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Contact:  Ron Kosinski, Deputy District Director
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Cadltrans, District 7
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Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 897-0703

Date: May 2013

Abstract:
This document is a Supplemental/Reeval uation of the proposed I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes Project, which

previoudy approved an Environmental Impact Report/ Finding of No Significant Impact (EIR/FONSI)
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The purpose of this Supplemental EIR/Environmental Reevaluation
(SEIR/ER) isto evaluate the potential impacts associated with the project, as currently modified, and
ensure that the environmental documentation reflects the current project.

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro) propose to implement High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes, onein the
northbound and one in the southbound direction, in order to accel erate the construction of proposed
carpool lanes on the I-5 from SR-14 to Parker Road in the North County of Los Angeles. HOT Lanes
would replace the proposed HOV Lanes. Based on the analysis completed for this document, the change
in the scope of the project would not result in any additional impacts.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The California Department of Transportation approved the Final Environmental
Impact Report/ Finding of No Significant Impact (EIR/FONSI) for the -5
HOV/Truck Lanes Project (project) on September 1, 2009. Alternative 2 (Reduced
Median Alternative) was identified as the Preferred Alternative.

The -5 HOV/Truck Lanes Project isajoint project by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and is
subject to state and federal environmental review requirements. Project
documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with both the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Cdtransisthe lead agency under NEPA. Caltransisthe lead agency under
CEQA. Inaddition, FHWA'’s responsibility for environmental review, consultation,
and any other action required in accordance with applicable federal laws for this
project is being, or has been, carried-out by Caltrans under its assumption of
responsibility pursuant to 23 United States Code (USC) 327.

The project proposes to widen existing Interstate 5 (I-5) to include high-occupancy
vehicle (HOV) lanes, truck climbing lanes, and additional auxiliary lanes from State
Route 14 (SR-14) on the south to Parker Road on the north, a distance of
approximately 13.6 miles (mi) (Figure 1.1). The project is located within the City of
Santa Clarita and within unincorporated Los Angeles County.

Construction on the truck climbing lanes began in May 2012 and is expected to be
completed in 2014. The project will add atruck lane to the outside of southbound 1-5
by paving the median area and outside shoulder, and shifting the mixed-flow lanes
inward. Median retaining walls and two short sections of outside retaining walls will
be built to accommodate this widening. The cost of the project is $72 million, of
which $70 million is provided by the State Highway Operation and Protection
Program (SHOPP) and $2 million is provided by Measure R.

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 1-1
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Figure 1.1 Project Location
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.2 Original Project Description

I-5 isamajor north/south freeway connecting the States of California, Oregon, and
Washington, and a magjor commuter route from the Santa ClaritaValley into the
southern Los Angeles area. The existing I-5 facility within the project limits currently
provides generally four mixed-flow lanes in each direction with the exception of
through the midpoint of the 1-5/SR-14 interchange, where there are three mixed-flow
lanes in each direction. Two truck lanes in each direction pass through the 1-5/SR-14
interchange area, separated from the mainline freeway. Within the project limits, this
truck bypass route begins (southbound)/ends (northbound) just north of the I-5/SR-14
interchange consisting of +5 percent grade.

The project description from the 2009 Final EIR/FONSI is provided below:

The project proposes to widen the center median and the outside shoulder of the
northbound and southbound lanes between SR-14 and south of Parker Road to
accommodate HOV, additional auxiliary, and truck lanes. The project would provide
one HOV lane in each direction from the I-5/SR-14 interchange to south of the Parker
Road interchange. The project would extend one northbound truck lane from where
the truck lanes currently merge with northbound 1-5 near the Weldon Canyon Road/I-
5 overcrossing to the Calgrove Boulevard/I-5 interchange. Southbound truck climbing
lanes are proposed between the Weldon Canyon Road overcrossing and Calgrove
Boulevard interchange (two truck lanes) and from Calgrove Boulevard to south of the
Pico Canyon Road/L yons Avenue interchange (one truck lane). As discussed above,
the truck lanes are currently in construction.

The proposed auxiliary lanes are as follows:

¢ inthe northbound direction from SR-14 to the northbound truck lane merge,
Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue, and Vaencia
Boulevard to Magic Mountain Parkway,

¢ inthe southbound direction between SR-126 and Rye Canyon Road, Rye Canyon
Road and Magic Mountain Parkway, and Vaencia Boulevard and McBean
Parkway.

The project proposes median and inside shoulder widths that are less than the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) standard (48-foot [ft] median and
less than 10 ft inside shoulders at median structure columns) within a maximum
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210 ft cross section. The reduced minimum median width of 48 ft is measured from
inside the Mixed Flow Lane (MFL), Edge of the Traveled Way (ETW), to inside the
MFL ETW. Additiona widening beyond the 48 ft minimum in the median area would
be provided when necessary for horizontal stopping sight distance requirements. A
48 ft median would accommodate a 1 ft buffer, a12 ft HOV lane, and a 10 ft inside
shoulder. Shoulder widths along freeway ramps would be 8 ft. The project would not
provide for a 10 ft continuous inside shoulder (at column locations) or a4 ft buffer
between HOV and adjacent mixed-flow lanes. The HOV buffer would be 1 ft. The
maximum cross section width is intended to accommodate the proposed HOV and
truck climbing lanes within the existing Caltrans right of way to the extent feasible to
[imit the number of right of way acquisitions.

Per Caltrans HOV lane guidelines, California Highway Patrol (CHP) enforcement
areas are recommended every 2 mi. Based on Caltrans criteria, approximately five
enforcement areas would be required within the 13.6 mi project limit. Additional
width in the median (beyond the proposed 48 ft) is required to provide for those CHP
enforcement areas and has been included in the design.

The project would not require realignment of any adjacent roadways.

Permanent Project Components
Mainline Improvements (HOV, Truck, and Auxiliary Lanes)
The project proposes.

e OneHOV lanein the median in each direction from the I-5/SR-14 interchange
(southern project limit) to south of the Parker Road interchange (northern project
limit).

¢ One southbound truck lane south of Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue and
Calgrove Boulevard, and two southbound truck lanes from Calgrove Boulevard to
just south of Weldon Canyon Road, where the truck bypass lanes (2) begin.

e Addition of one northbound truck lane from the I-5/SR-14 interchange to
Calgrove Boulevard. All truck lanes would be built along the outside edge of the
freeway.

e Auxiliary lanesin the northbound direction from SR-14 to the northbound truck
lane merge, Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue, and
VaenciaBoulevard to Magic Mountain Parkway.
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e Auxiliary lanesin the southbound direction between SR-126 and Rye Canyon
Road, Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway, and Valencia Boulevard
and McBean Parkway.

e Additional widening to provide standard horizontal stopping sight distance (SSD)
(70 mph) on all 13 mainline horizontal curves.

Bridges

Several bridge structures require widening and/or replacement under the project as
follows: the replacement of Weldon Canyon Bridge and the widening of the
following seven bridges. Gavin Canyon undercrossing, Calgrove Boulevard
undercrossing, Butte Canyon Bridge, 1-5/SR-26 Separation (Magic Mountain
Parkway overcrossing), Santa Clara Overhead, Rye Canyon undercrossing, and
Castaic Creek Bridge.

The project proposes to improve the vertical clearance and provide SSD (70 mph) for
the southbound I-5 lanes at the Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue overcrossing
structure.

Right-of-Way Acquisition
Acquisition of two parcels would be required for additional right of way. The
acquisition would be limited to one partial parcel take and one full parcel take.

Major Drainage Facilities

Drainage facilities are proposed in order to provide additional capacity for the
existing drainage facilities based on the design flows established for the crossings.
These facilities include the upsizing or replacement of existing culverts.

Water quality treatment devices include numerous vegetated swales to provide
biofiltration, three detention basins, one gross solids removal device, and two Austin
sand mediafilters. Depending on actual groundwater elevations, the detention basins
may be able to function as infiltration basins. The locations of water quality treatment
facilitieswill continue to be refined during final design.

Retaining Walls
Retaining walls are required to retain fill or cut slopesto avoid impacts and additional
right of way throughout the corridor.

Retaining walls are required in the median where the elevation differences between
the northbound and southbound lanes exceed 2 ft. Median retaining walls are
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generaly required between SR-14 and Vaencia Boulevard and between SR-126 and
Parker Road. The heights of the median retaining walls vary from 2 ft to 18 ft.

Retaining walls are also required along the outside shoulder in many locations
throughout the project to reduce impacts and minimize additional right of way
reguirements. The outside shoulder retaining walls' heights range from 2 ft to 39 ft.

Sound Barriers

The project includes construction of sound barriers (SB) to reduce traffic noise
associated with the proposed project. The following sound walls are considered
reasonabl e and feasible on the basis of cost and effectiveness:

e 10 ft sound barrier outside of Caltrans right of way adjacent to homes along
Foxtail Court (SB No. 1-2).

e 6 ft sound barrier outside of Caltrans right of way adjacent to homes along The
Old Road (SB No. 1-6).

e 10 ft sound barrier outside of Caltrans right of way, adjacent to homes along Los
Arqgueros and Playa Serena Drive (SB No. 2-1).

e 8ft sound barrier for Alternative 2 and 12 ft sound wall for Alternative 3 outside
of Caltransright of way, adjacent to homes along Baviera Way (SB No. 2-2).

e 12 ft sound barrier outside of Caltrans right of way, adjacent to homes along
Sycamore Meadow Drive (SB No. 2-3) for Alternative 2, and 14 to 16 ft for
Alternative 3.

e 12 ft sound barrier outside of Caltrans right of way, adjacent to homes along
Silver Aspen Way (SB No. 2-4).

e 16 ft sound barrier along the edge of shoulder within Caltrans right of way,
adjacent to homes on Sandwedge Lane (SB No. 2-5)

e 6 ft sound barrier outside of Caltrans right of way, adjacent to homes along Altos
Drive (SB No. 2-6).

e 6 ft sound barrier outside of Caltrans right of way, adjacent to the homes aong
Romeo Canyon Road (SB No. 3-3).

e 12 ft sound barrier outside of Caltrans right of way for Alternative 2, and 10 ft
barrier for Alternative 3, adjacent to homes along Holmby Court (SB No. 3-7).

e A 10 ft sound barrier outside of Caltrans right-of-way, adjacent to homes along
Desert Rose Drive (SB No. 3-8).

e 16 ft sound barrier aong the edge of Caltransright of way, adjacent to homes
along Daisy Court (SB No. 3-11a).
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Additional input from affected property owners would be obtained before the start of
final design to confirm whether the walls would be constructed.

On- and Off-Ramps
Modificationsto all the on- and off-rampsin the project limits are required to
transition to the mainline widening.

Utilities

Utility relocations would be required in local roadways primarily at the transverse
crossing of the mainline and, in some cases, adjacent to the Caltrans right of way to
allow widening of the mainline. In general, the utility relocations are limited to areas
where the local roadways cross I-5 at the interchanges and other structures and
adjacent to the I-5 right of way where the widening encroaches onto the local
roadway. Utilities to be relocated include genera telephone cable, water lines,
communication conduits, sewer lines, gas pipes, electrical lines, and oil transmission

pipes.

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Facilities
The project would include the addition of the following ITS facilities:

e Five new Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) cameras

¢ Nine new Ramp Metering Stations/Traffic Monitoring Stations (RMS/TMS)

e A new communication conduit throughout the project from SR-14 to Parker Road
e Theupgrading of four CCTV cameras

e Theupgrading of 19 RMS/TMS stations

e Upgrading three Changeable Message Signs (CMS)

e Upgrading a Weigh-in-Motion system (WIM)

These elements would provide needed links and fill data gapsin the current ITS
system and provide for more comprehensive corridor management.

Landscaping and Irrigation Systems

Landscaping and irrigation systems would be provided where necessary within the
corridor to provide aesthetic treatment, replacement planting, or mitigation planting
for the project. The areas available for planting would be identified and coordinated
with operations and maintenance to ensure consistency with their objectives and
requirements. New irrigation systems would be designed to use reclaimed water (if
available).
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Design Exceptions

The project would require mandatory design exceptions for the spacing between
interchanges from Rye Canyon Road to Magic Mountain Parkway and from Rye
Canyon Road to SR-126. The spacing between these interchanges would be less than
1 mi. In addition, a mandatory design exception would be required to the standard
10 ft inside shoulder at structure columns (a minimum 7.4 ft shoulder is proposed)
and the standard 8 ft outside shoulder at the Magic Mountain Parkway northbound
on-ramp (a4 to 8 ft shoulder is proposed).

The following advisory design exceptions would be required for the project: (1) 2:1
sideslopesinstead of the standard 4:1 sideslopes; (2) a 26 ft standard between the
outer edge-of-travel-way (ETW) of 1-5 and the ETW of the frontage road for the
project at various locations; (3) a median width of 22 ft rather than the standard 36 ft
median; (4) outer separation distance, with guardrails and/or walls proposed where
the separation distance is less than 26 ft; (5) use of the Rye Canyon Interchange as a
partia interchange, with all ramps not connecting to a single cross street; and (6) at
ramps at SR-14, Calgrove Boulevard, Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue, and Hasley
Canyon where the entrance and exit convergence/divergence geometry is not met.
This design exception is needed to avoid reverse curves along ramps to tie back into
existing ramps, realignment of frontage roads, higher or increased retaining walls
and/or existing ditch reconstruction.

Soil Balance
The project would result in approximately 216,000 cubic yards (cy) of excess soil
materia that would require disposal.

Temporary Project Components

Construction

Staging of the construction would be required for all ramp reconstruction, freeway
widening, and profile adjustments. The number of through lanes would be maintained
by restriping and shifting traffic on the existing lanes to maintain the existing
capacity. Closure of I-5 is not anticipated; however, temporary ramp closures are
expected at various interchanges within the corridor.

The magjority of the project involves widening the median area and the outside
shoulder areaof 1-5 in two stages. Stage 1 involves placing temporary railing in the
median area, constructing the median retaining walls and widening the median.
Stage 2 involves placing temporary railing near the outside edge of traveled way,

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 1-8



Chapter 1 Introduction

constructing outer retaining walls, and widening the proposed outside pavement.
Widening of existing structures would be constructed in asimilar sequence, with
interior widening completed first, followed by exterior widening. Late-night closures
in each direction may be necessary for removal of the existing and construction of the
new Weldon Canyon Bridge. Reconstruction at the ramp exit and entrances may
reguire short-term closures.

The southbound lanes at the westbound to southbound loop on-ramp at the Pico
Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue interchange would be closed for three to five months
during the reconstruction of the profile of southbound I-5 to provide standard vertical
clearance and improved SSD. The ramp provides access from westbound Pico
Canyon Road to southbound I-5. The reconstruction of the profile would require
shifting of the mainline travel lanes to the east to allow for the removal of material to
lower the profile. During the closure period, the existing southbound on-ramp that
serves eastbound Pico Canyon Road would be temporarily reconfigured to also allow
left turns from westbound Pico Canyon Road to maintain the vehicle movement
affected by the ramp closure. To alow left turns from westbound Pico Canyon Road
onto the ramp, the westbound approach would require temporary restriping and a
temporary two-phase traffic signal would be required to control the left turns and
conflicting eastbound traffic.

All construction activities would be closely coordinated with other construction
projects that are occurring. Existing state facilities such as changeable message signs,
traffic cameras, and traffic count stations would aso be protected during construction.
Close coordination would a so be needed with the City, the County, Caltrans, and the
public to ensure that traffic along 1-5 and surrounding streets remains at an acceptable
level of operation during construction.

Construction Vehicle Access and Material Staging

Construction vehicle access and staging of construction materials would occur within
disturbed or devel oped areas inside the existing right of way or the proposed
additional right of way. Vehicle access and materials staging during construction of
walls adjacent to Caltrans right of way would occur in approved designated areas. All
construction vehicle access, materials staging and storage, and other construction
activities would occur within the defined disturbance limits for the project.
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Construction Lighting

The project would require nighttime construction activities in some parts of the
project area, which would require use of portable equipment to light up the work
areas.

Temporary Construction Easements

Temporary construction easements (TCES) would be necessary for constructing walls
along the right of way, for the extension of major drainage facilities, for widening
bridges, and for water quality improvements that extend outside of the existing right
of way. The project would require 18 TCEs.

1.3 Purpose of this Document

Since the approval of the environmental document for the I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes
Project, there has been a substantial change in the scope of the project. The changein
scopeis discussed in Chapter 2 of this document. The purpose of this Draft
Supplemental EIR/Environmental Reevauation (DSEIR/ER) isto evaluate the
potential impacts associated with the scope change and ensure that the environmental
documentation reflects the current project.

There have been no changes to the environmental setting and the environmental
circumstances from what was described in the Final EIR/FONSI.

1.3.1 Basis in NEPA

As ahighway project proceedsin its devel opment from environmental review
through construction, there may be circumstances that could affect the validity of its
NEPA documentation or approval. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
regulations to implement the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (23 CFR
771) and Technical Advisory T6640.8A provide direction on determining when a
project’s NEPA documentation must be re-examined. FHWA and Caltrans have
developed Joint Highway Administration — California Division/California
Department of Transportation Regulatory Guidance on NEPA Consultation/
Reevaluation (Joint Guidance) and a NEPA/CEQA Re-validation form for
documenting consultation and reeval uations.

The Joint Guidance is organized around three trigger points for consultation and/or re-
evauation: (1) the project is proceeding to the next major federal approval, (2) project
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changes, and (3) the 3-year timeframe for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
This Reevaluation is being prepared because there have been project changes since
the Final EIR/FONSI was prepared in 2009. Project changes discussed in the Joint
Guidance and relevant to the project include changes to project engineering/design.

Based on the nature and extent of the changes, the determination has been made that
additional documentation is needed to maintain the validity of the original FONSI but
does not require the preparation of a new or higher level document.

1.3.2 Basis in CEQA

According to the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations
815163), a subsequent or supplemental environmental impact report may be required
if "substantial changes' in the project or its circumstances will require major revisions
to the EIR. Namely, one or more of the following events occurs:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major
revisions of the environmental impact report due to the involvement of new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects.

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is being undertaken which will require major revisionsin the
environmental impact report due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects.

3. New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the
time the environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes
available. New information includes:

e Theproject will have one or more significant effects not discussed in
the previous EIR,;

o Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previous EIR;

o Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects of the project, but the Department declines to adopt
them; or
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« Mitigation measures or alternatives, which are considerably different
from those analyzed in the previous EIR, would substantially reduce
one or more significant effects on the environment, but the Department
declines to adopt them.

A supplement to an EIR may be prepared if any of the conditions listed above would
require the preparation of a subsequent EIR, and only minor additions or changes
would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the changed
project.
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Chapter 2 Change in Project Scope

The Cadlifornia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) propose to implement High
Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes, one in the northbound and one in the southbound
direction, in order to accelerate the construction of proposed carpool lanes on the I-5
from SR-14 to Parker Road in the North County of Los Angeles. The length of the
project is 13.5 miles.

The following is abrief description of the proposed 1-5 HOT Lane project:

The existing number of general-purpose lanes (four in each direction) and truck lanes
are assumed. The proposed project includes the addition of one HOT (toll) lanein
each direction along the I-5 Freeway between SR 14 and Parker Road. HOT lanes are
proposed to replace the HOV lanes. All the other project components discussed in
Chapter 1 would remain the same. Ingress/egress points would be provided along the
corridor to access the HOT lanes.

The proposed change is consistent with the following objectives of the I-5 HOV and
Truck Lanes project:

[ ] Reduce delays to vehicles caused by slower-moving trucks through the hilly
southern portion of this segment of 1-5;

[ ] Improve operational and safety design features to facilitate the movement of
people, freight, and goods on the project segment; and

[] Reduce existing forecast traffic congestion on the project segment of 1-5 to
accommodate planned growth within the study area.

In addition to these objectives, the proposed HOT Lanes are expected to result in
improved throughput during peak hours due to more efficient use of both the mixed
flow and HOT lanes by providing single occupant vehicles a choice to use the HOT
lanes.

2.1 Reason for the Change

As documented in the Final Environmental Impact Report/ Finding of No Significant
Impact (EIR/FONSI) dated September 2009, I-5 is experiencing greater automobile
and truck congestion as aresult of population growth in north Los Angeles County
and goods movement into and out of the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. An
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Chapter 2 Change in Project Scope

increase in freeway traffic volumes in the future, as predicted by the SCAG model,
will continue to cause substantial delays.

[-5 HOV/Truck Lanes Project is part of a multi-phase project identified in Metro’s
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) as I-5 North Capacity Enhancements, which
includes adding new lanes, such as truck and/or carpool lanes, to relieve congestion
between SR-14 and Kern County Line. The estimated cost of the entire project is
approximately $5 billion. Because of its high cost, the project is broken down by
phases for implementation:

e Phase 1 includes the new truck lanes currently in construction.

e Phase 2aprovidesfor new carpool lanes (onein each direction) from SR-14 to
Parker Rd. However funds designated for Phase 2a will not be sufficient to
develop and construct the full scope as approved in the environmental document.
Furthermore, the funds allocated will only be available a portion at atime over the
next 30 years. Thiswill require the project to be built incrementally as funds
become available.

e Phase 2b isintended to extend capacity improvements from Parker Rd further
north towards the Kern County Line. At thistime there is no funding for Phase
2b. To initiate Phase 2b new funding sources have to befirst identified.

In order to construct the full scope of this element earlier than planned, new funding
sources are required to cover the funding shortfall. Tolling the proposed carpool lane
on |-5 to pay for the funding shortfall is being proposed. This new source of revenue
would avoid a 30 year delay to finance and build 13.5 miles of carpool lanes through
the Santa Claritaarea 2018. The scope of the proposed HOT lane project is described
in the sections below.

2.2 Proposed Project Scope

The l-5 HOT Lane project is one of the six elements of the Accelerated Regional
Transportation Improvements (ARTI) Package. The six elements are identified
below:
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Element Project Location

A [-5 North Capacity Enhancements from SR-
14 to Parker Road

B [-5 North Pavement Rehabilitation

C SR-71 Gap Closure from [-10 to Mission
Boulevard

D SR-71 Gap Project, Mission Boulevard to
Rio Rancho Road

E Soundwall Package 10

F Soundwall Package 11

2.2.1 Tolls

Project Scope

Add one carpool lane in each direction from
SR-14 to Parker Road in Santa Clarita
Repaving general purposes lanes from SR-14
to Parker Road in Santa Clarita

Add one carpool and one general purpose
lanesin each direction from 1-10 to Mission
Boulevard in Pomona

Add one carpool and one general purpose
lanes in each direction from Mission to Rio
Rancho Road in Pomona

Construct soundwalls at various locations
along 1-210 in Arcadia and Pasadena
Construct soundwalls at various locations
along SR-170 between SR-134 and Sherman
Way, and 1-405 in the vicinity of Stagg Street
in Los Angeles

A toll collection system would be developed and implemented during final design of
the project. The price would vary during the course of the day. Toll rates are
anticipated to be from $0.25 to $1.40 per mile, similar to Metro’s ExpressLanes tolls
on thel-10 and I1-110. Consistent with current Metro toll policy used on the I-10
ExpressLanes, vehicles with three or more occupants would not pay atoll, vehicles
with two occupants would pay atoll during peak periods only, and vehicles with one

occupant would pay atoll at all times.

Tolls would be continually adjusted according to traffic conditions to maintain afree-
flowing level of traffic using congestion pricing. During peak periods, when thereis
more traffic, thetoll is higher to discourage new solo drivers from entering and to
maintain a minimum speed of 45 mph. During off-peak periods, thetoll islower. By
changing thetoll in response to the level of demand, the HOT lane keeps traffic
flowing smoothly. Thetoll price would be locked in at the time of entry into the
HOT lane.

If the lanes become too full and the tolls have reached the maximum amount, the
message displayed on the overhead sign would changeto “HOV ONLY”. This
message would inform potential toll paying drivers that they would not be allowed to
enter the HOT lane until the speeds climb back up. If you are atoll paying driver
already using the HOT lane when the sign message changesto “HOV ONLY”, you
would be able to complete your trip.
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Chapter 2 Change in Project Scope

The Business Rules in the Tolling Policy would a so be the same as the current Board
approved Business Rules for the ExpressLanes Project:

e All vehicles are required to have a transponder;

e Trucks (other than 2 axle) are not allowed on the HOT lane facility;

e Motorcycles and buses (both public and privately operated) travel toll-free; and
e Emergency vehiclestravel toll-free when responding to incidents.

2.2.2 Tolling Points

Locations of the HOT Lane signs and electronic tolling equi pment would be
determined during final design. The possible locations of the Toll Gantries are as
follows:

e Thenorthbound I-5, in the vicinity of the SR 14 interchange

e The northbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue
interchange

e The northbound I-5 from in the vicinity of the Vaencia Boulevard interchange

e Thenorthbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Magic Mountain Parkway interchange

e Thenorthbound I-5 in the vicinity of the SR 126 interchange

e The southbound I-5 just south of Parker Road

e The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the SR 126 interchange

e The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Rye Canyon Road interchange

e The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Magic Mountain Parkway interchange

e The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Valencia Boulevard interchange

e The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue
interchange

e The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Calgrove Boulevard interchange

2.2.3 Entrance and Exit Points

Preliminary plans provide for entrance and exit points to and from the HOT lanes.
The number and location of ingress/egress points, as shown on the following table,
arefor analysis purposes only. The final number and location of ingress/egress points
would be determined during final design. The preliminary locations are illustrated in
Figure 2.1.
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Table 2.A HOT Lane Ingress/Egress Points

Northbound

Location | PM Description

1 47.46 | Approx. 1900 ft South of Gavin Canyon
50.13 | At Pico/ Lyons Ave.
52.18 | At Valencia Blvd.
53.39 | At Magic Mnt. Pkwy.
56.43 | At Hasley Caynon Rd.
57.63 | Approx. 4500 ft North of HasleyCanyon Rd.
Southbound
Location | PM Description

1 46.64 | Approx. 5000 ft North of I-5/SR-14 Interchange
49.14 | At Calgrove Blvd.
50.71 | At Pico / Lyons Ave.
52.70 | At Valencia Blvd.
53.77 | At Magic Mnt. Pkwy.
56.91 | At Hasley Canyon Rd.
58.00 | Approx. 4500 ft North of HasleyCanyon Rd.

b WwWwN

Noou|hlw(iNn

Northbound

There would be five ingress points and six egress points in the northbound direction,
beginning with the transition from the HOV lane just north of SR-14 and continuing
to the final egress point just south of Parker Road. The existing HOV lane would
transition into HOT lane just north of SR-14. The first entrance point would be just
north of the SR-14 interchange. Vehicles without a transponder would be required to
exit at thislocation, and vehicles with a transponder would be permitted to enter.
Vehicles entering here would be able to exit the HOT lanes at four intermediate
points and one final exit point to access McBean Parkway / Stevenson Ranch
Parkway and Vaencia Boulevard, Magic Mountain Parkway, Henry Mayo Drive/
SR-126 and Hasley Canyon Road, or two access points located south of Parker Road,
at which point the HOT lane would transition into a mixed flow lane.

The second northbound ingress/egress would be located at Lyons Avenue/ Pico
Canyon Road. Drivers exiting here would be able to transition to the McBean
Parkway / Stevenson Ranch Parkway and Valencia Boulevard exits. Drivers entering
here could next exit the HOT lane at VValencia Boulevard to access Magic Mountain
Parkway.
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Figure 2.1 HOT Lane Ingress/Egress Locations
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The third northbound ingress/egress would be located at VValencia Boulevard and
would provide an egress point for drivers wishing to exit at Magic Mountain
Parkway. Driversentering at thislocation could next exit at Magic Mountain
Parkway to access SR-126 / Henry Mayo Drive and Hasley Canyon Road or stay in
the HOT lane until it transitions into a mixed flow lane just south of Parker Road.

The fourth northbound ingress/egress would be located at Magic Mountain Parkway
and would allow enough distance for atransition from the HOT lane to the SR-126
exit ramp. Drivers entering the HOT lane at this location could next exit at Hasley
Canyon Road or continue in the HOT lane until it transitions into a mixed flow lane
just south of Parker Road.

The fifth northbound ingress/egress would be located at Hasley Canyon Road,
meaning that vehicles that enter 1-5 from SR-126 could access the HOT lane for a
limited time prior to the HOT lane transition into a mixed flow lane just south of
Parker Road. Drivers could exit the HOT lane at this location to access Parker Road
or could continue to the end of the HOT lane and transition into a mixed flow lane.

The final northbound egress location would be south of Parker Road. All vehicles,
both HOT and HOV, would exit the facility at this point as the HOT lane transitions
into amixed flow lane.

Southbound

There would be seven ingress points and six egress points in the southbound
direction, beginning just south of Parker Road and transitioning to the HOV lane just
north of SR-14.

The first entrance point would be just south of Parker Road. Drivers entering here
would be able to exit the HOT lane at five intermediate ingress/egress points and one
final exit point to access The Old Road / Henry Mayo Drive/ SR-126 and Magic
Mountain Parkway, Vaencia Boulevard, McBean Parkway/Stevenson Ranch
Parkway and Lyons Avenue / Pico Canyon Road, Calgrove Boulevard, SR-14, or to
exit the HOT lane just north of SR-14 prior to the transition to the HOV lane at SR-
14. Single occupant vehicles would have transition length to safely merge to the
mixed flow lanes prior to the start of the HOV lane.

The second southbound ingress/egress would be located at Hasley Canyon Road.
Vehicles exiting here would be able to access SR-126, The Old Road, and Henry
Mayo Drive as well as Magic Mountain Parkway. Vehicles entering here would next
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have the option to exit at Magic Mountain Parkway in order to access Valencia
Boulevard.

The third southbound ingress/egress would be at Magic Mountain Parkway, far
enough south of SR-126 that vehicles entering 1-5 South from SR-126 would have
time to safely merge to the HOT lane access point. Drivers exiting here could
transition to the main line to access the Vaencia Boulevard off-ramp. Drivers
entering here would be able to exit the HOT lane at VaenciaBoulevard in order to
access Stevenson Ranch Parkway / McBean Parkway, Pico Canyon Road / Lyons
Avenue and other exits further south.

The fourth southbound ingress/egress would be located at Valencia Boulevard.
Drivers exiting here could access McBean Parkway / Stevenson Ranch Parkway and
Lyons Avenue/ Pico Canyon Road, as well as other exits further south. Drivers
entering here could next exit at the Lyons Avenue / Pico Canyon Road ingress/egress
location or continue in the HOT lane.

The fifth southbound ingress/egress would be located at Lyons Avenue / Pico Canyon
Road. Drivers entering here would be able to exit at the Calgrove Boulevard egress
or at the southern limit of the HOT lane and would be able to merge into the mixed
flow lane, or continuein the HOV lane if there are two or more occupants.

The sixth southbound ingress/egress would be located at Calgrove Boulevard,
allowing drivers the opportunity to exit the HOT lane, transition to the main line and
access SR-14. Drivers entering here would either exit at the next ingress/egress point
to exit the HOT lane, or vehicles with two or more occupants could continue in the
HOV lane.

The final southbound ingress/egress is located just north of SR-14. Vehicles could
continue in or enter the HOV lane hereif they carry two or more occupants. Single-
occupant vehicles must exit the HOT lane at this location.

2.2.4 Operations

The I-5 HOT lanes would operate similar to the I-10 and 1-110 ExpressLanes. Solo
drivers with a transponder would have the choice to pay atoll to usethe I-5 HOT
lanes. Carpools and vanpool s meeting the minimum occupancy requirements, as well
as motorcycles, can use the I-5 HOT lane free with atransponder. Prior to starting a
trip, the driver would set the transponder to indicate the number of peoplein the
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vehicle. Asthedriver approachesthe I-5HOT lane, two toll amounts would be
displayed on an electronic overhead sign: (1) the current toll from the entrance to the
next major exit, and (2) the current toll from this entrance to the end of the I-5 HOT
lane. Thetoll rate would vary with the level of congestion in the mixed flow lanes.
Thetoll per mile would increase as more vehicles enter the HOT lane (due to
congestion on mixed flow lanes) to manage demand in order to ensure a congestion-
free operation.

When the vehicle enters/exits the I-5 HOT lane, the overhead antenna would read the
transponder and the amount of the toll would be deducted from the user’ s account.
Thetolls charged would be based on the distance travelled in the HOT lane and the
level of congestion in adjacent mixed flow lanes.

Similar to the Metro ExpressLanes, enforcement would be effected through a
combination of visual monitoring by California Highway Patrol (CHP) vehicles,
photo enforcement and the transponder. When traveling on the I-5 HOT lane, a
beacon light would indicate the transponder occupancy setting. The beacon light is
visible to the CHP who would perform avisual verification of the vehicle occupancy
and cite non-compliant drivers. If adriver usesthe HOT lane without avalid
transponder, a photo of the vehicle license plate would be taken and the registered
owner of the vehicle would be issued atoll evasion violation notice.
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Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental
Impacts of the Project

This Draft Supplemental EIR/Environmental Reevaluation (DSEIR/ER) is being
prepared to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with the HOT
lanes. Asindicated before, the project area’ s social, economic and environmental
setting remains essentially the same as when the Final EIR/FONSI was approved. In
addition, the environmental circumstances have not changed since the approval. In
evaluating potential additional impacts, the same environmental baseline condition
previously used in the approved September 2009 Final EIR/FONSI is assumed to be
in place, unless otherwise stated.

Based on the review of the affected environmental conditions and the proposed scope
change, resources with potential changesin project effects or impacts were identified
and analyzed. Consequently, only those resources are being discussed in this
DSEIR/ER. The remaining technical sections of the Final EIR/FONSI are not
included, as they have not been modified as the result of the change in scope. In
other words, the proposed changes to the project discussed in Chapter 2 would have
no effect on those resources and would not result in a substantial change from the
analysis, consideration, and findings within the Final EIR/FONSI.

The following resources were analyzed for potential additional impacts:

e Traffic
e Air Quality
e Noise
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Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

3.1 Traffic

The information in this section is based on the I-5 High-Occupancy Toll Lane Project
Traffic Technical Report (LSA Associates, Inc., January 2013). Thistraffic report
updates the findings of the previous traffic analysis (I1-5 PA&ED HOV & Truck
Lanes — SR-14 to Parker Road, Austin Foust Associates, Inc. dated October 2007 and
Supplemental Traffic Data report dated May 2008).

Study Area:

For the traffic analysis, the study areaisthe Interstate 5 (1-5) corridor from San
Fernando Road on the south to Lake Hughes Road on the north, which extends one
interchange south and north of the limits of the proposed improvement (State Route
14 [SR-14] to south of Parker Road). The project location is shown in Figure 3.1.1.
Within the study area, I-5 currently provides generaly four mixed-flow lanesin each
direction, with the exception of three mixed-flow lanesin each direction at the I-5/
SR-14 interchange. Two truck lanes are separated from the mainline freeway south
of the Weldon Canyon Overcrossing. This truck bypass route begins/ends just north
of the I-5/SR-14 interchange. Asdiscussed in Chapter 1, the extension of these truck
lanes are currently in construction. The terrain of this area varies between flat

(O percent) and up to a5 percent grade.

Ten freeway mainline segments on the northbound and eleven on the southbound 1-5
have been identified for analysis to determine the operational improvement or impact
of the HOT Lanes. These locations are consistent with the traffic analysisin the Final
EIR/FONSI. The following basic freeway segments were analyzed:

Northbound

I-5 between SR-14 and Truck Bypass

I-5 between Truck Bypass to Calgrove Boulevard

I-5 between Calgrove Boulevard and Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue
I-5 between Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue and McBean Parkway

I-5 between McBean Parkway and Vaencia Boulevard

I-5 between Vaencia Boulevard and Magic Mountain Parkway

I-5 between Magic Mountain Parkway and Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126)
I-5 between Newhall Ranch Road and Hasley Canyon Road

I-5 between Hasley Canyon Road and Parker Road

I-5 between Parker Road and Lake Hughes
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Figure 3.1.1 Project Location
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Southbound

I-5 between Lake Hughes and Parker Road

I-5 between Parker Road and Hasley Canyon Road

I-5 between Hasley Canyon Road and Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126)
I-5 between Newhall Ranch Road and Rye Canyon Road

I-5 between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway
I-5 between Magic Mountain Parkway and Vaencia Boulevard
I-5 between Vaencia Boulevard and M cBean Parkway

I-5 between McBean Parkway and Pico Canyon Road

I-5 between Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevard

I-5 between Calgrove Boulevard and Truck Bypass

I-5 between Truck Bypass and SR-14

The following ramp intersections in the study area were analyzed. Figure 3.1.2 shows
the study areaintersection locations.

I-5 Northbound Ramps/Calgrove Boulevard
I-5 Southbound Ramps/Calgrove Boulevard
[-5 Northbound Ramps/Pico Canyon Road & Lyons Avenue
[-5 Southbound Ramps/Pico Canyon Road & Lyons Avenue
[-5 Northbound Ramps/M cBean Parkway
I-5 Southbound Ramps/M cBean Parkway
I-5 Northbound Ramps/Vaencia Boulevard
I-5 Southbound Ramps/Vaencia Boulevard
I-5 Northbound Ramps/Magic Mountain Parkway
. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Magic Mountain Parkway
. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Rye Canyon Road
. 1-5 Northbound Ramps/Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126)
. 1-5 Southbound Ramps/Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126)
. 1-5 Northbound Ramps/Hasley Canyon Road
. 1-5 Southbound Ramps/Hasley Canyon Road
. I-5 Northbound Ramps/Parker Road
. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Parker Road
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Figure 3.1.2 Study Area Location
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3.1.1 Existing Conditions

3.1.1.1 Basic Freeway Segments

The existing (2010) a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes, average daily traffic
(ADT), and percentage of trucks on I-5 within the project limits are shown in

Table 3.1.A. The peak hour isthe hour during the peak period when traffic
congestion is greatest. Thea.m. peak period isfrom 6:00 am. to 9:00 am. and the
p.m. peak period isfrom 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. It should be noted that locations that
indicate O percent trucks are those which include a separate truck bypass lane.

Future-year traffic forecasts have been developed from the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) regional traffic model.

The quality and density of traffic flow in the I-5 study area can be defined in terms of
level of service (LOS) from A to F. LOS describes the efficiency of traffic flow, as
well as how such conditions are perceived by those persons traveling in the traffic
stream, and accounts for variables such as speed and travel time, freedom to
maneuver, traffic interruptions, traveler comfort and convenience, and safety.

LOS ranges from LOS A (free traffic flow with low volumes and high speeds,
resulting in low densities) to LOS F (traffic volumes exceeding capacity and resulting
in forced flow operations at low speeds, resulting in high densities). Table3.1.Bisa
graphic depiction of relative levels of congestion and speed associated with each
LOS.

The measure used to provide an estimate of LOS for basic freeway segmentsis
density, where density is calculated from the average vehicle flow rate per lane and
the average speed. LOS A represents afreeway segment with density less than or
egual to 11 passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mi/In). LOS F represents a freeway
segment with density greater than 45 pc/mi/in.

Table 3.1.C presents the results of the I-5 mainline LOS analysis. Asthistable
indicates, six segmentsin the am. peak hour and seven segments in the p.m. peak
hour are currently operating at LOSE or F.
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Table 3.1.A Existing Freeway Mainline Volumes

. AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour ADT

I-5 Basic Segment B NB B NB Truck % B NB

North of Parker Road 4,451 4,039 3,914 4,186 24% 37,500 | 37,500
Between Parker Road and Hasley Canyon Road 5,467 4,129 4,260 5,240 19% 46,500 | 46,500
Between Hasley Canyon Road and SR -126 6,168 4,274 4,589 5811 17% 54,000 | 54,000
Between SR -126 and Rye Canyon Road 6,084 4,847 4,801 6,199 15% 61,000 | 61,000
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway 6,419 4,560 5779 6,021 14% 66,500 | 66,500
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and Valencia Boulevard 6,438 5,426 6,200 6,700 12% 73,500 | 73,500
Between Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway 7,625 6,295 6,871 7,929 11% 85,000 | 85,000
Between McBean Parkway and Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road 7,959 6,743 7,219 8,381 10% 91,000 91,000
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevd 9,430 6,938 7,351 9,249 9% 98,000 98,000
Between Truck Bypass and Calgrove Boulevard 9,735 6,661 7,413 9,087 9% 98,500 98,500
Between SR-14 and Truck Bypass 8,833 6,044 6,726 8,245 0% 98,500 98,500

Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
SB-Southbound
NB-Northbound
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Table 3.1.B LOS Thresholds for a Basic Freeway Segment

LEVELS OF SERVICE

for Freeways

Level Flow Operotiee Technical
service] Conditions mph) | Descriptions

70

~

Highest quality of service,
Traffic flows freely with little
or no restrictions on speed
or maneuverability.

No delays

70

Traffic is stable and flows
freely. The ability to
maneuver in traffic is only
slightly restricted.

No delays

67

Feaw restrictions on spaed.
Freedom to maneuver is
restricted. Drivers must

be more careful making lane
changes,

Minimal delays

62

Speeads decline slightly
and density increases.

Freadom to maneuver

is noticeably limited.

Minimal delays

53

Vehicles are closely spaced,
with little room to maneuver.
Driver comfort is poor.

Significant delays

<53

Very congested traffic with
traffic jams, especially in
areas where vehicles have
to merge.

