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Abstract:      
This document is a Supplemental/Reevaluation of the proposed I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes Project, which 
previously 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) is to 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, 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.  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 

1.1 Background  

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

The I-5 HOV/Truck Lanes Project is a joint 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). Caltrans is the lead agency under NEPA.  Caltrans is the lead agency under 
CEQA.  In addition, 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 a truck lane to the outside of southbound I-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. 
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Figure 1.1 Project Location 
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1.2 Origina l Projec t Des crip tion  

I-5 is 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. 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 I-5/SR-14 interchange, where there are three mixed-flow 
lanes in each direction. Two truck lanes in each direction pass through the I-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 I-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).  As discussed above, 
the truck lanes are currently in construction.  

The proposed auxiliary lanes are as follows: 

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

• in the southbound direction between SR-126 and Rye Canyon Road, Rye Canyon 
Road and Magic Mountain Parkway, and Valencia 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. Additional 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, a 12 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 a 4 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 
limit 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: 

• One HOV lane in 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. 

• 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. 

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

• 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, I-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 media filters. Depending on actual groundwater elevations, the detention basins 
may be able to function as infiltration basins. The locations of water quality treatment 
facilities will continue to be refined during final design. 

Retaining Walls 
Retaining walls are required to retain fill or cut slopes to 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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generally required between SR-14 and Valencia 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 
requirements. 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 
reasonable and feasible on the basis of cost and effectiveness: 

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

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

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

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

• 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. 

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

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

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

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

• 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). 

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

• 16 ft sound barrier along the edge of Caltrans right 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 
Modifications to all the on- and off-ramps in 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 general 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: 

• Five new Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) cameras 
• Nine new Ramp Metering Stations/Traffic Monitoring Stations (RMS/TMS) 
• A new communication conduit throughout the project from SR-14 to Parker Road 
• The upgrading of four CCTV cameras 
• The upgrading of 19 RMS/TMS stations 
• Upgrading three Changeable Message Signs (CMS) 
• Upgrading a Weigh-in-Motion system (WIM) 

These elements would provide needed links and fill data gaps in 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 (a 4 to 8 ft shoulder is proposed). 

The following advisory design exceptions would be required for the project: (1) 2:1 
sideslopes instead of the standard 4:1 sideslopes; (2) a 26 ft standard between the 
outer edge-of-travel-way (ETW) of I-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 
partial 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 
material 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 majority of the project involves widening the median area and the outside 
shoulder area of I-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, 
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constructing outer retaining walls, and widening the proposed outside pavement. 
Widening of existing structures would be constructed in a similar 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 
require 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 allow 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 also be protected during construction. 
Close coordination would also be needed with the City, the County, Caltrans, and the 
public to ensure that traffic along I-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 developed 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 Purpos e  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 change in 
scope is discussed in Chapter 2 of this document.  The purpose of this Draft 
Supplemental EIR/Environmental Reevaluation (DSEIR/ER) is to 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 a highway project proceeds in its development 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 reevaluations.     

The Joint Guidance is organized around three trigger points for consultation and/or re-
evaluation: (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 
§15163), 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 revisions in 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: 

• The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in 
the previous EIR; 

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

• 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 California 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 a brief description of the proposed I-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) lane in 
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 I-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 I-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 Reas on 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 a result 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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increase in freeway traffic volumes in the future, as predicted by the SCAG model, 
will continue to cause substantial delays. 

I-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: 

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

• Phase 2a provides for new carpool lanes (one in 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 a time over the 
next 30 years.  This will require the project to be built incrementally as funds 
become available.    

• Phase 2b is intended to extend capacity improvements from Parker Rd further 
north towards the Kern County Line. At this time there is no funding for Phase 
2b. To initiate Phase 2b new funding sources have to be first 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 I-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 Clarita area 2018.  The scope of the proposed HOT lane project is described 
in the sections below.  

2.2 Propos ed Projec t Scope  

The I-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 Project Scope Length 

(miles) 
A I-5 North Capacity Enhancements from SR-

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

13.5 

B I-5 North Pavement Rehabilitation Repaving general purposes lanes from SR-14 
to Parker Road in Santa Clarita 

13.5 

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

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

1.7 

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

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

2.6 

E Soundwall Package 10 
 

Construct soundwalls at various locations 
along I-210 in Arcadia and Pasadena 

3.8 

F Soundwall Package 11 Construct soundwalls at various locations 
along SR-170 between SR-134 and Sherman 
Way, and I-405 in the vicinity of Stagg Street 
in Los Angeles 

5.5 

   

2.2.1 Tolls 

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 the I-10 and I-110.  Consistent with current Metro toll policy used on the I-10 
ExpressLanes, vehicles with three or more occupants would not pay a toll, vehicles 
with two occupants would pay a toll during peak periods only, and vehicles with one 
occupant would pay a toll at all times. 

Tolls would be continually adjusted according to traffic conditions to maintain a free-
flowing level of traffic using congestion pricing.  During peak periods, when there is 
more traffic, the toll is higher to discourage new solo drivers from entering and to 
maintain a minimum speed of 45 mph.  During off-peak periods, the toll is lower.  By 
changing the toll in response to the level of demand, the HOT lane keeps traffic 
flowing smoothly.  The toll 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 change to “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 a toll paying driver 
already using the HOT lane when the sign message changes to “HOV ONLY”, you 
would be able to complete your trip. 
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The Business Rules in the Tolling Policy would also be the same as the current Board 
approved Business Rules for the ExpressLanes Project: 

• All vehicles are required to have a transponder;  
• Trucks (other than 2 axle) are not allowed on the HOT lane facility;  
• Motorcycles and buses (both public and privately operated) travel toll-free; and  
• Emergency vehicles travel toll-free when responding to incidents. 

2.2.2 Tolling Points 

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

• The northbound I-5, in the vicinity of the SR 14 interchange 
• The northbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue 

interchange 
• The northbound I-5 from in the vicinity of the Valencia Boulevard interchange 
• The northbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Magic Mountain Parkway interchange 
• The northbound I-5 in the vicinity of the SR 126 interchange 
• The southbound I-5 just south of Parker Road 
• The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the SR 126 interchange 
• The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Rye Canyon Road interchange  
• The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Magic Mountain Parkway interchange 
• The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Valencia Boulevard interchange 
• The southbound I-5 in the vicinity of the Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue 

interchange 
• 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, 
are for 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 
2 50.13 At Pico / Lyons Ave. 
3 52.18 At Valencia Blvd. 
4 53.39 At Magic Mnt. Pkwy. 
5 56.43 At Hasley Caynon Rd. 
6 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 
2 49.14 At Calgrove Blvd. 
3 50.71 At Pico / Lyons Ave. 
4 52.70 At Valencia Blvd. 
5 53.77 At Magic Mnt. Pkwy. 
6 56.91 At Hasley Canyon Rd. 
7 58.00 Approx. 4500 ft North of HasleyCanyon Rd. 

 

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 this location, 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 Valencia 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 Valencia 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 Valencia Boulevard and 
would provide an egress point for drivers wishing to exit at Magic Mountain 
Parkway.  Drivers entering at this location 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 a transition 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 I-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 a mixed 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, Valencia 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 I-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 Valencia Boulevard off-ramp. Drivers 
entering here would be able to exit the HOT lane at Valencia Boulevard 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 continue in 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 here if 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 I-110 ExpressLanes.  Solo   
drivers with a transponder would have the choice to pay a toll to use the I-5 HOT 
lanes.  Carpools and vanpools meeting the minimum occupancy requirements, as well 
as motorcycles, can use the I-5 HOT lane free with a transponder.  Prior to starting a 
trip, the driver would set the transponder to indicate the number of people in the 
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vehicle.  As the driver approaches the I-5 HOT 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.  The toll rate would vary with the level of congestion in the mixed flow lanes.  
The toll 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. 
The tolls 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 a visual verification of the vehicle occupancy 
and cite non-compliant drivers.  If a driver uses the HOT lane without a valid 
transponder, a photo of the vehicle license plate would be taken and the registered 
owner of the vehicle would be issued a toll 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.  As indicated 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 changes in 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: 

• Traffic 
• Air Quality 
• Noise 
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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).  This traffic report 
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). 

Study Area

For the traffic analysis, the study area is the Interstate 5 (I-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 generally four mixed-flow lanes in each 
direction, with the exception of three mixed-flow lanes in 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.  As discussed in Chapter 1, the extension of these truck 
lanes are currently in construction.  The terrain of this area varies between flat 
(0 percent) and up to a 5 percent grade. 

: 

Ten freeway mainline segments on the northbound and eleven on the southbound I-5  
have been identified for analysis to determine the operational improvement or impact 
of the HOT Lanes. These locations are consistent with the traffic analysis in 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 Valencia Boulevard 
I-5 between Valencia 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 Valencia Boulevard 
I-5 between Valencia Boulevard and McBean 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 area intersection locations.  

1. I-5 Northbound Ramps/Calgrove  Boulevard 
2. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Calgrove  Boulevard 
3. I-5 Northbound Ramps/Pico Canyon Road & Lyons Avenue 
4. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Pico Canyon Road & Lyons Avenue 
5. I-5 Northbound Ramps/McBean Parkway 
6. I-5 Southbound Ramps/McBean Parkway 
7. I-5 Northbound Ramps/Valencia Boulevard 
8. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Valencia Boulevard 
9. I-5 Northbound Ramps/Magic Mountain Parkway 
10. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Magic Mountain Parkway 
11. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Rye Canyon Road 
12. I-5 Northbound Ramps/Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 
13. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 
14. I-5 Northbound Ramps/Hasley Canyon Road 
15. I-5 Southbound Ramps/Hasley Canyon Road 
16. I-5 Northbound Ramps/Parker Road 
17. 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 is the hour during the peak period when traffic 
congestion is greatest.  The a.m. peak period is from 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and the 
p.m. peak period is from 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.  It should be noted that locations that 
indicate 0 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). Table 3.1.B is a 
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 segments is 
density, where density is calculated from the average vehicle flow rate per lane and 
the average speed.  LOS A represents a freeway segment with density less than or 
equal to 11 passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mi/ln). LOS F represents a freeway 
segment with density greater than 45 pc/mi/ln. 

