) to Route 710 (LA-PM13.8).
The proposed I-5 Interim HOV Lane Improvement (adding one HOV lace in each
direction between SR-91 and Lakewood Blvd.) represents the first phase of the
ultimate [-5 Corridor improvements. The SCAG Peer Review Group found that I-
5 Interim HOV Lane Improvement is an interim improvement, which is designed
to be compatible with the ultimate I-5 Corridor Improvement.

On June 18%, 1998, the Major Investment Studies Peer Review Group met and
determined that since the I-5 Corridor MIS I-5 Interim HOV Lane Improvement
Project is compatible with the ultimate I-5 Corridor MIS design concepts, the
project meets the requirements established by SCAG and FTA/FHWA guidelines.

This correspondence documents the findings of the MIS Peer Review group that
the I-5 Interim HOV Lane Project, as part of the I-5 Comdor MIS, has met the
requirements set forth in the Metropolitan Planning Rules, and is therefore granted

July 3, 1998
Ms Saadatnejadi
Page 2

Figure 21 cont.: : mﬁé‘,{fa’/
SCAG Letters Manager of Transportafion Planning
of Completion CC:  RonKosinsk, Caltrans District 7
Zahj Faranesh, Caltrans District 7

Bob Sassaman, Caltrans Disiwict 7
Dave Mieger, LACMTA

Bob Cashin, LACMTA
Dean Delgado, OCTA
Dave Elbaum, OCTA

Spencer Stevens, FHWA/FTA Los Angeles Metro Office

Ralph Webb, I-5 IPA
Mike Mendez, I-5 JPA
Jim Gosnell, SCAG

this Letter of Completion. If you have any questions please contact me at (213) 236-1887.
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Attached as part of the Letter of Completion for the full
project is the Blue Ribbon Committee Agreement and
attachment as shown in the section titled “Locally
Preferred Alternative Selection.”

SCAG Region Transportation
Plan

When the potential follow-up work, as described below,
is ready to start, it will be submitted to the SCAG
Regional Council to be considered as an addition to the
Overall Work Program and Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). The Regional Council decision will be based on
regional performance indicators, environmental analysis,
available funding, and regional policy. When the work is
approved by the Regional Council for inclusion in the
RTP, it will be eligible for funding in the Regional Trans-
portation Improvement Program (RTIP). See SCAG’s 98
Regional Transportation Plan, Community Link 21, April
16, 1998 for further details on the relationship between
the RTP, MISs, environmental documents, project study
reports, and preferred alternatives, the RTIP and Overall
Work Program (pages |-9 and [-48-49).

Preliminary Engineering and

Design Options
The LPA contained in this report identifies the design
concept and scope of the transportation improvements
which address the transportation needs of the I-5
Corridor. The next step in the project development
process involves the preparation of a Project Study
Report (PSR), an official Caltrans programming docu-
ment. As part of the future preliminary engineering
effort, several design options will be analyzed to ad-
dress local agency and general public concerns. The
design options to be analyzed include, but are not
limited to, the following:

right-of-way impacts, while attaining optimum safety
and operation.

In addition, as part of the public involvement process, the
JPA identified a list of modifications to be considered in
the next phase of the study. The specific modifications
are included in the /-5 Corridor MIS Public Involvement
Program — Final Report (June, 1998).

Environmental Documentation
When funding becomes available, project imptementation
will require the preparation of an environmental document
satisfying both California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requirements based on the preliminary engineering plans.
FHWA will be the lead agency to carry out the NEPA
process and, at that time, all reasonable alternatives will
be studied.

It is anticipated that the appropriate environmental docu-
ment will be an Environmental Impact Report/Environmen-
tal Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). The environmental
document will be prepared in conjunction with a proactive
public involvement program to identify and incorporate
public and agency concerns and issues related to the
project.