Considerable delays
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Table 3.1.C Existing Freeway Mainline Peak Hour Level of Service Summary

Existing
Direction [Basic Segment AM PM
Speed (mph) Density LOS |Speed (mph) Density LOS

Northbound [SR-14 to Truck Bypass 59.2 37.7 E <52.2 >45 F
Truck Bypass to Calgrove Boulevard 66.1 29.2 D <52.2 >45 F
Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road/L yons Avenue 64.7 31.0 D <52.2 >45 F
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to McBean Parkway 63.7 32.2 D <52.2 >45 F
McBean Parkway to Vaencia Boulevard 67.4 27.3 D 56.4 41.1 E
Valencia Boulevard to Magic Mountain Parkway 69.5 22.9 C 65.5 30.0 D
Magic Mountain Parkway to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 69.9 20.6 C 67.3 274 D
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Hasley Canyon Road 70.0 184 C 68.4 25.5 C
Hasley Canyon Road to Parker Road 70.0 179 B 69.5 22.9 C
Parker Road to Lake Hughes 70.0 179 B 70.0 18.6 C

Southbound |Lake Hughes to Parker Road 70.0 19.7 C 70.0 17.3 B
Parker Road to Hasley Canyon Road 69.1 24.0 C 70.0 185 C
Hasley Canyon Road to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 67.2 27.6 D 70.0 19.7 C
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Rye Canyon Road 67.7 26.8 D 69.9 204 C
Rye Canyon Road to Magic Mountain Parkway 66.5 28.6 D 68.7 24.9 C
Magic Mountain Parkway to Valencia Boulevard 64.9 30.8 D 66.2 29.1 D
Valencia Boulevard to McBean Parkway <62.2 >45 F 60.2 36.5 E
McBean Parkway to Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue 56.5 41.0 E 62.7 335 D
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to Calgrove Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 62.0 34.3 D
Calgrove Boulevard to Truck Bypass Route <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F
Truck Bypass Route to SR-14 <52.2 >45 F 67.1 27.8 D

Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
M ph: miles-per-hour
Density: pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane

- LosEorF
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3.1.1.2 Intersections

LOSfor signalized intersections is defined in terms of control delay. Control delay is
acomponent of delay that results when a control signal causes alane group to reduce
speed or to stop; it is measured by comparison with the uncontrolled condition.
Control delay includes initial acceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay,
and final acceleration delay. For the unsignalized intersections, the LOS is presented
in terms of average approach delay of the minor street (in seconds per vehicle).

Peak-hour intersection counts were conducted at the 17 locations in August 2012.
Figure 3.1.3 illustrates the existing peak-hour volumes. Table 3.1.D presents the
results of the intersection LOS analysis. As Table C indicates, there are no ramp
intersections that are currently operating at LOS E or F.

Table 3.1.D Existing Intersection Peak Hour Level of Service Summary

Existing
I nter section AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 |I-5NB Rampg/ Calgrove Blvd." 12.1 B 29.7 D
2 |1-5SB Rampg Calgrove Blvd.” 15.1 C 16.2 C
3 |I-5NB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons 8.6 A 13.8 B
4 |1-5 SB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons A 5.7 A 9.0 A
5 |I-5 NB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 4.9 A 85 A
6 |I-5SB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 4.0 A 6.3 A
7 |1-5NB Ramps/ ValenciaBlvd. 9.4 A 10.2 B
8 |I-5 SB Ramps/ VaenciaBlvd. 6.4 A 11.3 B
9 |I-5NB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 11.9 B 12.0 B
10 |1-5 SB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 8.3 A 9.1 A
11 |I-5 SB Ramps/ Rye Canyon Rd. 12.7 B 14.5 B
12 |1-5 NB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-12¢ 135 B 134 B
13 |I-5 SB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126 7.9 A 7.8 A
14 |1-5 NB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd.” 5.3 A 14.2 B
15 |I-5 SB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd. 34.0 C 324 C
16 |1-5 NB Ramps/Parker Rd." 11.2 B 14.2 B
17 |1-5 SB Ramps/Parker Rd.* 31.2 D 30.7 D

Source: LSA Associates, Inc.

1Unsignalized Intersections
2 Roundabout Intersection
Delay: seconds per vehicle

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 3-11




Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

Figure 3.1.3 Existing Ramp Intersections Peak Hour Volumes
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Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

3.1.2 Opening Year (2018) Conditions

Caltrans has identified 2018 as the projected opening year of the HOT lane. As such,
the following analysis for the No Build and HOT lane conditions correspond to this
project opening year condition.

For the No build conditions, the existing numbers of mixed-flow lanes (four in each
direction) are assumed. In addition, the existing truck lanes (SR-14 to south of
Calgrove Boulevard both northbound and southbound) and approved truck lanes
currently under construction (south of Calgrove Boulevard to Calgrove Boulevard
northbound, and south of Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road southbound) are
included in the No Build analysis.

3.1.2.1 Basic Freeway Segments

2018 No Build. The 2018 daily, am., and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes and

truck percentages along the I-5 mainline for the No Build conditions are presented in
Table 3.1.E. It should be noted that |ocations that indicate O percent trucks are those
which include a separate truck bypass lane. Table 3.1.F presents the results of the I-5
mainline LOS analysis. As Table 3.1.F indicates, 11 segments in the am. peak hour
and 11 segmentsin the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at LOSE or F inthe
2018 No Build conditions.

2018 HOT LaneAlternative. The 2018 daily, am., and p.m. peak-hour traffic
volumes and truck percentages along the I1-5 mainline for the HOT lane alternative
are presented in Table 3.1.G. Table 3.1.H presents the results of the I-5 mainline
LOS analysis. AsTable 3.1.H indicates, four segments in the am. peak hour and five
segments in the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at LOS E or F under the 2018
HOT Lane dternative. Asshown in thetable, this presents an improvement as
compared to the No Build conditions.

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 3-13



Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

Table 3.1.E Year 2018 No Build Freeway Mainline Volumes

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-5 Basic Segment Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound ADT
Volume | Truck % | Volume | Truck % | Volume | Truck % | Volume | Truck % SB NB
North of Parker Road 7,065 11% 4,079 18% 4,565 12% 6,183 10% 63,024 | 61,229
Between Parker Road and Hasley Canyon Road 7,794 11% 4,553 18% 5,183 12% 6,965 10% 72,267 | 70,452
Between Hasley Canyon Road and SR -126 8,041 10% 4,425 17% 5,223 12% 7,244 9% 74,161 | 72,137
Between SR -126 and Rye Canyon Road 7,901 10% 4,535 17% 5,451 11% 7,086 9% 76,176 | 75,643
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway 7,951 10% 4,535 16% 6,187 11% 7,086 9% 81,966 | 75,643
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and Valencia Boulevard 7,808 11% 5,496 16% 6,541 11% 7,461 9% 85,752 | 82,816
Between Valencia Boulevard and M cBean Parkway 8,773 10% 6,469 13% 7,336 9% 8,585 8% 96,100 | 94,953
Between McBean Parkway and Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road| 9,430 8% 6,761 11% 7,620 8% 8,851 7% 99,734 | 97,038
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Bouleval 10,184 0% 7,341 11% 7,774 0% 10,074 6% 111,418 | 109,145
Between Truck Bypass and Calgrove Boulevard 10,785 0% 6,552 0% 7,941 0% 9,746 0% 114,712 | 107,779
Between SR-14 and Truck Bypass 10,785 0% 6,552 0% 7,941 0% 9,746 0% 114,712 | 107,779
Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
SB-Southbound
NB-Northbound
I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 3-14




Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

Table 3.1.F Year 2018 No Build Freeway Mainline Peak Hour Level of Service Summary

2018 No Build
Direction  |Basic Segment AM PM
Speed (mph) Density LOS |Speed (mph) Density LOS

Northbound |SR-14 to Truck Bypass <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F
Truck Bypass to Calgrove Boulevard 67.7 26.8 D <52.2 >45 F
Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue 61.6 34.8 D <52.2 >45 F
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to McBean Parkway 63.2 329 D <52.2 >45 F
McBean Parkway to Valencia Boulevard 66.4 28.7 D <52.2 >45 F
Valencia Boulevard to Magic Mountain Parkway 69.2 23.8 C 61.2 35.3 E
Magic Mountain Parkway to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 70.0 194 C 63.8 32.1 D
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Hasley Canyon Road 70.0 19.0 C 62.8 334 D
Hasley Canyon Road to Parker Road 70.0 19.6 C 64.3 315 D
Parker Road to Lake Hughes 70.0 17.6 B 67.9 26.5 D

Southbound |Lake Hughes to Parker Road 63.5 32.5 D 70.0 191 C
Parker Road to Hasley Canyon Road 57.7 39.5 E 69.7 21.8 C
Hasley Canyon Road to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 55.6 42.0 E 69.7 22.0 C
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Rye Canyon Road 57.1 40.3 E 69.5 22.9 C
Rye Canyon Road to Magic Mountain Parkway 56.5 40.9 E 67.8 26.7 D
Magic Mountain Parkway to Valencia Boulevard 56.2 41.3 E 64.6 311 D
Vaencia Boulevard to M cBean Parkway <52.2 >45 F 56.8 40.6 E
McBean Parkway to Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue <52.2 >45 F 60.3 36.4 E
Pico Canyon Road/L yon Avenue to Calgrove Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 61.4 35.1 E
Calgrove Boulevard to Truck Bypass Route <52.2 >45 F 60.1 36.6 E
Truck Bypass Route to SR-14 <52.2 >45 F <562.2 >45 F

Source: LSA Associates, Inc.

Mph: miles-per-hour

Density: pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane

- LosEorF
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Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

Table 3.1.G Year 2018 HOT Freeway Mainline Volumes

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

I-5 Basic Segment Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound ADT

“Volume [ Truck % | Volume [ Truck % | Volume [ Truck % | Volume [Truck % | SB | NB
North of Parker Road 7,080 15% 4,165 23% 4,589 17% 6,310 14% 63,150 , 61,912
Between Parker Road and Hasley CanyonRoad  _ _ _ _ _ _ | _ 6416 | 15%_ | 43%6 _|_ 23%_ | 4877 | 1%_ | 6170 | 14%_ | 72463_1_ 71191 |
Between Hasley Canyon Road and SR -126 6,693 15% 4216 22% 4917 16% 6,428 13% 74440 ' 72769
Between SR -126 and Rye Canyon Road 6,597 14% 4,207 21% 5,183 15% 5,537 12% 76,195 -,r 76,704
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway _ _ _ | _ 6462 | 4% | 4207 | 20% | 528 | 4% | 5587 | 12% | 83450 | 76704 |
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and V alencia Boulevard 6,589 15% 5181 20% 5,614 14% 6,194 12% 87669 |1 84,958
Between Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway 7,778 13% 6,199 15% 6,511 11% 7,555 11% 98993 ! 98275
Between McBean Parkway and Lyons Ave/Pico CanyonRoad _ |~ 8490 | _11% _| 6524 | 14% _|_ 6753 | 10% | 78% | %% _| 103126 | 100804
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevard 9,038 0% 7,389 12% 6,762 0% 9111 8% 113795 | 113912
Between Truck Bypass and Calgrove Bolevard | _ 93r7 1_ 0% _ | 638 1 0% _ | 6976 | 0% _ | 850 | _0%_ | 116498 | 111334 |
Between SR-14 and Truck Bypass 9,377 0% 6,303 0% 6,976 0% 8570 0% 116498 ! 111334
Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
SB-Southbound
NB-Northbound

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 3-16



Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

Table 3.1.H Year 2018 No Build and 2018 HOT Freeway Mainline Peak Hour Level of Service Summary Comparison

2018 No Build Year 2018 HOT
Direction Basic Segment AM PM AM PM
Speed (mphj: Density LOS [Speed (mphi,[ Density : LOS [Speed (mph)] Density : LOS [Speed (mph); Density LOS
Northbound | SR-14 to Truck Bypass <522 | >45 F <522 >45 F 68.4 255 C 54.3 43.7 E
Truck Bypass to Calgrove Boulevard 677 | 268 D <522 | >45 ,T F 68.4 255 1,— C 54.3 37 B
Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue 616 | 34.8 D <522 ! >45 | F 68.5 253 C 62.7 335 D
[Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue toMcBean Parkway _ _ _ _ [ _@2_ 329 | _D__[ <52 | >___ _F__|[ &6_|_ 4 1__D__[ 546_| 83 | _E__
McBean Parkway toValenciaBoulevard ________ [__ 664 | _B87 | D _ | <522 6 | F_ | 673 j__214 | _ D _ | 509 %9 | _E _|
Valencia Bouevard to Magic Mountain Parkway_ _ _ _ _ _ |~ _ 692 | _88_|_ C_|_ 62 I _B3_,_ E_] 700 )" 180 | _C _ ] 699 I 208 | _C _|
IMagic Mountain Parkway to Newhall RanchRoad (SR-126) _ _ | _ 700 ' 194 | _C__| &8 31 ,_ _D__| 700 _ | 184 , _C__| 63_| 285 | _C__
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Hasley Canyon Road 700 | 19.0 C 628 | 334 | D 70.0 185 | C 66.6 285 D
Hasley Canyon Road to Parker Road 700 19.6 C 643 315 ! D 70.0 192 ! C 67.5 27.1 D
Parker Road to Lake Hughes 700 | 17.6 B 679 | 26.5 T D 70.0 184 1,— C 67.0 279 D
i i
I I
Soutbound  |Lake HughestoParkerRoad _ _ __ _ __ ___ ___| &5 %5 | _D__| 70 _ , 191 | _Cc__[ _e5_ | 7 1 _D__| 70 , 197 | _C__
Parker Road to Hasley Canyon Road 57.7 395 E 69.7 218 ! C 66.4 288 ! D 69.9 210 C
Hasley Canyon Road to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) | %6 | 420 | E_ | 67 1 20 | _ ¢ | T 60 | 307 D | 699 | 210 | _C _|
____________________________ . ) - - e ] . T - e s T T e e - Y T - T
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Rye Canyon Road 574 | 403 E 605 | 29 | C 69.6 25 | C 70.0 17.6 B
[Rye Canyon Road to Magic Mouniain Parkway | 565 | 409 I _E_ | &8 | 267 1D | &7 | 20 1 c_ [ w0 T a9 "B~
. | . . { . . . ) .
Magic Mountain Parkway to Valencia Boulevard 56.2 | 41.3 E 646 a1 ! D 62.7 335 | D 68.1 26.0 D
Valencia Boulevard to McBean Parkway <522 | >45 F 568 | 406 | E 65.0 07 | D 69.1 24.1 C
. . . [ . . | . .
McBean Parkway to Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue <522 ! >45 F 603 ! 3364 E <52.2 >45 | F 65.5 30.0 D
Pico Canyon Road/L yon Avenue to Calgrove Boulevard <52.2 _: >45 F 61.4 _: b1 | E <52.2 >45 | F 66.9 28.0 D
Calgrove Boulevardto Truck BypassRoste________ | _ <522 | > | F _ | 1 _ %6 _ | E _| <2 | 5 F | ¢ 661 j__202 | D _|
Truck BypassRowetoSR-14_ | = %22 | > R _ | %2 > F | <2 ) > [ F _|_ %2 | > | F |
i I
I I
Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
Mph: miles-per-hour
Density: pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane
O -LosEorF
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Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

3.1.2.2 Intersections

2018 No Build. The 2018 am. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes for the ramp
intersection locations areillustrated in Figure 3.1.4. Table 3.1.1 presents the results of
the intersection LOS analysis. As Table 3.1.1 indicates, there are no intersections
forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the am. peak hour, and three intersections are
forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the p.m. peak hour for the 2018 No Build
condition.

2018 HOT LaneAlternative. The 2018 am. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes for
the ramp intersection locations in the HOT lane alternative are illustrated in

Figure 3.1.5. Table 3.1.J presents the results of the intersection LOS analysis. As
Table 3.1.J indicates, there are no intersections forecast to operate at LOSE or Fin
the am. peak hour, and three intersections are forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the
p.m. peak hour for the 2018 HOT lane alternative. Asshown in the table, thereisno
change in number of LOS E or F locations between the HOT alternative and the No
Build condition.

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 3-18



Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

Figure 3.1.4 Year 2018 No Build Ramp Intersections Peak Hour Volumes
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Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

Table 3.1.1 Year 2018 No Build Intersection Peak Hour Level of Service

Summary

______ 2018 NoBuild |
| ntersection AM Peak Hour 7 PM Peak Hour
Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS
1 ,1-5NB Ramps/ Calgrove Blvd.* 12.3 B ! 1400 |, F
| 2 11-5SB Ramps/ Calgrove Blvd" | 89 |_D ,_ 22 1_C_|
3 !'I-5NB Ramps/ Pico CanyonRd. & LyonsAv{  17.4 B , 309 ' D
4_:I-5 SB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 6.7 A 139 T B
5 I-5NBRamps McBeanPwy. [ _ 64_ |_ A 91 | A__
6 11-5SB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 48 A 76 1 A
7 '|_5 NB Ramps/ ValenciaBivd. | 106 ! B _7_ -
'8 '1-5 SB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 06 | B | 20 | C
9 |l SNB Ramps/ Magic MinPkwy. | _ 155 | B ! 148 | B_|
10 11-5 SB Ramps/ Magic Min Pkwy. 11.3 B | 124 1| B
11 '| 5 SB Ramps/ Rye Canyon Rd. 21.9 c , 27 ! C
12,1-5NB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch R (SR-126) | 234 | C | 26 _, C _
13 I-5 SB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 10.9 B ! 25 , C
| 14 11-5NB Ramps/Hasley CanyonRd” | 123 |_B_,_ 108 I_F_|
15 'I-5 SB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd. 39.6 D , 214 ' C
16 |1-5 NB Ramps/Parker Rd.* 11.7 B I 15 | B
17 -5 SB Ramps/Parker Rd." 318 D | 41 | E
Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
1 Unsignalized Intersections
2 Roundabout Intersection
Delay: seconds per vehicle
[OJ-LosEorF
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Figure 3.1.5 Year 2018 HOT Ramp Intersections Peak Hour Volumes
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Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

Table 3.1.J Year 2018 No Build and 2018 HOT Intersection Peak Hour Level of Service Summary Comparison

2018 No Build 2018 HOT
Intersection | AM Peak Hour _ﬂ|_ _PM Peak Hour | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS
| 1)I-5NB Ramps/ Calgrove Bivd" | 23 ;B ! 100 ,_F | 1389 | B ! 93 | F_|
2 11-5 SB Ramps/ Calgrove Blvd.* 289 1 D | 22 1 ¢ 16.0 C 257 D
3 II-5NB Ramps/ PicoCanyonRd. & LyonsAv 174 ' B | 399 ! D 18.9 B 375 D
4 1-5SB Ramps/ PicoCanyonRd- & LyonsAve 67 _, A | 139 | B [ 68 | A | 1381 | B _
5 |1-5NB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 64 |, A ' 91 |, A 6.5 A 8.8 A
| 6 11-5SB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. _ _ _ _ _ | _ _ 48 _ 1_ A, _ T6_ 1_A_|_47__1_A_]_69_ I A_|
7 !1-5NB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 106 ' B |, 110 ' B 10.9 B 12.1 B
8 |1-5SB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 06 . B | 20 | C 10.5 B 22.4 C
| 9 |I-5NB Ramps/ MagicMtnPkwy. | _ 155 B ! 148 , B [ 154 | B ! 1381 | B
10 11-5 SB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 13 1 B | 124 1 B 08 A 11.9 B
11 !I-5 SB Ramps/ Rye Canyon Rd. 209 ! ¢ |, 27 ' C 17.7 B 19.1 B
12 ]1-5NB Ramps/ Newhall RanchRd (SR-126) | 234 | C | 206 | C | 24 | Cc | 45 | D
| 131-5SB Ramps/ Newhall RanchRd(SR-126) | 109 B ' 205 , ¢ | 1222 | B | 21 | C |
14 11-5 NB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd.? 23 1 B _[ 1408 | F 12.9 B 148.1 F
15 !1-5 SB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd. 06 ! D, 224 ' C 387 D 27.4 C
16 -5NB RampsParkerRA' | _ u7 , B _(_15 B [ m7 | B | 150 | B_
17 ,1-5 B Ramps/Parker Rd. 318 , D ! 41 | E 318 D 411 E
Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
1 Unsignalized Intersections
2 Roundabout Intersection
Delay: seconds per vehicle
O-LosEorF
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Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

3.1.3 Design Year (2035) Conditions

Caltrans has identified 2035 as the 20-year design year of the HOT lane. Thisyear
corresponds to the regional traffic modeling buildout year developed by SCAG. As
such, the following analysis for the No Build condition and HOT lane alternative
corresponds to this design year condition.

3.1.3.1 Basic Freeway Segments

2035 No Build. The 2035 daily, am., and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes and

truck percentages along the I-5 mainline for the No Build condition are presented in
Table 3.1.K. It should be noted that locations that indicate O percent trucks are those
that include a separate truck bypass lane. Table 3.1.L presentsthe results of the I-5
mainline LOS analysis. AsTable 3.1.L indicates, 15 segmentsin the am. peak hour
and 16 segmentsin the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the
2035 No Build condition.

2035 HOT LaneAlternative. The 2035 daily, am., and p.m. peak-hour traffic
volumes and truck percentages aong the I-5 mainline for the HOT lane dternative
are presented in Table 3.1.M. Table 3.1.N presents the results of the I-5 mainline
LOS analysis. AsTable 3.1.N indicates, 10 segments in the am. peak hour and 8
segments in the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the 2035 HOT
Lane Alternative. Asshown in thetable, this presents an improvement as compared
to the No Build condition.
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Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

Table 3.1.K Year 2035 No Build Freeway Mainline Volumes

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
[-5 Basic Segment Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound ADT
Volume | Truck % | Volume TTruck % | Volume TTruck % | Volume TTruck % SB -,r NB

Northof ParkerRoad _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ __|] 854 |_ Im%_ | 5510 |_ 25%_ | 5246 |_ 21%_| 8263 | 14%_ | 7625__8L762 |
Between Parker Road and Hasley Canyon Road 9,134 1% 5864 | 25% 5703 | 21% 8910 | 14% 84441 1 90,263
Between Hasley Canyon Road and SR -126 8817 17% 5677 | 24% 5658 | 20% 86%5 ! 14% 84079 ' 83997
Between SR -126 and Rye Canyon Road 8503 17% 5863 | 2% 6113 | 19% 8271 | 13% | 85680 | 92088
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mourtain Parkway_ __ | 8455 _|_ 17%_ | 5863 |_ 2% | 6771 \_ Im6_ | 82711 ,_ 13 | 91307 _ 92088 |
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and ValenciaBoulevard _ _ | 8273 |_ 18%_ | 6862 |_ 21%_ | 709 _|_ 17%_ | 8407 |_ 14%_ | 95540 |_9899%8
Between Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway 9,244 16% 7642 | 18% 7842 ' 14% 9420 ! 12% 105,715 ' 110,003
Between McBean Parkway and Lyons Ave /Pico Canyon Road 9,984 14% 7710 | 16% 8035 | 13% 9694 | 11% | 108199 | 110,770
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevard | 10,393 0% 8263 | 15% 7965 | O% 11102 | 10% | 123550 | 125426
|Between Truck Bypass and Calgrove Boulevard _ _ _ _ _ _ | 331 0 0% | 7038 ) 0% _ | 815 1 0% _ | 10404 1 0% _ | 127435 | 123852 |
Between SR-14 and Truck Bypass 11,331 0% 7038 | % 8155 | % 10404 ' 0% 127435 ! 123852

Source: LSA Associates, Inc.

SB-Southbound

NB-Northbound
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Table 3.1.L Year 2035 No Build Freeway Mainline Peak Hour Level of Service Summary

2035 No Build
Direction Basic Segment AM PM
Speed (mph), Density LOS |Speed (mph), Density | LOS
Northbound  [SR-14to Truck Bypess _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ |_ <522 | _>5 [ __F _ | <52 ___5 _| _F _|
Truck Bypass to Calgrove Boulevard 65.8 297 _ D <52.2 >45 | F
Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue <62.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 | F
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to McBean Parkway __ _ _ | _ <522 _ >__I__F__| &2 >5_ I _F
McBean Parkway to ValenciaBoulevard _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ | _ 568 | _406_ | _E _ | <®2 ___> ___F _|
Valencia Boulevard to Magic Mountain Parkway 62.7 B5_ D <52.2 >45 | F
Magic Mountain Parkway to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 67.8 26.6 D <52.2 >45 F
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Hasley Canyon Road 68.3 25.8 C <52.2 >45 | F
Hesley Canyon Road toParkerRoad _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ [__ 675 | 21l _ | _ D _ | <52 | _5 | F _ |
Parker Road toLake Hughes ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ |~ 687 | 20 _|_ C_ | <2 I 5 | F_|
|
Southbound  |Lake Hughes to Parker Road <52.2 >45 F 69.4 231 | C
Parker RoadtoHasley CaryonRoad _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ | - <522 > . _ R _|_ 84 , 55 | C _ |
Hasley Canyon Road to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) _ _ _ | _ <522 | _ >4 __ F_ | _ 686 _I__251_, __C _ |
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Rye Canyon Road <52.2 >45 F 67.2 276 | D
Rye Canyon Road to Magic Mountain Parkway <52.2 >45 F 64.2 3L7 | D
Magic Mountain Parkway to V alencia Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 57.0 40.3 ' E
Valencia Boulevard to McBean Parkway_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _|_ <22 | x5 _ | F _ | <52 | _5 _ | _F _|
McBean Parkway to Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue <52.2 >45 F 54.5 435 E
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to Calgrove Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 59.9 k8 | E
Calgrove Boulevard to Truck Bypass Route <52.2 >45 F 58.3 38.7 ' E
Truck BypassRowetoSR14_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ | - <822 | _»5 _ | _F __|_ <52 | _5 _ | __F_|]
|
Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
Mph: miles-per-hour
Density: pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane
- LosEorF
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Table 3.1.M Year 2035 HOT Freeway Mainline Volumes

o ___AMPeakHouw __ ___|_____F PM Peak Hour _ _ _ _ _ |
[-5 Basic Segment Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound ADT
Volume | Truck % | Volume T,Truck % [ Volume T,Truck % | Volume | Truck % SB NB

North of Parker Road 8548 23% 5511 | 2% 5247 | 2% 8318 20% 76,267 82,015
[Between Parker Road and Hasley CayonRoad _ _ _ _ _ _ | _7438 | 23%_ | 5514 1 2m_ | 5345 1_ 24%_ | 7272 _|_ 20%_ | 8A562_| 9053 ]
Between Hasley Canyon Road and SR -126 7,225 23% 5326 ! 26% 5348 | 23% 7,040 19% 84702 | 89314
BetweenSR-126andRyeCanyonRoad | 7003 | 2% | 477 | %% | 5784 | 21% | 6676 | 19% | 86440 | 92744
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway 7,012 24% 4,757 T 23% 5613 T 20% 6,676 18% 92,602 92,744
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and V alencia Boulevard 6,945 21% 5764 | 23% 505 | 1% 7211 19% 97,053 101,220
Between Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway 8,266 17% 6618 ! 19% 6831 ! 16% 8516 16% 108606 | 113552
Between McBean Parkway and Lyors Ave/PicoCanyonRoad | 9244 | 15% | 66% | M6 | 6908 | 1% | 8865 | 1% _| 111723 | 114564
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevard 9312 0% 7002 | 16% 6919 | 0% 10,299 12% 126,833 | 129,352
Between Truck Bypass and Calgrove Boulevard 9,938 0% 5873 I 0% 7059 | 0% 9424 0% 129432 1 127585
Between SR-14 and Truck Bypass 9,938 0% 5873 ' 0% 7059 ' 0% 9424 0% 129432 | 127585

Source: LSA Associates, Inc.

SB-Southbound

NB-Northbound
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Table 3.1.N Year 2035 No Build and 2035 HOT Freeway Mainline Peak Hour Level of Service Summary Comparison

2035 No Build 2035 HOT
Direction Basic Segment AM PM AM PM
Speed (mph), Density LOS [Speed (mph), Density LOS [Speed (mph), Density LOS [Speed (mph), Density LOS
Northbownd [SR14toTruckBypess _ _ _ | = <22 | _x5 [ F_ | <2 | w6 T F _ ] 693 |__ 85 | _C | <2 _ 5 [ _F _|
Truck Bypass to Calgrove Boulevard 65.8 2.7 D <52.2 >45 F 69.3 235 C <52.2 >45 F
Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F 69.0 24.3 C <52.2 >45 F
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to McBean Parkway <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F 60.9 35.6 E <52.2 >45 F
McBean Parkway to ValenciaBoevard [ _ 68 | _406 | E_ | <522 |__> | F_|_ 647 30 | D _|_ <22 __> | _F _|
Valencia Boulevard to Magic Mourtain Parkway _ _ _ _ _ _ | _ 627 | _B/5_ D _ | <52 | 5 [ F_| 699 | _24 | _C _|_ 684_ I 256 | _C _|]
IMagic Mountain Parkway to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) | 678 [ 266 | _D_ | <22 | "> __ _F__| e | 22 | c_ | ed4 | 35 | D __
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Hasley Canyon Road 68.3 25.8 C <52.2 >45 F 69.1 24.0 C 61.9 345 D
Hasley Canyon Road to Parker Road 67.5 271 D <52.2 >45 F 68.7 25.0 C 59.6 37.2 E
Parker Road to Lake Hughes 68.7 25.0 C <52.2 >45 F 68.7 25.0 C <52.2 >45 F
Southbound  [Lake HughestoParkerRoad _ _ | _ S22 | _>5_ I _F__| _e4_ »1 1 _C_ | w2 | >5_1__F__[ ®3_ | B5_1__C__
Parker Road to Hasley Canyon Road <52.2 >45 F 68.4 255 C 57.1 40.2 E 69.1 24.0 C
Hasley Canyon Road to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) <52.2 >45 F 68.6 2.1 C 59.2 3.7 E 69.1 239 C
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Rye Canyon Road <52.2 >45 F 67.2 27.6 D 68.6 25.1 C 70.0 20.2 C
[Rye Canyon Road to Magic Mountain Parkway _ _ _ _ _ _ _ | _ S22 | _>5__|__F__| _e2 [ _ 37 | _D__| &8 [ A1 1 __C_ [ 700 _ | 195 1 _C__
Magic Mountain Perkway to Valencia Bouevard [ _ < <522 | _»5 L F _ | 50 a3 | E _[ 539 i _#3 | E _ [ 656 _1_ 29 | D _
Valencia Boulevard toMcBean Parkway_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ | - <522 | w5 | F _ | <&2 | > [ F _ | 506 | 32 | _E _ | 83 | %7 _| _C _|
McBean Parkway to Pico Canyon Road/L yon Avenue <52.2 >45 F 54.5 435 E <52.2 >45 F 63.7 323 D
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to Calgrove Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 59.9 36.8 E <52.2 >45 F 66.4 288 D
Calgrove Boulevard to Truck Bypass Route <52.2 >45 F 58.3 387 E <52.2 >45 F 65.7 29.8 D
Truck BypassRouwetoSR14_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ |- <522 | _ >4 _ [ F_|_ <2 | w6 [ F_|_<w2 ) x5 [ _F _|_<2 | 5 [ _ F _|

Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
Mph: miles-per-hour
Density: pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane

- LosEorF
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3.1.3.2 Intersections

2035 No Build. The 2035 a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes for the ramp
intersection locations areillustrated in Figure 3.1.6. Table 3.1.0 presents the results
of the intersection LOS analysis. As Table 3.1.0 indicates, two intersectionsin the
am. peak hour and three intersectionsin the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at
LOSE or Fin the 2035 No Build condition.

2035 HOT LaneAlternative. The 2035 am. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes for
the ramp intersection locations in the HOT lane alternative are illustrated in

Figure 3.1.7. Table 3.1.P presents the results of the intersection LOS analysis. As
Table 3.1.P indicates, one intersection in the am. peak hour and three intersectionsin
the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the 2035 HOT Lane
Alternative. Asshown in the table, this presents an improvement as compared to the
No Build aternative. It should be noted that the traffic volume at the intersection of
the I-5 southbound ramps/Calgrove Boulevard (at the southern end of the project) is
reduced with implementation of the HOT lane. Thisis due to ashift in southbound
vehicles that access the freeway on the northern end of the project rather than the
southern end.
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Figure 3.1.6 Year 2035 No Build Ramp Intersections Peak Hour Volumes
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Table 3.1.0 Year 2035 No Build Intersection Peak Hour Level of Service

Summary

2035 No Build
I ntersection AM Peak Hour ﬁ| PM Peak Hour
Delay , LOS | Delay | LOS
| 1 |1-5NB Ramps/ Calgrove Bvd” | _ 286___ C_!_1%4 | F_|
2 11-5 SB Ramps/ Calgrove Blvd.* 108 1| F | 196 C
3 'I-5NB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 178 ! B ﬁ| 43.8 D
4 1-5 SB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 7.6 T A 149 B
| 5 \I-5NB Ramps McBeanPkwy._ _ _ _ _ | _ _ 62___A_!__o1__|_A_|
6 11-5SB Ramps’ McBean Pkwy. 49 1 A | 88 A
7 !'I-5NB Rampg/ Valencia Blvd. 11.7 ' B ﬁ| 11.3 B
8 |1-5 SB Ramps/ VValencia Blvd. 05 | B | 25 C
| 9 |I'5NB Ramps/ Magic MinPwy. _ _ _ _ | _ 156___B_!__160 _|_ B_|
10 11-5 SB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 115 1| B | 129 B
11 '1-5 SB Ramps/ Rye Canyon Rd. 249 ! C ﬁ| 24.3 C
12 |1-5NB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 27.9 T C | 296 C
13 1-5:B Ramps/ Newhall RanchRd (SR-126) | _ 117 | B_!_ 236 _|_ C_|
14 11-5NB RampsHasley CaryonRd? _ | _ 155_ 1 C_ | 335 I F_|
15 '1-5 SB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd. 65 ! E | 208 C
16 |1-5 NB Ramps/Parker Rd.! 117 | B | 150 B
17 |1-5 SB Ramps/Parker Rd* 3.8 , D I 411 E
Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
1 Unsignalized Intersections
2 Roundabout Intersection
Delay: seconds per vehicle
O-LosEorF
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Figure 3.1.7 Year 2035 HOT Ramp Intersections Peak Hour Volumes
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Table 3.1.P Year 2035 No Build and 2035 HOT Intersection Peak-Hour Level of Service Summary Comparison

2035 No Build 2035 HOT
Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour 7 PM Peak Hour
Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS| Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS
1 |1-5NB Ramps/ Calgrove Blvd.: 286 | C 136.4 F 12.2 B ! 131 | F
2 11-5 SB Ramps/ Calgrove Blvd.* 1008 | F 19.6 C 19.1 C | 615 | F
3 !I-5NB Ramps/ Pico CanyonRd. & LyonsAvg 178 | B 43.8 D 325 C , 55 ' D
4 !1-5SB Ramps/ Pico CanyonRd. & LyonsAvd 7.6 | A 14.9 B 9.3 A 1 24 | C
5 1-5 NB Ramps’ McBean Pkwy. 62 | A 9.7 A 6.5 A ' 106 |, B
6 11-5SB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 49 1 A 8.8 A 4.9 A | 132 I B
7 !I-5NB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 1.7 ' B 11.3 B 1.7 B , 131 ' B
8 |1-5SB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 105 | B 25 C 12.7 B I 382 . D
9 |1-5NB Ramps’ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 56 | B 16.0 B 148 B ! 145 |, B
10 11-5 SB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 115 | B 12.9 B 10.2 B | 138 | B
1 I-5B Ramps/ RyeCanyonRd. _ | _ 249 ! c 3 | c | =my | c | w4 ! c_
121-5 NB Ramps/ Newhall RaxchRd (SR-126) | 279 _ |} C I 286 | C | 23 | C_1 47 _, D _
| 13 |1-5SB Ramps/ Newhall RanchRd(SR-126) | 117, B_ | 236 , C | 122 , B ' 20 , C |
| 14 |I-5NB RampsHagley CanyonRd* | s 1 C 335 I F ) BS5 I C j. _ 3194 1 F_ ]
15_1-53B Ramps/Hasley CanyonRd. | _ 65 ! E_ 28 ! Cc_ | 69 ! E ;25 ! C_
161 -5NB Ramps/Parker RA! _ | _ u7 _, B I _15 | B [ u2 | B I _42_, B_
17715 SB Ramps/Parker Rd* 38 | D 4.1 E 312 D I 37 |, D

Source: LSA Associates, Inc.
1 Unsignalized Intersections
2 Roundabout Intersection
Delay: seconds per vehicle

-LosEorF
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3.1.4 Environmental Consequences

The proposed HOT lanes would not generate traffic. It isintended to facilitate the
redistribution of existing and future traffic demand based on full build-out of land
uses allowed by the City of Santa Claritaand County of Los Angeles.

The implementation of the HOT lanes would improve the mainline LOS along I-5
between SR-14 and Parker Road compared to the No Build condition. There would
be fewer intersections that operate at LOS E or F with the HOT lanes as compared to
the No Build in 2035. The HOT Lane project would reduce congestion and delay and
provide a beneficial impact to travel timein the project corridor by removing vehicles
from the mixed-flow lanes into the HOT lane and reducing the interaction of trucks
and passenger vehicles.

Traffic modeling results indicate that the HOT lane will improve conditionsin the
untolled (general purpose) lanes in both directions and at various times of day,
compared with construction of an HOV lane (see Table 3.1.Q); positive numbers
indicate faster projected speeds under the HOT scenario than the HOV scenario for
the year indicated. According to the model projections, general purpose lanes would
be faster in all segmentsin the scenario with aHOT lane than with the HOV lane.

In congested directions of travel, speed gains of as much as 16 miles per hour in the
general purpose lanes are projected for the HOT lane scenario, compared with the
implementation of an untolled carpool (HOV) lane, in 2018, and as much as 20 miles
per hour in 2035.

These results support the expectation that the HOT lanes would attract drivers out of
the general purpose lanes, creating a quicker and less congested trip even for those
who are not paying the tolls. Actua operating experience with HOT lane conversion
projectson I-15 in Salt Lake City, UT (beginning in 2006), and on 1-95 in Miami, FL
(beginning in 2008), bears out these model projections. After conversion of the HOV
to Express lanes in Utah on I-15, average general purpose |ane speeds increased about
three miles per hour, from 51 to 54 mph, and alarger percentage increase was seenin
general purpose lane speeds than was seen in Express Lane speeds.” In Florida,

11-5 North HOT Lanes Equity Assessment, Final Report, Network Public Affairs, LLC, April 29,
2013.
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Table 3.1.Q Projected Speed Difference in Non-Tolled Lanes (HOT vs.

HOV scenario)

Projected Speed Differencein Non-Tolled Lanes

2018 (with HOT lanevs. HOV lane) in miles’hour
Northbound Southbound
I-5 Segment AM PM AM PM
Between Parker Road and Hasley Canyon Road 0 3 10 0
Between Hadey Canyon Road and SR -126 0 2 13 0
Between SR -126 and Rye Canyon Road 0 7 10 1
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway 0 7 11 3
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and Valencia Boulevard 1 6 15 9
Between Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway 3 9 16 13
Between McBean Parkway and Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road 3 9 7 13
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevard 1 6 3 6
Between Calgrove Boulevard and SR-14 1 4 2 3
2035 Projected Speed Differencein Non-Tolled Lanes
(with HOT lanevs. HOV lane) in miles’hour
Northbound Southbound

I-5 Segment AM PM AM PM
Between Parker Road and Hasley Canyon Road 1 17 17 1
Between Hasley Canyon Road and SR -126 1 16 20 1
Between SR -126 and Rye Canyon Road 2 8 13 1
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway 2 8 12 4
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and Valencia Boulevard 4 6 15 11
Between Valencia Boulevard and M cBean Parkway 16 6 14 14
Between McBean Parkway and Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road 14 6 4 14
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevard 10 3 3
Between Calgrove Boulevard and SR-14 1 2 0 1
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dramatic increases were seen in untolled lane speeds: “Drivers travelling viathe
genera purpose lanes (GPL) have also experienced a significant peak period increase
in average travel speed since implementation of 95 Express — from an average of
approximately 15 mph (southbound) and 20 mph (northbound) to a monthly average
of 51 mph and 41 mph, respectively.”?

As discussed, in the absence of tolls, an HOV lane could not be implemented for
another 30 years. Thusit isfair to estimate the cumulative time savings that will be
enjoyed by travelers within the project limits between the time the HOT lane can be
implemented, and the time when an HOV lane could be implemented without toll
revenue. Based on the traffic modeling for the project, the cumulative corridor-wide
time savings were estimated to amount to as much as 35-60 million vehicle hours
between 2018 and 2035. All users of the corridor will share in these benefits, which
would not be experienced without the implementation of the optional toll.

21-5 North HOT Lanes Equity Assessment, Final Report, Network Public Affairs, LLC, April 29,
2013.
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3.2 Air Quality

The analysis of impacts of the proposed HOT lane project to air quality is based on
the Hot Spot Analysis for PM2.5 and PM10 (Caltrans, November 2012), CO Analysis
(Cdltrans, January 2013), MSAT Analysis (Caltrans, January 2013) and Analysis for
Greenhouse Gas and Other Pollutants (Caltrans, January 2013). These reports
update the findings of the Air Quality Analysis (LSA Associates, Inc., September
2008), which was completed for the Final EIR/FONSI.

3.2.1 Regulatory Setting

The Federa Clean Air Act (FCAA), as amended in 1990, isthe federa law that
governs air quality while the California Clean Air Act of 1988 isits companion state
law. These laws, and related regulations by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (ARB), set
standards for the quantity of pollutantsthat can beinthe air. At the federal level,
these standards are called National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
NAAQS and state ambient air quality standards have been established for six
transportation-related criteria pollutants that have been linked to potential health
concerns. The criteria pollutants are: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,),
ozone (Ogz), particulate matter (PM), broken down for regulatory purposes into
particles of 10 micrometers or smaller—(PM 1) and particles of 2.5 micrometers and
smaller—(PM;s), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO,). In addition, state standards
exist for visibility reducing particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide (H»S), and vinyl
chloride. The NAAQS and state standards are set at alevel that protects public health
with amargin of safety, and are subject to periodic review and revision. Both state
and federal regulatory schemes aso cover toxic air contaminants (air toxics). Some
criteria pollutants are also air toxics or may include certain air toxics within their
genera definition.

Federal and state air quality standards and regul ations provide the basic scheme for
project-level air quality analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In addition to this
type of environmenta analysis, aparale “Conformity” requirement under the FCAA
also applies.
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The Federal Clean Air Act Section 176(c) prohibits the U.S. Department of
Transportation (USDOT) and other federa agencies from funding, authorizing, or
approving plans, programs or projects that are not first found to conform to State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for achieving the goals of Clean Air Act requirements
related to the NAAQS. “ Transportation Conformity” takes place on two levels. the
regional—or, planning and programming level—and the project level. The proposed
project must conform at both levels to be approved. Conformity requirements apply
only in nonattainment and “maintenance” (former nonattainment) areas for the
NAAQS, and only for the specific NAAQS that are or were violated. U.S. EPA
regulations at 40 Code of Federa Regulations (CFR) 93 govern the conformity
process.