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

SB NB SB NB SB 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 5,811 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 5,779 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 Bouleva 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

ADT
I-5 Basic Segment

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Truck %

 
Source: LSA Associates, Inc. 
SB-Southbound 
NB-Northbound 
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Table 3.1.B  LOS Thresholds for a Basic Freeway Segment 
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Table 3.1.C  Existing Freeway Mainline Peak Hour Level of Service Summary 

Speed (mph) Density LOS Speed (mph) Density LOS
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/Lyons 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 Valencia 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 27.4 D
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Hasley Canyon Road 70.0 18.4 C 68.4 25.5 C
Hasley Canyon Road to Parker Road 70.0 17.9 B 69.5 22.9 C
Parker Road to Lake Hughes 70.0 17.9 B 70.0 18.6 C

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 18.5 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 20.4 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 <52.2 >45 F 60.2 36.5 E
McBean Parkway to Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue 56.5 41.0 E 62.7 33.5 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

Existing
AM PMBasic SegmentDirection

Southbound

Northbound

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

 - LOS E or F 
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3.1.1.2 Intersections 

LOS for signalized intersections is defined in terms of control delay.  Control delay is 
a component of delay that results when a control signal causes a lane 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 

Delay LOS Delay LOS
1 I-5 NB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 12.1 B 29.7 D
2 I-5 SB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 15.1 C 16.2 C
3 I-5 NB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons A 8.6 A 13.8 B
4 I-5 SB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons A 5.7 A 9.0 A
5 I-5 NB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 4.9 A 8.5 A
6 I-5 SB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 4.0 A 6.3 A
7 I-5 NB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 9.4 A 10.2 B
8 I-5 SB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 6.4 A 11.3 B
9 I-5 NB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 11.9 B 12.0 B

10 I-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 I-5 NB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126 13.5 B 13.4 B
13 I-5 SB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126 7.9 A 7.8 A
14 I-5 NB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd.2 5.3 A 14.2 B
15 I-5 SB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd. 34.0 C 32.4 C
16 I-5 NB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 11.2 B 14.2 B
17 I-5 SB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 31.2 D 30.7 D

Intersection
Existing

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. 
1 Unsignalized Intersections 
2 Roundabout Intersection 
  Delay: seconds per vehicle
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Figure 3.1.3  Existing Ramp Intersections Peak Hour Volumes  
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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, a.m., 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 locations that indicate 0 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 a.m. peak hour 
and 11 segments in the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the 
2018 No Build conditions.  

2018 HOT Lane Alternative.  The 2018 daily, a.m., and p.m. peak-hour traffic 
volumes and truck percentages along the I-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.  As Table 3.1.H indicates, four segments in the a.m. 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 alternative.  As shown in the table, this presents an improvement as 
compared to the No Build conditions. 
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Table 3.1.E  Year 2018 No Build Freeway Mainline Volumes 

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 McBean 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 Boulevar 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

I-5 Basic Segment
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

ADTSouthbound Northbound Southbound Northbound

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. 
SB-Southbound 
NB-Northbound 
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Table 3.1.F  Year 2018 No Build Freeway Mainline Peak Hour Level of Service Summary 

Speed (mph) Density LOS Speed (mph) Density LOS
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 32.9 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 19.4 C 63.8 32.1 D
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Hasley Canyon Road 70.0 19.0 C 62.8 33.4 D
Hasley Canyon Road to Parker Road 70.0 19.6 C 64.3 31.5 D
Parker Road to Lake Hughes 70.0 17.6 B 67.9 26.5 D

Lake Hughes to Parker Road 63.5 32.5 D 70.0 19.1 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 31.1 D
Valencia Boulevard to McBean 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/Lyon 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 <52.2 >45 F

Southbound

AM PM

Northbound

Basic SegmentDirection
2018 No Build

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

 - LOS E or F 
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Table 3.1.G  Year 2018 HOT Freeway Mainline Volumes 

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 Canyon Road 6,416 15% 4,356 23% 4,877 17% 6,170 14% 72,463 71,191
Between Hasley Canyon Road and SR -126 6,693 15% 4,216 22% 4,917 16% 6,428 13% 74,440 72,769
Between SR -126 and Rye Canyon Road 6,597 14% 4,207 21% 5,183 15% 5,537 12% 76,195 76,704
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway 6,462 14% 4,207 20% 5,293 14% 5,537 12% 83,459 76,704
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and Valencia Boulevard 6,589 15% 5,181 20% 5,614 14% 6,194 12% 87,669 84,958
Between Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway 7,778 13% 6,199 15% 6,511 11% 7,555 11% 98,993 98,275
Between McBean Parkway and Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road 8,490 11% 6,524 14% 6,753 10% 7,835 9% 103,126 100,504
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevard 9,038 0% 7,389 12% 6,762 0% 9,111 8% 113,795 113,912
Between Truck Bypass and Calgrove Boulevard 9,377 0% 6,303 0% 6,976 0% 8,570 0% 116,498 111,334
Between SR-14 and Truck Bypass 9,377 0% 6,303 0% 6,976 0% 8,570 0% 116,498 111,334

I-5 Basic Segment
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

ADTSouthbound Northbound Southbound Northbound

 Source: LSA Associates, Inc. 
 SB-Southbound 
 NB-Northbound 
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Table 3.1.H  Year 2018 No Build and 2018 HOT Freeway Mainline Peak Hour Level of Service Summary Comparison 

Speed (mph) Density LOS Speed (mph) Density LOS Speed (mph) Density LOS Speed (mph) Density LOS
SR-14 to Truck Bypass <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F 68.4 25.5 C 54.3 43.7 E
Truck Bypass to Calgrove Boulevard 67.7 26.8 D <52.2 >45 F 68.4 25.5 C 54.3 43.7 E
Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue 61.6 34.8 D <52.2 >45 F 68.5 25.3 C 62.7 33.5 D
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to McBean Parkway 63.2 32.9 D <52.2 >45 F 63.6 32.4 D 54.6 43.3 E
McBean Parkway to Valencia Boulevard 66.4 28.7 D <52.2 >45 F 67.3 27.4 D 59.9 36.9 E
Valencia Boulevard to Magic Mountain Parkway 69.2 23.8 C 61.2 35.3 E 70.0 18.0 C 69.9 20.8 C
Magic Mountain Parkway to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 70.0 19.4 C 63.8 32.1 D 70.0 18.4 C 69.3 23.5 C
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Hasley Canyon Road 70.0 19.0 C 62.8 33.4 D 70.0 18.5 C 66.6 28.5 D
Hasley Canyon Road to Parker Road 70.0 19.6 C 64.3 31.5 D 70.0 19.2 C 67.5 27.1 D
Parker Road to Lake Hughes 70.0 17.6 B 67.9 26.5 D 70.0 18.4 C 67.0 27.9 D

Lake Hughes to Parker Road 63.5 32.5 D 70.0 19.1 C 62.5 33.7 D 70.0 19.7 C
Parker Road to Hasley Canyon Road 57.7 39.5 E 69.7 21.8 C 66.4 28.8 D 69.9 21.0 C
Hasley Canyon Road to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 55.6 42.0 E 69.7 22.0 C 65.0 30.7 D 69.9 21.0 C
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Rye Canyon Road 57.1 40.3 E 69.5 22.9 C 69.6 22.5 C 70.0 17.6 B
Rye Canyon Road to Magic Mountain Parkway 56.5 40.9 E 67.8 26.7 D 69.7 22.0 C 70.0 17.9 B
Magic Mountain Parkway to Valencia Boulevard 56.2 41.3 E 64.6 31.1 D 62.7 33.5 D 68.1 26.0 D
Valencia Boulevard to McBean Parkway <52.2 >45 F 56.8 40.6 E 65.0 30.7 D 69.1 24.1 C
McBean Parkway to Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue <52.2 >45 F 60.3 36.4 E <52.2 >45 F 65.5 30.0 D
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to Calgrove Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 61.4 35.1 E <52.2 >45 F 66.9 28.0 D
Calgrove Boulevard to Truck Bypass Route <52.2 >45 F 60.1 36.6 E <52.2 >45 F 66.1 29.2 D
Truck Bypass Route to SR-14 <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F

Northbound

Southbound

Year 2018 HOT
AM PMDirection Basic Segment

2018 No Build
AM PM

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

 - LOS E or F 
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3.1.2.2 Intersections 

2018 No Build.  The 2018 a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes for the ramp 
intersection locations are illustrated in Figure 3.1.4.  Table 3.1.I presents the results of 
the intersection LOS analysis.  As Table 3.1.I indicates, there are no intersections 
forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the a.m. 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 Lane Alternative.  The 2018 a.m. 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 LOS E or F in 
the a.m. 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.  As shown in the table, there is no 
change in number of LOS E or F locations between the HOT alternative and the No 
Build condition. 
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Figure 3.1.4  Year 2018 No Build Ramp Intersections Peak Hour Volumes 
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Table 3.1.I  Year 2018 No Build Intersection Peak Hour Level of Service 
Summary 

 

Delay LOS Delay LOS
1 I-5 NB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 12.3 B 140.0 F
2 I-5 SB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 28.9 D 22.2 C
3 I-5 NB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 17.4 B 39.9 D
4 I-5 SB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 6.7 A 13.9 B
5 I-5 NB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 6.4 A 9.1 A
6 I-5 SB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 4.8 A 7.6 A
7 I-5 NB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 10.6 B 11.0 B
8 I-5 SB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 10.6 B 22.0 C
9 I-5 NB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 15.5 B 14.8 B

10 I-5 SB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 11.3 B 12.4 B
11 I-5 SB Ramps/ Rye Canyon Rd. 21.9 C 22.7 C
12 I-5 NB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 23.4 C 29.6 C
13 I-5 SB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 10.9 B 20.5 C
14 I-5 NB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd.2 12.3 B 140.8 F
15 I-5 SB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd. 39.6 D 27.4 C
16 I-5 NB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 11.7 B 15 B
17 I-5 SB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 31.8 D 41.1 E

Intersection
2018 No Build

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

 Source: LSA Associates, Inc. 
1 Unsignalized Intersections 
2 Roundabout Intersection 
  Delay: seconds per vehicle 
   - LOS E or F 
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Figure 3.1.5  Year 2018 HOT Ramp Intersections Peak Hour Volumes 
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Table 3.1.J  Year 2018 No Build and 2018 HOT Intersection Peak Hour Level of Service Summary Comparison 

 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
1 I-5 NB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 12.3 B 140.0 F 13.9 B 99.3 F
2 I-5 SB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 28.9 D 22.2 C 16.0 C 25.7 D
3 I-5 NB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 17.4 B 39.9 D 18.9 B 37.5 D
4 I-5 SB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 6.7 A 13.9 B 6.8 A 13.1 B
5 I-5 NB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 6.4 A 9.1 A 6.5 A 8.8 A
6 I-5 SB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 4.8 A 7.6 A 4.7 A 6.9 A
7 I-5 NB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 10.6 B 11.0 B 10.9 B 12.1 B
8 I-5 SB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 10.6 B 22.0 C 10.5 B 22.4 C
9 I-5 NB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 15.5 B 14.8 B 15.4 B 13.1 B

10 I-5 SB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 11.3 B 12.4 B 9.8 A 11.9 B
11 I-5 SB Ramps/ Rye Canyon Rd. 21.9 C 22.7 C 17.7 B 19.1 B
12 I-5 NB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 23.4 C 29.6 C 23.4 C 44.5 D
13 I-5 SB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 10.9 B 20.5 C 12.2 B 22.1 C
14 I-5 NB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd.2 12.3 B 140.8 F 12.9 B 148.1 F
15 I-5 SB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd. 39.6 D 27.4 C 38.7 D 27.4 C
16 I-5 NB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 11.7 B 15 B 11.7 B 15.0 B
17 I-5 SB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 31.8 D 41.1 E 31.8 D 41.1 E

AM Peak Hour PM Peak HourIntersection
2018 No Build 2018 HOT

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

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

 - LOS E or F 
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3.1.3 Design Year (2035) Conditions 

Caltrans has identified 2035 as the 20-year design year of the HOT lane.  This year 
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, a.m., 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 0 percent trucks are those 
that include a separate truck bypass lane.  Table 3.1.L presents the results of the I-5 
mainline LOS analysis.  As Table 3.1.L indicates, 15 segments in the a.m. peak hour 
and 16 segments in the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the 
2035 No Build condition. 