Project Implementation
Schedule

After environmental clearance is obtained the project
would proceed into the preparation of final engineering
plans, specifications, and estimates. Due to the time
needed to obtain funding and perform the environmental
and engineering activities, construction of the I-5 MIS

LPA is not anticipated until 2020. The schedule shown in
Figure 22 could change if funding is made available earlier.

Elevating the proposed HOV lanes Task
through the city of La Mirada to mini-

1999 2006 2011 2014 2020

| | | | |

mize right-of-way acquisition;

Terminating the proposed |-5 improve-

Development of Funding

ments south of the I-710 interchange
to minimize impacts within the City of

Consideration for the RTP

Commerce and Los Angeles County;

Preliminary Engineering
& Environmental Documentation

Constructing a new general-purpose
connector for traffic accessing 1-710
from [-5 northbound and restricting the

Right-of-Way Acquisition

existing freeway connector to HOV only
traffic; and

Final Design

Assessing the use of reduced-standard
freeway geometrics to minimize

Begin Construction

2020 at earliest
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Property Owners’ Concerns

The I-5 Corridor MIS identifies Alternative 3 (widening to
ten lanes at grade) as the recommended LPA. Property
owners within the |-5 Corridor MIS area have been
advised that this is a long-term recommendation,
subject to future refinements.

Currently, the state has no authority to purchase or
protect property within the affected area. This also
applies to any hardship acquisition, which can not be
authorized until a future Draft EIR/EIS is circulated and
a formal public hearing is held. The earliest estimate for
this environmental action occurring is 2010. Right-of-
way protection could commence after that date.

Under current state law, property owners within the
corridor who attempt to sell their property are required to
disclose what they know about future actions that may
affect their property. Caltrans recommends that these
owners tell prospective buyers that the State hopes to
widen the I-5 Corridor to ten lanes, but that no detailed
studies have been authorized and no funding is on the
immediate horizon. If, at a future date, Caltrans is
successful in getting a funding commitment for the I-5
Corridor MIS improvements, the earliest approximate
starting date for construction would be 2020. All of
these dates are speculative, and in fact, no further
widening beyond the proposed I-5 Interim HOV Lane
Improvement Project may ever occur.

-5 Corridor MIS
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ADT - Average Daily Traffic

AHS — Automated Highway Systems

APTS — Advanced Public Transportation System
ATIS — Advanced Transportation Information System
ATMS — Advanced Traffic Management System
CARB - California Air Resources Board

CBD - Central Business District

CCTV - Closed-circuit Television

CMP - Congestion Management Plan

CMS — Changeable Message Signs

COG — Council Of Governments

CVO — Commercial Vehicle Operations

DEIR/FEIR — Draft Environmental Impact Report/Final
Environmental Impact Report

DEIS/FEIS — Draft Environmental Impact Statement/
Final Environmental Impact Statement

EDA — Economic Development Administration
HAR — Highway Advisory Radio

HOV — High Occupancy Vehicle

lIP — Interregional Improvement Program

IMAJINE - Intermodal and Jurisdictional Network
Environment

ISTEA — intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act

ITI - Intelligent Transportation Infrastructure

ITMS — Intermodal Transportation Management System

1-5 Corridor MIS

ITS — Intelligent Transportation Systems
JPA — Joint Powers Authority

LACMTA — Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

LACTC - Los Angeles County Transportation
Commission.

LOS — Level of Service

LOSSAN — Los Angeles-San Diego rail corridor
OCTA - Orange County Transportation Authority
RTP — Regional Transportation Plan

RTPA — Regional Transportation Planning Agencies

SCAG - Southern California Association of
Govemments

SCRRA — Southern California Regional Rail Authority
SOV - Single Occupant Vehicle
STIP — State Transportation Improvement Program

TCC -—Transportation Communications
Committee (SCAG)

TEA-21 — Transportation Equity Act for the 21¢ Century
TDM — Transportation Demand Management

TIP — Transportation Improvement Plan

TMA — Transportation Management Association

TMC — Traffic Management Center

TOS — Traffic Systems Operations

TSM — Transportation Systems Management