Regional conformity is concerned with how well the regional transportation system
supports plans for attaining the standards set for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen
dioxide (NO,), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PMoand PM,s), and in some areas
sulfur dioxide (SO,). California has attainment or maintenance areas for all of these
transportation-related “ criteria pollutants’ except SO,, and aso has a nonattainment
areafor lead (Pb). However, lead is not currently required by the FCAA to be
covered in transportation conformity analysis. Regional conformity is based on
Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) and Federal Transportation Improvement
Programs (TIPs) that include all of the transportation projects planned for aregion
over aperiod of at least 20 years (for the RTP), and 4 years (for the TIP). RTP and
TIP conformity is based on use of travel demand and air quality models to determine
whether or not the implementation of those projects would conform to emission
budgets or other tests showing that requirements of the Clean Air Act and the SIP are
met. If the conformity analysisis successful, the Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Federa Transit
Administration (FTA), make the determinations that the RTP and TIP arein
conformity with the SIP for achieving the goals of the Clean Air Act. Otherwise, the
projectsin the RTP and/or TIP must be modified until conformity is attained. If the
design concept, scope, and “ open-to-traffic” schedule of a proposed transportation
project are the same as described in the RTP and the TIP, then the proposed project is
deemed to meet regiona conformity requirements for purposes of project-level
anaysis.

Conformity at the project-level also requires “hot spot” analysisif an areais
“nonattainment” or “maintenance” for carbon monoxide (CO) and/or particulate
matter (PM 1 or PM25s). A regionis*nonattainment” if one or more of the monitoring
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stations in the region measures violation of the relevant standard, and U.S. EPA
officially designates the area nonattainment. Areas that were previously designated
as nonattainment areas but subsequently meet the standard may be officialy
redesignated to attainment by U.S. EPA, and are then called “maintenance” areas.
“Hot spot” analysisis essentially the same, for technical purposes, as CO or

particul ate matter analysis performed for NEPA purposes. Conformity does include
some specific procedural and documentation standards for projects that require a* hot
gpot” analysis. In general, projects must not cause the " hot spot” related standard to
be violated, and must not cause any increase in the number and severity of violations
in nonattainment areas. If aknown CO or particulate matter violation is located in the
project vicinity, the project must include measures to reduce or eliminate the existing
violation(s) as well.

3.2.2 Affected Environment

The project areaislocated in the Santa Clarita region of Los Angeles County, an area
within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) that includes Orange County and the
nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. Air
quality regulation in the Basin is administered by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), aregional agency created for the Basin.

3.2.2.1 Climatic Conditions

The climatic and meteorological conditionsin the study arearemain the same as were
described in Chapter 2.14 of the Final EIR/FONSI for the I-5 HOV and Truck Lanes
project.

3.2.2.2 Criteria Pollutants

The NAAQS have been established for six magjor pollutants, termed “criteria’
pollutants. Criteria pollutants are defined as those pollutants for which the federal
and State governments have established ambient air quality standards, or criteria, for
outdoor concentrations in order to protect public health. In California, the State has
implemented air quality standards or criteriafor the six pollutants known as the
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Table 3.2.A delineates the
NAAQS and CAAQS for the criteria pollutants and summarizes their health effects
and sources.
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Table 3.2.A: Ambient Air Quality Standards

STATE AND FEDERAL CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT STANDARDS, EFFECTS, AND

SOURCES
Averaging  State? Federal 2  Principal Health and : .
Pollutant Time Standard Standard Atmospheric Effects Typical Sources Attainment Status
Ozone (O3) 1 hour 0.09 ppm R— High concentrationsirritate | Low-altitude ozoneis amost
2 lungs. Long-term exposure | entirely formed from
8 hours 0.070 ppm 8075 bpm may cause lung tissue reactive organic
8 hours damage and cancer. Long- gases/volatile organic . !
(conformity 0.08 ppm term exposure damages compounds (ROG or VOC) Federal .El\)l((t)rr;a;t:gl nment-
process ) (4" highest plant materials and reduces | and nitrogen oxides (NOXx)
in3years) | Crop productivity. in the presence of sunlight
Precursor organic and heat. Major sources State: Nonattainment
compounds include many include motor vehicles and
known toxic air other mobile sources,
contaminants. Biogenic solvent evaporation, and
VOC may also contribute. industrial and other
combustion processes.
Carbon 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm CO interferes with the Combustion sources,
Monoxide 1 transfer of oxygen to the especially gasoline-powered Federal: Attainment-
(CO) 8 hours 9.0 pom 9 ppm blood and deprives engines and motor vehicles. Maintenance
8 hours 6 ppm sensitive tissues of oxygen. | CO isthetraditional
(Lake CO asoisaminor signature pollutant for on- CAtra
Tahoe) precursor for road mobile sources at the State: Attainment
photochemical ozone. local and neighborhood
scale.
Respirable 24 hours 50 pg/m® 150 pg/m® Irritates eyes and Dust- and fume-producing
Particulate 3 2 respiratory tract. Decreases | industrial and agricultural
Matter Annual 20 pg/m® lung capacity. Associated operations; combustion Federal: Nonattainment-
(PMy0) 2 with increased cancer and smoke; atmospheric ’ Serious
mortality. Contributes to chemical reactions;
haze and reduced visibility. | construction and other dust-
Includes sometoxic air producing activities; State: Nonattainment
contaminants. Many unpaved road dust and re-
aerosol and solid entrained paved road dust;
compounds are part of natural sources (wind-blown
PM 0. dust, ocean spray).
Fine 24 hours 35 pg/m® Increases respiratory Combustion including motor
Particulate 3 3 | disease, lung damage, vehicles, other mobile
Matter Annual 12 pg/m® 15.0 ug/% cancer, and premature sources, and industrial
(PM25)? 24hours | - 65ug/m> | desth. Reducesvisibility | activities; residential and Federal: Nonattainment
(conformity (4" highest and produces surface agricultural burning; also '
process ) in 3 years) soiling. Most diesel formed through atmospheric
exhaust particulate matter — | chemical (including State: Nonattainment
atoxicar contaminant —is | photochemical) reactions
in the PM 5 sizerange. involving other pollutants
Many aerosol and solid including NOx, sulfur
compounds are part of oxides (SOx), anmonia, and
PM3s. ROG.
Nitrogen 1 hour 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm Irritating to eyes and Motor vehicles and other )
Dioxide ! respiratory tract. Colors mobile sources; refineries; Federal: Attainment-
(NOy) (98" atmosphere reddish-brown. | industrial operations. Unclassified
percentile Contributesto acid rain.
Annual 0.030 ppm over 3 Part of the “NOX” group of State: Nonattainment
0ZOne Precursors.
years)
0.053 ppm
Sulfur 1 hour 0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm Irritates respiratory tract; Fuel combustion (especialy Federal: Attainment
Dioxide g injures lung tissue. Can coal and high-sulfur ail),
(SOy) th yellow plant leaves. chemical plants, sulfur ! ]
E)%?cmtil e Destructive to marble, iron, | recovery plants, metal State: Attainment
over 3 steel. Contributesto acid processing; some natural
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STATE AND FEDERAL CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT STANDARDS, EFFECTS, AND
SOURCES
Averaging State? Federal2  Principal Health and . .
Pollutant Time Standard Standard Atmospheric Effects Typical Sources Attainment Status
3 hours years) rain. Limits visibility. sources like active
volcanoes. Limited
24 hours 0.04 ppm 0.5 ppm contribution possible from
Annual 0.14 ppm heavy-duty diesel vehiclesif
0.030 ppm ultra-low sulfur fuel not
used.
Lead (Pb)® | Monthly 1.5 ug/m® Disturbs gastrointestinal L ead-based industrial
3 system. Causes anemia, processes like battery . :
Qua.rterly Lo s kidney disease, and production and smelters. Federal: Nonattainment
Rolling 3- 0.15ug/m® | neuromuscular and Lead paint, leaded gasoline.
month neurological dysfunction. Aerially deposited lead from State: Nonattainment
average Also atoxic air gasoline may exist in soils
contaminant and water along major roads.
pollutant.
Sulfate 24 hours 25 ug/m® --- Premature mortality and Industrial processes,
respiratory effects. refineries and oil fields, State Only: Attainment
Contributesto acid rain. mines, natural sources like
Sometoxic air volcanic aress, salt-covered
contaminants attach to dry lakes, and large sulfide
sulfate aerosol particles. rock aress.
Hydrogen 1 hour 0.03 ppm Colorless, flammable, Industrial processes such as:
Sulfide poisonous. Respiratory refineries and oil fields,
(H29) irritant. Neurological asphalt plants, livestock State Only: Unclassified
damage and premature operations, sewage treatment
death. Headache, nausea. plants, and mines. Some
natural sources like volcanic
areas and hot springs.
Visibility 8 hours Visibility of - Reduces visibility. See particulate matter above.
Reducing 10 milesor Produces haze.
P\:;\rélsles 3moore_|(Tahact>e: NOTE: not related to the
( ) d;' &) Regional Haze program State Only: Unclassified
L !\(ﬁ | under the Federal Clean
Umidity 1€ss Air Act, which is oriented
than 70% e il
primarily toward visibility
issuesin National Parks
and other “Class |” areas.
Vinyl 24 hours 0.01 ppm Neurological effects, liver Industrial processes
Chloride? damage, cancer. State Only: Unclassified
Also considered atoxic air
contaminant.

Source: California Air Resources Board (June 7, 2012). http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aaqs?. pdf

Notes:

See footnotes on next page.

ppm = parts per million; pg/m*= micrograms per cubic meter; ppb=parts per billion (thousand million)
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Footnotes:

Rounding to an integer value is not alowed for the State 8-hour CO standard. Violation occurs at or above
9.05 ppm. Violation of the Federa standard occurs at 9.5 ppm due to integer rounding.

Annua PM,; NAAQS revoked October 2006; was 50 ug/m®. 24-hr. PM, s NAAQS tightened October 2006;
was 65 pg/m®. 1n 9/09 EPA began reconsidering the PM,s NAAQS; the 2006 action was partialy vacated by
acourt decision.

The ARB hasidentified vinyl chloride and the particul ate matter fraction of diesel exhaust astoxic air
contaminants. Diesel exhaust particulate matter is part of PM, and, in larger proportion, PM, 5. Both the
ARB and U.S. EPA haveidentified lead and various organic compounds that are precursors to ozone and
PM, 5 astoxic air contaminants. There are no exposure criteriafor adverse health effect due to toxic air
contaminants, and control requirements may apply at ambient concentrations below any criterialevels
specified above for these pollutants or the general categories of pollutants to which they belong. Lead
NAAQS are not required to be considered in Transportation Conformity anaysis.

Prior to 6/2005, the 1-hour NAAQS was 0.12 ppm. The 1-hour NAAQS is still used only in 8-hour ozone
early action compact areas, of which there are none in California. However, emission budgets for 1-hour
ozone may still be in usein some areas where 8-hour ozone emission budgets have not been devel oped.

The 65 pg/m® PM, 5 (24-hr) NAAQS was not revoked when the 35 pg/m® NAAQS was promulgated in 2006.
Conformity requirements apply for all NAAQS, including revoked NAAQS, until emission budgetsfor the
newer NAAQS are found adequate or SIP amendments for the newer NAAQS are compl eted.

Asof 9/16/09, U.S. EPA isreconsidering the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS (0.075 ppm); U.S. EPA is expected
to tighten the primary NAAQS to somewhere in the range of 60-70 ppb and to add a secondary NAAQS.
U.S. EPA plansto finalize reconsideration and promulgate a revised standard by August 2010.

Final 1-hour NO, NAAQS published in the Federa Register on 2/9/2010, effective 3/9/2010. Initial
nonattainment area designations should occur in 2012 with conformity requirements effectivein 2013.
Project-level hot spot analysis requirements, while not yet required for conformity purposes, are expected.
U.S. EPA finalized a 1-hour SO, standard of 75 ppb in June 2010.

State standards are “not to exceed” unless stated otherwise. Federal standards are “not to exceed more than
onceayear” or as noted above.

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences

Caltrans has devel oped Protocols for assessing air pollutant emissions for
transportation projects and the conformity requirements that apply to the proposed
project within abasin that has a*“ nonattainment” or an “ attainment/mai ntenance”
status. These procedures and guidelines comply with the 1990 CAA Amendments,
federa conformity rules, state and local adoptions of federal conformity rules, and
NEPA and CEQA requirements.

Conformity with the Clean Air Act takes place on two levels: first, at the regional
level and second, at the project level. The proposed project must conform at both
levelsto satisfy the conformity requirements.

3.2.3.1 Regional Air Quality Conformity

The project isidentified in the latest conforming 2012 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) and in the 2011 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) with
Amendments as LA0G440 with the following description:
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Route 005: PHASE 2,CONSTRUCT HOV/HOT, TRUCK & AUX LANES (EA
2332C, PPNO 3189A & EA 2332E PPNO 3189B), SAFTETEA-LU#465. PE & RW$
ARE PROGRAMMED FOR EA 2332E ONLY.

The 2012 RTP was adopted by Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) on April 4, 2012; and was found to conform by the FHWA on June 4, 2012.
The 2013 FTI1P was adopted by SCAG on September 19, 2012; and approved by the
FTA/FHWA on December 14, 2012. The project isin the process of being amended
in the latest RTP to revise the scope from HOV to HOT.

The proposed project (addition of high occupancy lanes) isidentified asa
Transportation Control Measure (TCM) and its timely implementation is a crucia
element in reducing air pollutant emissions from roadway transportation sources.

3.2.3.2 Project Level Air Quality Conformity

Effective July 1, 2007 FHWA has assigned, and the Department has assumed, all the
United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) Secretary's responsibilities
under NEPA, aso known as NEPA Delegation (6004 MOU and 6005). Air quality
conformity determinations are excluded from the Pilot Program by statute 23 USC
327(a)(2)(b). Assuch, conformity determinations, both regional conformity and
project-level conformity, will remain the responsibility of FHWA California Division
for al projects assumed under the assignment.

Under NEPA Assignment, public involvement is required regarding the project-level
conformity analysis for projects with an environmental document. This has been
done as part of the environmental document public circulation process.

On April 19, 2013 Caltrans submitted to the FHWA arequest for project-level
conformity determination after the circulation period. Response to public comments
addressing the conformity analysis was documented in the submittal to FHWA. In a
letter dated May 17, 2013, the FHWA found that the project-level conformity
determination for the I-5 HOT Lane Project in Los Angeles County conforms to the
State Implementation Plan (SIP) in accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 93. The letter of Conformity Determination can be referenced in
Appendix C of this document.
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3.2.3.3 Temporary Impacts

During construction, short-term degradation of air quality may occur due to the
release of particulate emissions (airborne dust) generated by excavation, grading,
hauling, and various other activities related to construction. Emissions from
construction equipment also are anticipated and would include carbon monoxide
(CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), directly-emitted
particul ate matter (PM1 and PM55 ), and toxic air contaminants such as diesel
exhaust particulate matter. Ozoneis aregional pollutant that is derived from NOx and
VOCsin the presence of sunlight and heat.

Site preparation and roadway construction typically involves clearing, cut-and-fill
activities, grading, removing or improving existing roadways, building bridges, and
paving roadway surfaces. Construction-related effects on air quality from most
highway projects would be greatest during the site preparation phase because most
engine emissions are associated with the excavation, handling, and transport of soils
to and from the site. These activities could temporarily generate enough PM 1, PM3 5,
and small amounts of CO, SO,, NOx, and VOCs to be of concern. Sources of fugitive
dust would include disturbed soils at the construction site and trucks carrying
uncovered loads of soils. Unless properly controlled, vehicles leaving the site could
deposit mud on local streets, which could be an additional source of airborne dust
after it dries. PMypemissionswould vary from day to day, depending on the nature
and magnitude of construction activity and local weather conditions. PM o emissions
would depend on soil moisture, silt content of soil, wind speed, and the amount of
equipment operating. Larger dust particles would settle near the source, while fine
particles would be dispersed over greater distances from the construction site.

Construction activities for large devel opment projects are estimated by the U.S. EPA
to add 1.2 tons of fugitive dust per acre of soil disturbed per month of activity. If
water or other soil stabilizers are used to control dust, the emissions can be reduced
by up to 50 percent. Caltrans Standard Specifications (Section 14-9.02) pertaining to
dust minimization requirements requires use of water or dust palliative compounds
and will reduce potential fugitive dust emissions during construction.

In addition to dust-related PM o emissions, heavy-duty trucks and construction
equipment powered by gasoline and diesel engines would generate CO, SO, NOX,
VOCs and some soot particulate (PM 1o and PM»5 ) in exhaust emissions. If
construction activities were to increase traffic congestion in the area, CO and other
emissions from traffic would increase dlightly while those vehicles are delayed. These

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 3-44



Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

emissions would be temporary and limited to the immediate area surrounding the
construction site.

SO; is generated by oxidation during combustion of organic sulfur compounds
contained in diesel fuel. Off-road diesel fuel meeting federal standards can contain up
to 5,000 parts per million (ppm) or more of sulfur, whereas on-road diesel is restricted
to less than 15 ppm of sulfur. However, under Californialaw and ARB regulations,
off-road diesel fuel used in California must meet the same sulfur and other standards
ason-road diesel fuel (not more than 15 ppm), so SO,-related issues due to diesel
exhaust will be minimal. Some phases of construction, particularly asphalt paving,
would result in short-term odors in the immediate area of each paving site(s). Such
odors would be quickly dispersed below detectabl e thresholds as distance from the
site(s) increases.

According to the project schedules, the construction will not last more than 5 years.
Construction-related emissions due to this project are considered temporary as
defined in 40 CFR 93.123(c)(5). This project will comply with the SCAQMD
Fugitive Dust Rules (Rule 403) for any fugitive dusts emitted during the construction.
Excavation, transportation, placement, and handling of excavated soils shall result in
no visible dust migration. A water truck or tank will be available within the project
limits at all timesto suppress and control the migration of fugitive dusts from
earthwork operations. The project is required to comply with any state, federal,
and/or local rules and regulations developed as a result of implementing control and
mitigation measures proposed as part of their respective SIPs.

Implementation of the following measures, some of which may also be required for
other purposes such as storm water pollution control will reduce any air quality
impacts resulting from construction activities:

e The construction contractor shall comply with Caltrans’ Standard
Specificationsin Section 14 (2010).

e Section 14-9-01 specifically requires compliance by the contractor with al
applicable laws and regulations related to air quality, including air pollution
control district and air quality management district regulations and local
ordinances.

e Section 14-9.02 isdirected at controlling dust. If dust palliative materials
other than water are to be used, material specifications are contained in
Section 18.
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e Apply water or dust palliative to the site and equipment as frequently as
necessary to control fugitive dust emissions. Fugitive emissions generally
must meet a“no visible dust” criterion either at the point of emission or at the
right-of-way line depending on local regulations.

e Spread soil binder on any unpaved roads used for construction purposes, and
all project construction parking areas.

e Wash off trucks as they |eave the right-of-way as necessary to control fugitive
dust emissions.

e Properly tune and maintain construction equipment and vehicles. Use low-
sulfur fuel in al construction equipment as provided in CA Code of
Regulations Title 17, Section 93114.

e Develop adust control plan documenting sprinkling, temporary paving, speed
limits, and expedited revegetation of disturbed slopes as needed to minimize
construction impacts to existing communities.

e Locate equipment and materials storage sites as far away from residential and
park uses as practical. Keep construction areas clean and orderly.

e Near sensitive air receptors, establish Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESAS) or their equivaent within which construction activities involving the
extended idling of diesel equipment would be prohibited, to the extent
feasible.

e Usetrack-out reduction measures such as gravel pads at project access points
to minimize dust and mud deposits on roads affected by construction traffic.

e Cover al transported loads of soils and wet materials prior to transport, or
provide adequate freeboard (space from the top of the materia to the top of
the truck) to minimize emission of dust (particulate matter) during
transportation.

e Promptly and regularly remove dust and mud that are deposited on paved,
public roads due to construction activity and traffic to decrease particulate
matter.

e Route and schedule construction traffic to avoid peak travel times as much as
possible, to reduce congestion and related air quality impacts caused by idling
vehicles along local roads.

e [nstall mulch or plant vegetation as soon as practical after grading to reduce
windblown particulate in the area. Be aware that certain methods of mulch
placement, such as straw blowing, may themselves cause dust and visible
emission issues and may need to use controls such as dampened straw.
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Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA)

Asbestosis aterm used for several types of naturally occurring fibrous minerals that
are ahuman health hazard when airborne. The most common type of asbestosis
chrysotile, but other types such as tremolite and actinolite are also found in
California. Asbestosis classified as a known human carcinogen by state, federal, and
international agencies and was identified as atoxic air contaminant by the CARB in
1986. All types of asbestos are hazardous and may cause lung disease and cancer.
Asbestos can be released from serpentinite and ultramafic rocks when the rock is
broken or crushed. Asbestos may be released to the atmosphere due to vehicular
traffic on unpaved roads, during grading for devel opment projects, and at quarry
operations. Natural weathering and erosion processes can act on asbestos bearing
rock and make it easier for asbestos fibers to become airborneif such rock is
disturbed.

The California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology have
developed amap of the state showing the general location of ultramafic rock in the
state. Los Angeles County is one of the Counties identified as one of the Counties
containing serpentinite and ultramafic rock. However, only the Catalina lsland
portion of Los Angeles County has been found to contain such rock; hence, it is not
found in the project area. Therefore, no potential impacts from naturally occurring
asbestos during project construction would occur.

3.2.3.4 Permanent Impacts

The following sections discuss the updated air quality analysis completed for this
Supplemental due to the change in project scope.

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon Monoxide is emitted directly from vehicles and is amajor issue at the project
level. Analysisfor CO is based on the Caltrang/University of California Davis (UCD)
CO Protocol, which includes both a screening procedure and a quantitative analysis
method. A screening analysis was conducted to determine whether the project would
result in any CO hot spots. Based on the screening analysis the proposed project is
anticipated to increase delays at a number of intersections.

Section 4.7.2 of the CO Protocol recommends selecting one of the worst-case
locations in the region where attainment has been demonstrated and comparing it to
the “build” scenario of the project with asimilar configuration. Among the 17
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intersections that were analyzed, the 1-5 Southbound Ramps and Lyons Avenue
intersection was selected for its configuration similar to the intersection in the
attainment plan. The I-5 Southbound Ramps and Lyons Avenue intersection was
evaluated to likely worsen air quality based on Section 4.7.1 of the CO Protocol; and
resulted in increase in its peak-hourly volumes when compared to those for the no-
build conditions. The intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and V eteran Avenue from
the 2003 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was selected for comparison with
the intersection of 1-5 Southbound Ramps and Lyons Avenue to evaluate whether the
project would be suspected of resulting in higher CO concentrations, based on criteria
set forth in the CO Protocol.

Asthe result of the comparison analysis, al of the criteriawere satisfied for the I-5
Southbound Ramps and Lyons Avenue intersection under the HOT lane conditions.
According to the CO Protocol, when all the criteria are satisfied, there is no reason to
expect higher concentrations at the project intersection than at the Wilshire Boulevard
and Veteran Avenue intersection where attainment has been demonstrated. The
evaluation of CO hot-spot for the project is thus satisfactory and no further analysis,
such as modeling, is deemed necessary.

Particulate Matter (PM1o and PM5)

Particulate Matter (PM;0 and PMs) refersto airborne particles that are less than 10
microns in diameter (PM o) and less than 2.5 micronsin diameter ( PM5s).
Particulate matter is both aregional and project-level issue. Particulate matter is both
directly emitted and, especially for PM, s, aresult of secondary formation based on
nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOC), sulfates (SOx), and
ammonia (NH3). Aswith ozone, secondary pollution forms some distance away
from the precursor emission sources, and up to severa hours later. Regional PM is
primarily awinter nighttime product, since cool, damp, stable weather is needed to
support the chemical reactions that produceit. Directly-emitted PM1o and PM 5 has
been determined to be a conformity issue in California.

A Qualitative PM ;s and PM o hot-spot analysis (Caltrans, November 2012) was
conducted based on the Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-
oot Analysesin PM, s and PM;o Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas jointly
published by EPA and FHWA. The PM;5and PM ;o hot-spot analysis was submitted
at the Transportation Conformity Working Group (TCWG) on November 27, 2012.
It was concurred by the TCWG that the hot-spot analysis was acceptable for NEPA
circulation.
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An ambient air monitoring station (Santa Clarita— Placerita station) within the
SCAQMD network islocated approximately 2 mile northeast of the I-5 and
approximately 1.8 mile northwest from SR-14. Although the Santa Clarita— Placerita
station is located relatively close to the proposed project, it does not monitor PMs.
Ambient PM, 5 data were therefore obtained from the Burbank monitoring station,
and were reviewed to establish the current ambient background level within the
project limits and to help evaluate future localized pollutant concentrations as

affected by the proposed projects. Figure 3.2.1 illustrates the proximity of this
monitoring station to the freeway and to the proposed project.

Table 3.2.B summarizes ambient PM 5 and PM 1o data monitored at the Burbank and
Santa Clarita— Placerita monitoring stations,; and provides a comparison between the
levels of ambient PM ;o concentrations at both monitoring stations. Asnoted in the
table, ambient PM 1 concentrations were measured higher at the Burbank monitoring
station than at the Santa Clarita— Placerita station for most of the last 6-year period.
Based on the comparison of the traffic volumes, land uses, and the proximity to the
freeway, the ambient concentration data measured at the Burbank monitoring station
are thus deemed representative for comparison to the proposed project.

Table 3.2.B Ambient PM,s and PMj, Monitoring Data at Santa Clarita —
Placerita and Burbank Stations

(Measurements in pg/m°) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
PM, s 24-hour average® 43 50 35 34 32 34
PM, s annual average® 16.5 16.9 13.9 14.3 12.4 13.2
PM,, 24-hour average (First Max)® 71 109 66 80 51 61
PMy, 24-hour average (First Max)® 53 131 91 56 40 45

Source: Qualitative PM,sand PMyoHot-Spot Analysis (Caltrans, November 2012)
Note: * measured at the Burbank monitoring station
® measured at the Santa Clarita — Placerita station

In accordance with the March 2006 Guidance, the hot-spot analysis was based on
directly emitted PM, 5 and PM o emissions and has considered tailpipe, brake wear,
and tire wear PM, 5 and PM 1o emissions. Precursors of particulate matter and
secondary particles were not considered, but they are considered as part of the
regiona emission analysis prepared for the conforming RTP and TIP. Vehicles cause
dust from paved and unpaved roads to be re-entrained, or re-suspended, in the
atmosphere. The re-entrained PM s road dust has also been considered in the
anaysis.
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Figure 3.2.1 Location of Air Monitoring Stations and Project Limits
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Direct and re-entrained PM 5 and PM 1o emissions are estimated using the current and
future traffic data obtained for 9 individua segments aong the I-5 corridor within the
project limits. Another set of direct and re-entrained PM ;5 and PM 1o emissions are
estimated based on the current and future traffic data obtained for the surrounding
areaillustrated in Figure 3.2.2. A summary of direct and re-entrained PM, 5 and PM 1
emissions data aong the I-5 corridor as well as for within the surrounding areais
presented in Table 3.2.C.

Table 3.2.C Summary of the current and future PM10 and PM2.5
emissions estimate

Emissions in Project Corridor Surrounding Area
Ib/day PMy, PM,.5 PMy, PM,.5
Direct Re-ent Direct Re-ent Direct Re-ent Direct Re-ent
2010 | Current 241.6 325.1 167.1 81.3 726.1 2,331.3 481.4 582.8
2018 No-Build 233.7 376.4 153.8 94.1 687.6 2,650.2 434.6 662.6
HOT 240.0 383.6 158.3 95.9 696.3 2,636.3 438.7 659.1
2035 No-Build 271.7 434.1 176.4 108.5 737.2 2,982.8 447.9 745.7
HOT 265.3 441.4 168.6 110.3 733.2 2,961.9 446.8 740.5

Source: Qualitative PM,sand PM;oHot-Spot Analysis (Caltrans, November 2012)

A summary of PM2 5 and PM o emissionsin Table 3.2.C indicates that the
implementation of the project alternatives would result in increase in PM, 5 and PM g
emissions aong the proposed -5 corridor when compared to the No-Build scenario.
Traffic volumes are projected to increase by about 2% when the HOT lanes are
added. It should be noted also that the project proposes to improve speeds along the
I-5 corridor and to increase person-carrying efficiency with the proposed high
occupancy lanes.

The effect of implementing the project is better captured in the emissions estimate
from within the surrounding, but localized, areasillustrated in Figure 3.2.2. Overal
average traffic volumes along the I-5 project corridor are projected to increase with
the implementation of the proposed project. In addition, implementation of the
project would result in slight increase in the overall Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
within the surrounding area. VMT isthe number of miles traveled nationally by
vehiclesfor aperiod of 1 year. Despitetheincrease in the overal VMTS,
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Figure 3.2.2 Limits of surrounding area
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implementation of the project would result in lowering emissions of combined PM, s
and PM g in the surrounding area when compared to the No-Build. This decreasein
the PM emissionsin the surrounding area is anticipated because the HOT lane project
proposes to improve operations to facilitate the movement of people, freight, and
goods, reduce congestion along the I-5 corridor and affect traffic distribution in the
surrounding area.

Historical meteorology and climate data support that the regional and local
meteorological and climatic conditions have been relatively consistent within the last
30 years and likely consistency is anticipated through the horizon year of 2035. In
addition, no significant changes are anticipated in the current general terrain and
geographic locations of the projectsin relation to the coastal SCAB areas.

Based on the traffic data presented, the current average daily traffic and truck
volumes along the I-5 near the Burbank monitoring station are comparable to those
forecast along the proposed I-5 corridor within the project limits. Based on the recent
data at the Burbank monitoring station, there is a generally declining and stabilizing
trend of ambient PM, 5 concentrations. In addition, PM 1o concentrations monitored at
the Burbank and Santa Clarita— Placerita stations have all been well below the
federal standard. Based on the Final 2007 AQMP and in the Draft 2012 AQMP,
further decrease in PM, 5 and PM 1o emissions is expected to continue in future years
so that attainment of the federal 24-hour PM, 5 standard is anticipated by 2014 with
feasible control programs.

Federal regulations and the State’ s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan require future diesel
vehicles to have substantially cleaner engines and to use fuels with lower sulfur
contents. Many federal and state regulations, such as CARB’s Truck and Bus
Regulations, require that emissions from heavy duty trucks be reduced in future years.
These federal and state requirements would help further reduce PM, s and PM 1
emissions in the future by essentially lowering per-vehicle emissions for each of the
diesdl vehicles.

In conclusion, the historical meteorology and climate data, ambient concentrations
and their declining trends, and the Federal regulations and the State' s Plan and
Regulations, support the assertion that the projects will not cause new air quality
violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant
NAAQS. Activities of the HOT lane project should, therefore, be considered

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 3-53



Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

consistent with the purpose of the SIP and concurrence from FHWA that the project
conforms to the requirements of the CAA is expected.

Mobile Source Air Toxics

Pollutants are generated by awide variety of sources and enter the air, water, and soil
through different media. Toxic air pollutants are those that are known to cause or
suspected of causing cancer or other serious health ailments.

The Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments of 1990 listed 188 air toxics and addressed
the need to control toxic emissions from transportation. In 2001, EPA issued its first
Mobile Source Air Toxics Rule, which identified 21 mobile source air toxic (MSAT)
compounds as being hazardous air pollutants that required regulation. EPA issued a
second MSAT Rule in February 2007, which identified seven compounds with
significant contributions from mobile sources. These are acrolein, benzene, 1,3-
butidiene, Diesel Particulate Matters (DPM) plus Diesel Exhaust Organic Gases
(DEOG), formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter (POM). While
FHWA considers these the priority mobile source air toxics, the list is subject to
change and may be adjusted in consideration of future EPA rules.

The 2007 EPA rule mentioned above requires controls that will dramatically decrease
MSAT emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. According to an FHWA
analysis using EPA’s MOBILE6.2 model, even if vehicle activity or VMT increases
by 145 percent as assumed, a combined reduction of 72 percent in the total annual
emission rate for the priority MSAT is projected from 1999 to 2050, as shown in
Figure 3.2.3.
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Figure 3.2.3 National MSAT Emission Trends 1999 — 2050 For Vehicles
Operating On Roadways Using EPA’s Mobile6.2 Model
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Source: FHWA Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents

Unlike the criteria pollutants, toxics do not have National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) making evaluation of their impacts more subjective. Air toxics
analysisisacontinuing area of research. While much work has been done to assess
the overal health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In particular,
the tools and techniques for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of
lifetime MSAT exposure remain limited. Because of these limitations, areliable
guantitative assessment of the effects of air toxic emissions impacts on human health
cannot be made at the project level. Therefore, it is not possible to make a
determination of whether any of the alternatives would have "significant adverse
impacts on the human environment.”

I ncomplete or Unavailable I nformation for Project Specific MSAT I mpacts
Analysis
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In FHWA'’ s view, information isincomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the
project-specific health impacts due to changesin MSAT emissions associated with a
proposed set of highway alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or
not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through
assumption and speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health
impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) isresponsible for protecting the
public health and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of an air pollutant.
They are the lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments
and have specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and
MSAT. The EPA isin the continual process of assessing human health effects,
exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain the Integrated Risk
Information System (IRIS), which is“acompilation of electronic reports on specific
substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human health
effects’ (EPA, https.//www.epa.gov/iris/). Each report contains assessments of non-
cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates
of risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning
perhaps an order of magnitude.

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health
effects of MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Two HEI studies are
summarized in Appendix D of FHWA's Interim Guidance Update on Mobile source
Air Toxic Analysisin NEPA Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to
MSAT compounds at high exposures are; cancer in humans in occupational settings;
cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of
asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at
current environmental concentrations (HEI,
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?d=282) or in the future as vehicle emissions
substantially decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306).

The methodol ogies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling;
dispersion modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health
impacts — each step in the process building on the model predictions obtained in the
previous step. All are encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that
prevents a more complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of
project aternatives. These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year)
assessments, particularly because unsupportabl e assumptions would have to be made
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regarding changesin travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions
rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable.

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations
and exposure near roadways, to determine the portion of time that people are actualy
exposed at a specific location; and to establish the extent attributable to a proposed
action, especially given that some of the information needed is unavailable.

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity
of the various MSAT, because of factors such as |ow-dose extrapolation and
trandlation of occupational exposure data to the general population, a concern
expressed by HEI (http://pubs.heatheffects.org/view.php?d=282 ). As aresult, there
isno national consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public
health and welfare for MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA
(http://www.epa.gov/risk/basi cinformation.htm#g ) and the HEI

(http://pubs.heal theffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for
guantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings.

There is also the lack of anational consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The
current context is the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to
determine whether more stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample
margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect
for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable control technology
standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries. The decision framework is a
two-step process. Thefirst step requires EPA to determine an “acceptable” level of
risk due to emissions from a source, which is generaly no greater than approximately
100 in amillion. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of
which isto maximize the number of people with riskslessthan 1 in amillion due to
emissions from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not
guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are lessthan 1 inamillion; in
some cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual
cancer risksthat are as high as approximately 100 in amillion. In a June 2008
decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld EPA’s
approach to addressing risk in its two step decision framework. Information is
incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would
result in levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable.
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Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts
described, any predicted difference in health impacts between alternativesislikely to
be much smaller than the uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts.
Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful to decision makers,
who would need to weigh this information against project benefits, such as reducing
traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus improved access for emergency
response, that are better suited for quantitative analysis.

Relevance of Unavailable Or | ncomplete | nformation To Evaluating Reasonably
Foreseeable Significant Adverse I mpacts On The Environment, And Evaluation Of
I mpacts Based Upon Theoretical Approaches Or Research Methods Generally
Accepted In The Scientific Community

Because of the uncertainties outlined above, areliable quantitative assessment of the
effects of air toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project
level. While available tools do allow usto reasonably predict relative emissions
changes between alternatives for larger projects, the amount of MSAT emissions
from each of the project aternatives and MSAT concentrations or exposures created
by each of the project alternatives cannot be predicted with enough accuracy to be
useful in estimating health impacts. As noted above, the current emissions model is
not capable of serving as a meaningful emissions analysis tool for smaller projects.
Therefore, the relevance of the unavailable or incomplete information isthat it is not
possible to make a determination of whether any of the aternatives would have
"significant adverse impacts on the human environment."

MSAT Emissions Analysis

Based on areview of the traffic data, proposed scope, and settings, this project is
anticipated to have meaningful differencesin MSAT emissions among project
aternatives. In accordance with the FHWA Interim Guidance published on
September 30, 2009, the project therefore requires a quantitative analysisin an effort
to: 1) evaluate the levels of emissions for the priority MSATs for the project
alternatives for the current, opening, and horizon years; and 2) utilize itsresult asa
basis for comparison and differentiate among the project alternatives.

Although an emissions analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from
MSATS, it can provide a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences
in MSAT emissions from various alternatives as well as difference in various project
milestone years.

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 3-58



Chapter 3 Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project

For the purposes of the emissions analysis, the total project length was divided into 9
segments along the I-5 corridor within the project limits. The travel activity data
required in estimating MSAT emissions include truck percentages, speeds, and
vehicle milestraveled (VMT) along each of the segments during peak and off-peak
periods. The MSAT analyses are performed for the current year conditions as well as
for the No-Build and Build Alternative (proposed HOT lane) in the future years of
2018 (opening year) and 2035 (horizon year). Results of the No-Build Alternative are
compared to those of the Build Alternative in the future years of 2018 and 2035.
Results of the MSAT emissions for the future years are compared to those for the
baseline year as well.

In general, the proposed project was estimated to result in higher emissions when
compared to the No-Build Alternative in 2018 and 2035. Emissions of certain
priority MSATSs such as DEOG, Benzene, and Formaldehyde, show a decrease with
the project in certain segments in the opening and horizon years. It should be noted
though that most emissions of MSAT priority pollutants under the proposed project
in 2018 or 2035 would be |ess than the existing conditions.

In summary, while the proposed project would result in asmall increasein localized
MSAT emissionsin 2018 and 2035 compared to the No Build scenario, the EPA’s
vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, would cause substantial
reductions over time that would cause regionwide MSAT levels to be substantially
lower than they are today.
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3.3 Noise

The analysis of noise impacts of the proposed HOT Lane Project (project) is based on
the Noise Study Report (LSA Associates, Inc., January 2013). This Noise Study
Report (NSR) was prepared in order to update the August 2008 Noise Impact
Analysisfor the I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes-SR-14 to Parker Road Project and the June
2009 I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes Project — Noise Study Report Addendum.

The previous noise analysis and addendum for the I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes project were
prepared according to the 2006 Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, which has been
updated since the completion of the environmental document. If a project is modified
such that aNEPA reeval uation and new noise study are required, the Protocol and
regulation in place at that time must be used. As such, the NSR for the HOT Lane
Project was conducted according to the 2011 Protocol.

3.3.1 Regulatory Setting

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) provide the broad basis for analyzing and abating highway
traffic noise effects. The intent of these laws isto promote the genera welfare and to
foster a healthy environment. The requirements for noise analysis and consideration
of noise abatement and/or mitigation, however, differ between NEPA and CEQA.

California Environmental Quality Act

The Cdifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a strictly baseline versus
build analysis to assess whether a proposed project will have anoiseimpact. If a
proposed project is determined to have a significant noise impact under CEQA, then
CEQA dictates that mitigation measures must be incorporated into the project unless
such measures are not feasible. Therest of this section will focus on the NEPA-23
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 772 noise analysis; please see Chapter 4 of this
document for further information on noise analysis under CEQA.

National Environmental Policy Act and 23 CFR 772

For highway transportation projects with the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) (and Caltrans, as assigned) involvement, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1970 and the associated implementing regulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] 772) govern the analysis and abatement of traffic noiseimpacts. The
regulations require that potential noise impacts in areas of frequent human use be
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identified during the planning and design of a highway project. The regulations
contain noise abatement criteria (NAC) that are used to determine when anoise
impact would occur. The NAC differ depending on the type of land use under
anaysis. For example, the NAC for residences (67 dBA) is lower than the NAC for
commercia areas (72 dBA). Table 3.3.A lists the noise abatement criteriafor usein
the NEPA-23 CFR 772 anaysis.

Table 3.3.A Activity Categories and Noise Abatement Criteria

Activity
Category

NAC, Hourly A- Weighted
Noise Level, Leg(h)

Description of activity category

A

57 (Exterior)

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need and where
the preservation of those qualitiesis essentid if the areaisto
continue to serveitsintended purpose.

Bl

67 (Exterior)

Residential.

Cl

67 (Exterior)

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums,
campgrounds, cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals,
libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of
worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or
nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios,
recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites,
schools, television studios, trails, and trail crossings.

52 (Interior)

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries,
medical facilities, places of worship, public meeting
rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio
studios, recording studios, schools, and television
studios.

72 (Exterior)

Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other
developed lands, properties, or activities not included in
A-D or F.

No NAC—reporting only

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services,
industrial, logging, maintenance facilities,
manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities,
shipyards, utilities (water resources, water treatment,
electrical, etc.), and warehousing.

G

No NAC—reporting only

Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.

! Includes undevel oped lands permitted for this activity category.
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Table 3.3.B lists the noise levels of common activities to enable readers to compare
the actual and predicted highway noise-levels discussed in this section with common
activities.