2035 HOT Lane Alternative.  The 2035 daily, a.m., and p.m. peak-hour traffic 
volumes and truck percentages along the I-5 mainline for the HOT lane alternative 
are presented in Table 3.1.M.  Table 3.1.N presents the results of the I-5 mainline 
LOS analysis.  As Table 3.1.N indicates, 10 segments in the a.m. 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.  As shown in the table, this presents an improvement as compared 
to the No Build condition. 



Chapter 3  Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)  3-24 
 

 

Table 3.1.K  Year 2035 No Build Freeway Mainline Volumes  

 

Volume Truck % Volume Truck % Volume Truck % Volume Truck % SB NB
North of Parker Road 8,544 17% 5,510 25% 5,246 21% 8,263 14% 76,255 81,762
Between Parker Road and Hasley Canyon Road 9,134 17% 5,864 25% 5,703 21% 8,910 14% 84,441 90,263
Between Hasley Canyon Road and SR -126 8,817 17% 5,677 24% 5,658 20% 8,695 14% 84,079 88,997
Between SR -126 and Rye Canyon Road 8,503 17% 5,863 22% 6,113 19% 8,271 13% 85,680 92,088
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway 8,455 17% 5,863 21% 6,771 17% 8,271 13% 91,397 92,088
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and Valencia Boulevard 8,273 18% 6,862 21% 7,095 17% 8,407 14% 95,540 98,998
Between Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway 9,244 16% 7,642 18% 7,842 14% 9,420 12% 105,715 110,003
Between McBean Parkway and Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road 9,984 14% 7,710 16% 8,035 13% 9,694 11% 108,199 110,770
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevard 10,393 0% 8,263 15% 7,965 0% 11,102 10% 123,550 125,426
Between Truck Bypass and Calgrove Boulevard 11,331 0% 7,038 0% 8,155 0% 10,404 0% 127,435 123,852
Between SR-14 and Truck Bypass 11,331 0% 7,038 0% 8,155 0% 10,404 0% 127,435 123,852

I-5 Basic Segment
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

ADTSouthbound Northbound Southbound Northbound

 
 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  

Speed (mph) Density LOS Speed (mph) Density LOS
SR-14 to Truck Bypass <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F
Truck Bypass to Calgrove Boulevard 65.8 29.7 D <52.2 >45 F
Calgrove Boulevard to Pico Canyon Road/Lyons Avenue <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to McBean Parkway <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F
McBean Parkway to Valencia Boulevard 56.8 40.6 E <52.2 >45 F
Valencia Boulevard to Magic Mountain Parkway 62.7 33.5 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
Hasley Canyon Road to Parker Road 67.5 27.1 D <52.2 >45 F
Parker Road to Lake Hughes 68.7 25.0 C <52.2 >45 F

Lake Hughes to Parker Road <52.2 >45 F 69.4 23.1 C
Parker Road to Hasley Canyon Road <52.2 >45 F 68.4 25.5 C
Hasley Canyon Road to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) <52.2 >45 F 68.6 25.1 C
Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) to Rye Canyon Road <52.2 >45 F 67.2 27.6 D
Rye Canyon Road to Magic Mountain Parkway <52.2 >45 F 64.2 31.7 D
Magic Mountain Parkway to Valencia Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 57.0 40.3 E
Valencia Boulevard to McBean Parkway <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F
McBean Parkway to Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue <52.2 >45 F 54.5 43.5 E
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to Calgrove Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 59.9 36.8 E
Calgrove Boulevard to Truck Bypass Route <52.2 >45 F 58.3 38.7 E
Truck Bypass Route to SR-14 <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F

Northbound

Southbound

Direction Basic Segment
2035 No Build

AM PM

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

 - LOS E or F 
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Table 3.1.M  Year 2035 HOT Freeway Mainline Volumes 

 

Volume Truck % Volume Truck % Volume Truck % Volume Truck % SB NB
North of Parker Road 8,548 23% 5,511 27% 5,247 24% 8,318 20% 76,267 82,015
Between Parker Road and Hasley Canyon Road 7,433 23% 5,514 27% 5,345 24% 7,272 20% 84,562 90,653
Between Hasley Canyon Road and SR -126 7,225 23% 5,326 26% 5,348 23% 7,040 19% 84,702 89,314
Between SR -126 and Rye Canyon Road 7,003 22% 4,757 25% 5,784 21% 6,676 19% 86,440 92,744
Between Rye Canyon Road and Magic Mountain Parkway 7,012 24% 4,757 23% 5,613 20% 6,676 18% 92,602 92,744
Between Magic Mountain Parkway and Valencia Boulevard 6,945 21% 5,764 23% 5,945 19% 7,211 19% 97,053 101,220
Between Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway 8,266 17% 6,618 19% 6,831 16% 8,516 16% 108,606 113,552
Between McBean Parkway and Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road 9,244 15% 6,695 17% 6,903 15% 8,865 14% 111,723 114,564
Between Lyons Ave./Pico Canyon Road and Calgrove Boulevard 9,312 0% 7,002 16% 6,919 0% 10,299 12% 126,833 129,352
Between Truck Bypass and Calgrove Boulevard 9,938 0% 5,873 0% 7,059 0% 9,424 0% 129,432 127,585
Between SR-14 and Truck Bypass 9,938 0% 5,873 0% 7,059 0% 9,424 0% 129,432 127,585

I-5 Basic Segment
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

ADTSouthbound Northbound Southbound Northbound

 
 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  

Speed (mph) Density LOS Speed (mph) Density LOS Speed (mph) Density LOS Speed (mph) Density LOS
SR-14 to Truck Bypass <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F 69.3 23.5 C <52.2 >45 F
Truck Bypass to Calgrove Boulevard 65.8 29.7 D <52.2 >45 F 69.3 23.5 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 Valencia Boulevard 56.8 40.6 E <52.2 >45 F 64.7 31.0 D <52.2 >45 F
Valencia Boulevard to Magic Mountain Parkway 62.7 33.5 D <52.2 >45 F 69.9 20.4 C 68.4 25.6 C
Magic Mountain Parkway to Newhall Ranch Road (SR-126) 67.8 26.6 D <52.2 >45 F 69.8 21.2 C 64.4 31.5 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 34.5 D
Hasley Canyon Road to Parker Road 67.5 27.1 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

Lake Hughes to Parker Road <52.2 >45 F 69.4 23.1 C <52.2 >45 F 69.3 23.5 C
Parker Road to Hasley Canyon Road <52.2 >45 F 68.4 25.5 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 25.1 C 59.2 37.7 E 69.1 23.9 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 <52.2 >45 F 64.2 31.7 D 68.8 25.1 C 70.0 19.5 C
Magic Mountain Parkway to Valencia Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 57.0 40.3 E 53.9 44.3 E 65.6 29.9 D
Valencia Boulevard to McBean Parkway <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F 59.6 37.2 E 68.3 25.7 C
McBean Parkway to Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue <52.2 >45 F 54.5 43.5 E <52.2 >45 F 63.7 32.3 D
Pico Canyon Road/Lyon Avenue to Calgrove Boulevard <52.2 >45 F 59.9 36.8 E <52.2 >45 F 66.4 28.8 D
Calgrove Boulevard to Truck Bypass Route <52.2 >45 F 58.3 38.7 E <52.2 >45 F 65.7 29.8 D
Truck Bypass Route to SR-14 <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F <52.2 >45 F

PM

Northbound

2035 HOT
AM PM

Southbound

Direction Basic Segment
2035 No Build

AM

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

 - LOS E or F 
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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 are illustrated in Figure 3.1.6.  Table 3.1.O presents the results 
of the intersection LOS analysis.  As Table 3.1.O indicates, two intersections in the 
a.m. peak hour and three intersections in the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at 
LOS E or F in the 2035 No Build condition. 

2035 HOT Lane Alternative.  The 2035 a.m. 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 a.m. peak hour and three intersections in 
the p.m. peak hour are forecast to operate at LOS E or F in the 2035 HOT Lane 
Alternative.  As shown in the table, this presents an improvement as compared to the 
No Build alternative.  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.  This is due to a shift 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.O  Year 2035 No Build Intersection Peak Hour Level of Service 
Summary 

 

Delay LOS Delay LOS
1 I-5 NB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 23.6 C 136.4 F
2 I-5 SB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 109.8 F 19.6 C
3 I-5 NB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 17.8 B 43.8 D
4 I-5 SB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 7.6 A 14.9 B
5 I-5 NB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 6.2 A 9.7 A
6 I-5 SB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 4.9 A 8.8 A
7 I-5 NB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 11.7 B 11.3 B
8 I-5 SB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 10.5 B 22.5 C
9 I-5 NB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 15.6 B 16.0 B

10 I-5 SB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 11.5 B 12.9 B
11 I-5 SB Ramps/ Rye Canyon Rd. 24.9 C 24.3 C
12 I-5 NB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 27.9 C 29.6 C
13 I-5 SB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 11.7 B 23.6 C
14 I-5 NB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd.2 15.5 C 313.5 F
15 I-5 SB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd. 66.5 E 29.8 C
16 I-5 NB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 11.7 B 15.0 B
17 I-5 SB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 31.8 D 41.1 E

Intersection
2035 No Build

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

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

 - LOS E or F 
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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 

 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
1 I-5 NB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 23.6 C 136.4 F 12.2 B 134.1 F
2 I-5 SB Ramps/ Calgrove  Blvd.1 109.8 F 19.6 C 19.1 C 67.5 F
3 I-5 NB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 17.8 B 43.8 D 32.5 C 51.5 D
4 I-5 SB Ramps/ Pico Canyon Rd. & Lyons Ave 7.6 A 14.9 B 9.3 A 22.4 C
5 I-5 NB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 6.2 A 9.7 A 6.5 A 10.6 B
6 I-5 SB Ramps/ McBean Pkwy. 4.9 A 8.8 A 4.9 A 13.2 B
7 I-5 NB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 11.7 B 11.3 B 11.7 B 13.1 B
8 I-5 SB Ramps/ Valencia Blvd. 10.5 B 22.5 C 12.7 B 38.2 D
9 I-5 NB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 15.6 B 16.0 B 14.8 B 14.5 B