Table 3.3.B Typical Noise Levels

Common QOutdoor Noise Level Common Indoor
Activities (dBA) Activities

Rock Band
Jet Fly-over at 300m (1000 ft)

Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft)

Diesel Truck at 15 m (50 ft),

at 80 km (50 mph)

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime
Gas Lawn Mower, 30 m (100 ft)
Commercial Area

Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft)

Food Blender at 1 m (3 ft)
Garbage Disposal at 1 m (3 ft)

Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10 ft)
Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft)

Large Business Office

Quiet Urban Daytime Dishwasher Next Room

Quiet Urban Nighttime Theater, Large Conference
Quiet Suburban Nighttime Room (Background)
Library
Quiet Rural Nighttime Bedroom at Night,

Concert Hall (Background)
Broadcast/Recording Studio

Lowest Threshold of Human Lowest Threshold of Human

SIGIOIBIOIOIOICNONOIE]S)

Hearing Hearing

In accordance with the Department’s Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New
Highway Construction and Reconstruction Projects, May 2011, a noise impact occurs
when the future noise level with the project resultsin a substantial increase in noise
level (defined asa 12 dBA or more increase) or when the future noise level with the
project approaches or exceeds the NAC. Approaching the NAC is defined as coming
within 1 dBA of the NAC.
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If it is determined that the project will have noise impacts, then potential abatement
measures must be considered. Noise abatement measures that are determined to be
reasonable and feasible at the time of final design are incorporated into the project
plans and specifications. This document discusses noise abatement measures that
would likely be incorporated in the project.

The Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol sets forth the criteriafor determining
when an abatement measure is reasonable and feasible. Feasibility of noise
abatement is basically an engineering concern. A minimum 7 dBA reduction in the
future noise level must be achieved for an abatement measure to be considered
feasible. Other considerations include topography, access requirements, other noise
sources, and safety considerations. The reasonableness determination is basically a
cost-benefit analysis. Factors used in determining whether a proposed noise
abatement measure is reasonable include: residents acceptance and the cost per
benefited residence.

3.3.2 Existing Noise Levels

Existing land usesin the vicinity of the project site include single- and multifamily
residences, a mobile home park, two schools, a childcare/learning center, a church, a
sports park, atrail, hotels, golf courses, vacant land, office, industrial, commercial,
and recreational uses. In addition, two planned residential developments and one
planned commercia development are located within the project area.

A total of 7 long-term and 101 short-term noise level measurements were conducted
at representative locations to document the existing noise environment. The 101
short-term measurements include those that were conducted under the 2008 Noise
Impact Anaysis and the 2009 Noise Study Report Addendum, and were used to
calibrate the noise model because the existing conditions remain the same. To predict
the noise levels at al 352 modeled receptorsin the project area, 68 of the short-term
noise level measurements were used to calibrate the noise prediction model with
concurrent traffic counts. The remaining 33 short-term locations were not calibrated
because those |ocations were conducted for reporting purposes.

In addition to short-term noise level measurements, seven long-term noise
measurements and 16 background noise level measurements were conducted. A total
of six locations representing schools and places of worship located within the project
areawere evaluated for interior noise impacts.
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Of the 352 receptor locations, 75 receptors currently approach or exceed the 67 dBA
Leg NAC under Activity Categories B or C land uses. The existing worst-hour noise
levels are shown in Table A-1in Appendix A. The receptor locations are shown in
Appendix B.

3.3.3 Future Noise Levels

The future traffic noise levels were modeled using either the peak-hour traffic
volumes provided in the traffic study prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA)
(October 2012) or the worst-case traffic operations, whichever islower. The worst-
case traffic condition is assumed to be Level of Service (LOS) C/D, which
corresponds to 1,950 vehicles per lane per hour (vplph) on the highway mainline and
HOT lanes, 1,000 vplph on ramps, and 1,020 vplph on truck-climbing lanes. The
worst-case volume for the truck-climbing lanes was determined based on the
maximum capacity of 1,200 vehicles per hour (vph) at LOS C/D. Thevolumeto
capacity ratio for a highway that correspondsto LOS C/D is approximately 85
percent of the roadway capacity.

The future noise levels for the No Build and the HOT Lane conditions are shown in
Table A-1in Appendix A.

3.3.4 Noise Impacts

The modeled future traffic noise levels for the project were compared to the modeled
existing noise levels (after calibration) to determine whether a substantial noise
increase would occur. Also, the modeled future noise levels for the project were
compared to the NAC under Activity Categories B, C, D, and E to determine whether
atraffic noise impact would occur. Traffic noise impacts result from one or more of
the following occurrences: (1) an increase of 12 A-weighted decibels (ABA) or more
over existing noise levels, or (2) predicted noise levels that approach or exceed the
Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC).

No substantial noise level increase of 12 dBA or more from the corresponding
existing noise level would result from operation of the completed HOT Lane project.
Of the 352 receptor locations that were modeled in the project area, 90 receptors
would be or would continue to approach or exceed the NAC under the HOT lane
conditions.
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Six locations were evaluated for potential long-term interior noise impacts associated
with project operations. The predicted future interior noise levels at all six locations
would not approach or exceed the 52 dBA L (h) NAC under Activity Category
D(52) for the project. Therefore, no noise abatement measures are required for
schools and places of worship located within the project area.

3.3.5 Noise Abatement Analysis

In accordance with 23 CFR 772, noise abatement is considered where noise impacts
are predicted in areas of frequent human use that would benefit from alowered noise
level. Potential noise abatement measures identified in the Protocol include the
following:

e Avoiding the impact by using design aternatives, such as altering the horizontal
and vertical alignment of the project

e Constructing sound barriers

e Acquiring property to serve as abuffer zone

e Using traffic management measures to regul ate types of vehicles and speeds

e Noiseinsulation of Activity Category D land use facilitieslisted in Table 3.3.A

All of these abatement options have been considered. However, because of the
configuration and location of the project, abatement in the form of sound barriersis
the only abatement that is considered to be feasible.

Feasibility

A minimum noise reduction of 5 dBA must be achieved at the impacted receiversin
order for the proposed noise abatement measure to be considered feasible. The
feasibility criterion is not necessarily a noise abatement design goal. Greater noise
reductions are encouraged if they can be reasonably achieved. The following
elements may restrict feasibility:

e Topography

e Access requirements for driveways, ramps, etc.

e Presence of local streets and underground utilities
e Other noise sourcesin the area

e Safety considerations
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Sound barriers were considered to shield receptors along 1-5 from SR-14 to Parker
Road, where receptors would continue to be exposed to traffic noise levels
approaching or exceeding the noise abatement criteria (NAC). At each location
sound barrier heights were evaluated from 6 ft to 16 ft at 2 ft increments. If the
barriers are capable of reducing noise level by 5dBA or more at 16 ft height, sound
barrier were analyzed up to 22 ft to meet the 7dBA reduction goal. Appendix B maps
show the locations of the acoustically feasible sound barriers. Table A-2 in Appendix
A summarizes the locations of the acoustically feasible sound barriers along with
their heights, approximate lengths, highest noise reduction and and estimated number
of benefited residences.

Reasonableness
The overall reasonableness of the noise abatement is determined by the following
factors:

e Thenoise reduction design goal

e The cost of noise abatement

e The viewpoints of benefited receptors (including property owners and
residents of the benefited receptors)

Title 23, Part 722 of the Federal regulation Code (23CFR722) requires that an
acoustical design goal be applied to all noise abatement. Caltrans’ acoustical design
goal isthat abarrier must be predicted to provide at least 7 dB of noise reduction at
one or more benefited receptors. This design goal applies to any receptor and is not
limited to impacted receptors.

Cost considerations for determining noise abatement reasonableness are evaluated by
comparing reasonableness allowances and projected abatement costs. Cost
considerations in the reasonableness determination of noise abatement are based on a
2011 allowance per benefited receptor of $55,000. A benefited receptor is adwelling
unit that is predicted to receive a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA from the proposed
noise abatement measure. A receptor can be a benefited receptor even if it is not
subject to atraffic noiseimpact. The cost calculations of the noise abatement
measure must include all items appropriate and necessary for the construction of the
noise abatement measure. Examples of cost items that should be included in
estimating the construction cost of a noise abatement measure are traffic control,
drainage modification, retaining walls, landscaping for graffiti abatement, and right-
of-way costs. Only those costs directly related to the construction of the noise
abatement should be included in the noise abatement construction estimate.
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Noise barriers that are determined to be reasonabl e based on the noise reduction goal
and cost will be subject to the approval of benefited receptors to meet the
reguirements of the three reasonabl eness factors listed above.

3.3.6 Recommended Sound Barriers

The Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) eval uates noise abatement measures
in the form of sound barriers when traffic noise impacts are identified. Noise
abatement will only be considered if constructing the abatement is feasible and
reasonable.

According to the NADR (Caltrans, February 2013), the following sound barriers have
been recommended for construction pending approval by the benefited receptors:

Sound Station Limits R/W Recommended
Barrier Height (ft)
No.
2-2 2782+35t0 Private 8
2787+68
2-3 2778+50 to Private 10
2782+10
2-4 2770+90to Private 10
2775+20
2-5 2675+70to State 16
2691+09
2-8 2766+65 to State 20
2812+10
34 3019+60to0 Private 16
3028+20
3-6 3012+00to Private 6
3014+25
3-10a 3010+25to State 16
3036+70

The results of the reasonableness analysis for all feasible sound barriers are shown in
Appendix A, Table A-3. The recommended sound barrier locations are shown in
Appendix B. Asindicated in Table A-3, the following sound barriers would be
considered reasonable (cost-effective) if al of the property owners agree to donate
easement costs that are required for construction: 1-3, 1-9, 1-13, 2-1, 2-6, 3-2, 3-3,
3-4,3-5, 3-7and 3-8.
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The preliminary noise abatement decision presented in this report is based on
preliminary project alignments and profiles, which may be subject to change. As
such, the physical characteristics of noise abatement described herein also may be
subject to change. If pertinent parameters change substantially during the final
project design, the preliminary noise abatement decision may be changed or
eliminated from the final project design. A final decision to construct noise
abatement will be made upon completion of the project design.

For proposed barrier locations outside of Caltrans right of way, all (100 percent) of
the affected property owners must be supportive of the proposed barrier, the location,
and the material to be used for construction. Additionally, a permanent easement
must be secured for all (100 percent) of the affected properties to construct and
maintain the barrier. During the final project design, soundwall survey letters will be
sent to al the affected property owners to determine and document whether or not
they want the proposed sound barriers.
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Chapter 4 California Environmental
Quality Act Evaluation

4.1 Determining Significance Under CEQA

The proposed project is ajoint project by the California Department of Transportation
(Cdltrans) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is subject to state
and federal environmental review requirements. Project documentation, therefore,
has been prepared in compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). FHWA'’s
responsibility for environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in
accordance with NEPA and other applicable federal laws for this project is being, or
has been, carried-out by Caltrans under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23
United States Code (USC) 327. Caltransisthe lead agency under CEQA and NEPA.

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

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

In Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/FONSI for the I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes Project, the
significance of the potential impacts of the project based on the requirements of
CEQA was discussed. The proposed scope change from HOV to HOT lanes does not
change the findings of significance under CEQA. The unavoidable significant
impacts of the project remain the same. Mandatory findings under CEQA are still the
same as were discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/FONSI.

The following section was not part of the CEQA Checklist that was provided in
Appendix A of the I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes Project Final EIR/FONSI and, as such,
added to this Supplementa EIR:

VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or An assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions and
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the climate change is included in the body of
environment? environmental document. While Caltrans has

included this good faith effort in order to provide the

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted ~ Public and decision-makers as much information as

for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? POssible about the project, it is Caltrans determination
that in the absence of further regulatory or scientific

information related to GHG emissions and CEQA
significance, it is too speculative to make a
significance determination regarding the project’s
direct and indirect impact with respect to climate
change. Caltrans does remain firmly committed to
implementing measures to help reduce the potential
effects of the project. These measures are outlined in
the body of the environmental document.

4.3 Mitigation Measures for Significant Impacts Under
CEQA

No additional measures have been identified for the proposed HOT Lane project.

4.4 Climate Change

Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind
patterns, and other elements of the earth's climate system. An ever-increasing body of
scientific research attributes these climatologica changes to greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, particularly those generated from the production and use of fossil fuels.

While climate change has been a concern for several decades, the establishment of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) by the United Nations and
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World Meteorological Organization in 1988, has led to increased efforts devoted to
GHG emissions reduction and climate change research and policy. These efforts are
primarily concerned with the emissions of GHGs generated by human activity
including carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CHy,), nitrous oxide (N2O),
tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SFs), HFC-23
(fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane).

In the U.S., the main source of GHG emissionsis electricity generation, followed by
transportation. In California, however, transportation sources (including passenger
cars, light duty trucks, other trucks, buses, and motorcycles make up the largest
source (second to electricity generation) of GHG emitting sources. The dominant
GHG emitted is CO,, mostly from fossil fuel combustion.

There are typically two terms used when discussing the impacts of climate change.
"Greenhouse Gas Mitigation” is aterm for reducing GHG emissions in order to
reduce or "mitigate” the impacts of climate change. “ Adaptation,” refers to the effort
of planning for and adapting to impacts resulting from climate change (such as
adjusting transportation design standards to withstand more intense storms and higher
sealevels)®.

There are four primary strategies for reducing GHG emissions from transportation
sources. 1) improving the transportation system and operational efficiencies, 2)
reducing the growth of vehicle milestraveled (VMT), 3) transitioning to lower GHG
emitting fuels, and 4) improving vehicle technologies. To be most effective al four
strategies should be pursued cooperatively. The following Regulatory Setting section
outlines state and federal efforts to comprehensively reduce GHG emissions from
transportation sources.

4.4.1 Regulatory Setting

Sate

With the passage of several pieces of legislation including State Senate and Assembly
bills and Executive Orders, Californialaunched an innovative and pro-active
approach to dealing with GHG emissions and climate change.

! http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 4-3


http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/�

Chapter 4 California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation

Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), Pavley. Vehicular Emissions: Greenhouse Gases,
2002: requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop and implement
regulations to reduce automobile and light truck GHG emissions. These stricter
emissions standards were designed to apply to automobiles and light trucks beginning
with the 2009-model year. In June 2009, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA) Administrator granted a Clean Air Act waiver of preemption to
Cdlifornia. Thiswaiver allowed Californiato implement its own GHG emission
standards for motor vehicles beginning with model year 2009. California agencies
will be working with federal agencies to conduct joint rulemaking to reduce GHG
emissions for passenger cars model years 2017-2025.

Executive Order S-3-05 (EO): (signed on June 1, 2005, by former Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger) the goal of this EO isto reduce California's GHG emissionsto: 1)
year 2000 levels by 2010, 2) year 1990 levels by the 2020, and 3) 80 percent below

the year 1990 levels by the year 2050. In 2006, this goal was further reinforced with
the passage of Assembly Bill 32.

AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 NUfiez and Pavley: AB 32 sets
the same overall GHG emissions reduction goals as outlined in EO S-3-05, while
further mandating that ARB create a scoping plan, (which includes market
mechanisms) and implement rulesto achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective
reductions of greenhouse gases.”

Executive Order S-20-06 (signed on October 18, 2006 by former Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger) further directs state agencies to begin implementing AB 32,
including the recommendations made by California s Climate Action Team.

Executive Order S-01-07: (signed on January 18, 2007 by former Arnold Governor
Schwarzenegger) set forth the low carbon fuel standard for California. Under this
EO, the carbon intensity of California s transportation fuelsisto be reduced by at
least ten percent by the year 2020.

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) Chapter 185, 2007: required the Governor's Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) to develop recommended amendments to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines for addressing GHG emissions. The
amendments became effective on March 18, 2010.

Caltrans Director’ s Policy 30 (DP-30) Climate Change (approved June 22, 2012): is
intended to establish a Department policy that will ensure coordinated effortsto
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incorporate climate change into Departmental decisions and activities. This policy
contributes to Caltrans's stewardship goal to preserve and enhance California's
resources and assets.

Federal

Although climate change and GHG reduction is a concern at the federal level;
currently there are no regulations or legislation that have been enacted specifically
addressing GHG emissions reductions and climate change at the project level. Neither
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) nor the Federa
Highway Administration (FHWA) has promulgated explicit guidance or methodology
to conduct project-level GHG analysis. As stated on FHWA's climate change
website (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/climate/index.htm), climate change
considerations should be integrated throughout the transportation decision-making
process—from planning through project development and delivery. Addressing climate
change mitigation and adaptation up front in the planning process will facilitate
decision-making and improve efficiency at the program level, and will inform the
anaysis and stewardship needs of project level decision-making. Climate change
considerations can easily be integrated into many planning factors, such as supporting
economic vitality and global efficiency, increasing safety and mobility, enhancing the
environment, promoting energy conservation, and improving the quality of life.

The four strategies set forth by FHWA to lessen climate change impacts do correlate
with efforts that the state has undertaken and is undertaking to deal with
transportation and climate change; the strategies include improved transportation
system efficiency, cleaner fuels, cleaner vehicles, and areduction in the growth of
vehicle hours travelled.

Climate change and its associated effects are being addressed through various efforts
at the federal level to improve fuel economy and energy efficiency, such asthe
“National Clean Car Program” and EO 13514 - Federal Leadership in
Environmental, Energy and Economic Performance.

Executive Order 13514 isfocused on reducing greenhouse gases internally in federal
agency missions, programs and operations, but also direct federal agenciesto
participate in the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, which is
engaged in developing a national strategy for adaptation to climate change.
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On April 2, 2007, in Massachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497 (2007), the Supreme Court
found that greenhouse gases are air pollutants covered by the Clean Air Act and that
the U.S. EPA has the authority to regulate GHG. The Court held that the U.S. EPA
Administrator must determine whether or not emissions of greenhouse gases from
new motor vehicles cause or contribute to air pollution which may reasonably be
anticipated to endanger public health or welfare, or whether the science istoo
uncertain to make a reasoned decision.

On December 7, 2009, the U.S. EPA Administrator signed two distinct findings
regarding greenhouse gases under section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act:

e Endangerment Finding: The Administrator found that the current and projected
concentrations of the six key well-mixed greenhouse gases—carbon dioxide (CO,),
methane (CHy), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons
(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFg)—in the atmosphere threaten the public health
and welfare of current and future generations.

e Causeor Contribute Finding: The Administrator found that the combined
emissions of these well-mixed greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new
motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution which threatens public health
and welfare.

Although these findings did not themsel ves impose any requirements on industry or
other entities, this action was a prerequisite to finalizing the U.S. EPA’ s Proposed
Greenhouse Gas Emission Sandards for Light-Duty Vehicles, which was published
on September 15, 2009%. On May 7, 2010 the final Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Sandards and Cor porate Average Fuel Economy Standards was
published in the Federal Register.

U.S. EPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) are
taking coordinated steps to enable the production of a new generation of clean
vehicles with reduced GHG emissions and improved fuel efficiency from on-road
vehicles and engines. These next steps include devel oping the first-ever GHG
regulations for heavy-duty engines and vehicles, as well as additional light-duty
vehicle GHG reqgulations. These steps were outlined by President Obamain a
Presidential Memorandum on May 21, 2010.3

2 http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/requl ations.htm#1-1
3 http://epa.gov/otag/climate/requl ations.htm
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Thefina combined USEPA and NHTSA standards that make up the first phase of
this national program apply to passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty
passenger vehicles, covering model years 2012 through 2016. The standards require
these vehicles to meet an estimated combined average emissions level of 250 grams
of carbon dioxide per mile (the equivaent to 35.5 miles per gallon [MPG)] if the
automobile industry were to meet this CO; level solely through fuel economy
improvements). Together, these standards will cut GHG emissions by an estimated
960 million metric tons and 1.8 billion barrels of oil over the lifetime of the vehicles
sold under the program (model years 2012-2016).

On November 16, 2011, U.S. EPA and NHTSA issued their joint proposal to extend
this national program of coordinated greenhouse gas and fuel economy standards to
model years 2017 through 2025 passenger vehicles.

4.4.2 Project Analysis

Anindividual project does not generate enough GHG emissions to significantly
influence global climate change. Rather, global climate change is a cumulative
impact. This means that a project may contribute to a potential impact through its
incremental change in emissions when combined with the contributions of all other
sources of GHG.* In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be determined if a
project’ sincremental effect is“cumulatively considerable” (CEQA Guidelines
sections 15064(h)(1) and 15130). To make this determination the incremental
impacts of the project must be compared with the effects of past, current, and
probable future projects. To gather sufficient information on aglobal scale of al
past, current, and future projects in order to make this determination isa difficult, if
not impossible, task.

The AB 32 Scoping Plan mandated by AB 32 contains the main strategies California
will use to reduce GHG emissions. As part of its supporting documentation for the
Draft Scoping Plan, ARB released the GHG inventory for California (forecast last
updated: October 28, 2010). Asseenin Figure 4.1, the forecast is an estimate of the
emissions expected to occur in the year 2020 if none of the foreseeable measures
included in the Scoping Plan were implemented. The base year used for forecasting

* This approach is supported by the AEP: Recommendations by the Association of Environmental
Professionals on How to Analyze GHG Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents
(March 5, 2007), as well as the South Coast Air Quality Management District (Chapter 6: The CEQA
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emissions is the average of statewide emissionsin the GHG inventory for 2006, 2007,
and 2008.

Caltrans and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency,
have taken an active role in addressing GHG emission reduction and climate change.
Recognizing that 98 percent of California's GHG emissions are from the burning of
fossil fuels and 40 percent of all human made GHG emissions are from
transportation, Caltrans has created and is implementing the Climate Action Program
at Caltrans that was published in December 2006.°

Guide, April 2011) and the US Forest Service (Climate Change Considerations in Project Level NEPA
Analysis, July 13, 2009).

® Caltrans Climate Action Program is located at the following web address:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/offices’ogm/key_reports filesState Wide Strategy/Caltrans_Climate
Action_Program.pdf
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Figure 4.1 California Greenhouse Gas Forecast

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Forecast
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Source: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm

One of the main strategies in Caltrans's Climate Action Program to reduce GHG

emissions isto make California s transportation system more efficient. The highest

levels of carbon dioxide (CO,) from mobile sources such as automobiles, occur at
stop-and-go speeds (0-25 miles per hour) and speeds over 55 mph; the most severe

emissions occur from 0-25 miles per hour (see Figure 4.2 below). To the extent that a

project relieves congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel timesin

high congestion travel corridors GHG emissions, particularly CO,, may be reduced.

Figure 4.2 Possible Effect of Traffic Operation Strategies in Reducing

On-Road CO2 Emission®
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® Traffic Congestion and Greenhouse Gases. Matthew Barth and Kanok Boriboonsomsin(TR News

268 May-June 2010)<http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/trnews/trnews268. pdf>
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4421 GHG Emissions Analysis

The analysis of impacts of the proposed project related to greenhouse gas emissionsis
based on the Analysis for Greenhouse Gas and Other Pollutants (Caltrans, January
2013).

Project-related GHG emissions (Existing Conditions, No-Build and Build
Alternative) were estimated using the emission factors for on-road mobile sources
(EMFAC 2011) and VMTs dong the project corridor. The following GHG emissions
estimate is presented for the purpose of disclosing project-related emissions.

The project GHG emissions are evaluated for the following:

= The changesin the future GHG emissions along the project corridor compared
to the CEQA baselineg, i.e., emissionsin 2010.

= Thechangesin GHG emissions for the Build Alternative along the project
corridor compared with the No-Build scenario.

These comparisons provide disclosure of estimated changes in project emissions of
GHG based on forecast traffic data. Note that GHG emissions are only useful for a
comparison between Alternatives or between years. The numbers are not necessarily
an accurate reflection of what the true GHG emissions will be because GHG
emissions are dependent on other factors that are not part of the model such asthe
fuel mix and consumption, rate of acceleration, and the aerodynamics and efficiency
of the vehicles. ARB’sEMFAC model emission rates are only for direct engine-out
CO; emissions and do not account for afull fuel cycle. Fuel cycle emission rates can
vary dramatically depending on the amount of additives like ethanol and the source of
the fuel components.

Table 4.A and 4.B below summarizes daily operational GHG emissions that would
occur from vehicular traffic within the project limits in existing/baseline 2010, 2018,
and 2035. The latest available emissions inventory, EMFAC2011, reflects the
emissions benefits of the Air Resources Board' s (ARB) recent rulemakings including
Pavley Clean Car Standards; and provides two different sets of emission factors with
and without the Pavley Clean Car Standards. The emissions analyses for the GHG
have thus been evaluated accordingly. The EMFAC2011 does not provide emission
factors for methane or CH,; and this analysis therefore does not provide conversion of
methane emissions based on the global warming potential.
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Table 4.A Existing and Future Estimated GHG Emissions by Project
Alternatives, without Pavley Clean Car Standards (in metric tons/day)

Segment No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Existing 273.9 | 1089 | 78.8 60.6 69.0 66.2 51.5 48.4 | 92.1
o No-Build | 313.7 | 126.0 | 94.8 76.1 81.2 79.7 63.6 62.4 | 124.9
HOT 304.7 | 126.3 | 95.1 76.2 86.9 84.5 67.0 65.2 | 132.0
R No-Build | 402.2 | 169.3 | 126.5 | 95.6 | 104.9 | 102.0 | 81.5 84.1 | 188.2
HOT 370.9 | 164.7 | 1204 | 94.1 108.2 | 105.6 | 85.1 83.3 176.7
Source: Analysis for Greenhouse Gas and Other Pollutants (Caltrans, January 2013)
Table 4.B Existing and Future Estimated GHG Emissions by Project
Alternatives, with Pavley Clean Car Standards (in metric tons/day)
Segment No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Existing 273.0 | 108.6 | 78.6 60.4 68.8 66.0 51.3 48.3 91.8
No-Build | 253.3 | 102.2 77.1 62.0 66.5 65.2 52.1 51.0 102.4
2018 HOT 246.6 | 1025 | 77.4 62.2 71.3 69.2 55.0 53.5 | 108.7
No-Build | 276.7 | 117.8 | 88.6 67.7 75.3 72.9 58.5 60.2 | 134.6
2035 HOT 256.3 | 114.7 | 845 66.6 77.4 75.3 60.9 59.7 127.3

Source: Analysis for Greenhouse Gas and Other Pollutants (Caltrans, January 2013)

4.4.2.2 Comparison with CEQA Baseline (Year 2010 Emissions)

Resultsin red indicate increase compared to the respective years while thosein
yellow indicate decrease in future No-Build conditions when compared to the existing
year. Thedatain Tables4.A and 4.B indicate that the future daily operational CO,
emissions for the Build Alternative (except for Segment 1 and other Segmentsin
2035) arein genera anticipated to increase when compared to the existing level. The
daily operational CO, emissions for future No-Build aternative, in the mean time, are
anticipated to decrease in only afew Segmentsin 2018 with the Pavley Clean Car
Standards. However, the CO, emissions for the No-Build Alternative are expected to
increase, even with the Pavley Standards, for al Segments along the I-5 in 2035.

4.4.2.3 Comparison with the No-Build Alternative

Thedatain Tables 4.A and 4.B indicate that all Segments except for Segment lunder
HOT Lanes Alternative are anticipated to result in increase in CO, emissions when
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compared to the No-Build Alternative in 2018. However, several Segments under the
HOT Lanes Alternative are anticipated to decrease in CO, emissionsin 2035 when
compared to the No-Build, with or without the Pavley standards.

4.4.3 Construction Emissions

Greenhouse gas emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those
produced during construction and those produced during operations. Construction
GHG emissions include emissions produced as a result of material processing,
emissions produced by onsite construction equipment, and emissions arising from
traffic delays due to construction. These emissions will be produced at different
levels throughout the construction phase; their frequency and occurrence can be
reduced through innovations in plans and specifications and by implementing better
traffic management during construction phases. In addition, with innovations such as
longer pavement lives, improved traffic management plans, and changes in materials,
the GHG emissions produced during construction can be mitigated to some degree by
longer intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation events.

4.4.4 CEQA Determination

Construction of the proposed project is likely to result in aslight increase in GHG
emissions during construction activities. Tables 4A and 4B indicate that although
emissions will increase when compared to the existing baseline conditions, Caltrans
anticipates that greenhouse gas emissions will not increase in the future build (2035)
conditions when compared to the future no build (2035) conditions. It is Caltrans
determination that in the absence of further regulatory or scientific information
related to greenhouse gas emissions and CEQA significance, it istoo speculative to
make a determination regarding significance of the project’ s direct impact and its
contribution on the cumul ative scale to climate change. However, Catransis firmly
committed to implementing measures to help reduce the potential effects of the
project. These measurements are outlined in the following sections.
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4.45 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies

Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as
ARB worksto implement Executive Orders S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the
targets set forthin AB 32. Many of the strategies Caltrans is using to help meet the
targetsin AB 32 come from the California Strategic Growth Plan, which is updated
each year. Former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s Strategic Growth Plan calls
for a$222 billion infrastructure improvement program to fortify the state’s
transportation system, education, housing, and waterways, including $100.7 billionin
transportation funding during the next decade. The Strategic Growth Plan targets a
significant decrease in traffic congestion below today’ s level and a corresponding
reduction in GHG emissions.

The Strategic Growth Plan proposes to do this while accommodating growth in
population and the economy. A suite of investment options has been created that
combined together are expected to reduce congestion. The Strategic Growth Plan
relies on a complete systems approach to attain CO2 reduction goals. system
monitoring and eval uation, maintenance and preservation, smart land use and demand
management, and operational improvements, as depicted in Figure 4.3.

Figure 4.3 The Mobility Pyramid

System
Completion
and
Expansion

Tnchd I T g _

Maintenance and Preservation

Caltransis supporting efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled by planning and
implementing smart land use strategies: job/housing proximity, developing transit-

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 4-13



Chapter 4 California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation

oriented communities, and high density housing along transit corridors. Caltrans
works closely with local jurisdictions on planning activities but does not have local
land use planning authority. Caltrans also assists efforts to improve the energy
efficiency of the transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel economy in new
cars, light and heavy-duty trucks; Caltransis doing this by supporting on-going
research efforts at universities, by supporting legisative efforts to increase fuel
economy, and by its participation on the Climate Action Team. It isimportant to
note, however, that the control of the fuel economy standardsis held by U.S. EPA
and ARB.

Table 4.C summarizes Caltrans and statewide efforts that Caltransisimplementing in
order to reduce GHG emissions. More detailed information about each strategy is
included in the Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006).
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Table 4.C Climate Change/CO, Reduction Strategies
. Estimated CO, Savings
Strategy Program Partner ship M ethod/Pr ocess (MMT)
Lead Agency 2010 2020
Intergovernmental Caltrans Local Eﬁi”ge\at,vea:jne\du;lseggr;%nt Not Not
Review (IGR) governments Estimated Estimated
proposals
Local and
Smart Land Use . reglonal Competitive selection Not Not
Planning Grants Cdltrans g?ﬁgrues & process Estimated Estimated
stakeholders
Region_al Plans and Regior_lal Caltrans Regi_ona_ll plans and 975 78
Blueprint Planning | Agencies application process
Operational
Improvements &
Intelligent Strategic Growth , State ITS; Congestion
Transportation Plan Caltrans | Regions Management Plan 07 2.17
System (ITS)
Deployment
Mainstream Office pf Policy . _
Anaysis & Policy establishment,
Srey & Chle Research; Division | Interdepartmental effort guidelines, technical Not Not
into Plans and f Envi ' ol a5 stance, Estimated Estimated
Projects of Environmen
Anaysis
Rl N P R B
CaEPA, ARB, CEC ! ' Estimated Estimated
Program Research workshops, outreach
geFeLtje(IBreenl ng Eivi_sion of geerpqrtment of Genera Elzegt Replacement 0045 %(21655
Diversification | ZaHIPment vices B100 0225
Non-vehicular Energy Energy Conservation
Conservation Conservation Green Action Team o A17 34
Opportunities
Measures Program
2.5 % limestone cement 12 4.2
Portland Cement Office of Rigid Cemenj[ and Construction | mix _
Pavement Industries 25% fly ash cement mix .36 3.6
> 50% fly ash/slag mix
Goods Office of Goods Ca EPA, ARB, BT&H, Goods Movement Action Not Not
Movement Movement MPOs Plan Estimated Estimated
Totd 2.72 18.18
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The following project features and standard conditions would help to reduce the GHG
emissions from projects:

e Useof Reclaimed Water: New irrigation systems would be designed to use
reclaimed water (if available). Currently, 30 percent of the electricity used in
Cdliforniais used for the treatment and delivery of water. Use of reclaimed
water helps conserve this energy, which reduces GHG emissions from
electricity production.

e Landscaping: Landscaping would be provided where necessary within the
corridor to provide aesthetic treatment, replacement planting, or mitigation
planting for the project. Landscaping reduces surface warming and through
photosynthesis decreases CO..

e Portland Cement: Portland cement for pavement would be alowable by
Caltrans. Use of lighter-color surfaces such as Portland cement helps to reduce
the albedo effect and cool the surface; in addition, Caltrans has been aleader
in the effort to add fly ash to Portland cement mixes. Adding fly ash reduces
the GHG emissions associated with cement production and can also make the
pavement stronger.

e Lighting: Efficient lighting would be used to the extent feasible. Use of
energy-efficient lighting, such as LED traffic signals, helps conserve
electricity.

e Idling Restrictions: Title 13, California Code of Regulations 82449(d)(3)
was adopted by the California Air Resources Board on June 15, 2008. This
regulation restricts idling of construction vehicles to no longer than five
consecutive minutes. Compliance with this regulation reduces harmful
emissions from diesel-powered construction vehicles.
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4.4.6 Adaptation Strategies

“ Adaptation strategies’ refer to how Caltrans and others can plan for the effects of
climate change on the state' s transportation infrastructure and strengthen or protect
the facilities from damage. Climate change is expected to produce increased
variability in precipitation, rising temperatures, rising sealevels, variability in storm
surges and intensity, and the frequency and intensity of wildfires. These changes may
affect the transportation infrastructure in various ways, such as damage to roadbeds
from longer periods of intense heat; increasing storm damage from flooding and
erosion; and inundation from rising sealevels. These effects will vary by location
and may, in the most extreme cases, require that a facility be relocated or redesigned.
There may also be economic and strategic ramifications as a result of these types of
impacts to the transportation infrastructure.

At the federal level, the Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, co-chaired by the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the Office of Science and Technology
Policy (OSTP), and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
released its interagency report on October 14, 2010 outlining recommendations to
President Obama for how federal agency policies and programs can better prepare the
U.S. to respond to the impacts of climate change. The Progress Report of the
Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force recommends that the federal
government implement actions to expand and strengthen the nation’ s capacity to
better understand, prepare for, and respond to climate change.

Climate change adaption must also involve the natural environment aswell. Efforts
are underway on a statewide-level to devel op strategies to cope with impacts to
habitat and biodiversity through planning and conservation. The results of these
efforts will help California agencies plan and implement mitigation strategies for
programs and projects.

On November 14, 2008, former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed EO S-13-
08 which directed a number of state agencies to address California s vulnerability to
sea level rise caused by climate change. This EO set in motion several agencies and
actions to address the concern of sealevel rise.

The California Natural Resources Agency (Resources Agency) was directed to
coordinate with local, regional, state, and federal public and private entities to
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develop. The California Climate Adaptation Strategy (Dec 2009)’, which
summarizes the best known science on climate change impacts to California, assesses
Californias vulnerability to the identified impacts, and then outlines solutions that
can be implemented within and across state agencies to promote resiliency.

The strategy outlineisin direct response to EO S-13-08 that specifically asked the
Resources Agency to identify how state agencies can respond to rising temperatures,
changing precipitation patterns, sealevel rise, and extreme natural events. Numerous
other state agencies were involved in the creation of the Adaptation Strategy
document, including the California Environmental Protection Agency; Business,
Transportation and Housing; Health and Human Services; and the Department of
Agriculture. The document is broken down into strategies for different sectors that
include: Public Health; Biodiversity and Habitat; Ocean and Coastal Resources;
Water Management; Agriculture; Forestry; and Transportation and Energy
Infrastructure. As data continues to be developed and collected, the state's adaptation
strategy will be updated to reflect current findings.

The Resources Agency was a so directed to request the National Academy of Science
to prepare a Sea Level Rise Assessment Report by December 20108 to advise how
California should plan for future sealevel rise. Thereport isto include:

e Relative sealevd rise projections for California, Oregon and Washington
taking into account coastal erosion rates, tidal impacts, El Nifio and La Nifia
events, storm surge and land subsidence rates.

e Therange of uncertainty in selected sealevel rise projections.

e A synthesis of existing information on projected sea level rise impacts to state
infrastructure (such as roads, public facilities and beaches), natural areas, and
coastal and marine ecosystems.

e A discussion of future research needs regarding sealevel rise.

Prior to the release of the final Sea Level Rise Assessment Report, all state agencies
that are planning to construct projectsin areas vulnerable to future sealevel rise were
directed to consider arange of sealevel rise scenarios for the years 2050 and 2100 in

7 http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/ CNRA -1000-2009-027/CNRA-1000-2009-027-F.PDF
8

Pre-publication copies of the report, Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and
Washington: Past, Present, and Future, were made available from the National Academies Press on
June 22, 2012. For more information, please see http://www.nap.edu/catal og.php?record id=13389.
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order to assess project vulnerability and, to the extent feasible, reduce expected risks
and increase resiliency to sealevel rise. Sealevel rise estimates should also be used in
conjunction with information regarding local uplift and subsidence, coasta erosion
rates, predicted higher high water levels, storm surge and storm wave data

Interim guidance has been released by The Coastal Ocean Climate Action Team (CO-
CAT) aswell as Cdltrans as a method to initiate action and discussion of potential
risks to the states infrastructure due to projected sealevel rise.

All projects that have filed aNotice of Preparation (NOP) as of the date of the EO S
13-08, and/or are programmed for construction funding through 2013, or are routine
mai ntenance proj ects may, but are not required to, consider these planning
guidelines. The proposed I-5 HOT Lane project is outside the coastal zone and direct
impacts to transportation facilities due to projected sealevel rise are not expected.

Executive Order S-13-08 also directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing
Agency to prepare areport to assess vulnerability of transportation systems to sea
level rise affecting safety, maintenance and operational improvements of the system,
and economy of the state. Caltrans continues to work on assessing the transportation
system vulnerability to climate change, including the effect of sealevel rise.

Currently, Caltrans is working to assess which transportation facilities are at greatest
risk from climate change effects. However, without statewide planning scenarios for
relative sealevel rise and other climate change effects, Caltrans has not been able to
determine what change, if any, may be made to its design standards for its
transportation facilities. Once statewide planning scenarios become available,
Caltrans will be able review its current design standards to determine what changes, if
any, may be warranted in order to protect the transportation system from sea level
rise.

Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term
planning and risk management to address vulnerabilitiesin the transportation system
from increased precipitation and flooding; the increased frequency and intensity of
storms and wildfires; rising temperatures; and rising sealevels. Caltransis an active
participant in the efforts being conducted in response to EO S-13-08 and is
mobilizing to be able to respond to the National Academy of Science SeaLevel Rise
Assessment Report.
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Coordination with the general public and appropriate public agenciesinvolved in the
Interstate 5 (1-5) High Occupancy Vehicle (HOT) Lane project is an essential part of
the environmental process. This chapter summarizes the results of the California
Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) efforts to fully identify, address and
resolve project-related issues through early and continuing coordination.

5.1 Public Meetings

Caltrans and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro)
hosted two public meetings, aswell as a number of stakeholder meetings, for the
proposed project.

e Thefirst meeting was held at the Sports Complex, City of Santa Clarita, on
February 26, 2013.

e A second public meeting was held at Rancho Pico Junior High School, on
February 28, 2013.

The public meeting sign-in sheets indicate 17 people attended the meeting on
February 26, and 39 people attended on February 28.

The meetings included a presentation by the Metro staff regarding the project. After
the presentation, the attendees were invited to ask questions of Caltrans and Metro
staff and provide comments.

Several letters of support for the project were sent to Los Angeles County Supervisor
Michael Antonovich after the meetings were concluded. Those |etters were forwarded
to Caltrans and may be found in Appendix D.

5.2 Public Circulation of Draft Supplemental EIR /
Environmental Reevaluation

The Draft Supplemental EIR/Environmental Reevaluation (DSEIR/ER) was
circulated for public review from March 15, 2013 to April 15, 2013, atota of 30
days. Letters announcing the availability of the DSEIR/ER and public hearing, along
with acopy of the DSEIR/ER, were sent to elected officials and federal, State, and
local agencies affected by the proposed project. A Notice of Public Hearing and
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Availability of the DSEIR/ER was sent to individual s within the project study area
who had expressed interest in receiving information regarding the project. The Notice
included a description of the project, locations where the document could be reviewed
in person or electronically, the date of the public hearing and the date of the end of
the public comment period.

Copies of the DSEIR/ER were also made available at the Caltrans District 7 office,
the City of Santa Clarita- Department of Community Devel opment, and the following
local libraries:

o ValenciaLibrary, 23743 West Vaencia Boulevard, Santa Clarita
o Stevenson Ranch Library, 26233 W. Faulkner Dr., Stevenson Ranch
o Castaic Library, 27971 Sloan Canyon Rd., Castaic

The Draft EIR/EA was aso available for review electronically on the following
websites:

e http://www.dot.ca.gov/distO7/resources/envdocs/
e  http://www.metro.net/proj ects/i-5-n-capacity-enhancements/

To further expand the reach of the public hearing notice, the Notice of Public Hearing
and Availability of DSEIR/ER was published in the Santa Clarita Sgnal (March 15,
2013).

5.2.1 Public Hearing

The public hearing for the project was held on March 28, 2013, from 6:30 pm to
8:30 pm, at the Council Chambers-City Hall-City of Santa Clarita, located at 23920
VaenciaBoulevard. The public hearing was preceded by a project map display and
stations set up for project-related informational boards. The sign-in sheets reflect 38
individuals in attendance. The map viewing area provided the public with an
opportunity to view the project area, and to discuss questions and concerns with
Metro and Caltrans staff. The formal portion of the public hearing consisted of a
presentation by Caltrans and Metro, followed by an opportunity to provide verbal
comments. Based on the demographic composition of the community, it was
determined that atranslator was not necessary.
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Handouts

In an effort to disseminate complete project information and to encourage public
comments on the DSEIR/ER, Caltrans made available to the public a comprehensive
set of public information materials. Those materias included a meeting agenda, a
project information sheet (Fact Sheet), copy of the PowerPoint presentation, a
comment/speaker card, and an electronic copy of the Draft SEIR/ER (available upon
request).

Public Hearing Comments

Each public hearing attendee was provided with a comment/speaker card at the sign-
in area. Comment/speaker cards provided the public with the opportunity to indicate
that they wished to enter a comment into the public record or requested an
opportunity to speak. Both categories could be selected. A total of 12 cards were
submitted at the meeting. Cards identified as speakers were organized by receipt and
speakers were provided the opportunity to speak. Specific comments were received
and the public hearing officer advised that comments would be responded to in the
final environmental document.

All verbal public comments and questions were recorded by a certified court reporter.
All substantive issues raised in these comments, as well as in the written comments
received during the public comment period, have been addressed in the revised Final
Supplemental EIR/ER text or in the Comments and Responses section below. Table
5.1 provides an index of speakers from the hearing, a brief synopsis of their
comments, the transcript page number for reference and the responses to comments.
Commentsin their entirety may be found in the Public Hearing Transcript (Appendix
E).

5.2.2 Comments and Responses

The following section contains comment letters received during the public circulation
of the DSEIR/ER and corresponding responses to those comments. A total of 17
comment letters were received. Table 5.2 identifies all agencies, organizations and
citizens who provided written comments on the DSEIR/ER . Each of the comment
letters has been provided areference code that is used when referring to individual
comments within each letter. The comments and responses have been categorized in
the following order: State, and regional/local agencies; organizations; and public
citizens.
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Table 5.1 Summary of Public Comments from the Public Hearing

Speaker

Synopsis of Comment

Transcript
Page No.

Larry McClements

I've commuted into West Los Angeles for 15 years. Every year the 5-14-210 interchange and beyond got worse and
worse. With at least 30,000 homes planned for the Santa Clarita Valley area, this will get even worse. Time is
priceless, and our State wants the taxpayers to pay for it. What the State needs to do is fix our freeways. We should
not be forced to pay for something that the State should already be providing for us.

Response: The commenter’s lack of support for the project is acknowledged.

15

Alan Ferdman

The idea that money is a problem is not the issue. The population of our valley will double with the Newhall Ranch
and Cajon Ranch projects. One lane over the next 30 years isn’'t going to help us much. The real problem is the
Newhall Pass. Caltrans needs to figure out how to fix the Newhall Pass. This project is not in our best interest.

Response: The commenter’s lack of support for the project is acknowledged.

17

Doug Arseneault —
Representative for
the Valley Industry
and Commerce
Association

VICA represents more than 380 businesses throughout the Santa Clarita and San Fernando Valleys. VICA supports
the proposed construction of high-occupancy lanes through public-private partnership. The proposed project will
accelerate traffic relief, create much needed construction jobs and help improve air quality.

Response: The commenter’s support for the project is acknowledged.

19

Diane Trautman

Why was this small segment selected for the start-up project? Much of the impact we get is from truck traffic and cars
going through. We need a more comprehensive approach to deal with this on a wider scale. You flow through this one
segment but will still hit a bottleneck. Total revenue risk is on Metro but, if there’s a shortfall, there will be mitigation
measures. Are those measures turning to the taxpayers, other funds in the area, transportation funds, taxpayer
money to fill in the gaps? The toll road in Orange County failed to meet financial expectations.

Response: The commenter’s lack of support for the project is acknowledged.

Your comments regarding a more comprehensive approach to deal with traffic is an important point and both Caltrans
and MTA continue to look at ways to better manage traffic. Traffic congestion on the I-5, a major north/south freeway
connecting the States of California, Oregon, and Washington, and a major commuter route from the Santa Clarita
Valley into the southern Los Angeles area, remain a targeted priority for both agencies.

Two studies preceded development of the project: The Transportation Concept Report (November 1998) for I-5,
prepared by Caltrans, and the North County Combined Highway Corridors Study (North County Study) (June 24,
2004) by Metro. Both studies acknowledge the existing and projected population growth within the Santa Clarita
Valley and identify feasible and cost-effective solutions for alleviating traffic congestion in the north Los Angeles
County area.

21
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Table 5.1 Summary of Public Comments from the Public Hearing

Transcript

Speaker Synopsis of Comment Page No.

The regional connectivity of the carpool lanes on the I-5 will enable a carpooler to make a trip from Castaic all the way
to SR-134. The toll revenue from the I-5 HOT lanes would make this goal possible much sooner than if no tolls were
collected. The development of these new lanes as high occupancy toll lanes enable MTA to close the funding gap of
this project, enabling construction to be complete several decades earlier than planned. Any excess revenues will be
invested in the corridor and the issue of funding shortfalls will be addressed by MTA.

We already have sounds issues at our homes. As traffic has come along it's getting louder and louder. We requested
soundwalls for noise, as a fire break and prevent transients. We need more sound measurements done. We need a

Heather Lucchese, ;
more comprehensive plan.

resident of Vista
Ridge

24

Response: Please refer to the General Response — Noise Impacts and Abatement regarding sound barriers at this
location.

I live across from Smiser Mule Ranch. Caltrans refuses to put a soundwall right next to Smiser Ranch. They say it's
Anhony Carelli, not cost effective. The particulates from the freeway are getting worse. Put a soundwall.

resident of Oakridge 26
Estates, Newhall Response: Please refer to the General Response — Noise Impacts and Abatement regarding sound barriers at this

location.

Traffic slows down on the 405 where there’s HOV lane. They are not sure how these lanes are going to be working
when they are built. If you're a casual commuter, most like you won't use this lane. HOV lane and a toll lane aren’t the
answer. One lane added for everybody is a better answer.

Response: The commenter’s lack of support for the project and recommendation for one lane for everybody is
acknowledged.

Vanessa Brookman | During preliminary studies, adding one northbound and one southbound mixed-flow lane within the study corridor was 27
considered. Construction of the mixed-flow lanes would result in a cross section consisting of five mixed-flow lanes in
each direction. South of the project area, I-5 has four mixed-flow lanes in each direction. North of the study area, 1-5
has four mixed-flow lanes in each direction. Thus, construction of the mixed-flow lanes would result in bottlenecks at
the northerly and southerly ends of the project area, where the widened mainline would have to merge with the
smaller facility width. Currently, there are no plans to widen I-5 north and south of the project area. Given that
chokepoints would be generated at the northern and southern termini of the project area due to the lane limitations,
construction of mixed-flow lanes within the study corridor was determined not feasible.
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Table 5.1 Summary of Public Comments from the Public Hearing

. Transcript
Speaker Synopsis of Comment Page No.
| live along Farrow Drive and Vista Ridge. The cost of building a soundwall is being reduced somewhat since this has
become a revenue-generating project. You want me to buy into this, but | also get to pay the cost of added noise. |
Steven Blain don't think it's fair. | hope it doesn’t go through. 29
Response: The commenter’s lack of support for the project is acknowledged. Please refer to the General Response —
Noise Impacts and Abatement regarding sound barriers at this location.
We have three Metrolink stations in Santa Clarita Valley. | lot of people use Metrolink to go downtown. Metro and
Caltrans needs to work on a transportation system, like bringing the red line up to Newhall and, also, giving us a
subway system along the Interstate 5.
Sandra Cattell 31

Response: One of the alternatives analyzed in the 1-5 HOV/Truck Lane Project Final EIR/FONSI was the TSM and
Mass-Transit Alternative where existing and future transit opportunities were explored. There are various Metrolink
improvements proposed in the project area. Please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.4.3 of the Final EIR/[FONSI.

Source: Interstate 5 HOT Lane Project Public Hearing Transcript, April 11, 2013.
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Table 5.2 Comments Received During the Public Review Period

Commenter Date Reference
State Agencies
Native American Heritage Commission | 04-09-13 | NAHC
Regional and Local Agencies
South Coast Air Quality Management District 04-12-13 SCAQMD
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 04-17-13 LADPW
Organizations
The Valley Industry and Commerce Association | 04-15-13 | VICA
Individuals
Heather Lucchese 03-28-13 HL
Joe Simpson 03-28-13 JS
Joe Lago 03-28-13 JL
Andrew Wang 03-28-13 AW
Anthony Carelli 03-28-13 AC

03-28-13 &

Vanessa Brookman 03-23-13 VB
Ingrid Windsor 03-28-13 w
James Lynn 04-10-13 LYNN
Abe Hillo 04-10-13 AH
Sam Hillo 04-03-13 SH
Marilyn MacEwan 04-15-13 MM
Fred Stickles 04-08-13 FS
Mr. & Mrs. Antonio Federico Sr. 04-15-13 AF
Charles O’'Connell 04-16-13 CO
Henry Aguirre 04-18-13 HA
Fred Laube 04-18-13 FL
Bonnie Shierts 04-16-13 BS
Tom Gildersleeve 04-09-13 TG
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5.2.3 General Response — Noise Impacts and Abatement

A large number of the comments received during the public review period were
regarding noise impacts and provision of noise abatement. The following general
response has been prepared to comprehensively address those comments raised
regarding noise impacts and proposed abatement. Commenters were generally located
in two areas: (1) residents on the northeastern corner of 1-5 and Calgrove Boulevard,;
(2) residents on the northeastern corner of the Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue
interchange with I-5.

Traffic noise impacts and noise abatement measures were evaluated in accordance
with 23 CFR 772 and the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (Protocol). Noise-
sensitive land uses within the project limits were identified through land use maps,
aeria photography, and site inspection. Noise-sensitive land uses for each activity
category are listed in 23 CFR 772 and in the Protocol. A traffic noise impact would
occur if noise-sensitive land uses would experience noise levels that approach or
exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) or when the future noise level with the
project resultsin a substantial increasein noise level (defined asa 12 dBA or more).
Feasible (reducing noise level by 7 dBA or more) and reasonable (estimated sound
barrier construction cost) noise abatement measures in the form of sound barrier were
considered for noise-sensitive land uses that are predicted to have atraffic noise
impact.

Northeastern Corner of I-5 and Calgrove Boulevard

The Calgrove community islocated on the north-east corner of the 1-5 and Calgrove
Boulevard about 400-500 ft. from the freeway. Noise impacts have been identified as
part of the HOT Lane project and noise abatement was considered. A 2757 ft. long
sound barrier along the edge of shoulder on the northbound 1-5 starting on the
Calgrove has been analyzed (SW #1-12 — benefits 6 residences), but the construction
cost ($1.8 million) far exceeds the reasonable allowance for this barrier ($330,000).
Therefore, another barrier (SW #1-13) along Wiley Canyon Rd. on the private
properties was considered. A 12" high sound barrier (that is acoustically feasible —
benefits 9 residences) can be considered reasonable (allowance = $495,000) from cost
perspective if the homeowners are willing to donate the easement to offset the
construction cost ($580,549 without easement; $1 million with easement).

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 5.8
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At the public hearing, the above information was shared with several residents from
this community. We aso told them that a soundwall survey letter would be sent out to
the affected residents in order to determine interest and consensus as to having the
soundwall along their property line. 100% concurrence is needed from all
affected/benefited residents for soundwall to be considered. We expect those letters
to go out by the beginning of June.

Please see Appendix B, Sheet 20 of 26 for the location of these sound barriers.

Northeastern Corner of I-5 and Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue (Vista
Ridge HOA area)

Noise impacts have been identified at the following receptor locations and abatement
was considered: Sites#292, #293, #296 and #300. Sound barrier #2-9, located along
the edge of shoulder, was analyzed from the northbound 1-5 on-ramp at Lyons
Avenueto the Vista Vaencia Golf Course. Please see Appendix B, Sheet 16 of 26 for
the location of these receptors and sound barriers. Thisbarrier at 14 — 16 ft., however,
benefits a maximum of 4 residences at a reasonable allowance of $220,000 ($55,000
X 4). The cost to construct this barrier (#2-9) is roughly $850,000, which far exceeds
the allowance, and therefore, is not cost-effective.

Two other barriers (#2-6 and #2-7) along the private property were also analyzed for
this area. Sound barrier #2-7 was determined to be acoustically not feasible (did not
provide the minimum required 5 dB noise reduction). Barrier #2-6 was determined to
be acoustically feasible. At 14 ft. in height, it would provide acoustic benefit to 5
residencesin this area (along Altos Drive). If al 5 homeowners agree to donating the
right of way easement costs (required to construct the barrier), then, thiswall can be
constructed if other agreements with Caltrans are signed.

As stated in Section 3.3.6 of the Supplemental EIR/ER, the recommended sound
barrier locations, heights and lengths are preliminary based on current project
alignments and profiles, which may be subject to change. If pertinent parameters
change substantially during the final project design, the preliminary noise abatement
decision may be changed or eliminated from the final project design. A final decision
to construct noise abatement will be made up on completion of the project design and
public input.
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5.2.4 Specific Response to Comments

Responses to each of the comment | etters received during the public review period for
the DSEIR/ER are provided below. Reference to the General Responseis provided in
the specific responses, as appropriate.
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STATEOFCALIFOBNIA Edmund G. Brown, Jr.,, Govemor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 3684

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 853-6251

(916) 857-5390 - FAX

April 9, 2013

Mr. Carlos Montez, Environmental Planner M

California Department of Transportation — District 7

100 South Main Street, MS 16A
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3712

RE: SCH# 2007051028 /CEQA Notice of Completion Supplementall draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the I-5 HOT Lane Project.; located in
the Santa Clarita area in Los Angeles County, California.

Dear Mr. Montez:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the CEQA
Notice regarding the above referenced project. In the 1985 Appellate Court decision
(170 Cal App 3" 604), the court held that the NAHC has jurisdiction and special
expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native American resources impacted by
proposed projects, including archaeological places of religious significance to Native
Americans, and to Native American burial sites.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that
causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resources, which
includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the preparation of an
EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064(b)). To adequately comply with this provision and mitigate
project-related impacts on archaeological resources, the Commission recommends the
following actions be required:

NAHC-1

Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to determine :If a
part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural
places(s), The NAHC recommends that known traditional cultural resources recorded on
or adjacent to the APE be listed in the draft Environmental Impact Report.

If an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the
preparation of a professional report detailing the findings and recommendations of the
records search and field survey. We suggest that this be coordinated with the NAHC, if
possible. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation
measurers should be submitted immediately to the planning department. All information
regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and associated funerary
objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for
pubic disclosure pursuant to California Government Code Section 6254.10.

Contact has been made to the Native American Heritage Commission for :a Sacred
Lands File Check. A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation
concerning the project site has been provided and is attached to this letter to determine
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if the proposed active might impinge on any cultural resources. Lack of surface
evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification
and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of identified archaeological
sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of
recovered artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.

Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human
remains in their mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e),
and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event
of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated

cemetery.

CC: State Clearinghouse

Attachment:

.Sinceirely,

NAHC-1

= A

Program Analyst
(916) 653-62511

Native American Contacts list

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)
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Native American Contacts
Los Angeles County
April 9, 2013

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians

Beverly Salazar Folkes

1931 Shadybrook Drive Chumash P.O. Box 221838
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362  Tataviam Newhall » CA 91322
805 492-7255 Ferrnandefio tsen2u@hotmail.com

(805) 558-1154 - cell (661) 753-9833 Office

(760) 885-0955 Cell
(760) 949-1604 Fax

Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
Ronnie Salas, Cultural Preservation Department

1019 - 2nd Street, Suite #1 Fernandeno
San Fernande CA 91340 Tataviam
rortega@tataviam-nsn.gov

(818) 837-0794 Office

Randy Guzman - Folkes
6471 Cornell Circle
Moorpark . CA 93021
ndnRandy@yahoo.com

(805) 905-1675 - cell
(818) 837-0796 Fax

LA City/County Native American Indian Comm
Ron Andrade, Director

3175 West 6th St, Rm. 403
Los Angeles . CA 90020
randrade@css.lacounty.gov
(213) 351-5324

(213) 386-3995 FAX

Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon Indians
Delia Dominguez, Chairperson

115 Radio Street Yowlumne
Bakersfield , CA 93305 Kitanemuk
deedominguez@juno.com

(626) 339-6785

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

John Valenzuela, Chairperson

Fernandefio
Tataviam
Serrano
Vanyume
Kitanemuk

Chumash
Fernandefo
Tataviam
Shoshone Paiute
Yaqui

Distribution of this list does not relleve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,

Section 5097.94 of the Public R: Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Naﬁve Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed

SCH#2001051028; CEQA Notice of Completi tal draft Envi
located in the Santa Clarita area; Los Angeles Cuunty, California.

tal Impact Report (SDEIR) for the -5 HOT Lane Project;
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Letter from Native American Heritage Commission dated 04/09/13

NAHC-1 The NAHC'srequest for evaluation of known cultural resources and identification
of appropriate mitigation measures for known and unknown resources and burials, pursuant
to CEQA, isacknowledged. A Historic Property Survey Report (CT, January 2008) was
completed for the I1-5 HOV/Truck Lane project EIR/EA and did not identify any known
cultural resources within the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE). Measures were
included in the Final EIR/FONSI that address the discovery of unknown cultural material or
human remanins during construction activities.

The l-5 HOT Lane project does not alter the project’s APE that was previously established.
The proposed change to the HOV Lane project would have no effect on cultural resources
and would not require achange in the analysis, consideration, and findings within the Final
EIR/FONSI.
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South Coast o
Air Quality Management District
mc‘;m 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
(909) 396-2000 * www.agmd.gov

E-MAILED: APRIL 12,2013 April 12, 2013

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski, Deputy District Director, Ron_Kosinski@dot.ca.gov
Division of Environmental Planning

California Department of Transportation, District 7

100 South Main Street, MS-16A

Los Angeles, CA 90012

om

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Reevaluation
(Draft SEIR/ER) for the Proposed I-5 High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Project

(SR-14 to Parker Road)

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments
are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final
CEQA/NEPA document. In the project description, the lead agency proposes the
construction of a High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lane in each direction (one northbound
and one southbound) rather than a previously approved HOV lane on a 13.5 mile portion
between SR-14 to Parker Road near Santa Clarita. Opening year for the proposed HOT
lane project is projected for 2018.

Traffic Impact Supporting Data
Throughout the Traffic Section in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR/ER, the lead agency

includes tables that compare project traffic activity levels measuring traffic level of

service (LOS) and average daily traffic volumes for periods including the vear 2018 no-
build scenario and for the implementation of the HOT lanes in year 2035. Using these
tables, the lead agency has concluded in the narration that implementation of the

proposed HOT lanes would result in fewer intersections operating at LOS E or F

compared with the No Build scenario in year 2035. In addition, the lead agency

concludes based on the data shown in the tables that the congestion would be reduced

with a decrease in travel time in the project corridor area by moving vehicles from the
mixed-flow lanes into the HOT lanes. In order to review these data assumptions used for
these tables, the AQMD staff requests that the supporting data be included in the Final
SEIR/ER from the applicable traffic studies cited' in the Draft EIR/ER. For example, SCAQMD-1
substantial evidence must be provided demonstrating that toll lanes do not increase
congestion on mixed-flow lanes, especially in comparison to the already approved HOV
project. Supporting evidence from other toll lane projects should be included in the
expanded explanation in the Final EIR/ER.

IChap:er 3, page 3-3: 1-5 High-Occupancy Toll Lane Project Traffic Technical Report (LSA Associates, Inc., January
2013), which updates the findings of the previous traffic analysis (I-5 PA&ED HOV & Truck Lanes — SR-14 to Parker
Road, Austin Foust Associates, Inc. dated October 2007 and Supplemental Traffic Data report dated May 2008).

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 5-15




Chapter 5 Comments and Responses

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski, 2 April 12,2013
Deputy District Director

Transportation Conformitv/Regional Air Quality Impacts

The project will replace High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes proposed in the original

EIR with High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes. On page 3-41 of the Draft EIR the lead
agency states that the project (i.e., HOT lanes) is not included in the 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). Specifically, the
2012 RTP/SCS identifies the project as a transportation control measure that includes

HOV lanes as opposed to HOT lanes. 2 Also, the lead agency states that the project

would result in a 2% increase of traffic volume on this section of the I-5 corridor.

Further, in Table 3.2.C of the Draft EIR the lead agency indicates that the project would
increase both PM10 and PM2.5 emissions in the region. Therefore, the SCAQMD staff
requests that the lead agency provide further clarification (including technical analyses
and documentation) in the Final EIR to demonstrate that the project conforms to the 2012 | SCAQMD-2
RTP/SCS and will not result in significant regional air quality impacts for all criteria
pollutants. The lead agency should also explain what assumptions were used to
determine that surrounding area project emissions will decrease compared to no-build.

Climate Change Impacts
On page 4-10 (See Table 4.A and Table 4.B) of the Draft EIR the lead agency indicates

that the Build Alternative is expected to result in an increase of GHG emissions,
however, the lead agency does not determine the significance of these emissions.
Therefore, the AQMD staff recommends that consistent with Section 15064.4 of the

CEQA Guidelines the lead agency determine the significance of the project’s GHG
emissions impacts. Further, the AQMD staff notes that Section 15064(g) of the CEQA | SCAQMD-3
Guidelines provides additional clarification on GHG significance determinations and
requires that™...If there is disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts over the
significance of an effect on the environment, the lead agency shall treat the effect as
significant and shall prepare an EIR.” Therefore, the lead agency should revise the
project’s greenhouse gas emissions analysis to include a significance determination. If
the project demonstrates a significant GHG impact the lead agency should require all
feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact. —

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final
Environmental Impact Report. The SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead
Agency to address these issues and any other air quality questions that may arise. Please
contact Gordon Mize, Air Quality Specialist — CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3302, if you
have any questions regarding these comments.

* See project ID 996134 on page 39 of the Transportation Conformity Analysis Appendix available at:

http://scagrtp.net/MediaViewer/10935?print=true
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Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski, 3 April 12, 2013
Deputy District Director

Sincerely,

S VT UK

lan MacMillan
Program Supervisor, Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

IM:GM

LACI130319-03
Control Number
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Letter from South Coast Air Quality Management District dated 04/12/13

SCAQMD-1 Your comments regarding the need to provide supporting data from the traffic
studies and evidence from other toll lane projects demonstrating that toll lanes do not
increase congestion on mixed-flow lanes have been acknowledged. The I-5 Traffic Technical
Report (LSA Associates, Inc., January 2013) as well as the previous traffic studies conducted
for the 1-5 HOV/Truck Lanes project are available upon request and have been provided to
the SCAQMD prior to receipt of their comments. All the relevant data from the traffic reports
that supports the discussion and the findings in Section 3.1 has been summarized and cited
appropriately. Section 3.1 of the Supplemental EIR/ER has been revised to include evidence
from other toll lane projects to better explain the congestion relief provided by toll lanes.

SCAQMD-2 The proposed project islisted in the conforming 2012 Regiona Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2012 RTP/SCS) and its regional emissions analysis
as LA0G440. The listed project, LA0G440, is currently identified as a High Occupancy
Vehicle (HOV) Lanes project. A PM hot-spot analysis reviewed and concurred with by the
interagency consultation provides results of emissions estimates for the HOV Lanes project
aswell asthe proposed HOT Lane project. The PM hot-spot analysis indicates that the
proposed HOT Lane project results in the same or fewer emissions of PM 1o and PM55 in the
surrounding area than the HOV Lanes project identified in the conforming 2012 RTP/SCS.

It is therefore concluded that the proposed HOT Lane project is conforming and will have air
quality impacts better than or consistent with those identified in the state implementation
plans (SIPs) for achieving the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Table
3.2.C of the Draft Supplemental EIR provides a comparison of emissions estimates between
the No-Build and the proposed HOT Lane project; and indicates that the project resultsin
less emissions (combined direct and re-entrained) when compared to the emissions for the
No-Build Alternative in the surrounding area. Traffic data utilized in the analysis for the
surrounding area have been estimated based on the re-distribution among different facilities
affected by the implementation of the project.

SCAQMD-3 CEQA requires alead agency to make a good faith effort to identify impacts
and gives the lead agency discretion on the approach to analyze impacts. Caltrans has used
the best available modeling data (CT-EMFAC) to analyze greenhouse gas emissions related
to the project and have disclosed a projected increase in GHG emissions from the
existing/baseline conditions, but an overall decrease when comparing the future (2035) build
conditions to the future (2035) no-build conditions. While there is no scientific data
available to link the impact of the proposed project to the globa greenhouse gas effects on a
cumulative scale to climate change, Caltrans is committed to reducing GHG emissions as
outlined in Table 4C of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report.
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Struhl, Mine@DOT

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Montez, Carlos@DOT

Wednesday, April 17, 2013 2:27 PM
Struhl, Mine@DOT

FW: 1-5 HOT Draft Supplemental EIR
I-6 HOT Lane DEIR Comments.pdf

From: Dubiel, Matthew [mailto:MDUBIEL@dpw.lacounty.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2013 2:06 PM

To: Montez, Carlos@DOT

Cc: Pachano, Fabrizio; Burger, Steve; Pletyak, Jeff; Cruz, Ruben
Subject: I-5 HOT Draft Supplemental EIR

Mr. Montez:

Thank you for speaking to me this afternoon and providing me with your contact information.
Attached, please find comments from the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
regarding the I-5 HOT Draft Supplemental EIR.

If you have any questions please let me know.

Thank you.

Matthew Dubiel, P.E.

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

Land Development Division, Subdivision Mapping Section,
CUP/CEQA/B&T Planning Unit

B (626) 158-4921 &(626)158-1919

Please click here to take our customer service survey

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)
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April 17, 2013

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Division of Environmental Planning

California Department of Transportation, District 7
100 South Main Street, MS-16A

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Kosinski:

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
1-5 HIGH OCCUPANCY TOLL (HOT) LANE PROJECT

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report for the I-5 HOT Lane Project. The project proposes to include the addition of one

HOT lane in each direction along the 1-5 Freeway between SR-14 and Parker Road.
The HOT lanes are proposed to replace the High Occupancy Vehicle lanes.

The following comments are for your consideration and relate to the environmental
document only:

Development Services:
1. Caltrans should verify that the implementation of HOT lanes along the I-5 corridor |

is consistent with previous agreements and mitigations associated with traffic | _appw-1

impacts generated by developments within the Santa Clarita Valley.

2. Chapter 1, Introduction, Section 1.2, Original Project Description, Right-of-Way
Acquisition, Page 1-5: The document currently indicates that acquisition of one

full parcel and one partial parcel will be required for additional right-of-way, | LapPw-2
however it is not clear where these parcels are located. Full disclosure within the

document in this regard should be made and the acquisition should not affect any
County roadways or County owned properties. —

3. Chapter 1, Introduction, Section 1.2, Original Project Description, Sound Barriers,
Page 1-6: The document currently lists several locations where sound barriers
will be located outside of Caltrans right-of-way. While appendix B of the
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Ronald J. Kosinski
April 17, 2013
Page 2

document graphically depicts the proposed locations of the sound walls, it is not 4
clear as to which walls would require off-site acquisition or if there are any L ADPW-3
impacts to the abutting properties. There shall be no sound walls located within
County right-of-way. —

If you have any questions regarding the Development Services comments, or require
additional information, please contact Matthew Dubiel at (626) 458-4921 or
mdubiel@dpw.lacounty.gov.

MD:
PNdpub\SUBPCHECK\Plan Checking Files\Zoning Permi ounty Projects\l-5 HOT Lane from SR-14 to Parker RoadU-5 HOT Lane DEIR
Comments.docx
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Letter from County of L os Angeles Department of Public Works dated 04/17/13

LADPW-1 The Traffic Technical Report that was completed for the Draft Supplemental
EIR/ER utilized the SCAG Regiona Planning Model, used in the development of the 2012
Regional Transportation Plan (SCAG 2012 RTP Modél), as the primary forecasting tool used
to develop 2018 and 2035 traffic volume data. The SCAG regional model encompasses
freeway and significant arterial highway traffic flows over the entire six-county SCAG
region. The SCAG 2012 RTP Model includes a 2035 forecast year and a 2020 interim year
and takes into account all the traffic impacts generated by developmentsin within the Santa
Clarita Valley. Furthermore, cumulative impacts section (Chapter 2, Section 2.23) of the I-5
HOV/Truck Lane project EIR/EA identified the reasonably foreseeable development projects
in the project area and analyzed the potential cumulative impacts of the project with those
other projects. Appropriate coordination with County of Los Angeles and City of Santa
Claritawill be conducted as the project movesinto final design.

LADPW-2 All Temporary Constructions Easements (TCE) and land acquisitions were
identified by assessor’s parcel numbersin Chapter 2, Section 2.1 of the 1-5 HOV/Truck Lane
Project Fina EIR/FONSI. The locations were shown on the Project Features maps in Chapter
1. Chapter 1, Section 1.2 of the HOT Lane Project Supplemental summarizes those project
components that remain the same as the HOV Lane project. Please refer to the 2009 Final
EIR/FONSI for a more detailed description.

LADPW-3 The HOT Lane Project does not propose any soundwalls within the County right-
of-way. Sound barrier mapsin Appendix B have been revised to clearly show the locations of
proposed soundwalls.
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April 15, 2013

Walter Davis, Project Manager

Los Angeles Metropolitian Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, M/S 99-22-3

Los Angeles, CA 90012

SUBJECT: Accelerated Regional Transportation Improvements (ARTI) Program — I-5 North o
Capacity Enhancements Project

Dear Mr. Davis,

The Valley Industry and Commerce Association (VICA) strongly supports a public-private partnership
(PPP) to accelerate the I-5 North Capacity Enhancement Project.

The Interstate 5 (I-5) bottleneck in the Santa Clarita Valey significantly inhibits commerce to the greater
Los Angeles region. For this reason, the North Capacity Enhancements Project will greatly benefit
residents and drivers throughout the Santa Clarita and San Fernando valleys.

This PPP project will accelerate traffic relief by at least 30 years for motorists, business owners and
residents traveling through the corridor. The project will also create much needed construction jobs,

while reducing the traffic congestion that chokes our region. VICAL

We are encouraged by MTA's estimate that motorists using the entire 13.5 miles of HOT lanes will be
able to cross the stretch in less than 19 minutes. This would be a considerable time savings during
peak travel times. We are also looking forward to improved traffic in all lanes as some frequent
commuters move to the HOT lane.

We hope that this plan will provide a framework for how the business community and government can
work together toward revolutionizing our transportation system. Once proven successful by this project,
the PPP model can be used to fast-track other major projects of importance in the Los Angeles area,
including a transit system through the Sepulveda Pass.

Thank you for your time and attention to traffic relief on the I-5. We look forward to the construction of
Phase 2 of this project, as well as additional improvements through the |-5 North Capacity

Enhancement Project.
Sincerely,
{
(N A
David Adelman Stuart Waldman
Chair President
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CC: The Honorable Michael D. Antonovich
The Honorable Zev Yaroslavsky
The Honorable Diane DuBois
The Honorable Antonio Villaraigosa
The Honorable Don Knabe
The Honorable Gloria Molina
The Honorable Ara Najarian
The Honorable John Fasana
The Honorable Pam O'Connor
The Honorable Mark Ridley-Thomas
Mr. Richard Katz
Mr. Mel Wilson
Mr. Art Leahy
Mr. Mark Dierking
Mr. Carlos Montez
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Letter from The Valley Industry and Commer ce Association dated 04/15/13

VICA-1 VICA’s support for the project is acknowledged.
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t COMMENT CARD
STATE OF CAL!FORNIA_
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAT[ON
ftrans INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT - PUBLIC HEARING

March 28, 2013

NAME: \"\{’@&\Q‘( \UCC\\QSQ, DATE

aooress:_ Y N, \figa Ridoe e pHoNE. ol - TTH %%
ciry, state, zp_Nolaeci. O\, AHSH

E-MAIL ADDRESS: \g\‘\\)tt\wﬁi

D/Iwish to speak. E’@uld like to have the following statement filed for the record.

comenr O Sound walle Visra &5 501? NoN greq .
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HL-1
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Comments must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to California Department of
Transportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (I-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-16A, Los Angeles, CA
90012,
COMMENT CARD
A STATE OF CALIFORNIA
— DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
dtrans- INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT — PUBLIC HEARING
March 28, 2013
NAME: ‘IOZ S-lrf'-?sm’“ DATE: ?/L@/‘ ?
ADDRESS: 2225\ Eoethill Pozd PHONE:_ 295 - 649
cITY, STATE, zIP._Castaic , CA 1384
£
E-MAIL ADDRESS: J2ELSAB@ ATTNET -
O 1 wish to speak. ﬁ | would like to have the following statement filed for the record.
COMMENT:
JS1

0 Ths snhrs shestzh ot Hae piz} i&{— has ne Sevaduall patection, Wi
Sudn{:a Conshuction  intemsive werk zauirsd Well yos AVESS norsy f;r'«\rws
and it S, hmd

D Hop 1wl oz O Pond b wpaited ducog By bl o fox muﬁtﬂc_amch
s 1S 2nd H pld pond foc Mt /Sortt aceses

Comments must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to California Department of
Transportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-16A, Los Angeles, CA
g0012.
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Comment from Heather L ucchese (undated)

In the Supplemental EIR/ER, this address is represented by Receptor Location #309
(Appendix B, Sheet 16 of 26), where the predicted noise levels with the HOT lanes would be
64 dBA — below the threshold for noise impacts. However, other residences to the northwest
of this house do qualify for noise abatement consideration. Please refer to the General
Response — Noise Impacts and Abatement regarding sound barriers at this location.

Comments from Joe Simpson dated 03/28/13

JS-1 For the residential area along Daisy Court and Berrywood Court (west of the Old Road
along southbound 1-5), Sound barrier #3-10a (16 ft. in height), located aong the freeway
edge of shoulder, has been recommended for construction. This barrier is both acoustically
feasible and cost-effective. It would provide 8 dB noise reduction to 36 residencesin this
area described above. Please see Appendix B, Sheet 4 of 26 for the location of this sound
barrier. Relating to construction noise, Caltrans requires the contractors to comply with the
state/federal construction noise criteria. The construction noise levels should not exceed 86
dBA-Lmax at 50 feet from the operating equipment. Caltrans also monitors nighttime
construction noise levels upon requests made by the public.

JS-2 Temporary construction impacts of the project to the community and surrounding
streets were discussed in the I-5 HOV/Truck Lane Project Final EIR/FONSI. With the
avoidance and/or minimization measures outlined in the document, the potential traffic
impacts to traffic and circulation would not be adverse. The HOT Lane project would not
require achangein the analysis, consideration, and findings within the Final EIR/FONSI.
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COMMENT CARD

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
’ DEPARTMENT OF TRANSFORTATION
Lftrans’ INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT — PUBLIC HEARING
March 28, 2013

NAME: JOQ- Lego DATE: Eﬂ?f/i}
- 7 7
ADDRESS: 240z .-\ RD PHONE:
CITY, STATE, ZIP:___e o Aeil ca 1321\
E-MAIL ADDRESS:
O 1 wish to speak. EA would like to have the following statement filed for the record.
COMMENT:
Iy, .
o, Epn r CRI g yi Sr 015€ . - - ) ooll, Lo ‘F;m-—-
S /=5 Fradww A ol s ~sam bJ euti o0 -f Lot o f>£ JL-1
ad Gt e roydadee C ool b(\ = —5_;/,'7 v

Comments must be recsived by the close of business on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to California Department of
Transportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-18A, Los Angeles, CA
90012.

COMMENT CARD

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Lltrans INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT — PUBLIC HEARING
March 28, 2013

NAME: Mff/,./ Wl 1 DATE:

ADDRESS: ZIF3¢ Anwd Aehue ' PHONE: (3roVM¥—4/E3
CITY, STATE, 2P Joyince . £ -;4;,—;;,1.) Zoro3

E-MAIL ADDRESS: g7 w, ry@&@/mﬁa@( orn

O | wish to speak. Xll'would like to have the following statement filed for the record.
COMMENT:

AW-1

My troepbis waé?//&r“'_ "
x5tk g Ny

Comments must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to California Department of
Transportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (I-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-16A, Los Angeles, CA
90012.
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Comment from Joe L ago dated 03/28/13

JL-1 Please refer to the General Response — Noise Impacts and Abatement regarding sound
barriers at this location.

The primary function of a sound barrier isto reduce noise levels to the impacts areas; the
barrier is not intended to reduce air-pollution or dust.

Comment from Andrew Wang dated 03/28/13

AW-1Y our comment on converting the HOV lanes on the I-105 to HOT lanesis
acknowledged. Currently there are no plans to convert the HOV lanesto toll lanes.
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COMMENT CARD
c STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

- INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT - PUBLIC HEARING
m_w’s March 28, 2013

name:_\| (N S50 (%f oA . DATE: —d{/ Zs / |3
ADDRESS: 2 PHONE___
CITY, STATE, ZIP; ] N2 ot
E-MAIL ADDRESS; v’ ¥
m wish to speak. \Fg\l would like to have the following statement filed for the record.
]
COMMENT: MLA QAIp A oncy  ©Y Mf’)’"ﬂd}ﬁ, /me VB-1
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Commeants must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013, Comment cards may be mailed to California Department of
Transportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (I-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-18A, Los Angeles, CA

90012,

COMMENT CARD

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
s DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
5 INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT - PUBLIC HEARING
Lltrans March 28, 2013

NAME: ,Af\) fHony  Caraug DATE: §- R 1J
ADDRESS: 2453 Foore. Ronn PHONE._ & GLA- 2¥5 4
CITY, STATE, ZIP: Aewhad  CA C_"ii}.}\f’

E-MAIL ADDRESS: CAREAZ 2. @, Eorthlink . AT

ER | wish to speak. O | would like to have the following statement filed for the record.
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Comments must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to California Department of
Transportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (I-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-16A, Los Angeles, CA
20012,
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Commentsfrom Vanessa Brookman dated 03/28/13

VB-1 Your comment about your experience on SB -5 and SB 1-405 is acknowledged.

Comments from Anthony Careélli dated 03/28/13

Please refer to the General Response — Noise Impacts and Abatement regarding sound
barriers at this location.

The primary function of a sound barrier is to reduce noise levels to the impacts areas; the
barrier is not intended to reduce air-pollution or dust.
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Michael D. Antonovich

Los Angeles County Supervisor’s Office
500 West Temple Street, Room 869

Los Angeles, CA 90012

March 23, 2013

RE: PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP — TOLL LANE FOR THE I-5 FREEWAY Ow
DELIVERED VIA: U.S.P.S. & email

Dear Supervisor Antonovich;
On Wednesday March 20, 2013 the Castaic Area Town Council (CATC) voted 6-3 in favor of sending
you a letter in support of the proposed “Public/Private Partnership™ and toll lane installation on the I-5
through the Santa Clarita Valley. I am sending this to you today to let you know that I am against it.

I would rather see tolls like the mid-west where there are roll roads and everyone has to pay (although
then our DMV fess better go way down like theirs are). These “toll lanes” are used LESS than 5% of the

Los Angeles population and statewide, it is less than 1% ... Why would we cater to the 1%? It makes so VB-2
much more sense to do the construction as was proposed and approved years ago... and make all lanes

available for all drivers, that’s how congestion is reduced.

Take a look at (http://www.facebook.com/CaliforniansAcainstTheExpressLanes) this link is to a
statewide Facebook information page... PACKED with information, opinions from people statewide

who have been dealing with these lanes for years, rather than 3 months... I hope you will read some of
this. There is a LOT of information out there on why these toll lanes don’t really work and why so many
are against them, including many CHP officers’ I have spoken with.

The dedicated trucks lanes, which were all part of the same proposal brought before the CATC
approximately five years ago, were at the time proposed to go all the way up ending at the same place as
the proposed HOV lanes, just shy of the Parker Road exit. I KNOW this because we had hours of
discussion over this and what a nightmare we, the CATC thought it would be... all the merging. Just
how would cars merge into these “dedicated truck lanes” in order to exit the freeway at any exit point...
The changes to the dedicated truck lanes were not, at all, brought up when Metro was at the Council

meeting in February of this year. I only discovered they were now only making these lanes 3 miles long VB-3
and that they stop short of Calgrove at the Rancho Pico Jr. High School public meeting, I have informed

the CATC who were as I thought, surprised by this information. Now, to be honest, I think this is a
better plan! BUT, I have a problem with the fact that the plan was changed COMPELTELY, and no one
felt the need to re-notify anyone. We all know that can happen again... Once all the construction is
done down through the Pass, I know the traffic we have had now for more than 4 years will be
substantially alleviated, that’s a fact! Once they stop re-stripping the lanes every month, and moving
K-rails; so people know what they are supposed to do and where they are supposed to drive, once they
can get accustomed to what’s going to happen to the road 50 feet in front of them... it will make a world
of difference!!!

Metro has told me, they do not know how the lanes proposed will work. How can we be expected to
support something when we don’t know what that “something” is? We don’t really need even the extra
lane now, it would be nice, it’s always nice... but for the percentage of people who would be using it, |
call it a waste. Even the Santa Clarity City Council, who I very rarely ever agree with, are [ am told, for
the majority not in favor of this.
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When Landmark Village gets built there will be additional traffic, but I have very (VERY) good sources
who say that just keeps getting pushed further and further and further back too... so having the RUSH
TO FINISH thought process is really unnecessary. I have been witness to Metro’s “bully tactics™ that
told the CATC they can’t even LOOK at the Parker Bridge situation (or lane continuance) until after this

project is completed is a bunch of hooey! IN FACT... if we were to take the 30 years to build the VB-4
freeway as it was previously planned and approved the Bridge at Parker might be addressed sooner,

rather than later... The only “positive” from Metro... is the timeframe, and that’s not promised. It is my
strong opinion that it is a much better plan to allow for the time of 30 years and have the extra lane for
all.

Sincerely,

Vanessa D. Brookman - Val Verde Resident
Past Castaic Town Council Corporate Secretary & Vice President

cc:

Assemblyman Scott Wilk — via email

Rosalind Wayman — via email

David Perry — via email

Art Leahy - CEO of Metro — via email

Santa Clarita City Council — via email

Kenneth W. Striplin- Santa Clarita City manager - via email

Flo Lawrence - President Castaic Area Town Council- via email
Don Flemming — President West Ranch Town Council - via email
Greg Kimura — President Val Verde Civic Association — via email
The Signal — via email

Congressman Buck McKeon
26650 The Old Road, Suite 203
Santa Clarita, CA 91381

Senator Steve Knight
23920 Valencia Blvd, Suite 250
Santa Clarita, CA 91355
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Comments from Vanessa Brookman dated 03/23/13

VB-2 & VB-4 Y our commentsto Supervisor Michael Antonovich and the verbal comments
that you made at the public hearing on March 28, 2013 are acknowledged. Our response to
your comments can be reviewed in Table 5.1.