10 I-5 SB Ramps/ Magic Mtn Pkwy. 11.5 B 12.9 B 10.2 B 13.8 B
11 I-5 SB Ramps/ Rye Canyon Rd. 24.9 C 24.3 C 23.9 C 20.4 C
12 I-5 NB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 27.9 C 29.6 C 29.3 C 43.7 D
13 I-5 SB Ramps/ Newhall Ranch Rd (SR-126) 11.7 B 23.6 C 12.2 B 22.0 C
14 I-5 NB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd.2 15.5 C 313.5 F 15.5 C 319.4 F
15 I-5 SB Ramps/Hasley Canyon Rd. 66.5 E 29.8 C 67.9 E 29.5 C
16 I-5 NB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 11.7 B 15 B 11.2 B 14.2 B
17 I-5 SB Ramps/Parker Rd.1 31.8 D 41.1 E 31.2 D 30.7 D

AM Peak Hour PM Peak HourIntersection
2035 No Build 2035 HOT

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

 
 

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

 - LOS E or F 
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3.1.4 Environmental Consequences 

The proposed HOT lanes would not generate traffic.  It is intended to facilitate the 
redistribution of existing and future traffic demand based on full build-out of land 
uses allowed by the City of Santa Clarita and 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 time in 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 conditions in 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 segments in the scenario with a HOT 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. Actual operating experience with HOT lane conversion 
projects on I-15 in Salt Lake City, UT (beginning in 2006), and on I-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 lane speeds increased about 
three miles per hour, from 51 to 54 mph, and a larger percentage increase was seen in 
general purpose lane speeds than was seen in Express Lane speeds.1

                                                 
1 I-5 North HOT Lanes Equity Assessment, Final Report, Network Public Affairs, LLC, April 29, 
2013.  

 In Florida,  
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Table 3.1.Q  Projected Speed Difference in Non-Tolled Lanes (HOT vs. 
HOV scenario) 

2018 
 

Projected Speed Difference in Non-Tolled Lanes 
(with HOT lane vs. HOV lane) in miles/hour 

 

I-5 Segment 
Northbound Southbound 

AM PM AM PM 
Between Parker Road and Hasley Canyon Road 0 3 10 0 
Between Hasley 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 Difference in Non-Tolled Lanes 
(with HOT lane vs. HOV lane) in miles/hour 

 

I-5 Segment 
Northbound Southbound 

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 McBean 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 1 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 via the 
general 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.”2

As discussed, in the absence of tolls, an HOV lane could not be implemented for 
another 30 years. Thus it is fair 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. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2 I-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 
(Caltrans, 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 Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), as amended in 1990, is the federal law that 
governs air quality while the California Clean Air Act of 1988 is its 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 pollutants that can be in the 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 (NO2), 
ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM), broken down for regulatory purposes into 
particles of 10 micrometers or smaller—(PM10) and particles of 2.5 micrometers and 
smaller—(PM2.5), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  In addition, state standards 
exist for visibility reducing particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and vinyl 
chloride.  The NAAQS and state standards are set at a level that protects public health 
with a margin of safety, and are subject to periodic review and revision.  Both state 
and federal regulatory schemes also cover toxic air contaminants (air toxics).  Some 
criteria pollutants are also air toxics or may include certain air toxics within their 
general definition. 

Federal and state air quality standards and regulations 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 environmental analysis, a parallel “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 federal 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 Federal 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 (NO2), ozone (O3),  particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and in some areas 
sulfur dioxide (SO2).  California has attainment or maintenance areas for all of these 
transportation-related “criteria pollutants” except SO2, and also has a nonattainment 
area for 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 a region 
over a period 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 analysis is successful, the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), make the determinations that the RTP and TIP are in 
conformity with the SIP for achieving the goals of the Clean Air Act. Otherwise, the 
projects in 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 regional conformity requirements for purposes of project-level 
analysis. 

Conformity at the project-level also requires “hot spot” analysis if an area is 
“nonattainment” or “maintenance” for carbon monoxide (CO) and/or particulate 
matter (PM10 or PM2.5).  A region is “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 officially 
redesignated to attainment by U.S. EPA, and are then called “maintenance” areas.  
“Hot spot” analysis is essentially the same, for technical purposes, as CO or 
particulate matter analysis performed for NEPA purposes. Conformity does include 
some specific procedural and documentation standards for projects that require a “hot 
spot” 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 a known 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 area is located 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), a regional agency created for the Basin. 

3.2.2.1 Climatic Conditions 

The climatic and meteorological conditions in the study area remain 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 major 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 criteria for 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 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

State 9 
Standard  

Federal 9 

Standard 
Principal Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Typical Sources Attainment Status 

Ozone (O3) 

2 
1 hour 
8 hours 

8 hours 
(conformity 
process 5) 

0.09 ppm 
0.070 ppm 
--- 
 

--- 4 

0.075 ppm 
6 
0.08 ppm  

(4th highest 
in 3 years) 

High concentrations irritate 
lungs. Long-term exposure 
may cause lung tissue 
damage and cancer. Long-
term exposure damages 
plant materials and reduces 
crop productivity. 
Precursor organic 
compounds include many 
known toxic air 
contaminants. Biogenic 
VOC may also contribute. 

Low-altitude ozone is almost 
entirely formed from 
reactive organic 
gases/volatile organic 
compounds (ROG or VOC) 
and nitrogen oxides (NOx) 
in the presence of sunlight 
and heat. Major sources 
include motor vehicles and 
other mobile sources, 
solvent evaporation, and 
industrial and other 
combustion processes.  

Federal: Nonattainment-
Extreme 

 

State: Nonattainment 
 

Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

1 hour 
8 hours 

8 hours  
(Lake 
Tahoe) 

20 ppm 
9.0 ppm 1 
6 ppm 
 

35 ppm 
9 ppm 
--- 

CO interferes with the 
transfer of oxygen to the 
blood and deprives 
sensitive tissues of oxygen.  
CO also is a minor 
precursor for 
photochemical ozone. 

Combustion sources, 
especially gasoline-powered 
engines and motor vehicles. 
CO is the traditional 
signature pollutant for on-
road mobile sources at the 
local and neighborhood 
scale. 

Federal: Attainment-
Maintenance 

 

State: Attainment 
 

Respirable 
Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10) 2 

24 hours 
Annual 

50 μg/m3 

20 μg/m3 
 

150 μg/m3 

--- 2 
 

Irritates eyes and 
respiratory tract. Decreases 
lung capacity. Associated 
with increased cancer and 
mortality. Contributes to 
haze and reduced visibility. 
Includes some toxic air 
contaminants. Many 
aerosol and solid 
compounds are part of 
PM10. 

Dust- and fume-producing 
industrial and agricultural 
operations; combustion 
smoke; atmospheric 
chemical reactions; 
construction and other dust-
producing activities; 
unpaved road dust and re-
entrained paved road dust; 
natural sources (wind-blown 
dust, ocean spray). 

Federal: Nonattainment-
Serious 

 

State: Nonattainment 
 

Fine 
Particulate 
Matter 
(PM2.5) 2 

24 hours 
Annual 

24 hours 
(conformity 
process 5) 
 

--- 
12 μg/m3 
--- 
 

35 μg/m3 
15.0 μg/m3 
65 μg/m3 

(4th highest 
in 3 years) 

Increases respiratory 
disease, lung damage, 
cancer, and premature 
death. Reduces visibility 
and produces surface 
soiling. Most diesel 
exhaust particulate matter – 
a toxic air contaminant – is 
in the PM2.5 size range. 
Many aerosol and solid 
compounds are part of 
PM2.5. 

Combustion including motor 
vehicles, other mobile 
sources, and industrial 
activities; residential and 
agricultural burning; also 
formed through atmospheric 
chemical (including 
photochemical) reactions 
involving other pollutants 
including NOx, sulfur 
oxides (SOx), ammonia, and 
ROG. 

Federal: Nonattainment 
 

State: Nonattainment 
 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 
(NO2) 

1 hour 
 
 
 
Annual 

0.18 ppm 
 
 
 
0.030 ppm 

0.100 ppm 
7 
(98th 
percentile 
over 3 
years) 
0.053 ppm 

Irritating to eyes and 
respiratory tract. Colors 
atmosphere reddish-brown. 
Contributes to acid rain. 
Part of the “NOx” group of 
ozone precursors. 

Motor vehicles and other 
mobile sources; refineries; 
industrial operations. 

Federal: Attainment-
Unclassified 

 

State: Nonattainment 
 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(SO2) 

1 hour 
 
 
 

0.25 ppm 
 
 
 

0.075 ppm 
8 

(98th 
percentile 
over 3 

Irritates respiratory tract; 
injures lung tissue. Can 
yellow plant leaves. 
Destructive to marble, iron, 
steel. Contributes to acid 

Fuel combustion (especially 
coal and high-sulfur oil), 
chemical plants, sulfur 
recovery plants, metal 
processing; some natural 

Federal: Attainment 
 

State: Attainment 
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STATE AND FEDERAL CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT STANDARDS, EFFECTS, AND 
SOURCES 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

State 9 
Standard  

Federal 9 

Standard 
Principal Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Typical Sources Attainment Status 

3 hours 
24 hours 
Annual 

--- 
0.04 ppm 
--- 

years) 
0.5 ppm 
0.14 ppm 
0.030 ppm 

rain. Limits visibility. sources like active 
volcanoes. Limited 
contribution possible from 
heavy-duty diesel vehicles if 
ultra-low sulfur fuel not 
used. 

Lead (Pb)3 Monthly 
Quarterly 

Rolling 3-
month 
average 

1.5 μg/m3 

--- 
--- 

--- 
1.5 μg/m3 
0.15 μg/m3 
 

Disturbs gastrointestinal 
system. Causes anemia, 
kidney disease, and 
neuromuscular and 
neurological dysfunction. 
Also a toxic air 
contaminant and water 
pollutant. 

Lead-based industrial 
processes like battery 
production and smelters. 
Lead paint, leaded gasoline. 
Aerially deposited lead from 
gasoline may exist in soils 
along major roads. 

Federal: Nonattainment 
 

State: Nonattainment 
 

Sulfate 24 hours 25 μg/m3 --- Premature mortality and 
respiratory effects. 
Contributes to acid rain. 
Some toxic air 
contaminants attach to 
sulfate aerosol particles. 

Industrial processes, 
refineries and oil fields, 
mines, natural sources like 
volcanic areas, salt-covered 
dry lakes, and large sulfide 
rock areas. 

State Only: Attainment 

 
 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 
(H2S) 

1 hour 0.03 ppm --- Colorless, flammable, 
poisonous. Respiratory 
irritant. Neurological 
damage and premature 
death. Headache, nausea. 

Industrial processes such as: 
refineries and oil fields, 
asphalt plants, livestock 
operations, sewage treatment 
plants, and mines. Some 
natural sources like volcanic 
areas and hot springs. 