VB-3 Your comment regarding the truck lanes ending at the same location as the proposed
HOV lanesis acknowledged. Please note that the I-5 HOV/Truck Lane project never
included that option. As described in the Final EIR/FONSI and as summarized in the
Supplemental EIR/ER, the project would extend one northbound truck lane from where the
truck lanes currently merge with northbound 1-5 near the Weldon Canyon Road/I-5
overcrossing to the Calgrove Boulevard/I-5 interchange. Southbound truck climbing lanes
are proposed between the Weldon Canyon Road overcrossing and Calgrove Boulevard
interchange (two truck lanes) and from Calgrove Boulevard to south of the Pico Canyon
Road/Lyons Avenue interchange (one truck lane).
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COMMENT CARD &~

5 STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Lftrans’ INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT - PUBLIC HEARING
March 28, 2013

NAME:; JAMS 3 Ly DATE__4- /D -~ 20/3

ADDRESS. 4% & 722 meaao et PHONE: €L/ - 284 172
- CITY, STATE, ZIP: Steven Son) “Rgnwch s 935l

E-MAIL ADDRESS: __ Buclel L% C54T C AOLs CPony

O [ wish to speak. F/l would like to have the following statement filed for the record.

COMMENT:
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Comments must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mziled to California Department of
Transportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (I-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-16A, Los Angeles, CA
90012,

COMMENT CARD *
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
&féans INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT - PUBLIC HEARING
March 28, 2013
NAME: \1.(\&1 \(E \{\l ﬂd&d DATE:. 3-73-13
ADDREsSS: > 2419 Mm& Lowe, PHONE: X18-Sid-5gH4

cITy, STATE, ziP__ No\encoiieh Aized
E-MAIL ADDRESS:_¥dsin Metion & Wormail.com

O | wish to speak. <28 would like to have the following statement filed for the record.

COMMENT:
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Comments must“ée received by the close of business on April 15 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to California Department of

Transportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (I-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-16A, Los Angeles, CA
90012.
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Comments from James Lynn dated 04/10/13
L YNN-1 The commenter’ s lack of support for the project is acknowledged.

Thisresidential area along Dogwood Court is located on the southbound I-5 between
Pico/Lyons and Calgrove Blvd. Because these homes are situated much higher than the
freeway elevation, the only acoustically feasible location for a sound barrier is aong the
private property linein the backyards. Sound barrier #1-3 has been determined to be
acoustically feasible, but not cost-effective. The reasonable allowance for this barrier is
$220,000 as it benefits 4 homes along Dogwood Ct. However, the construction cost of this
barrier (including the right of way easement) is approximately $375,000, which exceeds the
allowance. However, if al 4 homeowners agree to donate the easement costs, then, this
barrier becomes cost-effective. In addition, if al other agreements have been reached with
Caltrans, then, this barrier can be constructed as it provides 10 dB noise reduction (at 10 ft. in
height). The primary function of a sound barrier is to reduce noise levels to the impacts areas;
the barrier is not intended to reduce air-pollution or dust.

Commentsfrom Ingrid Windsor dated 03/28/13

| W-1 The commenter’ s statements regarding another lane for everyone are acknowledged.
Please refer to the response to Vanessa Brookman's commentsin Table 5.1.
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COMMENT CARD

- STATE OF CALIFORNIA
o A DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
&ftrans- INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT - PUBLIC HEARING
wiarch 26, 2013

[P

name_Noe  Wilo pate__ A -10-1%
ADDRESS:_LE0 59 HoWMnglk  Cour+ pHONE._ LI\ Lo 25 10
CITY, STATE, 2P S%eNenSgn QonCn  CA 9134\

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

O 1wish to spesk. E/ﬁwu[d like to have the following slatement filed for the record.

COMMENT:
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Comments must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to Califernia Department of
Trensportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Plenning {1-5 HOT Lane}, 100 South Main Street, MS-184, Los Angeles, CA

S0012.
COMMENT CARD
4 : STATE OF CALIFORNIA
- . DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Lftrans INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT — PUBLIC HEARING
- March 28, 2013
nave. Sam Hdlo © 7 DATE. ApPril % 20103

" ADDRESS:_ LB 01 dodwand (pue k Sdevensen (2a1CAH PHONE: & §i8 <02 13/
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E-MAIL ADDRESS:

O | wish to speak. E.[/! would like to have the following statement filed for the record.

COMMENT:
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Commenis must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to California Departmént of
;'B%qséportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-16A, Los Angeles, CA
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Commentsfrom Abe Hillo dated 04/10/13

AH-1 Noise levels for residences along Hollyhock Court have not been measured or modeled
due to their proximity to the freeway. The freeway is more than 1200 ft. from the residences
along Hollyhock Court, and therefore, no noise impacts are predicted to occur at this
distance. Noise barrier along the freeway edge of shoulder has been determined to be
acoustically not feasible as the homes in this area are situated much higher than the freeway.
Asfor the windows, Caltrans does not have a program/mechanism to provide insulation to
impacted homes.

Commentsfrom Sam Hillo dated 04/03/13

SH-1 Thisresidentia area aong Dogwood Court is located on the southbound 1-5 between
Pico/Lyons and Calgrove Blvd. Because these homes are situated much higher than the
freeway elevation, the only acoustically feasible location for a sound barrier is along the
private property line in the backyards. Sound barrier #1-3 has been determined to be
acoustically feasible, but not cost-effective. The reasonable allowance for this barrier is
$220,000 as it benefits 4 homes along Dogwood Ct. However, the construction cost of this
barrier (including the right of way easement) is approximately $375,000, which exceeds the
allowance. However, if al 4 homeowners agree to donate the easement costs, then, this
barrier becomes cost-effective. In addition, if al other agreements have been reached with
Caltrans, then, this barrier can be constructed as it provides 10 dB noise reduction (at 10 ft. in
height). The primary function of a sound barrier is to reduce noise levels to the impacts aresas;
the barrier is not intended to reduce air-pollution or dust.
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COMMENT CARD

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
lNTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT - PUBLIC HEARING
“ March 28,2013

e
NAME m M,; T)’Mc.u Ga)@,nf/’ i 2 53 DATE.  &— ‘Z"" 5
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O 1 wish to speak. O | would like to have the following statement filed for the record.

COMMENT
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Comments must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to California Department of

Transportation - Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (I-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-16A, Los Angeles, CA
90012.

COMMENT CARD
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
. INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT - PUBLIC HEARING

m _ March 28, 2013 MM-1
NAME: DATE; e
ADDRESS: PHONE:

CITY, STATE, ZIP:

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

0O 1 wish to speak. O 1 would like to have the following statement filed for the record.

COMMENT:

@"W @O@Jf‘ﬂ
L oy

Comments must be received by the close of business on April 15, 2013, Comment cards may be mailed to California Depariment of

Transportation — Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental Planning (I-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Street, MS-16A, Los Angeles, CA
90012, ;
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Commentsfrom Marilyn MacEwan dated 04/15/13

MM-1Your comment regarding the need for another road is acknowledged.
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% coMMENT carp N
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ey DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION \

laftrans INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT — PUBLIC HEARING
Warch 26, 2013

| NAME: ijed Sklc\c\ﬂ?@- oare._ W -5-13
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Comments must be received by The dm of bmlnuss on April 15, 2013. Comment cards may be mailed to Califomia Department of
Tmnspodauun Carlos Montez, Division of Environmental P‘lann!ng {I-5 HOT Lane), 100 South Main Strest, MS-18A, Los Angeles, CA

: COMMENT CARD
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Gfrans: INTERSTATE 5 HOT LANE PROJECT — PUBLIC HEARING
March 28, 2013
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Comments must be received b
bttt bbisie il Y the close of businéss on April 15, 2013, Commen rds may be mailed to California Nenartmant o |
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Commentsfrom Fred Stickles dated 04/08/13

FS-1 Noise levels for residences along Sagecrest Circle have not been measured or modeled
due to their proximity to the freeway. The freeway is more than 1200 ft. from the residences
along Hollyhock Court, and therefore, no noise impacts are predicted to occur at this
distance. Noise barrier along the freeway edge of shoulder has been determined to be
acoustically not feasible as the homes in this area are situated much higher than the freeway.
The primary function of a sound barrier isto reduce noise levels to the impacts areas; the
barrier is not intended to reduce air-pollution or dust.

Commentsfrom Mr. and Mrs. Antonio Federico Sr. dated 04/15/13

AF-1 Please refer to the General Response — Noise Impacts and Abatement regarding sound
barriers at this location.
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Montez, Carlos@DOT

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hi Carlos-

CHARLES O'CONNELL [chuckoconnell@prodigy.net]
Tuesday, April 16, 2013 7:19 PM

Montez, Carlos@DOT

I-5 Project in Santa Clarita area-Pico/Lyons OC Ebd lanes

Hope all goes well with your I-5 projects..

Regarding the Pico/Lyons OC over I-5 in Santa Clarita, the City and County were going to resurface the Ebd
lanes on the structure, because the AC is pealing/ coming off the concrete bridge deck. Currently the Ebd lanes

have an AC overlay on the bridge deck. The Wbd lanes have no overlay and traffic moves across directly on

the concrete bridge deck.

CO-1

Someone at CT requested that the City and County hold off, as a CT construction project would create a new
bridge deck surface for traffic. The existing AC is looking pretty tacky and something should be done. Are there

any plans for CT to handle the Ebd lanes in the near future .....or has that been delayed also.

Thanks for any information.

Best regards,

Chuck O'Connell

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to

Parker Road)
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Commentsfrom Charles O'Connell dated 04/16/13

CO-1 Y our comments regarding the need for surface improvements on the Pico/Lyons OC
are acknowledged. The HOT Lane project will not impact the Pico/Lyons OC. Currently, we
have no plans for a Caltrans project that would create a new bridge deck surface at that

location.
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Montez, Carlos@DOT

From: Dierking, Mark [DierkingM@metro.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 10:40 AM
To: Montez, Carlos@DOT

Subject: FW: 5 Frwy Toll Lanes

————— Original Message-----

From: Henry Aguirre [mailto:hen5193@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2013 9:51 PM

To: Dierking, Mark

Subject: 5 Frwy Toll Lanes

Hi there i live in Santa Clarita and i support the idea of Toll lanes. I already have a
Fastrak so I'm ready to go. What I'm noticing though is that people here are very misinformed
about the project and that is leading to people favoring it. One of the biggest things people
are confused about is the price. Some people think that it will be $40 or that lower income
people will be priced out. Another thing people confuse is that they will take away an
existing lane on the 5 when in reality the project adds to the existing 8 lanes. You guys
should step up your info campaign and spread the info because lack of info just might sink
this project. Go to scvsignal.com and read there most recent article on the the lanes and
read the comments and you see what i mean.

HA-1
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Commentsfrom Henry Aguirre dated 04/17/13

HA-1 Y our comments regarding the misinformation and confusion about various aspects of
the project are acknowledged and appreciated. Caltrans and Metro will continue their efforts
to properly inform Santa Clarita residents about this project.
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Struhl, Mine@DOT

From: Montez, Carlos@DOT

Sent: Friday, April 19, 2013 9:53 AM
To: Struhl, Mine@DOT

Subject: FW: Opposed to Toll-Lane

From: Dierking, Mark [mailto:DierkingM@metro.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:31 PM

To: Montez, Carlos@DOT

Subject: FW: Opposed to Toll-Lane

From: Fred Laube [mailto:flaube@hirsch.com
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 12:58 PM

To: Dierking, Mark

Subject: RE: Opposed to Toll-Lane

Hi Mark,

Thanks for the clarification. | misunderstood the entire project. | thought the project would replace the carpool lane

with a toll-lane. I'm not opposed to having the carpool lane with an option for single riders to pay the toll.

Thanks again for the clarification and information you provided below.

Thank You

Fred Laube — Director of Corporate Operations — Hirsch Pipe & Supply Co., - (W) 818-756-0908 (F) 818-756-0926 —
www.hirsch.com — Feeed Fae 72...

From: Dierking, Mark [mailto:DierkingM@metro.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 10:38 AM

To: Fred Laube

Subject: RE: Opposed to Toll-Lane

Thank you for comments regarding Metro’s proposed carpool project in Santa Clarita. We appreciate your comments
and will share with the project team.

We have held three public meetings to present the concept of building the project by 2019 through a Public-Private
Partnership delivery method, versus waiting until 2040. The proposed toll lanes as currently envisioned would be free
for carpoolers (3 people anytime; 2 people off-peak time). The difference here from regular carpool lanes, is that single
drivers could choose to use the carpool lanes for a fee. The current general purpose lanes would benefit as well from
the additional capacity and the resurfacing of all the lanes as part of the project.

1
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There will be a full Metro Board Meeting concerning this project on Thursday, April 25" starting at 9:00 AM in the Board
Room — 3™ Floor at Metro Headquarters. The address is at One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, CA 90017. At that meeting
we will be taking all public comments as a part of the project review process. If you have any further questions we can
be reached at |-5ehancements@metro.net or at 213-922-2772.

Best regards,

Mark Dierking,
Community Relations Manager

From: Fred Laube [mailto:flaube@hirsch.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 6:45 AM

To: Dierking, Mark

Subject: Opposed to Toll-Lane

I've been a Santa Clarita resident for over 12 years now. Although the congestion on the 5 freeway during rush hour can
be a little stressful, | don’t see the need for a toll-lane. | can’t see myself paying for the additional lane through my tax FL-1

dollars and then have to pay a toll on top of that to use the freeway | helped build with my tax dollars. This seems pretty
ludicrous to me.

Thank You

Fred Laube — Director of Corporate Operations — Hirsch Pipe & Supply Co., - (W) 818-756-0908 (F) 818-756-0926 —
www.hirsch.com — et Fae J2...
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Commentsfrom Fred Laube dated 04/18/13

FL-1Your comment regarding an additional lane with toll is acknowledged. We note that a
response has been provided to you by Mark Dierking of Metro.
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Montez, Carlos@DOT

From: Bonnie Shierts [bshierts@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 11:17 AM

To: Montez, Carlos@DOT

Subject: RE: 15 toll

Thank you for your reply,
Its nice to know someone is listening ©

Bonnie

QBW

Bonnie Shierts

Senior Team Mgr

Consultant * Recruiter * Trainer

VIPinsider & European DGT earner

Phone: (661) 297-2094 | Text: (661) 510-3768

View my webpage | Shop online | Join my Team

"Like" my fanpage on facebook for all things Cookie Lee EdFacebook

From: Montez, Carlos@DOT [mailto:carlos.montez@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 8:52 AM

To: Bonnie

Subject: RE: I5 toll

Ms Shier,

Thank you for your comment letter. We will incorporate the comment letter in the final environmental document and
provide you with a copy with a response.

Best Regards,

Carlos

From: Bonnie [mailto:bshierts@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2013 11:01 AM

To: Montez, Carlos@DOT
Subject: I5 toll

Hi Catlos,

I do hope you will keep the following in mind in the decision making process....
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» we have had construction in and around the 5/14 pass and northbound/southbound on
interstate 5 for quite some time and this in fact impacts traffic causing delays.

» how adding this toll road is for our local residents yet what is the (long term) impact from
central and northern California since this stretch of freeway is a main artery into southern
California.

BS-1

« listening to the people of Santa Clarita at this time it is not what the majority of people want
and if put on a ballot (which is quite costly) it would most likely not pass.

having a son who patrols the 110 stretch it was disappointing that when he came to one of the
meetings giving first hand visual real life feedback it was as though no one seems interested and
brushed it off my son puts his life at risk stopping violators on your toll road getting yelled at by
people who do not like the toll roads let alone which I have personally seen having driven in the
increased traffic, the none toll lanes are more congested and this also does have an impact on an
officers or EMT's tesponse time to an accident and I wonder if someone were to die because of the
increased response time who will be held accountable? Yes these are things a mom of an officer
thinks about let alone someone who has been raised for 50 year in Los Angeles, Toll roads may be
great in downtown in highly populated areas but we are not down town and my concerns (while
going on deaf ears at the meetings out here in our valley) are:

 lets do something about the truck traffic and the tunnels to avoid any further tragic incidents
where closure of the freeway happens and loss of life... (how many incidents have we had in
recent years)

« lets continue the study on the two existing toll roads and their usage 4 months in downtown
does not give any consistent figures to our valley and the type of traffic we have

o lets finish all construction and see what the traffic flow is

« possible create a HOV lane consistent with the 14 freeway that is car pool during specific
hours then an open lane in non peak hours for all to use. (then if that does not work revisit
the toll road idea after we continue to evaluate the needs of Santa Clarita and the burden of
the taxpayers rather than big business and any agency who may benefit from the monies
generated.

thank you for taking my considerations

Bonnie Shierts
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Commentsfrom Bonnie Shierts dated 04/16/13

BS-1 Y our comments regarding traffic delays due to construction and lack of support for the
project are acknowledged. The Traffic Technical Report that was completed for the Draft
Supplemental EIR/ER utilized the SCAG Regiona Planning Model, used in the devel opment
of the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (SCAG 2012 RTP Model), as the primary
forecasting tool used to develop 2018 and 2035 traffic volume data. The model takes into
account the traffic flow from Central and Northern California.

BS-2 Y our comments regarding the express lanes and an open lane for non-peak hours are
acknowledged. The Truck Lane project that is currently in construction is scheduled to be
completed in 2014 and will improve traffic flow, relieve congestion and enhance safety.
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CQRLE T A in) &

TOM GILDERSLEEVE
25322 Wood Dale Court
Santa Clarita, CA 91350
(661) 259-6226
tgilders@pacbell.net
April 8, 2013

Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director 24
California Department of Transportation, District 7
Division of Environmental Planning

100 South Main Street, MS-16A

Los Angeles, CA 20012-3712

Subject: Comments on the I-5 HOT Lane Project Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Reevaluation for the proposed HOT lanes on Route 5 from the 5/14
interchange to Parker Road

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

I have serious issues with the project as currently proposed to provide 13.5 route miles of carpool lanes
on Route 5 north of the 5/14 interchange. The price tag of $300 million is staggering and supposedly
forces the adoption of toll lanes to provide timely implementation.

Back in the early 1990s | was a project manager for Caltrans in charge of an 18.5 mile project on Raute
210 between Pasadena and Route 57 to construct an HOV lane in each direction. The price tag for this
project was only around $20 million. Granted, this was roughly 20 years ago and there has been inflation
since then, but this project was also 5 miles longer than what is proposed for Route 5, and we have not
had the kind of inflation that would turn a $20 million project into a $300 million project in any event. The

difference, | presume, is that the Route 5 project is probably getting the grand treatment to full freeway

standards while the 210 project made use of the existing median and required some lanes to be Te1

narrowed to 11 feet. Be that as it may, it went in on a rapid schedule at that modest cost, and traffic has
been reaping the benefits for roughly two decades now. Further, nobody pays a toll for those benefits. If
money ever becomes available, the freeway will be brought up to full standards in the future.

When | look at my Sigalert map on the computer each day, it rarely shows anything less than free flowirg—
traffic on Route 5 in the area where the HOT lanes are proposed. Based on that, it appears That the
need for HOV lanes throughout the project length is primarily a future need and does not currently exist.
There definitely is planned development in the area and traffic will undoubtedly increase on Route 5 to
the point that HOV lanes will be needed in the future. The question is when? It seems pretty evident that
the major contributor to the anticipated traffic growth will be Newhall Ranch. | also was the project
manager on the widening of Route 126 from Route 5 to Piru, and dealt extensively with officials fro

Newhall Land and Farming who were planning Newhall Ranch back in the 1990s. At that pointin timg TG-2

they had every expectation of having the development well underway within just a few years. Obvious!
that never happened, and actual construction of that development has yet to begin. The point I'm
making is that the true schedule for all this development is highly questionable at this point, and it could
take a lot longer than Metro anticipates. One thing is reasonably clear; they are planning a $300 million
“solution” to a problem that currently does not exist and may not exist for some time to come, and they
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want to lock in toll lanes that may never go away in order to accomplish it.

I would suggest that a better engineering approach to this situation would be to redefine the stages of
this project in order to live within the available funding without the need to provide toll lanes, as follows:

Stage 2a
Stage 2b
Stage 2c
Stage 2d

It is my opinion that, given the choice, the users of these lanes would rather see it done that way as
opposed to having to pay a significant toll. Further, if the toll lanes go the design/build approach as
proposed by Metro, any bidder is going to recognize that tolls on those lanes may not meet expectations
in the near term and will bid higher to cover the risk, all at public expense.

Sincerely,

Provide HOV lanes utilizing the median from Route 14 to Valencia Bivd.

Provide HOV lanes utilizing the median from Valencia Blvd. to Route 126 TG-3
Provide HOV lanes utilizing the median from Route 126 to Parker Road

Bring all of the above up to full geometric standards as funds become available

S e Bty e re
S

Tom Gildersleeve, P.E.
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Commentsfrom Tom Gilder deeve dated 04/09/13

TG-1 Y our comments regarding how the project could be constructed for far less amount of
money if it was designed with less than standard elements are acknowledged. Y ou recount
your experience with constructing High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on Route 210 for
$20 million. This was achieved by making use of the existing median and reducing the lanes
to 11ft. It isimportant to realize that there are marked differences between Route 210 and 1-5
in terms of the available Right of Way and land use along both corridors. Route 210 is
located in densely populated urban area where any widening of the freeway would have
significant impact on the communities abutting the freeway. The Right of way impact would
constitute grounds to justify using nonstandard design elements like 11 ft wide lanes. On the
other hand, I-5 in Santa Clarita has sufficient right-of-way to accommodate the widening
needed for thetoll lanes. Therefore, there seems to be no justification for applying
nonstandard design elementsin this case. The cost of the project is usually not afactor in
determining the application of design standards unlessit is makes the project prohibitively
expensive. I-5 HOT Lane project presents an aternative funding strategy that would make
the project feasible without having to resort to nonstandard design features.

TG-2 Y our comments regarding the current traffic volume not justifying the toll lanes are
acknowledged. The Traffic Study conducted for the I-5 HOT Lane project indicates that the
segment between SR 14 and Vaencia Boulevard is currently operating at Level of Service
(LOS) F or E during the AM and PM peak hours. This traffic congestion is projected to
worsen over the next few years. Thetoll lanes will help aleviate the traffic congestion and
increase the throughput on Route 5.

TG-3 Your suggestions to redefine the stages of the project in order to live within the
available funding are acknowledged.
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Table A-1 Existing and Predicted Future Noise Levels

Existing .
Receptor Land Use B?}itcsn; Location Il_\lg\;Z? 0% Towe reve Activity
No. Receptors 4BA _ _ With Project | With Project | category “:?_Pagt
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) yp
Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-1/M-1 Recreation 1 Castaic Road 70 72 72 0 2 C(67) AIE
R-2 Residential 1 Planned Residential 53 55 55 0 2 B(67) --
R-3 Residential 1 Planned Residential 55 58 58 0 3 B(67) --
R-4 Residential 1 Planned Residential 61 62 63 1 2 B(67) --
R-5 Residential 1 Planned Residential 62 63 64 1 2 B(67) --
R-6 Residential 1 Planned Residential 62 63 64 1 2 B(67) --
R-7 Residential 1 Planned Residential 59 60 60 0 1 B(67) --
R-8 Residential 1 Planned Residential 60 61 62 1 2 B(67) --
R-9 Residential 1 Planned Residential 58 60 61 1 3 B(67) --
R-10 Residential 1 Planned Residential 60 62 63 1 3 B(67) --
R-11 Residential 2 Planned Residential 60 62 63 1 3 B(67) --
R-12 Residential 2 Planned Residential 59 62 62 0 3 B(67) --
R-13 Residential 1 Planned Residential 62 65 65 0 3 B(67) --
R-14 Residential 1 Romeo Canyon Road 68 71 71 0 3 B(67) A/E
R-15 Residential 3 Daisy Court 70 74 75 1 5 B(67) AIE
R-16 Residential 5 Daisy Court 68 73 73 0 5 B(67) AIE
R-17 Residential 2 Daisy Court 67 72 72 0 5 B(67) AIE
R-18 Residential 1 Iris Place 67 71 72 1 5 B(67) A/E
R-19 Residential 3 Primrose Lane 63 68 68 0 5 B(67) AIE
R-20 Residential 2 Iris Place 63 67 68 1 5 B(67) AIE
R-21 Residential 1 Iris Place 66 70 71 1 5 B(67) AIE
R-22 Residential 3 Primrose Lane 62 66 66 0 4 B(67) A/E
R-23 Residential 3 North Spring Meadow Ct. 70 74 75 1 5 B(67) A/E
R-24 Residential 6 Marigold Circle 69 73 74 1 5 B(67) AIE
R-25 Residential 3 Marigold Circle 69 73 74 1 5 B(67) AIE
R-26 Residential 2 Morning Glory Place 68 72 73 1 5 B(67) A/E
R-27 Residential 2 Morning Glory Place 63 67 68 1 5 B(67) AIE
R-28 Residential 3 Marigold Circle 64 68 69 1 5 B(67) AIE
R-29 Residential 3 Marigold Circle 62 67 67 0 5 B(67) AIE
R-30 Residential 3 Cedar Oak Lane 67 71 71 0 4 B(67) A/E
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Existing .
Receptor Land Use B?}itcsn; Location Il_\lg\;Z? 0% Towe reve Activity
No. Receptors 4BA. _ _ With Project | With Project | category “:?_Pagt
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) yp
Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-31 Residential 6 Cedar Oak Lane 67 71 71 0 4 B(67) AIE
R-32 Residential 3 Cedar Oak Lane 67 70 71 1 4 B(67) A/E
R-33/M-5 Residential 2 Cedar Oak Lane 63 67 67 0 4 B(67) AIE
R-34 Residential 2 Wedgewood Court 61 65 65 0 4 B(67) --
R-35 Residential 2 Wedgewood Court 68 68 73 5 5 B(67) AIE
R-36 Residential 2 Cedar Oak Lane 66 70 70 0 4 B(67) A/E
R-37 Residential 2 Cedar Oak Lane 68 71 72 1 4 B(67) AIE
R-38 Residential 2 Cedar Oak Lane 64 67 69 2 5 B(67) AIE
R-39 Residential 2 Cedar Oak Lane 67 72 72 0 5 B(67) AIE
R-40/M-6 Residential 1 The Old Road 64 69 69 0 5 B(67) A/E
R-41 Residential 5 Holmby Court 64 67 67 0 3 B(67) AIE
R-42 Residential 4 London Court 57 60 60 0 3 B(67) --
R-43 Residential 5 Desert Rose Drive 67 71 71 0 4 B(67) AIE
R-44/M-9 Residential 9 Desert Rose Drive 74 77 78 1 4 B(67) A/E
R-45 Residential 3 Saguaro Street 59 63 63 0 4 B(67) --
R-46 Residential 4 Desert Rose Drive 55 58 58 0 3 B(67) --
R-47/M-10 Residential 4 Desert Rose Drive 55 58 59 1 4 B(67) --
R-48 Residential 1 Saguaro Street 56 59 60 1 4 B(67) --
R-49 Residential 3 Saguaro Street 63 67 67 0 4 B(67) AIE
R-50/M-11 Residential 7 Saguaro Street 64 68 68 0 4 B(67) AIE
R-51 Residential 7 Saguaro Street 68 72 72 0 4 B(67) A/E
R-52 Residential 7 Saguaro Street 70 74 75 1 5 B(67) AIE
R-53/M-13 Residential 7 Saguaro Street 71 76 76 0 5 B(67) AIE
R-54 Residential 3 Saguaro Street 66 71 71 0 5 B(67) AIE
R-55 Residential 1 Saguaro Street 59 63 63 0 4 B(67) --
R-56 Residential 3 Saguaro Street 61 65 65 0 4 B(67) --
R-57 Residential 6 Saguaro Street 64 69 69 0 5 B(67) AIE
R-58/M-14 Residential 2 Saguaro Street 59 63 64 1 5 B(67) --
R-59 Residential 2 Saguaro Street 56 61 61 0 5 B(67) --
R-60 Residential 2 Firebrand Drive 61 65 65 0 4 B(67) --
R-61 Residential 2 Firebrand Drive 61 64 64 0 3 B(67) --
R-62 Residential 1 Sedona Way 55 59 60 1 5 B(67) --
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Existing .
Receptor Land Use B?}itcsn; Location Il_\lg\;Z? 0% Towe reve Activity
No. Receptors 4BA. _ _ With Project | With Project | category “:?_Pagt
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) yp
Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-63 Residential 1 Ashby Court 56 58 58 0 2 B(67) --
R-64 Residential 2 Salem Court 57 59 59 0 2 B(67) --
R-65 Residential 1 Salem Court 58 61 61 0 3 B(67) --
R-66 Residential 2 Hartford Avenue 59 61 62 1 3 B(67) --
R-67 Residential 2 Quincy Street 57 60 60 0 3 B(67) --
R-68 Residential 2 Fenway Court 58 61 61 0 3 B(67) --
R-69 Residential 2 Fenway Court 55 57 58 1 3 B(67) --
R-70/M-17 Residential 3 Buckskin Drive 56 59 59 0 3 B(67) --
R-71 Residential 1 Ashby Court 56 61 61 0 5 B(67) -
R-72 Residential 3 Salem Court 60 64 64 0 4 B(67) --
R-73 Residential 2 Quincy Street 59 62 62 0 3 B(67) --
R-74 Residential 1 Quincy Street 54 56 56 0 2 B(67) --
R-75 Residential 3 Fenway Court 52 54 54 0 2 B(67) --
R-76 Residential 2 Buckskin Drive 52 53 54 1 2 B(67) --
R-77 Residential 1 Ashby Court 55 59 59 0 4 B(67) --
R-78 Residential 4 Ashby Court 56 58 58 0 2 B(67) --
R-79 Residential 5 Salem Court 59 62 63 1 4 B(67) --
R-80 Residential 2 Quincy Street 59 61 62 1 3 B(67) --
R-81 Classroom 1 The Old Road 61 64 64 0 3 %((272))/ -
R-82/M-19 Hotel 1 The Old Road 66 66 66 0 0 E(72) --
R-83 Hotel 1 Wayne Mills Place 57 57 58 1 1 E(72) --
R-84/M-20 Hotel 1 Wayne Mills Place 66 66 66 0 0 E(72) --
R-85 Residential 2 Playa Serena Drive 70 70 70 0 0 B(67) AIE
R-86 Residential 3 Playa Serena Drive 71 71 71 0 0 B(67) AIE
R-87/M-21 Residential 2 Los Arqueros Drive 70 70 71 1 1 B(67) A/E
R-88 Residential 1 Playa Serena Drive 64 63 64 1 0 B(67) --
R-89/M-22 Residential 1 Playa Serena Drive 61 61 61 0 0 B(67) --
R-90 Residential 3 Baviera Way 67 66 67 1 0 B(67) AIE
R-91 Residential 3 Baviera Way 70 67 68 1 -2 B(67) A/E
R-92 Residential 2 Baviera Way 70 68 69 1 -1 B(67) AIE
R-93 Residential 6 Baviera Way 55 54 55 1 0 B(67) --
R-94 Residential 6 Baviera Way 55 54 55 1 0 B(67) --

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)




Appendix A Noise Impact and Abatement Tables

Existing .
Receptor Land Use B?}itcsn; Location Il_\lg\;Z? 0% Towe reve Activity
No. Receptors 4BA. _ _ With Project | With Project | category “:?_Pagt
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) yp
Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-95 Residential 6 Baviera Way 57 55 56 1 -1 B(67) --
R-96/M-23 Residential 6 Sycamore Meadow Drive 69 69 70 1 1 B(67) A/E
R-97 Residential 12 Sycamore Meadow Drive 66 65 66 1 0 B(67) AIE
R-98 Residential 6 Eagle Lane 64 63 64 1 0 B(67) --
R-99 Residential 8 Sycamore Meadow Drive 57 56 57 1 0 B(67) --
R-100/M-25 Residential 1 Silver Aspen Way 74 75 75 0 1 B(67) A/E
R-101 Residential 4 Silver Aspen Way 71 72 72 0 1 B(67) AIE
R-102 Residential 12 Silver Aspen Way 71 72 72 0 1 B(67) A/E
R-103 Residential 12 Silver Aspen Way a4 44 45 1 1 B(67) -
R-104 Residential 12 Silver Aspen Way 64 64 65 1 1 B(67) --
R-105 Residential 12 Silver Aspen Way 65 63 64 1 -1 B(67) --
R-106 Residential 2 Silver Aspen Way 64 59 60 1 -4 B(67) --
R-107 Residential 1 Silver Aspen Way 63 58 59 1 -4 B(67) -
R-108 Residential 3 Silver Aspen Way 67 58 59 1 -8 B(67) --
R-109/M-29 Residential 1 Twin Oaks Place 65 64 65 1 0 B(67) --
R-110 Commercial 1 The Old Road 61 59 60 1 -1 F --
R-111/M-30 Residential 1 Twin Oaks Place 60 60 61 1 1 B(67) --
R-112 Residential 1 Twin Oaks Place 61 62 63 1 2 B(67) --
R-113/M-31 School 1 Rockwell Canyon Road | 60 60 61 1 1 %((272))/ -
R-114 Commercial 1 The Old Road 58 59 60 1 2 F --
R-115/M-32 School 1 Tournament Road 59 61 62 1 3 C(67) --
R-116 School 1 Tournament Road 65 67 68 1 3 C(67) AIE
R-117 School 1 Tournament Road 62 63 65 2 3 C(67) --
R-118 Residential 3 Sand Wedge Lane 67 66 67 1 0 B(67) AIE
R-119 Residential 3 Sand Wedge Lane 68 67 68 1 0 B(67) A/E
R-120 Residential 5 Masters Cup Way 68 67 68 1 0 B(67) AIE
R-121 Residential 5 Masters Cup Way 67 67 67 0 0 B(67) AIE
R-122 Residential 4 Sand Wedge Lane 64 63 64 1 0 B(67) --
R-123 Residential 5 Sand Wedge Lane 64 64 65 1 1 B(67) --
R-124 Residential 5 Masters Cup Way 63 62 63 1 0 B(67) --
R-125 Residential 5 Masters Cup Way 66 65 66 1 0 B(67) AIE
R-126 Golf Course 1 Vista Fairways Drive 59 58 59 1 0 C(67) --
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Existing .
Receptor Land Use B?}itcsn; Location Il_\lg\;Z? 0% Towe reve Activity
No. Receptors 4BA. _ _ With Project | With Project | category “:?_Pagt
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) yp
Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-127 Residential 1 Altos Drive 67 67 69 2 2 B(67) AIE
R-128 Residential 1 Altos Drive 58 59 60 1 2 B(67) --
R-129 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 68 69 69 0 1 B(67) AIE
R-130 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 62 63 64 1 2 B(67) --
R-131 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 59 60 61 1 2 B(67) --
R-132 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 59 60 62 2 3 B(67) --
R-133 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 65 60 60 0 -5 B(67) --
R-134 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 62 60 61 1 -1 B(67) --
R-135 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 59 58 58 0 -1 B(67) --
R-136 Residential 2 Hazelcrest Lane 57 56 56 0 -1 B(67) --
R-137 Residential 3 Hazelcrest Lane 57 56 57 1 0 B(67) --
R-138 Residential 3 Hazelcrest Lane 59 58 58 0 -1 B(67) --
R-139/M-35 Residential 4 Hazelcrest Lane 58 57 57 0 -1 B(67) --
R-140 Residential 2 Laurelcrest Lane 67 66 66 0 -1 B(67) A/E
R-141 Residential 1 Sagecrest Circle 53 52 52 0 -1 B(67) --
R-142/M-36 Residential 1 Bracken Lane 59 58 58 0 -1 B(67) --
R-143 Residential 2 Laurelcrest Lane 57 56 56 0 -1 B(67) --
R-144 Residential 2 Laurelcrest Lane 58 58 58 0 0 B(67) --
R-145 Residential 2 Foxtail Court 73 73 73 0 0 B(67) A/E
R-146/M-37 Residential 2 Foxtail Court 74 74 73 -1 -1 B(67) AIE
R-147/M-38 Residential 2 Foxtail Court 73 73 73 0 0 B(67) AE
R-148 Residential 2 Foxtail Court 69 70 70 0 1 B(67) A/E
R-149 Residential 2 Foxtail Court 70 69 69 0 -1 B(67) AIE
R-150 Residential 3 Foxtail Court 65 64 64 0 -1 B(67) --
R-151 Residential 1 Foxtail Court 61 61 62 1 1 B(67) --
R-152 Residential 1 Sargasso Court 70 71 71 0 1 B(67) A/E
R-153 Residential 2 Sargasso Court 67 67 67 0 0 B(67) AIE
R-154 Residential 2 Sargasso Court 65 65 65 0 0 B(67) --
R-155 Residential 1 Sargasso Court 68 67 67 0 -1 B(67) AIE
R-156 Residential 2 Sargasso Court 62 62 62 0 0 B(67) --
R-157 Residential 2 Sargasso Court 61 60 60 0 -1 B(67) --
R-158 Residential 2 Sargasso Court 60 61 61 0 1 B(67) --
R-159 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 64 64 65 1 1 B(67) --
I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) A-7
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Existing .
Receptor Land Use B?}itcsn; Location Il_\lg\;Z? 0% Towe reve Activity
No. Receptors 4BA. _ _ With Project | With Project | category “:?_Pagt
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) yp
Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-160 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 64 64 64 0 0 B(67) --
R-161 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 64 64 64 0 0 B(67) --
R-162 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 63 63 63 0 0 B(67) --
R-163 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 59 60 61 1 2 B(67) --
R-164 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 56 58 58 0 2 B(67) --
R-165 Residential 1 Wintergreen Court 60 59 60 1 0 B(67) --
R-166 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 55 55 55 0 0 B(67) --
R-167 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 54 54 54 0 0 B(67) --
R-168 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 53 53 54 1 1 B(67) --
R-169 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 52 53 53 0 1 B(67) --
R-170 Residential 2 Wintergreen Court 53 54 54 0 1 B(67) --
R-171 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 64 65 65 0 1 B(67) --
R-172 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 62 63 64 1 2 B(67) --
R-173 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 62 63 63 0 1 B(67) --
R-174 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 61 62 63 1 2 B(67) --
R-175 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 60 61 61 0 1 B(67) --
R-176 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 55 56 57 1 2 B(67) --
R-177 Residential 2 Sagecrest Circle 54 55 56 1 2 B(67) --
R-178 Residential 2 La Glorita Circle 65 64 64 0 -1 B(67) --
R-179 Residential 1 La Glorita Circle 63 62 63 1 0 B(67) --
R-180 Residential 2 La Glorita Circle 62 61 61 0 -1 B(67) --
R-181 Residential 2 La Glorita Circle 62 60 60 0 -2 B(67) --
R-182 Residential 2 Markel Drive 61 59 60 1 -1 B(67) --
R-183 Residential 1 Markel Drive 61 58 58 0 -3 B(67) --
R-184 Residential 2 Markel Drive 60 59 59 0 -1 B(67) --
R-185 Residential 1 Markel Drive 61 59 59 0 -2 B(67) --
R-186 Residential 2 Markel Drive 60 58 59 1 -1 B(67) --
R-187 Residential 2 Denise Place 66 65 65 0 -1 B(67) --
R-188 Residential 3 Lisa Kelton Place 65 65 65 0 0 B(67) --
R-189 Residential 2 Cheryl Kelton Place 68 68 68 0 0 B(67) A/E
R-190 Residential 3 Jennifer Place 68 68 68 0 0 B(67) AIE
R-191 Residential 2 Wabuska Street 68 68 69 1 1 B(67) AIE
R-192/M-42 Residential 2 Denise Place 62 61 61 0 -1 B(67) --
I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) A-8