State Only: Unclassified 
 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles 
(VRP) 

8 hours Visibility of 
10 miles or 
more (Tahoe: 
30 miles) at 
relative 
humidity less 
than 70% 

--- Reduces visibility. 
Produces haze. 
NOTE: not related to the 
Regional Haze program 
under the Federal Clean 
Air Act, which is oriented 
primarily toward visibility 
issues in National Parks 
and other “Class I” areas. 

See particulate matter above. 

State Only: Unclassified 
 

Vinyl 
Chloride3 

24 hours 0.01 ppm --- Neurological effects, liver 
damage, cancer. 
Also considered a toxic air 
contaminant. 

Industrial processes 
State Only: Unclassified 

 

Source: California Air Resources Board (June 7, 2012).  http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf 
Notes: ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppb=parts per billion (thousand million) 
 
See footnotes on next page.

http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf�
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Footnotes: 
 

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

2 Annual PM10 NAAQS revoked October 2006; was 50 μg/m3.  24-hr. PM2.5 NAAQS tightened October 2006; 
was 65 μg/m3.  In 9/09 EPA began reconsidering the PM2.5 NAAQS; the 2006 action was partially vacated by 
a court decision. 

3 The ARB has identified vinyl chloride and the particulate matter fraction of diesel exhaust as toxic air 
contaminants. Diesel exhaust particulate matter is part of PM10 and, in larger proportion, PM2.5. Both the 
ARB and U.S. EPA have identified lead and various organic compounds that are precursors to ozone and 
PM2.5 as toxic air contaminants. There are no exposure criteria for adverse health effect due to toxic air 
contaminants, and control requirements may apply at ambient concentrations below any criteria levels 
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 analysis. 

4 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 use in some areas where 8-hour ozone emission budgets have not been developed. 

5 The 65 μg/m3 PM2.5 (24-hr) NAAQS was not revoked when the 35 μg/m3 NAAQS was promulgated in 2006. 
Conformity requirements apply for all NAAQS, including revoked NAAQS, until emission budgets for the 
newer NAAQS are found adequate or SIP amendments for the newer NAAQS are completed. 

6 As of 9/16/09, U.S. EPA is reconsidering 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 plans to finalize reconsideration and promulgate a revised standard by August 2010. 

7 Final 1-hour NO2 NAAQS published in the Federal Register on 2/9/2010, effective 3/9/2010.  Initial 
nonattainment area designations should occur in 2012 with conformity requirements effective in 2013.  
Project-level hot spot analysis requirements, while not yet required for conformity purposes, are expected. 

8 U.S. EPA finalized a 1-hour SO2 standard of 75 ppb in June 2010. 
9 State standards are “not to exceed” unless stated otherwise. Federal standards are “not to exceed more than 

once a year” or as noted above. 
 

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences 

Caltrans has developed Protocols for assessing air pollutant emissions for 
transportation projects and the conformity requirements that apply to the proposed 
project within a basin that has a “nonattainment” or an “attainment/maintenance” 
status. These procedures and guidelines comply with the 1990 CAA Amendments, 
federal 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 
levels to satisfy the conformity requirements. 

3.2.3.1 Regional Air Quality Conformity 

The project is identified 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 FTIP was adopted by SCAG on September 19, 2012; and approved by the 
FTA/FHWA on December 14, 2012.  The project is in 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) is identified as a 
Transportation Control Measure (TCM) and its timely implementation is a crucial 
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, also 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).  As such, conformity determinations, both regional conformity and 
project-level conformity, will remain the responsibility of FHWA California Division 
for all 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 a request 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 
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5 ), and toxic air contaminants such as diesel 
exhaust particulate matter. Ozone is a regional pollutant that is derived from NOx and 
VOCs in 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 PM10, PM2.5, 
and small amounts of CO, SO2, 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.  PM10 emissions would vary from day to day, depending on the nature 
and magnitude of construction activity and local weather conditions.  PM10 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 development 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  PM10 emissions, heavy-duty trucks and construction 
equipment powered by gasoline and diesel engines would generate CO, SO2, NOx, 
VOCs and some soot particulate (PM10 and PM2.5 ) in exhaust emissions. If 
construction activities were to increase traffic congestion in the area, CO and other 
emissions from traffic would increase slightly while those vehicles are delayed. These 
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emissions would be temporary and limited to the immediate area surrounding the 
construction site.   

SO2 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 California law and ARB regulations, 
off-road diesel fuel used in California must meet the same sulfur and other standards 
as on-road diesel fuel (not more than 15 ppm), so SO2-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 detectable 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 times to 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:  

• The construction contractor shall comply with Caltrans’ Standard 
Specifications in Section 14 (2010).  

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

• Section 14-9.02 is directed 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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• 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. 

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

 
• Wash off trucks as they leave the right-of-way as necessary to control fugitive 

dust emissions.   
• Properly tune and maintain construction equipment and vehicles. Use low-

sulfur fuel in all construction equipment as provided in CA Code of 
Regulations Title 17, Section 93114. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• 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. 

• Install 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) 
Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally occurring fibrous minerals that 
are a human health hazard when airborne.  The most common type of asbestos is 
chrysotile, but other types such as tremolite and actinolite are also found in 
California.  Asbestos is classified as a known human carcinogen by state, federal, and 
international agencies and was identified as a toxic 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 development 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 airborne if such rock is 
disturbed. 

The California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology have 
developed a map 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 Island 
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 a major issue at the project 
level.  Analysis for CO is based on the Caltrans/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 a similar configuration.  Among the 17 
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intersections that were analyzed, the I-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 Veteran Avenue from 
the 2003 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was selected for comparison with 
the intersection of I-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. 

As the result of the comparison analysis, all of the criteria were 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 (PM10 and PM2.5) 
Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5) refers to airborne particles that are less than 10 
microns in diameter (PM10) and less than 2.5 microns in diameter ( PM2.5).   
Particulate matter is both a regional and project-level issue.  Particulate matter is both 
directly emitted and, especially for PM2.5, a result of secondary formation based on 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOC), sulfates (SOx), and 
ammonia (NH3).  As with ozone, secondary pollution forms some distance away 
from the precursor emission sources, and up to several hours later.  Regional PM is 
primarily a winter nighttime product, since cool, damp, stable weather is needed to 
support the chemical reactions that produce it.  Directly-emitted PM10 and PM2.5 has 
been determined to be a conformity issue in California. 

A Qualitative PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analysis (Caltrans, November 2012) was 
conducted based on the Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-
Spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas jointly 
published by EPA and FHWA.  The PM2.5 and PM10 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 is located 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 PM2.5.  
Ambient PM2.5 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 PM2.5 and PM10 data monitored at the Burbank and 
Santa Clarita – Placerita monitoring stations; and provides a comparison between the 
levels of ambient PM10 concentrations at both monitoring stations.  As noted in the 
table, ambient PM10 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 PM2.5 and PM10 Monitoring Data at Santa Clarita – 
Placerita and Burbank Stations  

(Measurements in μg/m3) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

PM2.5 24-hour averagea 43 50 35 34 32 34 

PM2.5 annual averagea 16.5 16.9 13.9 14.3 12.4 13.2 

PM10 24-hour average (First Max)a 71 109 66 80 51 61 

PM10 24-hour average (First Max)b 53 131 91 56 40 45 
Source:  Qualitative PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analysis (Caltrans, November 2012) 
Note: a measured at the Burbank monitoring station 
           b measured at the Santa Clarita – Placerita station 
 
In accordance with the March 2006 Guidance, the hot-spot analysis was based on 
directly emitted PM2.5 and PM10 emissions and has considered tailpipe, brake wear, 
and tire wear PM2.5 and PM10 emissions.  Precursors of particulate matter and 
secondary particles were not considered, but they are considered as part of the 
regional 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 PM2.5 road dust has also been considered in the 
analysis.   
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Figure 3.2.1  Location of Air Monitoring Stations and Project Limits 

 
Source:  Qualitative PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analysis (Caltrans, November 2012) 
 

End Project 

Begin Project  

Santa Clarita – Placerita Monitoring Station 

                      Burbank Monitoring Station 
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Direct and re-entrained PM2.5 and PM10 emissions are estimated using the current and 
future traffic data obtained for 9 individual segments along the I-5 corridor within the 
project limits.  Another set of direct and re-entrained PM2.5 and PM10 emissions are 
estimated based on the current and future traffic data obtained for the surrounding 
area illustrated in Figure 3.2.2.  A summary of direct and re-entrained PM2.5 and PM10 
emissions data along the I-5 corridor as well as for within the surrounding area is 
presented in Table 3.2.C. 

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

Emissions in  
lb/day 

Project Corridor Surrounding Area 
PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5 

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 PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analysis (Caltrans, November 2012) 
 

A summary of PM2.5 and PM10 emissions in Table 3.2.C indicates that the 
implementation of the project alternatives would result in increase in PM2.5 and PM10 
emissions along the proposed I-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, areas illustrated in Figure 3.2.2.  Overall 
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 is the number of miles traveled nationally by 
vehicles for a period of 1 year.  Despite the increase in the overall 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 PM2.5 
and PM10 in the surrounding area when compared to the No-Build.  This decrease in 
the PM emissions in 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 projects in 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 PM2.5 concentrations.  In addition, PM10 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 PM2.5 and PM10 emissions is expected to continue in future years 
so that attainment of the federal 24-hour PM2.5 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 PM2.5 and PM10 
emissions in the future by essentially lowering per-vehicle emissions for each of the 
diesel 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 
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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 a wide 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 
 

 
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 
analysis is a continuing area of research.  While much work has been done to assess 
the overall 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, a reliable 
quantitative 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." 

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Impacts 
Analysis 
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In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the 
project-specific health impacts due to changes in 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) is responsible 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 is in 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 “a compilation 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 Analysis in 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?id=282) or in the future as vehicle emissions 
substantially decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306).  

The methodologies 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 alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) 
assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made 
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regarding changes in 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 actually 
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 low-dose extrapolation and 
translation of occupational exposure data to the general population, a concern 
expressed by HEI (http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282 ). As a result, there 
is no 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/basicinformation.htm#g ) and the HEI 
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for 
quantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings.  

There is also the lack of a national 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. The first step requires EPA to determine an “acceptable” level of 
risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than approximately 
100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of 
which is to maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million 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 less than 1 in a million; in 
some cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual 
cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a million. 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 alternatives is likely 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 Incomplete Information To Evaluating Reasonably 
Foreseeable Significant Adverse Impacts On The Environment, And Evaluation Of 
Impacts Based Upon Theoretical Approaches Or Research Methods Generally 
Accepted In The Scientific Community 
Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a reliable 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 us to reasonably predict relative emissions 
changes between alternatives for larger projects, the amount of MSAT emissions 
from each of the project alternatives 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 is that it is not 
possible to make a determination of whether any of the alternatives would have 
"significant adverse impacts on the human environment." 