Appendix A Noise Impact and Abatement Tables

Existing .
Receptor Land Use B?}itcsn; Location Il_\lg\;Z? 0% Towe reve Activity
No. Receptors 4BA. _ _ With Project | With Project | category “:?_Pagt
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) yp
Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-193 Residential 2 Lisa Kelton Place 62 61 62 1 0 B(67) --
R-194 Residential 2 Cheryl Kelton Place 66 65 65 0 -1 B(67) --
R-195/M-44 Residential 2 Cheryl Kelton Place 63 62 63 1 0 B(67) --
R-196 Residential 2 Wabuska Street 65 65 65 0 0 B(67) --
R-197 Residential 2 Denise Place 60 59 59 0 -1 B(67) --
R-198 Residential 2 Lisa Kelton Place 61 60 61 1 0 B(67) --
R-199 Residential 2 Cheryl Kelton Place 64 63 64 1 0 B(67) --
R-200 Residential 2 Cheryl Kelton Place 61 60 61 1 0 B(67) --
R-201 Residential 2 Wabuska Street 64 64 65 1 1 B(67) --
R-202/M-45 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 66 67 67 0 1 B(67) A/E
R-203 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 61 61 62 1 1 B(67) --
R-204 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 60 61 61 0 1 B(67) --
R-205 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 60 61 61 0 1 B(67) --
R-206 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 59 59 60 1 1 B(67) --
R-207 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 59 60 60 0 1 B(67) --
R-208 Residential 2 Hawkbryn Avenue 59 60 60 0 1 B(67) --
R-209 Residential 2 Hawkbryn Avenue 59 60 60 0 1 B(67) --
R-210/M-46 Residential 4 Hawkbryn Avenue 61 62 62 0 1 B(67) --
R-211 Residential 2 Hawkbryn Avenue 59 60 60 0 1 B(67) --
R-212 Residential 2 Hawkbryn Avenue 58 59 59 0 1 B(67) --
R-213 Residential 2 Hawkbryn Avenue 58 59 59 0 1 B(67) --
R-214 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 60 61 61 0 1 B(67) --
R-215 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 60 61 61 0 1 B(67) --
R-216 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 59 60 60 0 1 B(67) --
R-217 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-218 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 61 61 61 0 0 B(67) --
R-219 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 61 62 62 0 1 B(67) --
R-220 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 61 62 62 0 1 B(67) --
R-221 Residential 1 Hawkbryn Avenue 61 61 62 1 1 B(67) --
R-222 Residential 3 Approved Residential 68 70 70 0 2 B(67) A/E
R-223 Residential 2 Approved Residential 62 63 63 0 1 B(67) --
R-224 Residential 2 Approved Residential 64 65 65 0 1 B(67) --
R-225 Residential 2 Approved Residential 66 67 68 1 2 B(67) AE
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Existing .
Receptor Land Use B?}itcsn; Location Il_\lg\;Z? 0% Towe reve Activity
No. Receptors 4BA. _ _ With Project | With Project | category “:?_Pagt
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) yp
Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-226 Residential 2 Approved Residential 66 67 67 0 1 B(67) AE
R-227 Residential 2 Approved Residential 60 60 60 0 0 B(67) --
R-228 Residential 2 Approved Residential 58 58 59 1 1 B(67) --
R-229 Residential 2 Approved Residential 61 61 61 0 0 B(67) --
R-230 Residential 3 Fourl Road 66 66 67 1 1 B(67) AIE
R-231 Residential 3 Fourl Road 62 63 63 0 1 B(67) --
R-232 Residential 4 Fourl Road 66 67 68 1 2 B(67) AIE
R-233/M-47 Residential 1 Fourl Road 64 65 65 0 1 B(67) --
R-234 Residential 2 Fourl Road 62 62 63 1 1 B(67) --
R-235 Residential 1 Carland Drive 58 59 59 0 1 B(67) --
R-236 Residential 1 Carland Drive 57 59 59 0 2 B(67) --
R-237/M-48 Residential 2 Fambrough Street 59 60 60 0 1 B(67) --
R-238 Residential 2 Fourl Road 58 59 59 0 1 B(67) --
R-239 Residential 1 Fourl Road 58 59 59 0 1 B(67) --
R-240 Residential 1 Carland Drive 58 59 60 1 2 B(67) --
R-241 Residential 1 Carland Drive 57 58 58 0 1 B(67) --
R-242 Residential 2 Fambrough Street 57 58 59 1 2 B(67) --
R-243 Residential 1 Fambrough Street 61 62 62 0 1 B(67) --
R-244 Residential 3 Fourl Road 59 59 60 1 1 B(67) --
R-245 Residential 3 Fourl Road 57 57 57 0 0 B(67) --
R-246/M-49 Residential 2 Fourl Road 55 55 56 1 1 B(67) --
R-247 Residential 2 Daisetta Drive 55 55 55 0 0 B(67) --
R-248 Residential 2 Daisetta Drive 55 55 55 0 0 B(67) --
R-249 Residential 3 Fourl Road 59 59 60 1 1 B(67) --
R-250 Residential 3 Fourl Road 56 56 56 0 0 B(67) --
R-251 Residential 2 Daisetta Drive 56 56 56 0 0 B(67) --
R-252 Residential 2 Adamsboro Drive 60 61 61 0 1 B(67) --
R-253 Residential 2 Valley Oak Court 64 64 64 0 0 B(67) --
R-254 Residential 3 Valley Oak Court 64 65 65 0 1 B(67) --
R-255 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 62 64 64 0 2 B(67) --
R-256/M-50 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 62 63 63 0 1 B(67) --
R-257 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 60 61 61 0 1 B(67) --
R-258 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 60 61 61 0 1 B(67) --
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Existing .
Receptor Land Use B?}itcsn; Location Il_\lg\i? 0% Towe reve Activity
No. Receptors 4BA. _ _ With Project | With Project | category “:?_Pagt
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) yp
Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-259 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-260 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-261/M-52 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-262 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-263 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-264 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-265/M-51 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 63 64 64 0 1 B(67) --
R-266 Residential 4 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-267 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-268 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-269/M-53 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-270 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-271 Residential 1 La Salle Canyon Road 59 59 59 0 0 B(67) --
R-272/M-54 Residential 3 La Salle Canyon Road 59 60 60 0 1 B(67) --
R-273/M-55 Residential 1 The Old Road 67 69 69 0 2 B(67) AIE
R-274 PICh“rCh 1 The Old Road 69 72 72 0 3 ce7 | AE
ayground
R-275 Residential 1 The Old Road 63 65 65 0 2 B(67) --
R-276 Residential 5 The Old Road 63 65 65 0 2 B(67) --
R-277/M-56 Residential 5 The Old Road 63 65 65 0 2 B(67) --
R-278 Residential 5 The Old Road 60 62 62 0 2 B(67) --
R-279 Residential 5 The Old Road 63 65 65 0 2 B(67) --
R-280 Residential 1 The Old Road 63 65 65 0 2 B(67) --
R-281 Residential 1 The Old Road 60 61 62 1 2 B(67) --
R-282 Residential 1 The Old Road 60 62 62 0 2 B(67) --
R-283/M-57 Residential 5 The Old Road 60 62 62 0 2 B(67) -
R-284 Residential 2 The Old Road 60 62 62 0 2 B(67) --
R-285 Residential 1 The Old Road 60 62 62 0 2 B(67) --
R-286 Residential 3 The Old Road 59 62 62 0 3 B(67) --
R-287 Residential 6 The Old Road 62 64 65 1 3 B(67) --
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5 . No. of E,>\<l|osits|r;g 2035 Noise Level
ec,:\leop. or Land Use Units/ Location Level, With Project | With Project C’:Aa&gglc}ryy Impact
Receptors LdB(ﬁ) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) Type
ed Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-288 Residential 5 The Old Road 63 65 65 0 2 B(67) --
R-289/M-59 Residential 1 The Old Road 49 51 51 0 2 B(67) --
R-290/M-60 Residential 1 Coltrane Avenue 73 75 75 0 2 B(67) AIE
R-291 Residential 1 Coltrane Avenue 62 63 64 1 2 B(67) --
R-292 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 65 66 67 1 2 B(67) AIE
R-293 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 64 65 66 1 2 B(67) A/E
R-294 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 63 64 65 1 2 B(67) --
R-295 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 58 60 62 2 4 B(67) --
R-296 Residential 1 Altos Drive 64 64 66 2 2 B(67) AIE
R-297 Residential 1 Altos Drive 61 62 64 2 3 B(67) --
R-298 Residential 1 Altos Drive 60 61 62 1 2 B(67) --
R-299 Residential 1 Altos Drive 58 59 61 2 3 B(67) --
R-300/M-61 Residential 1 Altos Drive 68 66 68 2 0 B(67) AE
R-301 Residential 1 Altos Drive 65 63 64 1 -1 B(67) --
R-302 Residential 1 Altos Drive 63 61 63 2 0 B(67) --
R-303 Residential 1 Altos Drive 63 61 62 1 -1 B(67) --
R-304 Residential 2 Altos Drive 62 60 61 1 -1 B(67) --
R-305 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 64 63 64 1 0 B(67) --
R-306 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 63 62 64 2 1 B(67) --
R-307 Residential 2 Farrow Drive 62 61 63 2 1 B(67) --
R-308 Residential 1 Farrow Drive 63 62 64 2 1 B(67) --
R-309/M-64 Residential 1 Vista Ridge Drive 62 61 63 2 1 B(67) --
R-310/M-62 Residential 3 Farrow Drive 58 56 57 1 -1 B(67) --
R-311/M-63 Residential 1 Via Accorde 62 61 62 1 0 B(67) --
R-312/M-65 Residential 4 Sand Wedge Lane 69 68 69 1 0 B(67) AIE
R-313/M-66 Commercial 1 The Old Road 70 72 72 0 2 F --
R-314/M-67 Vacant 1 The Old Road 71 74 74 0 3 G --
R-315/M-68 Commercial 1 The Old Road 70 75 75 0 5 F --
R-316/M-69 Agriculture 1 South/Tapia Canyon Rd 73 77 78 1 5 F -
R-317/M-70 Agriculture 1 North/Hasley Canyon Rd 71 75 75 0 4 F --
R-318/M-71 Agriculture 1 North/Hasley Canyon Rd 65 69 70 1 5 F --
R-319/M-72 Commercial 1 The Old Road 65 67 68 1 3 F --
R-320/M-73 | Office/lndustrial 1 The Old Road 72 75 75° 0 3 E(72)/F --
I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) A-12
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No. of E,>\<l|§,its|r;g 2035 Noise Level
Receptor : . Activit
Land Use Units/ Location Level, - - - - Yy
No. Receptors 4BA With Project | With Project | Category Ir_nrpact
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) ype
ed Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions
R-321/M-74 Commercial 1 The Old Road 76 79 80 1 4 F -
R-322/M-75 Office 1 The Old Road 68 71 72° 1 4 E (72) -
R-323/M-76 Office 1 Westinghouse Place 65 68 69 1 4 E (72) --
R-324/M-77 Office 1 Avenue Stanford 68 71 72° 1 4 E (72) --
R-325/M-78 Industrial 1 Avenue Stanford 70 70 70 0 0 F -
R-326/M-79 Commercial 1 The Old Road 75 74 75 1 0 F --
R-327/M-80 Commercial 1 The Old Road 63 63 63 0 0 F --
R-328/M-81 Golf Course 1 Heritage View Drive 63 62 63 1 0 C(67) --
75 75
R-329/M-82 Golf Course 1 Tourney Road 75° 0 0 C(67) -
R-330/M-84 Golf Course 1 Heritage View Drive 59 58 59 1 0 C(67) --
R-331/M-83 Golf Course 1 Heritage View Drive 58 58 58 0 0 C(67) --
66 66
R-332/M-85 Trail 1 Rockwell Canyon Road 67° 1 1 C(67) --
R-333/M-86 Golf Course 1 Trevino Drive 65 64 65 1 0 C(67) --
66 66
R-334/M-87 Golf Course 1 Trevino Drive 66° 0 0 C(67) --
R-335/M-88 Commercial 1 The Old Road 72 71 72 1 0 F --
66
R-336/M-89 Golf Course 1 Trevino Drive 65 66° 0 1 C(67) --
R-337/M-90 Commercial 1 Pico Canyon Road 67 67 68 1 1 F --
R-338/M-91 Commercial 1 The Old Road 67 66 66 0 -1 F --
R-339/M-92 Office 1 The Old Road 71 70 70 0 -1 E (72) --
R-340/M-93 Commercial 1 The Old Road 74 74 74 0 0 F -
R-341 Residential 1 Fourl Road 67 68 68 0 1 B(67) A/E
R-342 Residential 1 Fourl Road 68 68 68 0 0 B(67) AIE
R-343/M-94 Residential 1 Darbun Road 58 59 60 1 2 B(67) --
R-344/M-95 Residential 1 Fourl Road 58 59 59 0 1 B(67) --
R-345/M-96 Residential 1 Fourl Road 53 57 57 0 4 B(67) --
R-346/M-97 Commercial 1 Calgrove Boulevard 69 70 71 1 2 F --
R-347/M-98 Commercial 1 The Old Road 66 68 68 0 2 F -
R-348 Residential 1 The Old Road 68 71 71 0 3 B(67) AIE
I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) A-13
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No. of E,>\<l|osits|r;g 2035 Noise Level
Receptor : . Activit
Land Use Units/ Location Level, - - - - Yy
No. Receptors 4BA With Project | With Project | Category Ir:nrpact
Leo(h) Without | With Minus No Minus (NAC) ype
ed Project | Project Project Existing
Conditions | Conditions

R-349/M-99 Commercial 1 The Old Road 65 67 68 1 3 F -

R-350/M-100 Recreation 1 Coltrane Avenue 55 58 58 0 3 C(67) --

R-351/M-101 Recreation 1 Coltrane Avenue 75 7 77° 0 2 C(67) --

R-352 Hotel 1 Westinghouse Place 59 62 63 1 4 E(72) --
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., January 2013
A/E = Approach and Exceed
dBA = A-weighted decibels
dBA Leg(h) = equivalent continuous sound level measured in A-weighted decibels
NAC = Noise Abatement Criteria
I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) A-14
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Table A-2 Acoustically Feasible Sound Barriers

Highest
SO“F‘d SOUT‘d Height Approximate N%ise Numbgr of
Barrier Barrier ; Benefited
No. Location (0 length (ft) Reduction Residences
(dBA)

6 315 5 2

. . 8 315 6 4

v2 | Soeenal [0 8 4

Line 12 315 9 4

14 315 10 4

16 315 11 4

6 587 8 2

. . 8 587 9 4

va | e 0 I 4

Line 12 587 11 4

14 587 12 4

16 587 13 4

6 344 7 2

. . 8 344 8 4

Lasnon | ey [0 9 4

Line 12 344 9 4

14 344 10 4

16 344 10 4

6 768 6 1

. . 8 768 7 2

Lo | el 0 ; :

Line 12 768 8 2

14 768 8 2

16 768 9 2

. . 8 335 6 3

o | ol o 7 s

Line 12 335 8 3

14 335 9 3

16 335 9 3

6 3154 5 1

8 3154 5 1

10 3154 5 1

. 12 3154 5 1

1-8 R{/%r:yc’f 14 3154 5 1

16 3154 5 1

18 3154 5 2

20 3154 6 2

22 3154 6 3

6 234 8 1

. . 8 234 9 1

P I 10 1

Line 12 234 10 1

14 234 10 1

16 234 10 1

. 16 2757 5 2

1-12 R{%/rgy"f 20 2757 5 2

18 2757 6 6
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Highest

sound sound Height Approximate Noise Number of
Barrier Barrier : Benefited
No. Location (ft) length (ft) Reduction Residences
(dBA)
. . 8 1306 5 7
vie | el o 7 :
Line 12 1306 8 9
14 1306 8 9
16 1306 9 11
6 525 8 7
. . 8 525 9 7
b1 | ol o 10 7
Line 12 525 11 7
14 525 12 7
16 525 12 7
6 626 6 8
. . 8 626 7 8
so | Coenal g 8 s
Line 12 626 9 8
14 626 9 8
16 626 9 8
6 485 5 6
. . 8 485 7 6
ro | ol g 8 :
Line 12 485 9 18
14 485 9 18
16 485 10 18
6 482 7 17
. . 8 482 10 17
Residential
24 Property 10 482 13 17
Line 12 482 14 17
14 482 15 17
16 482 15 17
10 1539 6 7
o5 Right of 12 1539 6 19
Way 14 1539 6 29
16 1539 7 29
6 758 6 3
. . 8 758 8 4
2o | ol [0 9 4
Line 12 758 10 4
14 758 11 5
16 758 12 5
. 16 4469 5 15
2-8 R{/%r:yc’f 18 4469 6 51
20 4469 7 65
10 1308 5 1
Right of 12 1308 6 2
29 Way 14 1308 7 4
16 1308 8 4
31 Right of 12 1842 5 1
Way
14 1842 6 1
16 1842 7 1
8 118 6 1
Residential 10 118 8 1
3-2 Property 12 118 9 1
Line 14 118 10 1
16 118 11 1

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)
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Highest

Sound Sound Height Approximate Noise Number of
Barrier Barrier : Benefited
No. Location (ft) length (ft) Reduction Residences
(dBA)
8 969 6 3
Residential 10 969 9 12
3-3 Property 12 969 11 12
Line 14 969 12 12
16 969 13 15
Residential 12 1129 5 3
3-4 Property 14 1129 6 17
Line 16 1129 7 26
Residential 16 233 5 2
3-5 Property 18 233 6 4
Line 20 233 7 4
6 350 6 5
. . 8 350 7 5
ss | Fememel g 7 s
Line 12 350 8 5
14 350 8 5
16 350 8 5
6 1142 6 9
. . 8 1142 8 9
a7 Rf,f(')‘:)eerr‘g/a' 10 1142 10 9
Line 12 1142 11 9
14 1142 12 9
16 1142 16 14
6 2189 7 10
. . 8 2189 10 17
2 Rsrsc')‘:)eerr‘tt)"a' 10 2189 12 24
Line 12 2189 14 26
14 2189 15 39
16 2189 15 39
. 12 2700 6 7
3-10a R{/%r:y"f 14 2700 7 17
16 2700 8 33
3-10a Right of 12 1583 6 ’
(Short) Way 14 1583 7 17
16 1583 8 30
Right of 14 1048 6 7
3-10b Way 16 1048 8 7

Source: Supplemental Noise Abatement Decision Report (Caltrans, February 2013)

dBA = A-weighted decibels

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)

A-17



Appendix A Noise Impact and Abatement Tables

Table A-3 Summary of Noise Abatement Information

Sound Sound . . Highest Number of Total Estimateo! Estimateq Estimateq
. . Height | Approximate Noise - Sound Barrier | Sound Barrier | Sound Barrier
Barrier Barrier ; Benefited Reasonable . Reasonable?
NO. Location (ft) length (ft) Reduction Residences Allowance Easement Construction Total
(dBA) Cost Cost Cost
8 315 6 4 $220,000 No*
Residential 10 315 8 4 $220,000 No*
1-2 Property 12 315 9 4 $220,000 No*
Line 14 315 10 4 $220,000 No*
16 315 11 4 $220,000 No*
6 587 8 2 $110,000 $132,000 $130,811 $262,811 No
Residential 8 587 9 4 $220,000 $132,000 $219,052 $351,052 No**
1-3 Property 10 587 10 4 $220,000 $132,000 $242,727 $374,727 No**
Line 12 587 11 4 $220,000 $132,000 $267,479 $399,479 No
14 587 12 4 $220,000 $132,000 $288,644 $420,644 No
16 587 13 4 $220,000 $132,000 $318,776 $450,776 No
6 344 7 2 $110,000 $132,000 $94,874 $226874 No**
Residential 8 344 8 4 $220,000 $132,000 $173,908 $305,908 No**
1-3 Property 10 344 9 4 $220,000 $132,000 $187,782 $319,782 No**
Short Line 12 344 9 4 $220,000 $132,000 $202,288 $334,288 No**
14 344 10 4 $220,000 $132,000 $216,793 $348,793 No**
16 344 10 4 $220,000 $132,000 $232,349 $364,349 No**
6 768 6 1 $55,000 $165,000 $207,079 $372079 No
Residential 8 768 7 2 $110,000 $165,000 $236,177 $401,177 No
1-4 Property 10 768 8 2 $110,000 $165,000 $267,153 $432,153 No
Line 12 768 8 2 $110,000 $165,000 $316,037 $481,037 No
14 768 9 2 $110,000 $165,000 $348,421 $513,421 No
16 768 9 2 $110,000 $165,000 $383,152 $548,152 No
idential 8 335 6 3 $165,000 No*
16 Rgrsc')p‘zrr‘tt;a 10 335 7 3 $165,000 No*
Line 12 335 8 3 $165,000 No*
14 335 9 3 $165,000 No*
16 335 9 3 $165,000 No*
I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) A-18
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Table A-3 Summary of Noise Abatement Information

. Estimated . .
Sound Sound . . nghest Number of Total Sound ESt'matEd. Estlmateq
Barrier Barrier Height | Approximate NO'S? Benefited Reasonable Barrier Sound Barlrler Sound Barrier Reasonable?

No. Location (ft) length (f) Reduction Residences Allowance Easement Construction Total

(dBA) Cost Cost Cost
6 3154 5 1 $55,000 NA $1,540,980 $1,540,980 No
8 3154 5 1 $55,000 NA $1,644,963 $1,644,963 No
10 3154 5 1 $55,000 NA $1,748,946 $1,748,946 No
Right of 12 3154 5 1 $55,000 NA $1,852,929 $1,852,929 No
1-8 Way 14 3154 5 1 $55,000 NA $1,956,912 $1,956,912 No
16 3154 5 1 $55,000 NA $2,060,895 $2,060,895 No
18 3154 5 2 $110,000 NA $2,164,878 $2,164,878 No
20 3154 6 2 $110,000 NA $2,268,861 $2,268,861 No
22 3154 6 3 $165,000 NA $2,372,844 $2,372,844 No
6 234 8 1 $55,000 $33,000 $39,500 $72,500 No**
Residential 8 234 9 1 $55,000 $33,000 $54,472 $87,472 No**
1-9 Property 10 234 10 1 $55,000 $33,000 $65,340 $98,340 No
Line 12 234 10 1 $55,000 $33,000 $75,421 $108,422 No
14 234 10 1 $55,000 $33,000 $85,503 $118,503 No
16 234 10 1 $55,000 $33,000 $96,371 $129,371 No
Right of 16 2757 5 6 $330,000 NA $1,809,065 $1,809,065 No
1-12 Way 20 2757 6 6 $330,000 NA $1,990,829 $1,990,829 No
18 2757 5 1 $55,000 NA $1,899,947 $1,899,947 No
idential 8 1306 6 7 $385,000 $428,000 $463,626 $891,626 No
113 Rgrs(')p‘zrr‘tt;a 10 1306 8 8 $440,000 $428,000 $524,282 $952,282 No
Line 12 1306 8 9 $495,000 $428,000 $580,549 $1,008,549 No**
14 1306 9 9 $495,000 $428,000 $636,816 $1,064,816 No
16 1306 9 11 $605,000 $428,000 $697,472 $1,125,472 No
6 525 9 7 $385,000 $231,000 $234,208 $465,208 No**
idential 8 525 10 7 $385,000 $231,000 $504,533 $735,533 No
- RF‘er(')p‘er‘tt)'/a 10 525 11 7 $385,000 $231,000 $509,117 $740,117 No
Line 12 525 12 7 $385,000 $231,000 $551,535 $782,535 No
14 525 13 7 $385,000 $231,000 $574,154 $805,154 No
16 525 13 7 $385,000 $231,000 $598,538 $829,538 No
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Appendix A Noise Impact and Abatement Tables

Table A-3 Summary of Noise Abatement Information

. Estimated . .
Sound Sound . . nghest Number of Total Sound ESt'matEd. Estlmateq
Barrier Barrier Height | Approximate NO'S? Benefited Reasonable Barrier Sound Barlrler Sound Barrier Reasonable?
No. Location (ft) length (f) Reduction Residences Allowance Easement Construction Total
(dBA) Cost Cost Cost
6 626 6 8 $440,000 $352,000 $117,639 $469,639 No**
Residential 8 626 7 8 $440,000 $352,000 $138,297 $490,297 Yes
2.2 Property 10 626 8 8 $440,000 $352,000 $147,571 $499,571 No**
Line 12 626 9 8 $440,000 $352,000 $194,341 $546,341 No**
14 626 9 8 $440,000 $352,000 $221,311 $573,311 No**
16 626 10 8 $440,000 $352,000 $250,386 $602,386 No**
6 485 6 6 $330,000 $264,000 $96,097 $360,097 No
Residential 8 485 8 6 $330,000 $264,000 $112,102 $376,102 No
2-3 Property 10 485 9 18 $990,000 $264,000 $114,828 $378,828 Yes
Line 12 485 10 18 $990,000 $264,000 $155,523 $419,523 Yes
14 485 10 18 $990,000 $264,000 $176,419 $440,419 Yes
16 485 11 18 $990,000 $264,000 $250,386 $514,386 Yes
6 482 7 17 $935,000 $176,000 $151,097 $327,097 Yes
idential 8 482 10 17 $935,000 $176,000 $167,102 $343,102 Yes
04 Rgrsc')p‘zrr‘tt;a 10 482 13 17 $935,000 $176,000 $169,828 $345,828 Yes
Line 12 482 14 17 $935,000 $176,000 $210,523 $386,523 Yes
14 482 15 17 $935,000 $176,000 $231,419 $407,419 Yes
16 482 15 17 $935,000 $176,000 $305,386 $481,386 Yes
10 1539 6 10 $550,000 NA $834,383 $834,383 No
2.5 Right of 12 1539 6 19 $1,045,000 NA $885,071 $885,071 No
Way 14 1539 7 29 $1,595,000 NA $935,759 $935,759 Yes
16 1539 7 29 $1,595,000 NA $986,447 $986,447 Yes
6 758 6 3 $165,000 $165,000 $137,806 $302,806 No**
idential 8 758 8 4 $220,000 $165,000 $162,820 $327,820 No**
o Rgrsc')p‘zrr‘tt;a 10 758 9 4 $220,000 $165,000 $178,224 $343,224 No*™
Line 12 758 10 4 $220,000 $165,000 $230,682 $395,682 No**
14 758 11 5 $275,000 $165,000 $263,339 $428,339 No**
16 758 12 5 $275,000 $165,000 $298,544 $463,544 No**
Right of 16 4469 5 20 $1,100,000 NA $3,409,044 $3,409,044 No
2-8 Way 18 4469 6 53 $2,915,000 NA $3,556,422 $3,556,422 No
20 4469 7 65 $3,575,000 NA $3,703,800 $3,703,800 Yes
I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) A-20




Appendix A Noise Impact and Abatement Tables

Table A-3 Summary of Noise Abatement Information

. Estimated . .
Sound Sound . . nghest Number of Total Sound ESt'matEd. Estlmateq
Barrier Barrier Height | Approximate NO'S(.E Benefited Reasonable Barrier Sound Barlrler Sound Barrier Reasonable?
No. Location (ft) length (f) Reduction Residences Allowance Easement Construction Total
(dBA) Cost Cost Cost

10 1308 5 1 $55,000 NA $760,721 $760,721 No

29 Right of 12 1308 6 2 $110,000 NA $803,786 $803,786 No

Way 14 1308 7 4 $220,000 NA $846,851 $846,851 No

16 1308 8 4 $220,000 NA $889,916 $889,916 No

31 R{%gy"f 12 1842 6 1 $55,000 NA $549,843 $549,843 No

14 1842 6 1 $55,000 NA $616,960 $616,960 No

16 1842 7 1 $55,000 NA $684,712 $684,712 No
8 118 7 1 $55,000 $55,000 $27,422 $82,422 No**
Residential 10 118 8 1 $55,000 $55,000 $32,902 $87,902 No**
3-2 Property 12 118 9 1 $55,000 $55,000 $37,986 $92,986 No**
Line 14 118 10 1 $55,000 $55,000 $43,070 $98,070 No**
16 118 11 1 $55,000 $55,000 $48,550 $103,550 No**

8 969 7 3 $165,000 $660,000 $191,018 $851,018 No
Residential 10 969 9 12 $660,000 $660,000 $236,024 $896,024 No**
3-3 Property 12 969 11 12 $660,000 $660,000 $277,771 $937,771 No**
Line 14 969 12 12 $660,000 $660,000 $332,547 $992,457 No**
16 969 13 15 $825,000 $660,000 $364,524 $1,024,524 No**
Residential 12 1129 5 5 $275,000 $891,000 $321,820 $1,212,820 No**
3-4 Property 14 1129 6 17 $935,000 $891,000 $370,461 $1,261,461 No**
Line 16 1129 7 26 $1,430,000 $891,000 $422,897 $1,313,897 Yes
Residential 16 233 5 2 $110,000 $132,000 $96,006 $228,006 No**
3-5 Property 18 233 6 4 $220,000 $132,000 $106,828 $238,828 No**
Line 20 233 7 4 $220,000 $132,000 $117,649 $249,649 No**

6 350 7 5 $275,000 $198,000 $59767 $257,767 Yes

Residential 8 350 7 5 $275,000 $198,000 $76,022 $274,022 Yes

3.6 Property 10 350 8 5 $275,000 $198,000 $92,278 $290,278 Yes
Line 12 350 8 5 $275,000 $198,000 $107,357 $305,357 Yes
14 350 8 5 $275,000 $198,000 $122,436 $320,436 No**
16 350 8 5 $275,000 $198,000 $149,692 $347,692 No**
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Appendix A Noise Impact and Abatement Tables

Table A-3 Summary of Noise Abatement Information

. Estimated . .
Sound Sound . . nghest Number of Total Sound ESt'matEd. ESt'mated.
Barrier Barrier He;ght Approximate NO'S? Benefited Reasonable Barrier Sound Bar.rler Sound Barrier Reasonable?
No. Location (ft) length (ft) Reduction Residences Allowance Easement Construction Total
(dBA) Cost Cost Cost
6 1142 6 9 $495,000 $462,000 $428,619 $890,619 No**
Residential 8 1142 9 9 $495,000 $462,000 $481,658 $943,658 No**
3.7 Property 10 1142 10 9 $495,000 $462,000 $534,698 $996,698 No**
Line 12 1142 11 9 $495,000 $462,000 $583,899 $1,045,899 No**
14 1142 12 14 $770,000 $462,000 $633,100 $1,095,100 No**
16 1142 16 14 $770,000 $462,000 $686,140 $1,148,140 No**
6 2189 7 10 $550,000 $1,496,000 $723,001 $2,219,001 No**
Residential 8 2189 10 17 $935,000 $1,496,000 $824,668 $2,320,668 No**
38 Property 10 2189 12 24 $1,320,000 $1,496,000 $926,334 $2,422,334 No**
Line 12 2189 14 26 $1,430,000 $1,496,000 $1,020,644 $2,516,644 No**
14 2189 15 39 $2,145,000 $1,496,000 $1,114,953 $2,610,953 No**
16 2189 15 39 $2,145,000 $1,496,000 $1,216,620 $2,712,620 No**
Right of 12 2700 6 7 $385,000 NA $1,213,850 $1,213,850 No
3-10a Way 14 2700 7 17 $935,000 NA $1,387,807 $1,387,807 No
16 2700 8 36 $1,980,000 NA $1,529,127 $1,529,127 Yes
3-10a Right of 12 1583 6 7 $385,000 NA $716,227 $716,227 No
(Short) Way 14 1583 7 17 $935,000 NA $818,217 $818,217 Yes
16 1583 8 33 $1,815,000 NA $901,073 $901,073 Yes
3-10b Right of 14 1048 6 7 $385,000 NA $545,405 $545,405 No
Way 16 1048 8 7 $385,000 NA $600,258 $600,258 No
Source: Supplemental Noise Abatement Decision Report (Caltrans, February 2013)
dBA = A-weighted decibels
* Not approved by 100% of property owners during Truck lane Project
** Reasonable if property owners donate easement
I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) A-22
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e California Division 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

US.Department Sacramento, CA 95814
of Tfansportation May 17, 2013 (916) 498-5001
Federal Highway (916) 498-5008 (fax)
Administration
In Reply Refer To:
HDA-CA
Michael Miles

District 7, Director

California Department of Transportation
100 South Main Street, Suite 100

Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606

Attention:  Andrew Yoon, Senior Transportation Engineer
Dear Mr. Yoon:

SUBJECT: Project-Level Conformity Determination for the I-5 High Occupancy Toll
(HOT) Lanes Project

On April 19, 2013 the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) submitted to the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) a request for the project-level conformity
determination for the I-5 High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes Project in Los Angeles County
pursuant to 23 U.8.C. 327(a)(2)(B)(ii)(1). The project is in an area that is designated
nonattainment for 8-hour ozone (Os), course particulate matter (PMo), and fine particulate
matter (PM 25) and maintenance for carbon monoxide (CO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO,).

The project-level conformity analysis submitted by Caltrans indicates that the project-level
transportation conformity requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 93 have been met. The project is
included in the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) currently conforming
2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and the 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement
Program (FTIP). The latest conformity determination for the 2012 RTP and for the 2013 FTIP
was approved by FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) on December 14, 2012.
The design concept and scope of the preferred alternative have not changed significantly from
those assumed in the regional emissions analysis.

As required by 40 C.F.R. 93.116 and 93.123, the localized CO and PM analyses are included in
the documentation. The CO hotspot analysis was performed with the Caltrans® Transportation
Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol. The analyses demonstrate that the project will not
create any new violation of the standards or increase the severity or number of existing
violations. Based on the information provided, FHWA finds that the project-level conformity
determination for the I-5 High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes Project in Los Angeles County
conforms to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part 93.



If you have any questions pertaining to this conformity finding, please contact Stew Sonnenberg,
FHWA Air Quality Specialist, at (916) 498-5889.

J * Vincent P. Mammano
Division Administrator
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ASSOCIATION OFFICERS
Aleks Baharlo, KFG Investment Co.
BIA/LAV President

Bob Tummolo, Lennar
BIA/LAV Vice-President

Rich Villasenor, KB Home
BIA/LAV Treasurer

Darrin Shannon, Gothic Landscape
VP of Associates

Jonathan Lonner, Burns & Bouchard
BIA/LAV Past President

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
David Chesson, Creative Design
Interiors

George Dickerson, All Pro Promotions
Bart Doyle, Bart Doyle at Law
Max Frank, Watt Communities

Edgar Gomez, Richmond American
Communities

John Hadley, TRL Systems

Gus Lopez, A-One Construction
Greg Medeiros, Centennial Founders
Eileen Merino, CDS Insurance

Tom Mitchell, Newhall Land

John Musella, The Musella Group
Henrik Nazarian, Hall & Foreman
Scott Ouellette, KB Home

Randy Patterson, SARES-REGIS
Group

Kevin Rosinkski, Toll Brothers
Sara Soudani, Lawyers Title
Norm Witt, Cook Hill Properties

March 8, 2013

Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

Chairman

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
500 West Temple Street, Room 869

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Interstate-5 (I-5) Capacity Enhancement Project
Dear Supervisor Antonovich:

On behalf of our membership of the Building Industry Association
of Southern California, Inc., Los Angeles and Ventura Counties
Chapter (BIA), a regional trade association that represents
approximately 1,000 member companies involved in building
new homes in Southern California, we want to support the
acceleration of proposed I-5 North Capacity Enhancements in the
Santa Clarita Valley area currently being considered by Metro.

With the work that has already been completed in the Newhall
Pass, the Santa Clarita Valley is now in an ideal position to
expedite the next phase of the project, the addition of new
carpool lanes to the I-5 between the SR-14 interchange and
Castaic. We are asking you to continue supporting these
important improvements and expediting completion for 2019.

For the Santa Clarita Valley region, adding new lane capacity to I-
5 would tremendously help mitigate congestion which benefits
residents, tourists, and goods movement across the state. In
addition and perhaps most importantly, as many as 9,000 mostly
construction-related jobs will be created, along with improved air
quality - two goals the BIA is very supportive of.

Advancing this project utilizing a public-private partnership for
funding will save on the overall costs to the project substantially,
while completing the work much faster than without the private
sector partnership.

We ask that you continue to support I-5 capacity enhancements.
We hope that you, the Metro Board and staff will continue to



Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
March 8, 2013
Page 2

consider innovative options to expedite completion of the next phase of this important and
much-needed project.

Sincerely,

Holly Schroeder
Chief Executive Officer

C: Metro Board Members
Art Leahy, Chief Executive Officer, Metro
Michael Cano, Transportation Deputy, 5t District
Rosalind Wayman, Field Deputy, 5t District

28480 Avenue Stanford, Suite 240, Santa Clarita, California 91355 Office: 661.257.5046 Fax: 661.705.4489 www.bialav.org
“Building Homes . . . Building Communities”



CAPITOL OFFICE COMMITTEES

L. Caltfornia State Senate

VICE CHAIR
(916) 651-4021
LEGISLATIVE ETHICS

DISTRICT OFFICES
848 W. LANCASTER BLVD SENATOR VICE CHAIR
SUITE 101 STEVE KNIGHT VETERANS AFFAIRS
LANCASTER. CA 93534 VICE CHAIR
(661) 729-6232 TWENTY-FIRST DISTRICT ENERGY, UTILITIES &
23920 VALENCIA BLVD. COMMUNICATIONS
SUITE 250

SANTA CLARITA, CA 91355 INSURANGE

(661) 286-1471 PUBLIC SAFETY

14343 CIVIC DRIVE
FIRST FLOOR
VICTORVILLE, CA 92392
(760) 843-8414

March 5, 2013

Michael D. Antonovich, Supervisor
County of Los Angeles

Fifth Supervisorial District

500 West Temple Street, Room 869
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Supervisor Antonovich,

I write you today to strongly express my support to accelerate the construction of new carpool
lanes on I-5 from SR-14 to Parker Road.

As with many of our necessary transportation issues, funding becomes a concern. Although
Measure R funds are set aside for this project, it is still not enough. The creation of toll lanes will
not only make this project a reality, but will also be the first major public-private partnership for
a transportation infrastructure project in Los Angeles County.

This project will bring much-needed jobs to sluggish economy, and will be bundled five other
projects, including a project to resurface existing lanes. I strongly support this important
transportation project that will bring needed jobs to my district.

Please do not hesitate to contact me regarding this issue.

Sincerely,

teye Knight, Senator
21* Senate District

STK:smt



GOL! N STATE

gateway
COALITION

A coalition of community and business leaders focused on the health and vitality of California’s transportation backbone:
— Interstate 5 —
March 11, 2013

Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

Chairman, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Subject: I-5 Capacity Enhancement Project
Dear Supervisor Antonovich:

The Golden State Gateway Coalition has been working to improve roadway transportation in
north Los Angeles County for more than 10 years. With your leadership and that of other elected
officials, the work of our partners at Metro and Caltrans, and the support of north LA county’s
citizens and business communities, we have successfully expedited construction of the new I-5
truck lanes over the Newhall Pass.

Our priority has been, and continues to be, improving traffic flow in the I-5 corridor.

We are now in a position to expedite the next phase of the project: adding new carpool lanes to
the I-5 between the SR-14 interchange and Castaic. We are asking you to reiterate your support
for expediting this important project.

The need for adding new lane capacity to I-5 is highly significant and well-documented. I-5 is
experiencing greater automobile and truck congestion as a result of population growth in north
Los Angeles County, Southern California tourism and goods movement into and out of the Ports
of Los Angeles and Long Beach. In addition to congestion mitigation, the additional benefits to
southern California motorists, including Santa Clarita Valley commuters and residents, are huge:
as many as 9,000 jobs, mostly construction-related; improved air quality; more efficient goods
movement; and, more capacity for emergency first responder access, to name a few.

Metro has offered an innovative proposal that would see the new capacity added to Interstate 5
by 2019 rather than 2040. The project could be built today, with certainty of funding, at today’s
cost, utilizing a public private partnership to invest in this, and five other projects that are ready
to be built in Los Angeles County.

We are told that there would still be a $100 million shortfall, and that would be made up through
a tolling program. Carpools of three or more would always ride free. Buses, van pools and
motorcycles would always ride free. Carpools of two would ride free, except at peak times.
Single occupant (driver-only) vehicles only pay if and when they choose to take advantage of the
express lane option.

25030 Avenue Tibbitts, Suite K, Valencia, CA 91355
Telephone (661) 775-0455 + Fax (661) 295-5908 -« www.goldenstategateway.org



Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich Page 2
March 12, 2013

Metro’s option is not perfect, and details will have to be worked out. Adjustments will be made,
based upon input from the public and other stakeholders. Still, we believe that it is an option
worth considering. Completion of this project sooner rather than later is a worthwhile goal.

Your support for Interstate 5 capacity enhancements is appreciated. We hope that you, the Metro
Board and staff will continue to consider innovative options to expedite completion of the next
phase of this important and much-needed project. Thank you.

) A
Sincerely,

V4l

Victor E. Lindenheim
Executive Director

c: Metro Board Members, Art Leahy, Michele Jackson
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SoUTHLAND REGIONAL

ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS? INC.

April 3,2013

Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

Chairman, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
500 West Temple Street, Room 869

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: I-5 Capacity Enhancement Project
Dear Supervisor Antonovich:

The Golden State Gateway Coalition has been working to improve roadway transportation in
north Los Angeles County for more than 10 years. With your leadership and that of other elected
officials, the work of our partners at Metro and Caltrans, and the support of north LA county’s
citizens and business communities, we have successfully expedited construction of the new I-5
truck lanes over the Newhall Pass.

Our priority has been, and continues to be, improving traffic flow in the I-5 corridor.

We are now in a position to expedite the next phase of the project: adding new carpool lanes to
the I-5 between the SR-14 interchange and Castaic. We are asking you to reiterate your support
for expediting this important project.

The need for adding new lane capacity to [-5 is highly significant and well documented. I-5 is
experiencing greater automobile and truck congestion as a result of population growth in north
~ Los Angeles County, Southern California tourism and goods movement into and out of the Ports
of Los Angeles and Long Beach. In addition to congestion mitigation, the additional benefits to
southern California motorists, including Santa Clarita Valley commuters and residents, are huge:
as many as 9,000 jobs, mostly construction-related; improved air quality; more efficient goods
movement; and more capacity for emergency first responder access, to name a few.

Metro has offered an innovative proposal that would see the new capacity added to Interstate 5
by 2019 rather than 2040. The project could be built today with certainty of funding, at today’s
cost, utilizing a public private partnership to invest in this and five other projects that are ready to
be built in Los Angeles County.

7232 BAaLBoABOULEVARD * VANNUYSs ® CALIFORNIA 91406
PHONE 818 / 786-2110 * Fax 818 / 786-4541 ¢ WEB WWW.SRAR.COM



Page 2
Supervisor Antonovich

We are told that there would still be a $100 million shortfall and that would be made up through
a tolling program. Carpools of three or more would always ride free. Buses, vanpools and
motorcycles would always ride free. Carpools of two would ride free, except at peak times.
Single occupant (driver-only) vehicles only pay if and when they choose to take advantage of the
express lane option.

Metro’s option is not perfect and details will have to be worked out. Adjustments will be made
based upon input from the public and other stakeholders. Still, we believe that it is an option
worth considering. Completion of this project sooner rather than later is a worthwhile goal.

Your support for Interstate 5 capacity enhancements is appreciated. We hope that you, the Metro

Board and staff will continue to consider innovative options to expedite completion of the next
phase of this important and much-needed project.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Sharon Barron, President



Castaic Area Town Council

March 21, 2013

Supervisor Michael D. Anfonovich

Chairman, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Subject: I-5 Capacity Enhancement Project
Dear Supervisor Antonovich:

The Castaic Area Town Council voted 6-3 on March 20, 2013 to support the acceleration of proposed -5 North Capacity
Enhancements — New High Occupancy Lanes (HOV) — in the Santa Clarita Valley under consideration by Metro. |-5 is experiencing
greater automobile and truck congestion in north Los Angeles County. The freeway is the lifeline and backbone for Californians
moving North-South. Many of our working residents start and end their day on the I-5.

Metro has offered a proposal that would see the new HOV capacity added to Interstate 5 by 2019 rather than 2040. The project could
be built today, with certainty of funding, at today’s cost, utilizing a public private partnership.

We are told that there would still be a $100 million shortfall, but that the shortfall would be made up through a tolling program for this
segment. Further, Metro confirmed that this tolling program would end upon repayment of the shortfall amount. This confirmation of
the toll's cessation played a key role in the provision of our support.

Metro’s proposal is not perfect, and details will have to be worked out on the tolling policy for the whole County. Adjustments will be
made, based upon input from the public and other stakeholders. While those discussions occur, we urge they not cloud the goal — the
completion of this project sooner rather than later.

The Castaic Town Council recognizes the current HOV project will be extended almost to Parker Road in Castaic. We also urge you
to study the feasibility of the next phase of the project — extending the HOV lane through all of Castaic, past Lake Hughes Road. We
understand the “next phase” past Parker Road has not studied and evaluated, and we urge you and Metro/Caltrans to fund the study of
the next phase.

Your support for Interstate 5 capacity enhancements is appreciated. We hope that you, the Metro Board and staff will continue to
consider innovative options to expedite completion of the next phase of this important and much-needed project. Thank you.

Please contact me directly with any questions at (310) 592-4705

President”
Castaic Area Town Council

cc: Metro Board Members; Art Leahy, CEO Metro; Representative Howard “Buck” McKeon; Assemblyman Scott Wilk;
Senator Steve Knight: Rosalind Wayman

Castaic Area Town Council P.O. Box 325 Castaic, CA 91310-0325 (661) 295-1156




Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce

27451 Tourney Road, Suite 160 e Santa Clarita, CA 91355
(661) 702-6977 * (661) 702-6980

Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

Chairman, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Subject: I-5 Capacity Enhancement Project
Dear Supervisor Antonovich:

The Golden State Gateway Coalition has been working to improve roadway transportation in
north Los Angeles County for more than 10 years. With your leadership and that of other elected
officials, the work of our partners at Metro and Caltrans, and the support of north LA county’s
citizens and business communities, we have successfully expedited construction of the new [-5
truck lanes over the Newhall Pass.

Our priority has been, and continues to be, improving traffic flow in the I-5 corridor.

We are now in a position to expedite the next phase of the project: adding new carpool lanes to
the I-5 between the SR-14 interchange and Castaic. We are asking you to reiterate your support
for expediting this important project.

The need for adding new lane capacity to I-5 is highly significant and well-documented. I-5 is
experiencing greater automobile and truck congestion as a result of population growth in north
Los Angeles County, Southern California tourism and goods movement into and out of the Ports
of Los Angeles and Long Beach. In addition to congestion mitigation, the additional benefits to
southern California motorists, including Santa Clarita Valley commuters and residents, are huge:
as many as 9,000 jobs, mostly construction-related; improved air quality; more efficient goods
movement; and, more capacity for emergency first responder access, to name a few.

Metro has offered an innovative proposal that would see the new capacity added to Interstate 5
by 2019 rather than 2040. The project could be built today, with certainty of funding, at today’s
cost, utilizing a public private partnership to invest in this, and five other projects that are ready
to be built in Los Angeles County.

We are told that there would still be a $100 million shortfall, and that would be made up through
a tolling program. Carpools of three or more would always ride free. Buses, van pools and
motorcycles would always ride free. Carpools of two would ride free, except at peak times.
Single occupant (driver-only) vehicles only pay if and when they choose to take advantage 15YEARS

of the express lane option. *
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Metro’s option is not perfect, and details will have to be worked out. Adjustments will be made,
based upon input from the public and other stakeholders. Still, we believe that it is an option
worth considering. Completion of this project sooner rather than later is a worthwhile goal.

Your support for Interstate 5 capacity enhancements is appreciated. We hope that you, the Metro
Board and staff will continue to consider innovative options to expedite completion of the next
phase of this important and much-needed project. Thank you.

Sincerely,

—-—jj/\/i /{ A o -uf

Terri K. Crain, President / CEO



SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

March 7%, 2013

Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

Chairman, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
500 West Temple Street, Room 869

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: 1-5 Capacity Enhancement Project
Dear Supervisor Antonovich:

The Golden State Gateway Coalition has been working to improve roadway transportation in
north Los Angeles County for more than 10 years. With your leadership and that of other
elected officials, the work of our partners at Metro and Caltrans, and the support of north LA
county’s citizens and business communities, we have successfully expedited construction of the
new |-5 truck lanes over the Newhall Pass.

Our priority has been, and continues to be, improving traffic flow in the I-5 corridor.

We are now in a position to expedite the next phase of the project: adding new carpool lanes to
the I-5 between the SR-14 interchange and Castaic. We are asking you to reiterate your
support for expediting this important project.

The need for adding new lane capacity to I-5 is highly significant and well-documented. I-5is
experiencing greater automobile and truck congestion as a result of population growth in north
Los Angeles County, Southern California tourism and goods movement into and out of the Ports
of Los Angeles and Long Beach. In addition to congestion mitigation, the additional benefits to
southern California motorists, including Santa Clarita Valley commuters and residents, are
huge: as many as 9,000 jobs, mostly construction-related; improved air quality; more efficient
goods movement; and, more capacity for emergency first responder access, to name a few.

Metro has offered an innovative proposal that would see the new capacity added to Interstate
5 by 2019 rather than 2040. The project could be built today, with certainty of funding, at
today’s cost, utilizing a public private partnership to invest in this, and five other projects that
are ready to be built in Los Angeles County.




SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

We are told that there would still be a $100 million shortfall, and that would be made up
through a tolling program. Carpools of three or more would always ride free. Buses, van pools
and motorcycles would always ride free. Carpools of two would ride free, except at peak times.
Single occupant (driver-only) vehicles only pay if and when they choose to take advantage of

the express lane option.

Metro’s option is not perfect, and details will have to be worked out. Adjustments will be
made, based upon input from the public and other stakeholders. Still, we believe that it is an
option worth considering. Completion of this project sooner rather than later is a worthwhile

goal.

Your support for Interstate 5 capacity enhancements is appreciated. We hope that you, the
Metro Board and staff will continue to consider innovative options to expedite completion of
the next phase of this important and much-needed project. Thank you.

Sincerel

onas Peterson
President/CEO
Santa Clarita Valley Economic Development Corporation
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March 26, 2013

Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

Chairman, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
500 West Temple Street, Room 869

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: [-5 Capacity Enhancement Project
Dear Supervisor Antonovich,

The Valley Industry Association of Santa Clarita (VIA) has long respected the work of
the Golden State Gateway Coalition in improving transportation in north Los Angeles
County. We thank you and other elected officials, along with our partners at Metro and
Caltrans, who have worked hard to successful expedite the construction of the new I-5
truck lanes through the Newhall Pass.

Continuous improvement in improving traffic flow in the I-5 corridor is a top priority of
the membership of the Valley Industry Association.

We feel we are now in the position to begin and expedite the next phase of the project —
the adding of much needed carpool lanes between the I-5 and SR 14 interchange and
Castaic to the north. We respectfully ask for your support in expediting this critical
project.

There has been a long time need for this new lane. Population growth in north Los
Angeles County has resulted in increased automobile and truck congestion which directly
affects both tourism and goods movement to and from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach. This additional lane would do much more than mitigate congestion and provide
more efficient goods movement. Thousands of jobs would be created, mostly
construction related, improved air quality would be realized and additional capacity for
first responder emergency access would be more readily available.

We feel that Metro has offered an alternative plan that would allow us to realize the
completion of this improvement to Interstate 5 by 2019, rather than the predicted 2040
completion date. The project could be completed in a timely manner with certainty of
being funded at current day’s cost by utilizing a public private partnership which would
invest in this, and five other projects that are ready to be built in Los Angeles County.

»
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The Valley Industry Association has been advised that a shortfall of more than $100
million exists within the current project plan. We feel that Metro’s proposal for a toll
system could make up the difference, expedite the project and offer a completed project
years earlier than expected. Carpools of three or more would always ride free in the toll
lane. Carpools of two would also ride free, except during peak hours. Single occupants
(driver-only) would only pay if they chose to take advantage of the toll lane option.

We have offered our support for Metro’s proposal. Although the plan may not yet be
perfected with much work left to do, we believe it is an option well worth considering.
Completion of this project sooner rather than later is a worthwhile goal.

Supervisor Antonovich, we would much appreciate your support and consideration for
the I-5 capacity enhancement project. We hope that you, the Metro Board and staff will
continue to consider innovative projects, such as this one, to expedite completion of the
next phase of this much needed project.

Sincdrely,

Kathy is

CEOQ/President

Valley Industry Association of
Santa Clarita



March 18, 2013

Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

Chairman, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Subject: I-5 Capacity Enhancement Project
Dear Supervisor Antonovich:

The Golden State Gateway Coalition has been working to improve roadway transportation in
north Los Angeles County for more than 10 years. With your leadership and that of other elected
officials, the work of our partners at Metro and Caltrans, and the support of north LA county’s
citizens and business communities, we have successfully expedited construction of the new I-5
truck lanes over the Newhall Pass.

Our priority has been, and continues to be, improving traffic flow in the I-5 corridor.

We are now in a position to expedite the next phase of the project: adding new carpool lanes to
the I-5 between the SR-14 interchange and Castaic. We are asking you to reiterate your support
for expediting this important project.

The need for adding new lane capacity to I-5 is highly significant and well-documented. I-5 is
experiencing greater automobile and truck congestion as a result of population growth in north
Los Angeles County, Southern California tourism and goods movement into and out of the Ports
of Los Angeles and Long Beach. In addition to congestion mitigation, the additional benefits to
southern California motorists, including Santa Clarita Valley commuters and residents, are huge:
as many as 9,000 jobs, mostly construction-related; improved air quality; more efficient goods
movement; and, more capacity for emergency first responder access, to name a few.

Metro has offered an innovative proposal that would see the new capacity added to Interstate 5
by 2019 rather than 2040. The project could be built today, with certainty of funding, at today’s
cost, utilizing a public private partnership to invest in this, and five other projects that are ready
to be built in Los Angeles County.

We are told that there would still be a $100 million shortfall, and that would be made up through
a tolling program. Carpools of three or more would always ride free. Buses, van pools and
motorcycles would always ride free. Carpools of two would ride free, except at peak times.
Single occupant (driver-only) vehicles only pay if and when they choose to take advantage of the
express lane option.



Supervisor Antonovich
March 18, 2013

Page 2

Metro’s option is not perfect, and details will have to be worked out. Adjustments will be made,
based upon input from the public and other stakeholders. Still, we believe that it is an option
worth considering. Completion of this project sooner rather than later is a worthwhile goal.

Your support for Interstate 5 capacity enhancements is appreciated. We hope that you, the Metro
Board and staff will continue to consider innovative options to expedite completion of the next
phase of this important and much-needed project. Thank you.
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GARRETT DAMRATH: Good eveni ng, | adies and
gent | emen. It's now seven o' clock, and I'd like to
call this hearing to order

On behalf of Caltrans and Metro, 1'd like to
wel come you to the public hearing for the
Interstate-5 Hi gh-Occupancy Toll Lane Capacity
Enhancenent Project in the comunity of Santa
Clarita.

My name is Garrett Danrath, chief
environmental planner for Caltrans District 7, and |
will be the presiding officer for tonight's hearing.
I'mhere to aid the hearing process and to keep
t hings moving forward in an orderly process -- or
orderly fashion. | will also attenpt to keep this
hearing as informal as possible, acconplishing all of
our objectives this evening.

Before noving on to a fewitenms, in terns of
how we wi |l conduct the nmeeting this evening and our
presentations, | would like to acknowl edge sone very
i nportant special attendees that we have this
eveni ng.

| would like to introduce Andre Hol lings;
he's a field representative for Scott WIk, assenbly
member of the 5th District -- or I'msorry -- 38th

District.
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Thank you very nuch.

We al so have M. David Perry. He's a deputy
for Supervisor M chael Antonovich's office.

And fromthe City of Santa Clarita, we have
Di anne Trautman. She's the planning conm ssioner.

Fol l owi ng the statenments for the record,
only those individuals that indicate on their card
that they would |like to speak will be called to
speak this evening. All the comrent cards will
become part of the official record of the public
heari ng.

The purpose of this neeting is to receive
public testinony and answer questions regarding the
project alternatives, the draft environnental
docunment, and to give you the opportunity to present
your conments concerning this proposed project.

A notice of this hearing was published in
the -- one tine in the Santa Clarita Signal --
that's a | ocal newspaper -- and a notice was mail ed
on March 15th. Letters were also sent to federal
state, county, and |local elected officials and to
ot her public and private organi zati ons and
i ndividuals. Notices were also mailed to over 100
i nterested parti es.

These proceedi ngs are being recorded by a
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court reporter.

Caltrans is holding this hearing prior to
maki ng any commitment to this project. No decision
will be made until the conplete public record has
been reviewed, including information gathered at
this nmeeting, as well as conments received in
response to the draft environnental docunent.

VWhen you cane in, you should have received
an agenda, an informational handout, and a comrent
card. The handout provi des background i nformation
and will be referenced during the presentations.
The conment card is for you to use to indicate a
desire to speak or to submit a statement for the
record. These comment cards will become part of the
official record of this hearing.

After the presentations, we wll take
statenments for the record. After these statenents,
we will answer any submtted questions; however, if
you have detail ed questions regardi ng your specific
property or a specific issue, it may be best if we
can get you to direct those questions to one of our
i ndi vi dual specialists available at the tables at
the back of the room or over by the displays. And
this can be done after ny cl osing renmarks.

If you have followi ng comments, extra
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comment cards are available fromstaff. Back there
we have Natalie and Dave. They can give you an
extra card if you need one. And we will not be

t aki ng any conments w thout a comment card.

If you have a | engthy prepared statenent,
you may wish to present it in witing for the public
hearing -- or the hearing record. You nmay al so
sunmari ze the contents verbally. Oral and witten
statements will be considered equally. The hearing
record will remain open until April 15, 2013. You
may subnmit a witten statenent to M. Carlos Mintez
Di vi si on of Environnmental Planning, Caltrans
District 7, and the address is 100 South Miin Street
in Los Angeles, 90012 -- or -- yes, -12.

Al information devel oped on this project is
avail able for inspection at the Caltrans district
office. The draft environnmental docunent is also
avail able for inspection at the City Hall, the
libraries in the study area, as well as online. And
we'll get nore informati on about exactly where to
find it online in our presentations.

The public hearing ends at 8:30. W have
use of the facility until 9:00 p.m Dependi ng on
how many people want to speak, it may be necessary

for us tolimt the length of your statenment s to

00: 33: 23

00: 33: 35

00: 33: 52

00: 34: 06

00: 34: 20

Page 5

Sarnoff, A VERITEXT COMPANY
877-955-3855




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

gi ve everyone a chance to speak.

Qur first order of business will be to
provide a summry of the project, as noted in your
agenda. The first project presentation is by Chris
Margaronis, and he's from Metro. And we'll go ahead
and let himstart that presentation.

CHRI S MARGARONI S: Good eveni ng, everyone.
Thanks for being here. M nanme is Chris Margaronis,
and we are here to tell you about a project that many
of you have heard about before. And hopefully for
t he ones who haven't, we can informyou about what
this project is about. |'ve got alittle bit of a
cold, so if you can't hear nme, just holler, and I'II
speak up louder. And let's get started.

All right. So this project is called the
I -5 Hi gh-COccupancy Toll Lane Project fromSR-14 to
Parker Road. It is, in essence, a brand new | ane
t hat doesn't exist right now fromthe 14 interchange
to Parker Road. W're going to go through and
explain how it would function, what the options are,
and a few other pieces of information about it.

All right. So just the agenda, an intro,
proj ect overview, the environnmental process, which |
will hand back to Caltrans. Mne is going to go over

the detailed environnental inpact of this project so

00: 34: 40
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you guys understand what exactly is different about
this fromthe previously passed environmental
docunent, which occurred in 2009.

So "Purpose." The purpose of this neeting
is really to obtain your comrents, get your input,
and understand your concerns about this project, and
also to informyou about what the project is. The
public hearings are essentially a forumto tal k about
the project, and we want to get your input. One
hi ghlight is that no decisions are going to be made
on this project at this public hearing. So a little
bit of background. As | said, the project has an
envi ronment al docunent in 2009 that was for HOV
| anes. The way that would function was that funding
for that project would have cone throughout the next
40 years, and we woul d have | ooked at 2040 -- excuse
me -- for the next 30 years, and we woul d have | ooked
at 2040 as the start date to build that project.

Ri ght now, phase one of the project -- which
you see under construction right now -- is a truck
| ane. So right now, as you drive down the 5, you see
the construction there right now That is a truck
| ane that is going to be conpleted in 2014. That is
a separate conponent that has nothing -- not nothing

to do with this project, but it's separate fromthis

00: 35: 53

00: 36: 09

00: 36: 27

00: 36: 42

00: 36: 54

Page 7

Sarnoff, A VERITEXT COMPANY
877-955-3855




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

project, and the funding is different.

So as | stated, the 2040 item-- Caltrans
and Metro have gotten together, and the project's
entire length is about 13.5 mles; so that's the 14
to Parker Road. And it also adds a truck |ane from
Calgrove to the 14 in the southerly direction. So,
as | said, the truck lane that's there now -- the
truck | anes that are under construction now, are
going to continue on as they are but in the southerly
direction. They term nate at Cal grove.

So this project would conplete that truck
| ane from Cal grove to the 14 interchange. W're
going to talk about cost a little bit, so the cost of
that little small piece of the truck lane and this
new carpool |ane that doesn't exist now, would be
about $410 mllion, and right now we have
$310 million. So you see the gap

So the first option we really have, and
there's three of them is to wait until 2030 and
build the project with the noney that we have.

Taking into account inflation and commodity prices,
we're still going to have a $100 nmillion gap, and the
$310 mllion that we have throughout the next 27
years is going to be of a different value conpletely.

So we still have that funding gap, and we need to

00:37:14
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figure out where to get that noney from

The second option is that as the noney cones
i n throughout the next 30ish years -- it's really
27 years until 2040 -- we would build it in segnents.
So year by year, as the funding cane through, we
woul d build the project. So the I-5 would continue
to be under construction, and that's an option.

The third option we're |looking at is tolling
t he new carpool |anes that don't exist today. So
this is a brand new | ane using a public-private
partnership, and all the construction would be
conpl eted by 2019.

So let me just enphasize that again. This
is a new |l ane that doesn't exist today, and all the
construction would be conpleted by 2019.

The "Purpose" of the project: So there's
sone operational and safety design features that are
meant to alleviate congestion and facility novenent
of people, like you, and freight and other goods on
the project and al so reduce existing and forecasted
traffic. This is a growing area. |It's nowthe third
| argest city in L.A. County, and there's nore growth
expect ed.

The "Need." | just outlined. This is a

growi ng area, and traffic is getting worse. W' ve
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tal ked about the funding a little bit, but 2040 is a
long tinme, and we're really | ooking at how we can
build the project now and get the benefits of this
new | ane sooner rather than |ater.

There is a fourth option that we didn't talk
about before, and that's not building anything. And
that's in every environnental docunent, that we don't
do anything, and, essentially, you would continue
having the four |anes that you have now. The truck
| ane would still nove forward, be conpleted in 2014,
but this new carpool |ane would never cone.

You're -- we've highlighted it there, the delays as

this area continues to grow. By adding a new | ane,

i nevitably, cars are going to go onto it, and you're
going to alleviate the regular |anes that you drive

on today.

So the "HOT Lane Alternative." 14 to Parker
Road is where this would be, and the result would be
reduced congestion on the general purpose |anes.
That's what we're really here to tal k about.

And how woul d they work? |f you're driving
by yourself, you have the option to pay to get into
the lane. Right now, the ranges on other projects
simlar to this are .25 cents a mle to $1.40 a mle

We need to evaluate what the process is for that, and
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further down the line later this year, we're going to
have a hearing, should this nove forward in this
manner, to eval uate what those rates would be. But
likely, they will fall under those paraneters.

Buses, vanpool, and motorcycles are free.

If you're driving with one person, so two total
people in the car, it's free, except during rush
hour. So outside of those peak hours, you can drive
for free in those anes. You do need to have a
transponder, though. And then if you're driving with
three people in the car total, it's always free.
Agai n, you do need the transponder.

The goal of this and the reason for those
stipulations is that you want to keep the speed of
the lane at 45 miles an hour or nore at all tinmes.

If you changes these at all, the speed drops, and
then there's no reason to use the |ane.

What are the benefits? So it's optional.

It decreases your commuting distance [sic] --
conmmuting tine, not distance. That would be

magi cal -- and vehicles using the new | ane shoul d
expect to use less fuel because you're getting to
your destination faster. One highlight: Trucks
woul d not be permitted in the |ane.

So what happens to the existing |lanes? The
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existing lanes that are part of this project, they

actually are going to get conpletely repaved, but

they are not going to be touched in ternms of toll.

Those four lanes will still exist today, they wll

just be repaved conpletely in this 13.5 mle stretch.

"Community Workshops."” So just to outline

what's been done so far, in February we started

hol di ng some conmunity wor kshops, reaching out to

various stakeholders in the community. W' ve held a

few public neetings, and we've had a corridor

advi sory group neeting. Today, March 28th, is the

public hearing. There is a board of directors

nmeeting on April 13th at the Metro board. And as |

said earlier, the toll issue will be dealt with |ater

in the year, towards the end of the year, and that's

really when the rates, if we were to nove forward

with this project in this manner, would be deci ded.

Now |''m going to hand it over to Mne to

tal k more specifically about the environnmental

i npact.

M NE STRUHL: Good evening. |'Il make this

very short so we can nove on to your conments

shortly.

My name is Mne Struhl. |I'mwth Caltrans.

I'man environnental planner. Can you hear me okay?
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As Chris nmentioned, we did the environnental
document for the HOV | anes (truck | anes) project back
in Septenber of 2009, that's when it was approved.
And since the proposal of the HOT | ane changed the
project description, we prepared a draft suppl enenta
El R eval uation, which is the reason why we are here
today. And this is a requirenment of federal and
state laws. We call them NEPA and CEQA. The |ong
version is right there on the slide. And that
process ensures that the environnental docunent
reflects the current project.

The draft suppl enental re-eval introduces
the HOT | ane. AlIl the design conmponents of the
project will remain the sane as was proposed for the
HOV | ane.

The suppl enental eval uates the potenti al
i npacts associated with the HOT | ane project, and the
results of the studies are in the docunment, which is
currently in circulation

The technical analysis shows that the | eve
of inmpacts remain the same as the HOV | ane project.
The HOT | ane project does not add any additi onal
i npact.

The resources that we reviewed for the

suppl enental are air quality, traffic, and noise, and
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t hose sections are updated in the suppl ement al
document. The remmining sections of the previous
envi ronment al docunment have not been nodified since
t he change in the project description would not
change the effect on those resources.

As Garrett mentioned, the hard copies of the
suppl emental environnental are available in these
| ocations: The Caltrans office, the Metro office,
the libraries in the |ocal area, and also online on
Caltrans and Metro websites. And all the list of
t hese | ocations can be found on the notice of
availability that were mailed to you guys. And if
you do not have a copy of the notice, we have sone
extra ones on the table with the Caltrans table cloth
where you can get them and review these docunent.

Comments on the docunent. As was nentioned,
you may make verbal comrents tonight. You can submt
written comments. The comment cards are available in
the back. And you can submit them tonight, or you
can mail themto us by April 15th. And the address
to mail our coments is right here, and Garrett al so
mentioned that; and it's al so on the notice of
availability and on the back of the comrent cards.

So what comes next? After the public

comment period ends, we with will take and | ook at

00: 45: 29

00: 45: 53

00: 46: 14

00: 46: 38

00:47: 03

Page 14

Sarnoff, A VERITEXT COMPANY
877-955-3855




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

your comments; we will prepare responses to those
comments and make revisions to the environnental
document accordingly and finalize the environnmental
docunent .

Thank you for participating, and please do
not forget the comments due April 15th. And with
that, I will turn it back to Garrett. Thank you.

GARRETT DAMRATH: Okay. So it's time for us
to take public coments. As | call your name, please
come forward to speak in the m crophone. You can
identify yourself for the record. And if you have
any -- does anyone have any nore coment cards if you
woul d like to speak?

Okay. So the first speaker we will call up
is Larry McCl ements.

LARRY McCLEMENTS: Thank you. My nane is
Larry McClenents, Mc-C-l-e-me-n-t-s. You know, |
once net a man from somewhere in Southeast Asia, and
| forget exactly what country it was. But he told ne
a story about people's houses catching on fire in his
country, and he said the fire departnment would arrive
on scene, hook up their hoses and start their water
spraying and turn it the direction opposite of the
fire. They would, then, stand there and ask the

honeowner how nmuch he wanted to pay themto put out
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the fire and refused to do anything until they were
pai d.

I can't help but see some of the
simlarities between this and what the State is
proposi ng here tonight. For 15 years, |'ve commuted
into west Los Angeles. It used to be the hardest
part of ny commute was passing through the 101-405
i nterchange. But every year at the 5-14-210
i nt erchange, and beyond, just got worse and worse.

Years ago, when | first started comuti ng,
there was no traffic. Today, oftentines, this is the
worst part of this conmute, and with at |east 30, 000
new honmes planned for the Santa Clarita Valley area,
this is going to get even worse.

VWhat the State is asking here tonight is for
the taxpayers to pay for sonething that is so
precious to them and that is tine; time to spend
with our famlies, tine to sit down together and have
a neal, and time to spend with our children. Tine is
pricel ess, and our State wants the taxpayers to pay
for it.

What the State needs to do is fix our
freeways. W need to stop with the HOV | anes, the
expensi ve and fancy flyover bridges, and now toll

| anes. The State needs to fix our roads and our
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freeways for all taxpayers, and they need to do it in
a reasonabl e construction period, and not the years
and years of perpetual construction that is currently
taki ng place around the 5 and 14. W should not be
forced to pay for sonething that the State should

al ready be providing to us. Thank you.

GARRETT DAMRATH: Thank you very nuch. CQur
next speaker is Al an Ferdman.

ALAN FERDMAN: Good evening. M nane is
Alan Ferdman. |'ma 47-year resident of Canyon
Country, and in the spirit of disclosure, I ama
candidate for the next Santa Clarita City Counse
el ection.

You know, now is the tine when many of us
are suffering, when we -- in -- in the financia
downturn, and we hear about people losing their
houses every day. And at the sane tinme, it seens
like we're assaulted by a never-ending list of new
taxes and fees fromevery direction comng fromthe
County, coming fromthe State, and this just seens
like one nmore. |'mvery confused about it because
I've been to two of these nmeetings -- or this is the
third neeting down here in Santa Clarita, and one in
Sacranento, and | just renmenber that the Signal

reported that in road tax, the State collected a
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record anount of $8.3 billion dollars, sonething that
t hey had never done before. So the board of
equal i zation, in celebration, raised the tax another
three and a half cents a gallon, and it just seens to
me that the idea that noney is a problemhere is
really not the issue.

So, you know, Larry is right. W' re going
to -- we're going to be doubling the popul ati on of
our valley, the 30,000 houses in Newhall Ranch that
he's tal king about, the -- the Caj on Ranch project
way up the 5, and all of the devel opment in between.
One | ane over the next 30 years isn't going to help
us a whol e bunch. So we really need sonething that
is going to fix our traffic problem And if you
listen to their story saying they're not going to
have any noney until 2040, then you can guess that if
this one lane goes in, it's the only lane that goes
in until 2040.

So the real problemin this area is the
Newhal | pass. Anybody that conmes hone in the
eveni ng, going up the 5, knows exactly where it
bunches up or when you | eave in the norning.

And what we really need is for Caltrans to
get off their dinme and go figure out what they're

going to do about another access to the valley or
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some way that they can fix that Newhall pass.

This project itself doesn't really seemto
be in our best interest. This seens to be a |eader
that's trying to sell us the idea of toll roads,
whi ch are going to, then, be built all around the
California area sinply to give the State another
fundi ng source over and above the road tax that they
al ready collect.

|'"msorry, but this just doesn't seemlike
it's the kind of thing that's going to be good for
our econom c environnment or our environment, not for
the city, not for the county, and not for the state.

And | woul d hope that Caltrans woul d,

i nstead, start |ooking at ways to really study what
we need in the future and plan for it and fund it.
Thank you.

GARRETT DAMRATH: Thank you very nuch. Qur
next speaker is Doug Arseneault.

DOUG ARSENEAULT: Thank you. Good eveni ng.
My name is Doug Arseneault fromthe Valley Industry
and Comerce Associ ation, representing nore than 380
busi ness throughout the Santa Clarita and San
Fernando Val l eys. VICA supports MIA' s proposed
construction of high-occupancy | anes through

public-private partnershinp.
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The 1-5 corridor in the Santa Clarita
Vall ey, as all of you know, is a major bottle neck
that inhibits commerce in the greater Los Angel es
area. This PPP project will accelerate traffic
relief by at |least 30 years for notorists, business
owners, and residents traveling through the corridor.

The proposed plan will also create nuch
needed construction jobs, while reducing the traffic
congestion that chokes our region and unnecessary
vehicle em ssions that enter our quality of life.

Mot orists using the entire 13.5 nmiles of HOT
lanes will be able to cross the stretch in Iess than
19 m nutes, a considerable tinme savings during peak
travel tinmes. Vehicles traveling along the corridor
will also require | ess gas than during the current
stop-and-start traffic, helping to inprove air
quality.

Furt hernore, the use of the |anes by
vanpool s and commuter transit and commuter express
lanes will help transit users get to and fromthe
val l ey nore quickly. Based on other simlar
projects, traffic will inprove in the non-HOT | ane as
notorists nmove to the carpool/toll | anes.

As the first ARTI, Accel erated Regional

Transportation | nprovement project, this plan wll
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provide a framework for how the business conmunity
and governnent can work together towards

revol utioni zing our transportation system Once we
prove successful, we hope the nodel can be used to
fast track other mmjor projects of inportance to the
greater San Fernando and Santa Clarita Valleys.
Thank you.

GARRETT DAMRATH: Thank you very nuch. CQur
next speaker is Diane Traut mn.

DI ANE TRAUTMAN: Good evening. Thank you
for the opportunity to speak. | do have a couple of
guestions. And | apologize if this was already
di scussed in a prior neeting. But |I'm wondering why

this small segment was selected for the start-up

project? Because the I-5 is a statew de freeway, and

a lot of the inpact that we get is fromtruck traffic

and cars going through. Particularly on major
hol i days, things are backed up far beyond this small
segnent .

Now, as was nentioned by M. Ferdman, the
general plan and the area plan for this valley has
identified a potential population of 480, 000- pl us.

We don't know if that's going to cone to fruition

but if it does, this project really does appear to be

a drop in the bucket. And | think we need a nore
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conpr ehensi ve approach to deal with this on a w der
scal e.

Qddly enough, we just bought a used car from
someone who was selling his hybrid because the
stickers no |onger apply. And he was going to buy --
and he bought -- a Prius so that he could have nore
current stickers and be able to drive the freeway
nmore quickly. So now he's going to be penalized, as
wi || many ot her people who have been trying to do the
right thing; carpool with at |east, you know, one
ot her person and getting these vehicles --
alternative fuel vehicles. So | don't think that
that makes a | ot of sense, and | -- we just don't
need to be penalizing people at a tine |like this.

And the other thing is, as | nmentioned
before, people hit these traffic bottle necks, so if

you have just this one segnment and you're having

people flow through -- maybe it's only 45 miles an
hour, but if there -- you don't extend that nuch
farther, you're still going to hit these bottle
necks. It's not going to -- it's just going to be a

matter of frustration. You have this, you know,
transponder, and you bl ow through this area, but big
deal. \When you get to the other side, you're still

in big trouble.
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So ny question, then, too, is -- the
guestion that | thought of before -- and | see it was
posed and it's been answered -- in regard to the risk
on the toll revenue. This answer, in the formthat
it was given to nme, says the total revenue risk is on
Metro. But it goes on to say that if there's a
shortfall of revenue, the board of directors wll
have to identify mitigation nmeasures, and our input
woul d be taken into account.

But | would |ike to know, what are those
ot her proposed nitigation neasures, other than
turning to the taxpayers, other funds in the area,
transportation funds, taxpayer noney to fill in those
gaps?

And | just want to nention, too, that |I've
driven the toll road in Orange County, and | do
remenber -- it was quite a while ago, but | renenber
reading just recently in the press that it has failed
to nmeet financial expectations, and there's trouble
there. So | would appreciate those responsible for
nmovi ng us forward to go back and | ook at that road,
and others like it, to determ ne whether this is
really the best nmove or not. |t does not appear to
be. Thank you.

GARRETT DAMRATH. Thank you very much. Qur
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next speaker is Heather Lucchese. Did | get that

right?

HEATHER LUCCHESE: "Lucchese."

GARRETT DAMRATH: "Lucchese."

HEATHER LUCCHESE: Hi. Good evening. [|'m
Heat her Lucchese. |'m a housew fe and a nother of a

young child here in Valencia, and I would like to say

with Larry, Alan, and Diane, and all of your

coments, | am 100 percent in and backed whatever you
have -- all have said because there's so many angl es
to think about and -- what Caltrans wants to do on

this particular freeway.

I'm here in one other aspect, which being a
resident right along the 5 freeway, we al ready have
sound issues at our homes. We live in an ol der hone.
We' ve been here for -- | don't know -- 10, 12 years,
and we first noved there, you know, sound wasn't
quite so bad, but as traffic has, you know, cone
along, it's getting |ouder and |ouder. W have a
very beautiful hone that, you know, the kids play in.
We spend nost of our tinme outside, and our concern is
that three years ago, when they were originally
proposing this, we had soneone conme out and do the
dBA sound testing, and they were saying that if it's

67 dBA, that that would, you know, primarily be a
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good idea to look into a sound wall

Well, we were out around 64. Sone of the
nei ghbor hoods in the Vista Ranch area, which we're
from were at 67, so we did request to have walls put
in -- sound walls, not only one to prevent the sound
getting | ouder, as well as, sort of, a fire break for
any, you know, vehicles that may, you know, cone off
the road, transients getting back into the easenents
and the bushes and hillsides that are there. Sound
walls -- you know, I"mnot trying to get into all the
ot her reasons besides the sound, because the sound is
the main reason.

I know that it's been three years later. W
woul d |i ke to have soneone conme back out and test
because we do believe the sound is | ouder now than it
was three years ago, and not get into a pissing nmatch
about, you know, one or two decibels, but honestly,
this is our hone. This is where -- we live here.

The people in our area have lived there for
many, many, many years. We've custom done things to
our honmes. We don't want to nmove. We don't want the
pollution. And | don't understand why in the world
if all these hones are being built up the hill, okay,
what is one road going to do for us? Wat is it

going to do? Nothing. W need a nore conprehensive
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plan, and so |, personally -- one, if you're going to
build the darn thing, you better put sonme sound walls
up, and don't take away from the nei ghborhoods that
we love to enjoy with our famlies. Don't belittle
our way that we |live because you need to earn sone
noney for the State. It's not our problem

Second, we really don't want it anyway.

GARRETT DAMRATH: Thank you very nuch. CQur
next speaker is Anthony Carelli.

Is there anyone else with comments cards
that would |ike to speak?

ANTHONY CARELLI: |I'm Anthony Carelli. |
live in the OGakridge Estates area of Newhall, which
is just east of the 5 freeway, right across from
Sni ser Mul e Ranch. M backyard backs the 5 freeway.
|'ve been there since 2000. And our biggest thing,

li ke the lady who just spoke, is the sound wall
Caltrans refuses to put a sound wall in right next to
Sni ser Ranch. They say it's not cost effective.

|'ve got a daughter that's got restrictive
airway disease, and it's just getting worse for her.
The particulates fromthe freeway are getting worse.
Everything is getting worse. We're right at the
bottom of the hill where the traffic comes down, the

trucks are there, the asbestos breaks. [It's getting
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horrible, and Caltrans refuses to put a sound wall in
t here.

Caltrans step up to the plate. | don't know
what el se you're doing, but put a sound wall in
agai nst the freeway there. Protect the
nei ghbor hoods, protect the kids, and let's just take
care of it.

GARRETT DAMRATH: Ckay. Thank you very
much. Qur next speaker is Vanessa Brookman.

VANESSA BROOKMAN: |'m going to stand way
back here because this mc is really loud. You al
are yellin". | just -- everybody in this room
probably has a good idea of who | am and how | fee
about this lane. 1've spoken at just about every

nmeeting that |1've gone to about this idea of a toll

lane, and 1'lIl be on the Channel 9 news tonight; so
you'll get to see it there, too.
So in that, | just want to share with you an

experience that | had this Mnday norning. 6:30 in
the morning, | left ny house. | had to go downt own
for sonething. So I'mon the 5 southbound. It's
about 6:40, and | have pictures. No traff- -- |
mean, there's cars -- there's lots of cars, by ny
speedoneter is at 70, 75 mles an hour, all the way

down.
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| get down to the 405 freeway and -- before
t he 101, where there's nore congestion and an HOV
| ane, we're at 15 mles an hour for the next 20 mles
with an HOV | ane. You put a toll lane in there that
just isn't open to nost commuters, and that HOV | ane
is even going to go away. So now you're going to
take away a whol e not her aspect, not taking away one
of our already lanes, but the ability for 95 percent
of us to use those |anes.

Because what they haven't told you yet,
maybe, is that they are not sure how these | anes are
going to be working when they are built. The quote
that | have is six years from now technol ogy can
change. W're not sure what we're going to do and
how t hey are going to operate. So if you are a
casual conmmuter, sonebody who goes downtown every

once in a while, you're not going to use this |ane

nost |ikely. Because unless you own a transponder --
and why would you if you're a casual comruter -- you
can't even get in the toll lane legally.

So | just want you to think about that. An
HOV | ane and a toll lane, they aren't our answers.
One | ane added for everybody, that's a better answer.
Thank you.

GARRETT DAMRATH. Thank you very much. Qur
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next speaker is Steven Bl ain.

STEVEN BLAIN. Thank you for the
opportunity. Steven Blain, B-l-a-i-n. 1've been a
resident here in Santa Clarita since 1980. So
probably |i ke many of you, you' ve seen a |ot of
changes, a lot nore traffic, and | find nyself torn
as | look at this particular proposal. | mean, no
one likes traffic.

On the other hand, being a resident in the
area that's affected, by the previ ous speaker as
wel |, along Farrow Drive and Vista Ridge, what you're
asking myself, and many other residents in this case,

to do is not only to pay to utilize the road, but

al so the cost -- to pay the cost of the added
i ncrease of the noise that will be generated as a
result of the -- of the roads -- the additional cars,

and then the acknow edgnent that there's a cost
structure, that if it exceeds $55,000 per benefited
resident, then that's where the economcs justify
whet her we build a wall or not; however, what isn't
al so considered is now that cost is being reduced
sonewhat by the fact that this has beconme a
revenue-generati on project as part of the funding,
conpared to a previously designed approach.

So | share the opinion of many residents
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here, that | believe there's a better approach. |

believe that asking the residents to pay a portion of

this through the toll is not an appropriate way to do
it. I'msurprised that this is such a |arge
shortfall in the area of 25 percent of the project,

and | would agree with it and many others that to
conpletely disregard the use of a sound wall -- and
think nore inportantly, even, not even acknow edge
t he changing of the economics, this is going to
produce revenue. That's part of the way of the
f undi ng.

However, that revenue reduction is not taken

into account for the cost consideration of the

benefited residents. Al right. It is bringing in
addi ti onal funds, but you're still going to hold to
the fact that it still cost this amount. Well, it
doesn't. Part of that cost is being subsidized or

offset that this is a proposal to generate revenue,
which is part of the funding project. So on one end,
you want nme to buy into this. But the fact that |
live in the area, | am-- | don't -- | also get to
pay the cost of the added noi se.

| don't think it's fair. | don't think it's
appropriate, and | think there's a better way to do

it. And | personally hope it doesn't go through, as
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much as | would like to see less traffic.

GARRETT DAMRATH: Thank you very nmuch. W
have one more comment card from Sandra Cattell

SANDRA CATTELL: Good evening. Thank you
for the opportunity to comment tonight. | think 'l
nmove away today. |'ve already nmade comments at
anot her evening, but | would like to make an
addi ti onal comrent. Everybody tal ks about the
addi ti onal housing that we're going to have, people
using this -- this stretch of the freeway. W have a
huge bottle neck in Newhall pass. One of the issues
that | always think about is how when Metrolink
finally came to Santa Clarita Valley, we are the only
comunity that has actually three Metrolink stations,
and I"mreally proud of that. A |lot of people use
Metrolink to go downt own.

Now, wouldn't it be nice if that one bottle
neck that everybody has to go through, Newhall pass,
gave us an alternative to go to Westwood or down to
the LAX airport?

It's about time for Metro and Caltrans to
start working on a transportation system -- perhaps,
even binging something like the red line up to
Newhal | , and, perhaps, also giving us a subway system

along the Interstate 5. Thank you.
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GARRETT DAMRATH. Does anyone el se have a
coment card and would |like to speak?

Since we are out of comment cards, we'll go
ahead and cl ose the public comment period or comrent
portion of the neeting, and we can go and -- if you
would like to -- we're still going to be here for a
while. You can ask the individual specialists if
you have any specific questions.

So in closing, please renmenber that if you
wi sh to subnmit additional conments, you have unti
April 15th, 2013. And on behalf of Caltrans and
Metro, | would like to thank you for the
participation. And goodnight and drive safely.

---000---
(The hearing was concl uded at

7:42 p.m)
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I, the undersigned, a Certified Shorthand
Reporter of the State of California, do hereby
certify:

That the foregoing proceedi ngs were taken
before ne at the time and place herein set forth; that
a record of the proceedi ngs was made by nme using
machi ne shorthand, which was thereafter transcribed
under ny direction; that the foregoing transcript is a
true record of the proceedi ngs.

| further certify | amneither financially
interested in the action nor a relative or enployee of
any attorney or party to this proceeding.

I N WTNESS WHEREOF, | have this date subscri bed

nmy nane.

Dat ed: 04/11/2013
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