MSAT Emissions Analysis 

Based on a review of the traffic data, proposed scope, and settings, this project is 
anticipated to have meaningful differences in MSAT emissions among project 
alternatives.  In accordance with the FHWA Interim Guidance published on 
September 30, 2009, the project therefore requires a quantitative analysis in 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 its result as a 
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.  
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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 miles traveled (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 MSATs 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 less than the existing conditions. 

In summary, while the proposed project would result in a small increase in localized 
MSAT emissions in 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 
Analysis for 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 a NEPA reevaluation 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 is to promote the general 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 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a strictly baseline versus 
build analysis to assess whether a proposed project will have a noise impact.  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.  The rest 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 noise impacts.  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 a noise 
impact would occur.  The NAC differ depending on the type of land use under 
analysis.  For example, the NAC for residences (67 dBA) is lower than the NAC for 
commercial areas (72 dBA).  Table 3.3.A lists the noise abatement criteria for use in 
the NEPA-23 CFR 772 analysis.   

Table 3.3.A  Activity Categories and Noise Abatement Criteria   

Activity 
Category 

NAC, Hourly A- Weighted 
Noise Level, Leq(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 qualities is essential if the area is to 
continue to serve its intended purpose. 

B1 67 (Exterior) Residential. 

C1 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. 

D 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. 

E 72 (Exterior) Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other 
developed lands, properties, or activities not included in 
A–D or F. 

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. 

1 Includes undeveloped 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 

 

 

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 results in a substantial increase in noise 
level (defined as a 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 criteria for 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 uses in 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, a trail, hotels, golf courses, vacant land, office, industrial, commercial, 
and recreational uses. In addition, two planned residential developments and one 
planned commercial 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 Analysis 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 all 352 modeled receptors in 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 locations 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 
area were evaluated for interior noise impacts.   
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Of the 352 receptor locations, 75 receptors currently approach or exceed the 67 dBA 
Leq NAC under Activity Categories B or C land uses. The existing worst-hour noise 
levels are shown in Table A-1 in 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 is lower.  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.  The volume to 
capacity ratio for a highway that corresponds to 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-1 in 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 
a traffic noise impact would occur.  Traffic noise impacts result from one or more of 
the following occurrences: (1) an increase of 12 A-weighted decibels (dBA) 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 Leq(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 a lowered noise 
level.  Potential noise abatement measures identified in the Protocol include the 
following: 

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

• Constructing sound barriers 
• Acquiring property to serve as a buffer zone 
• Using traffic management measures to regulate types of vehicles and speeds 
• Noise insulation of Activity Category D land use facilities listed 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 barriers is 
the only abatement that is considered to be feasible. 

Feasibility 
A minimum noise reduction of 5 dBA must be achieved at the impacted receivers in 
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: 

• Topography 
• Access requirements for driveways, ramps, etc. 
• Presence of local streets and underground utilities 
• Other noise sources in the area 
• Safety considerations 



Chapter 3  Changes to Environmental Impacts of the Project 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)  3-67 
 

 

Sound barriers were considered to shield receptors along I-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: 

• The noise reduction design goal 
•  The cost of noise abatement 
• 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 is that a barrier 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 a dwelling 
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 a traffic noise impact.  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 reasonable based on the noise reduction goal 
and cost will be subject to the approval of benefited receptors to meet the 
requirements of the three reasonableness factors listed above. 

3.3.6 Recommended Sound Barriers 

The Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) evaluates 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 
Barrier 

No. 

Station Limits R/W Recommended 
Height (ft) 

2-2 2782+35 to 
2787+68 

Private 8 

2-3 2778+50 to 
2782+10 

Private 10 

2-4 2770+90 to 
2775+20 

Private 10 

2-5 2675+70 to 
2691+09 

State 16 

2-8 2766+65 to 
2812+10 

State 20 

3-4 3019+60 to 
3028+20 

Private 16 

3-6 3012+00 to 
3014+25 

Private 6 

3-10a 3010+25 to 
3036+70 

State 16 

 

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. As indicated in Table A-3, the following sound barriers would be 
considered reasonable (cost-effective) if all 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,  3-7 and 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 all 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 a joint 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).  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.  Caltrans is the lead agency under CEQA and NEPA. 

One of the primary differences between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is 
determined.  Under NEPA, significance is used to determine whether an EIS, or some 
lower level of documentation, will be required.  NEPA requires that an EIS be 
prepared when the proposed federal 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 
a determination of significant impacts be stated in the environmental documents.   

CEQA, on the other hand, does require Caltrans to 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 a number 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 Supplemental EIR: 

VII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:  Would the project:     

a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

An assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions and 
climate change is included in the body of 
environmental document.  While Caltrans has 
included this good faith effort in order to provide the 
public and decision-makers as much information as 
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. 

b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

     

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 climatological 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 (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), 
tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), HFC-23 
(fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane). 

In the U.S., the main source of GHG emissions is 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 CO2, mostly from fossil fuel combustion.   

There are typically two terms used when discussing the impacts of climate change.   
"Greenhouse Gas Mitigation" is a term 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 
sea levels)1

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 miles traveled (VMT), 3) transitioning to lower GHG 
emitting fuels, and 4) improving vehicle technologies.  To be most effective all 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 

State 

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

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

http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/�
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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 
California. This waiver allowed California to 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 is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to: 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 Núñez 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 rules to 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 fuels is to 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 efforts to 



Chapter 4  California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation 

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

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 Federal 
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 
analysis 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 a reduction 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 as the 
“National Clean Car Program” and EO 13514 - Federal Leadership in 
Environmental, Energy and Economic Performance.   

Executive Order 13514 is focused on reducing greenhouse gases internally in federal 
agency missions, programs and operations, but also direct federal agencies to 
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 is too 
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: 

• Endangerment Finding: The Administrator found that the current and projected 
concentrations of the six key well-mixed greenhouse gases—carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6)—in the atmosphere threaten the public health 
and welfare of current and future generations.  
• Cause or 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 themselves impose any requirements on industry or 
other entities, this action was a prerequisite to finalizing the U.S. EPA’s Proposed 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards for Light-Duty Vehicles, which was published 
on September 15, 20092.  On May 7, 2010 the final Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards

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 developing the 

 was 
published in the Federal Register. 

first-ever GHG 
regulations for heavy-duty engines and vehicles, as well as additional light-duty 
vehicle GHG regulations. These steps were outlined by President Obama in a 
Presidential Memorandum on May 21, 2010.3

                                                 
2 

 

http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/regulations.htm#1-1 
3 http://epa.gov/otaq/climate/regulations.htm 

http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/regulations.htm#1-1�
http://epa.gov/otaq/climate/regulations.htm�
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The final 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 equivalent to 35.5 miles per gallon [MPG)] if the 
automobile industry were to meet this CO2 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 

An individual 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.4

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).  As seen in 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 

  In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be determined if a 
project’s incremental 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 a global scale of all 
past, current, and future projects in order to make this determination is a difficult, if 
not impossible, task.  

                                                 
4 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 emissions in 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 2006.5

 

 

                                                                                                                                           
Guide, April 2011) and the US Forest Service (Climate Change Considerations in Project Level NEPA 
Analysis, July 13, 2009). 
5 Caltrans Climate Action Program is located at the following web address:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State_Wide_Strategy/Caltrans_Climate 
Action_Program.pdf 
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Figure 4.1  California Greenhouse Gas Forecast 

 
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 is to make California’s transportation system more efficient.  The highest 
levels of carbon dioxide (CO2) 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 times in 
high congestion travel corridors GHG emissions, particularly CO2, may be reduced. 

Figure 4.2  Possible Effect of Traffic Operation Strategies in Reducing 
On-Road CO2 Emission6 

 

                                                 
6 Traffic Congestion and Greenhouse Gases: Matthew Barth and Kanok Boriboonsomsin(TR News 
268 May-June 2010)<http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/trnews/trnews268.pdf> 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm�


Chapter 4  California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)        4-10 
  

4.4.2.1 GHG Emissions Analysis  

The analysis of impacts of the proposed project related to greenhouse gas emissions is 
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 along 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 changes in the future GHG emissions along the project corridor compared 
to the CEQA baseline, i.e., emissions in 2010. 

 The changes in 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 as the 
fuel mix and consumption, rate of acceleration, and the aerodynamics and efficiency 
of the vehicles.  ARB’s EMFAC model emission rates are only for direct engine-out 
CO2 emissions and do not account for a full 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 CH4; 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 273.9 108.9 78.8 60.6 69.0 66.2 51.5 48.4 92.1 

2018 
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 

2035 
No-Build 402.2 169.3 126.5 95.6 104.9 102.0 81.5 84.1 188.2 

HOT 370.9 164.7 120.4 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 

2018 
No-Build 253.3 102.2 77.1 62.0 66.5 65.2 52.1 51.0 102.4 

HOT 246.6 102.5 77.4 62.2 71.3 69.2 55.0 53.5 108.7 

2035 
No-Build 276.7 117.8 88.6 67.7 75.3 72.9 58.5 60.2 134.6 

HOT 256.3 114.7 84.5 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) 

Results in red indicate increase compared to the respective years while those in 
yellow indicate decrease in future No-Build conditions when compared to the existing 
year.  The data in Tables 4.A and 4.B indicate that the future daily operational CO2 
emissions for the Build Alternative (except for Segment 1 and other Segments in 
2035) are in general anticipated to increase when compared to the existing level.  The 
daily operational CO2 emissions for future No-Build alternative, in the mean time, are 
anticipated to decrease in only a few Segments in 2018 with the Pavley Clean Car 
Standards.  However, the CO2 emissions for the No-Build Alternative are expected to 
increase, even with the Pavley Standards, for all Segments along the I-5 in 2035. 

4.4.2.3 Comparison with the No-Build Alternative  

The data in Tables 4.A and 4.B indicate that all Segments except for Segment 1under 
HOT Lanes Alternative are anticipated to result in increase in CO2 emissions when 



Chapter 4  California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)        4-12 
  

compared to the No-Build Alternative in 2018.  However, several Segments under the 
HOT Lanes Alternative are anticipated to decrease in CO2 emissions in 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 a slight 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 is too speculative to 
make a determination regarding significance of the project’s direct impact and its 
contribution on the cumulative scale to climate change. However, Caltrans is 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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4.4.5 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies 

Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as 
ARB works to implement Executive Orders S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the 
targets set forth in AB 32.  Many of the strategies Caltrans is using to help meet the 
targets in 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 billion in 
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 evaluation, maintenance and preservation, smart land use and demand 
management, and operational improvements, as depicted in Figure 4.3. 

Figure 4.3  The Mobility Pyramid 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Caltrans is supporting efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled by planning and 
implementing smart land use strategies: job/housing proximity, developing transit-
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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; Caltrans is doing this by supporting on-going 
research efforts at universities, by supporting legislative efforts to increase fuel 
economy, and by its participation on the Climate Action Team.  It is important to 
note, however, that the control of the fuel economy standards is held by U.S. EPA 
and ARB.  

Table 4.C summarizes Caltrans and statewide efforts that Caltrans is implementing 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/CO2 Reduction Strategies  

 

Strategy Program 
Partnership 

Method/Process 
Estimated CO2 Savings 

(MMT) 
Lead Agency 2010 2020 

Smart Land Use 

Intergovernmental 
Review (IGR) Caltrans Local 

governments 

Review and seek to 
mitigate development 
proposals 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Planning Grants Caltrans 

Local and 
regional 
agencies & 
other 
stakeholders 

Competitive selection 
process 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Regional Plans and 
Blueprint Planning 

Regional 
Agencies Caltrans Regional plans and 

application process .975 7.8 

Operational 
Improvements & 
Intelligent 
Transportation 
System (ITS) 
Deployment 

Strategic Growth 
Plan Caltrans Regions State ITS; Congestion 

Management Plan .07 2.17 

Mainstream 
Energy & GHG 
into Plans and 
Projects 

Office of Policy 
Analysis & 
Research; Division 
of Environmental 
Analysis 

Interdepartmental effort 
Policy establishment, 
guidelines, technical 
assistance 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Educational & 
Information 
Program 

Office of Policy 
Analysis & 
Research 

Interdepartmental, 
CalEPA, ARB, CEC 

Analytical report, data 
collection, publication, 
workshops, outreach 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Fleet Greening 
& Fuel 
Diversification 

Division of 
Equipment 

Department of General 
Services 

Fleet Replacement 
B20 
B100 

.0045 
.0065 
.045 

.0225 
Non-vehicular 
Conservation 
Measures 

Energy 
Conservation 
Program 

Green Action Team Energy Conservation 
Opportunities .117 .34 

Portland Cement Office of Rigid 
Pavement 

Cement and Construction 
Industries 

2.5 % limestone cement 
mix 
25% fly ash cement mix 
> 50% fly ash/slag mix 

1.2 
 

.36 

4.2 
 

3.6 

Goods 
Movement 

Office of Goods 
Movement 

Cal EPA, ARB, BT&H, 
MPOs 

Goods Movement Action 
Plan 

Not 
Estimated 

Not 
Estimated 

Total    2.72 18.18 
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The following project features and standard conditions would help to reduce the GHG 
emissions from projects: 

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

• 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 CO2.  

• Portland Cement: Portland cement for pavement would be allowable 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 a leader 
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.  

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

• Idling Restrictions: Title 13, California Code of Regulations §2449(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 sea levels, 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 sea levels.  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 as well.  Efforts 
are underway on a statewide-level to develop 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 sea level 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)7

The strategy outline is in 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, sea level 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.   

, which 
summarizes the best known science on climate change impacts to California, assesses 
California's vulnerability to the identified impacts, and then outlines solutions that 
can be implemented within and across state agencies to promote resiliency.   

The Resources Agency was also directed to request the National Academy of Science 
to prepare a Sea Level Rise Assessment Report by December 20108

• Relative sea level rise projections for California, Oregon and Washington 
taking into account coastal erosion rates, tidal impacts, El Niño and La Niña 
events, storm surge and land subsidence rates.  

 to advise how 
California should plan for future sea level rise.  The report is to include:  

• The range of uncertainty in selected sea level rise projections.  
• 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.  

• A discussion of future research needs regarding sea level rise.  

Prior to the release of the final Sea Level Rise Assessment Report, all state agencies 
that are planning to construct projects in areas vulnerable to future sea level rise were 
directed to consider a range of sea level 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/catalog.php?record_id=13389. 
 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CNRA-1000-2009-027/CNRA-1000-2009-027-F.PDF�
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.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 sea level rise. Sea level rise estimates should also be used in 
conjunction with information regarding local uplift and subsidence, coastal 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) as well as Caltrans as a method to initiate action and discussion of potential 
risks to the states infrastructure due to projected sea level rise. 

All projects that have filed a Notice 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 
maintenance projects 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 sea level rise are not expected. 

Executive Order S-13-08 also directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing 
Agency to prepare a report 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 sea level 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 sea level 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 vulnerabilities in the transportation system 
from increased precipitation and flooding; the increased frequency and intensity of 
storms and wildfires; rising temperatures; and rising sea levels.  Caltrans is 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 Sea Level Rise 
Assessment Report. 
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Chapter 5 Comments and Responses 
Coordination with the general public and appropriate public agencies involved in the 
Interstate 5 (I-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, as well as a number of stakeholder meetings, for the 
proposed project.  

• The first meeting was held at the Sports Complex, City of Santa Clarita, on 
February 26, 2013. 

• 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 letters 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, a total of 30 
days. Letters announcing the availability of the DSEIR/ER and public hearing, along 
with a copy 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 



Chapter 5  Comments and Responses 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 5-2 

Availability of the DSEIR/ER was sent to individuals 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 Development, and the following 
local libraries: 

• Valencia Library, 23743 West Valencia Boulevard, Santa Clarita 
• Stevenson Ranch Library, 26233 W. Faulkner Dr., Stevenson Ranch  
• Castaic Library, 27971 Sloan Canyon Rd., Castaic  

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

• http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist07/resources/envdocs/ 
• http://www.metro.net/projects/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 Signal (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 
Valencia Boulevard. 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 a translator 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 materials 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. 
Comments in 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 a reference 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 

 
Speaker Synopsis of Comment Transcript 

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. 

Heather Lucchese, 
resident of Vista 

Ridge 

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 
more comprehensive plan.  
 
Response: Please refer to the General Response – Noise Impacts and Abatement regarding sound barriers at this 
location. 

24 

Anhony Carelli, 
resident of Oakridge 

Estates, Newhall 

I live across from Smiser Mule Ranch. Caltrans refuses to put a soundwall right next to Smiser Ranch. They say it’s 
not cost effective. The particulates from the freeway are getting worse. Put a soundwall. 
 
Response: Please refer to the General Response – Noise Impacts and Abatement regarding sound barriers at this 
location. 

26 

Vanessa Brookman 

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.  
 
During preliminary studies, adding one northbound and one southbound mixed-flow lane within the study corridor was 
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, I-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. 

27 
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Table 5.1  Summary of Public Comments from the Public Hearing 

 
Speaker Synopsis of Comment Transcript 

Page No. 

Steven Blain 

I 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 I also get to pay the cost of added noise. I 
don’t think it’s fair. I hope it doesn’t go through. 
 
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. 

29 

Sandra Cattell 

We have three Metrolink stations in Santa Clarita Valley. I 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.  
 
Response: One of the alternatives analyzed in the I-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. 

31 

 
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 

Vanessa Brookman 03-28-13 & 
03-23-13 VB 

Ingrid Windsor 03-28-13 IW 
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 I-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, 
aerial 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 results in a substantial increase in noise level (defined as a 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 a traffic noise 
impact. 

Northeastern Corner of I-5 and Calgrove Boulevard 

The Calgrove community is located on the north-east corner of the I-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 I-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).  
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At the public hearing, the above information was shared with several residents from 
this community. We also 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 I-5 on-ramp at Lyons 
Avenue to the Vista Valencia Golf Course. Please see Appendix B, Sheet 16 of 26 for 
the location of these receptors and sound barriers. This barrier 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 
residences in this area (along Altos Drive). If all 5 homeowners agree to donating the 
right of way easement costs (required to construct the barrier), then, this wall 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.    

 



Chapter 5  Comments and Responses 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road) 5-10 

 
 

5.2.4 Specific Response to Comments 

Responses to each of the comment letters received during the public review period for 
the DSEIR/ER are provided below. Reference to the General Response is provided in 
the specific responses, as appropriate.
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NAHC-1 
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NAHC-1 
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Letter from Native American Heritage Commission dated 04/09/13 

NAHC-1  The NAHC’s request for evaluation of known cultural resources and identification 
of appropriate mitigation measures for known and unknown resources and burials, pursuant 
to CEQA, is acknowledged.  A Historic Property Survey Report (CT, January 2008) was 
completed for the I-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 I-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 a change in the analysis, consideration, and findings within the Final 
EIR/FONSI. 
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SCAQMD-1 
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SCAQMD-2 
 

SCAQMD-3 
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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 I-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 is listed in the conforming 2012 Regional 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 
as well as the proposed HOT Lane project.  The PM hot-spot analysis indicates that the 
proposed HOT Lane project results in the same or fewer emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 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 results in 
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 a lead 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 global 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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LADPW-1 
 

LADPW-2 
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LADPW-3 
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Letter from County of Los 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 Regional Planning Model, used in the development 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 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 developments in 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 
Clarita will be conducted as the project moves into final design. 

LADPW-2 All Temporary Constructions Easements (TCE) and land acquisitions were 
identified by assessor’s parcel numbers in Chapter 2, Section 2.1 of the I-5 HOV/Truck Lane 
Project Final 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 maps in Appendix B have been revised to clearly show the locations of 
proposed soundwalls.    
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VICA-1 
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Letter from The Valley Industry and Commerce Association dated 04/15/13 

VICA-1 VICA’s support for the project is acknowledged. 
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Comment from Heather Lucchese (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 I-5), Sound barrier #3-10a (16 ft. in height), located along 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 residences in 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 a change in the analysis, consideration, and findings within the Final EIR/FONSI. 
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Comment from Joe Lago 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 is to 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-1 Your comment on converting the HOV lanes on the I-105 to HOT lanes is 
acknowledged. Currently there are no plans to convert the HOV lanes to toll lanes.
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Comments from Vanessa Brookman dated 03/28/13 

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

 

Comments from Anthony Carelli 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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Comments from Vanessa Brookman dated 03/23/13 

VB-2 & VB-4 Your comments to 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 lanes is 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 I-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). 

 VB-4 
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Comments from James Lynn dated 04/10/13 

LYNN-1 The commenter’s lack of support for the project is acknowledged. 

This residential 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 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 all 4 homeowners agree to donate the easement costs, then, this 
barrier becomes cost-effective. In addition, if all 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. 

 

Comments from Ingrid Windsor dated 03/28/13 

IW-1 The commenter’s statements regarding another lane for everyone are acknowledged. 
Please refer to the response to Vanessa Brookman’s comments in Table 5.1. 



Chapter 5  Comments and Responses 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)    5-37 

 

 

 

  AH-1 
 

  SH-1 
 



Chapter 5  Comments and Responses 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)    5-38 

 

Comments from 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. 
As for the windows, Caltrans does not have a program/mechanism to provide insulation to 
impacted homes.  

Comments from Sam Hillo dated 04/03/13 

SH-1 This residential 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 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 all 4 homeowners agree to donate the easement costs, then, this 
barrier becomes cost-effective. In addition, if all 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. 
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Comments from Marilyn MacEwan dated 04/15/13 

MM-1 Your comment regarding the need for another road is acknowledged.
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Comments from 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 is to reduce noise levels to the impacts areas; the 
barrier is not intended to reduce air-pollution or dust. 

Comments from 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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Comments from Charles O’Connell dated 04/16/13 

CO-1 Your 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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Comments from Henry Aguirre dated 04/17/13 

HA-1 Your 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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Comments from Fred Laube dated 04/18/13 

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



Chapter 5  Comments and Responses 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)    5-50 

 



Chapter 5  Comments and Responses 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)    5-51 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

 BS-1 
 

  BS-2 
 



Chapter 5  Comments and Responses 

I-5 HOT Lane Project (SR-14 to Parker Road)    5-52 

 

 

Comments from Bonnie Shierts dated 04/16/13 

BS-1 Your 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 Regional Planning Model, used in the development 
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 Your 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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Comments from Tom Gildersleeve dated 04/09/13 

TG-1 Your 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. You 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 is important to realize that there are marked differences between Route 210 and I-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 the toll lanes. Therefore, there seems to be no justification for applying 
nonstandard design elements in this case. The cost of the project is usually not a factor in 
determining the application of design standards unless it is makes the project prohibitively 
expensive. I-5 HOT Lane project presents an alternative funding strategy that would make 
the project feasible without having to resort to nonstandard design features. 

TG-2 Your 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 Valencia 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. The toll lanes will help alleviate 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 

 

Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
Conditions 

R-1/M-1 Recreation 1 Castaic Road 70 72 72 0 2 C(67) A/E 
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) A/E 
R-16 Residential 5 Daisy Court 68 73 73 0 5 B(67) A/E 
R-17 Residential 2 Daisy Court 67 72 72 0 5 B(67) A/E 
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) A/E 
R-20 Residential 2 Iris Place 63 67 68 1 5 B(67) A/E 
R-21 Residential 1 Iris Place 66 70 71 1 5 B(67) A/E 
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) A/E 
R-25 Residential 3 Marigold Circle 69 73 74 1 5 B(67) A/E 
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) A/E 
R-28 Residential 3 Marigold Circle 64 68 69 1 5 B(67) A/E 
R-29 Residential 3 Marigold Circle 62 67 67 0 5 B(67) A/E 
R-30 Residential 3 Cedar Oak Lane 67 71 71 0 4 B(67) A/E 
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Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
Conditions 

R-31 Residential 6 Cedar Oak Lane 67 71 71 0 4 B(67) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) A/E 
R-38 Residential 2 Cedar Oak Lane 64 67 69 2 5 B(67) A/E 
R-39 Residential 2 Cedar Oak Lane 67 72 72 0 5 B(67) A/E 

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) A/E 
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) A/E 

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) A/E 

R-50/M-11 Residential 7 Saguaro Street 64 68 68 0 4 B(67) A/E 
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) A/E 

R-53/M-13 Residential 7 Saguaro Street 71 76 76 0 5 B(67) A/E 
R-54 Residential 3 Saguaro Street 66 71 71 0 5 B(67) A/E 
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) A/E 

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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Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
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 C(67)/
D(52) -- 

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) A/E 
R-86 Residential 3 Playa Serena Drive 71 71 71 0 0 B(67) A/E 

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) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) -- 
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Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
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) A/E 
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) A/E 
R-102 Residential 12 Silver Aspen Way 71 72 72 0 1 B(67) A/E 
R-103 Residential 12 Silver Aspen Way 44 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 C(67)/
D(52) -- 

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) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) A/E 
R-121 Residential 5 Masters Cup Way 67 67 67 0 0 B(67) A/E 
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) A/E 
R-126 Golf Course 1 Vista Fairways Drive 59 58 59 1 0 C(67) -- 
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Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
Conditions 

R-127 Residential 1 Altos Drive 67 67 69 2 2 B(67) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) A/E 
R-147/M-38 Residential 2 Foxtail Court 73 73 73 0 0 B(67) A/E 

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) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) -- 



                                                                                                            Appendix A  Noise Impact and Abatement Tables 
 

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

Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
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) A/E 
R-191 Residential 2 Wabuska Street 68 68 69 1 1 B(67) A/E 

R-192/M-42 Residential 2 Denise Place 62 61 61 0 -1 B(67) -- 
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Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
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) A/E 
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Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
Conditions 

R-226 Residential 2 Approved Residential 66 67 67 0 1 B(67) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) A/E 

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) -- 



                                                                                                            Appendix A  Noise Impact and Abatement Tables 
 

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

Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
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) A/E 

R-274 Church 
Playground 1 The Old Road 69 72 72 0 3 C(67) A/E 

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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Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
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) A/E 

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) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) A/E 
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) A/E 
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/Industrial 1 The Old Road 72 75 759 0 3 E(72)/F -- 
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Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
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 71 729 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 71 729 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) -- 

R-329/M-82 Golf Course 1 Tourney Road 
75 75 

759 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) -- 

R-332/M-85 Trail 1 Rockwell Canyon Road 
66 66 

679 1 1 C(67) -- 

R-333/M-86 Golf Course 1 Trevino Drive 65 64 65 1 0 C(67) -- 

R-334/M-87 Golf Course 1 Trevino Drive 
66 66 

669 0 0 C(67) -- 

R-335/M-88 Commercial 1 The Old Road 72 71 72 1 0 F -- 

R-336/M-89 Golf Course 1 Trevino Drive 65 
66 

669 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) A/E 

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) A/E 
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Receptor 
No. Land Use 

No. of  
Units/ 

Receptors 
Location 

Existing 
Noise 
Level,  
dBA 

Leq(h) 

2035 Noise Level 
Activity 

Category 
(NAC) 

Impact 
Type Without 

Project 
With 

Project 

With Project 
Minus No 

Project 
Conditions 

With Project 
Minus 

Existing 
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 77 779 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 Leq(h) = equivalent continuous sound level measured in A-weighted decibels               
NAC = Noise Abatement Criteria 

  



                                                                                                            Appendix A  Noise Impact and Abatement Tables 
 

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

Table A-2  Acoustically Feasible Sound Barriers  

Sound 
Barrier 

No. 

Sound 
Barrier 

Location 
Height 

(ft) 
Approximate 

length (ft) 

Highest 
Noise 

Reduction 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Benefited 

Residences 

1-2 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 315 5 2 
8 315 6 4 
10 315 8 4 
12 315 9 4 
14 315 10 4 
16 315 11 4 

1-3 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 587 8 2 
8 587 9 4 
10 587 10 4 
12 587 11 4 
14 587 12 4 
16 587 13 4 

1-3 Short 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 344 7 2 
8 344 8 4 
10 344 9 4 
12 344 9 4 
14 344 10 4 
16 344 10 4 

1-4 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 768 6 1 
8 768 7 2 
10 768 8 2 
12 768 8 2 
14 768 8 2 
16 768 9 2 

1-6 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

8 335 6 3 
10 335 7 3 
12 335 8 3 
14 335 9 3 

  16 335 9 3 

1-8 Right of 
Way 

6 3154 5 1 
8 3154 5 1 
10 3154 5 1 
12 3154 5 1 
14 3154 5 1 
16 3154 5 1 
18 3154 5 2 
20 3154 6 2 
22 3154 6 3 

1-9 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 234 8 1 
8 234 9 1 
10 234 10 1 
12 234 10 1 
14 234 10 1 
16 234 10 1 

1-12 Right of 
Way 

16 2757 5 2 
20 2757 5 2 
18 2757 6 6 
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Sound 
Barrier 

No. 

Sound 
Barrier 

Location 
Height 

(ft) 
Approximate 

length (ft) 

Highest 
Noise 

Reduction 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Benefited 

Residences 

1-13 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

8 1306 5 7 
10 1306 7 8 
12 1306 8 9 
14 1306 8 9 

  16 1306 9 11 

2-1 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 525 8 7 
8 525 9 7 
10 525 10 7 
12 525 11 7 
14 525 12 7 
16 525 12 7 

2-2 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 626 6 8 
8 626 7 8 
10 626 8 8 
12 626 9 8 
14 626 9 8 
16 626 9 8 

2-3 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 485 5 6 
8 485 7 6 
10 485 8 18 
12 485 9 18 
14 485 9 18 
16 485 10 18 

2-4 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 482 7 17 
8 482 10 17 
10 482 13 17 
12 482 14 17 
14 482 15 17 
16 482 15 17 

2-5 Right of 
Way 

10 1539 6 7 
12 1539 6 19 
14 1539 6 29 
16 1539 7 29 

2-6 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 758 6 3 
8 758 8 4 
10 758 9 4 
12 758 10 4 
14 758 11 5 
16 758 12 5 

2-8 Right of 
Way 

16 4469 5 15 
18 4469 6 51 
20 4469 7 65 

2-9 Right of 
Way 

10 1308 5 1 
12 1308 6 2 
14 1308 7 4 
16 1308 8 4 

3-1 Right of 
Way 12 1842 5 1 

  14 1842 6 1 
  16 1842 7 1 

3-2 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

8 118 6 1 
10 118 8 1 
12 118 9 1 
14 118 10 1 
16 118 11 1 
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Sound 
Barrier 

No. 

Sound 
Barrier 

Location 
Height 

(ft) 
Approximate 

length (ft) 

Highest 
Noise 

Reduction 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Benefited 

Residences 

3-3 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

8 969 6 3 
10 969 9 12 
12 969 11 12 
14 969 12 12 
16 969 13 15 

3-4 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

12 1129 5 3 
14 1129 6 17 
16 1129 7 26 

3-5 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

16 233 5 2 
18 233 6 4 
20 233 7 4 

3-6 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 350 6 5 
8 350 7 5 
10 350 7 5 
12 350 8 5 
14 350 8 5 
16 350 8 5 

3-7 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 1142 6 9 
8 1142 8 9 
10 1142 10 9 
12 1142 11 9 
14 1142 12 9 
16 1142 16 14 

3-8 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 2189 7 10 
8 2189 10 17 
10 2189 12 24 
12 2189 14 26 
14 2189 15 39 
16 2189 15 39 

3-10a Right of 
Way 

12 2700 6 7 
14 2700 7 17 
16 2700 8 33 

3-10a 
(Short) 

Right of 
Way 

12 1583 6 7 
14 1583 7 17 
16 1583 8 30 

3-10b Right of 
Way 

14 1048 6 7 
16 1048 8 7 

 
Source: Supplemental Noise Abatement Decision Report (Caltrans, February 2013) 
   
dBA = A-weighted decibels   
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            Table A-3  Summary of Noise Abatement Information 

Sound 
Barrier 

No. 

Sound 
Barrier 

Location 
Height 

(ft) 
Approximate 

length (ft) 

Highest 
Noise 

Reduction 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Benefited 

Residences 

Total 
Reasonable 
Allowance 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 

Easement 
Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 
Construction 

Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 

Total 
Cost 

Reasonable? 

 
 

1-2 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

8 315 6 4 $220,000    No* 
10 315 8 4 $220,000    No* 
12 315 9 4 $220,000    No* 
14 315 10 4 $220,000    No* 
16 315 11 4 $220,000    No* 

1-3 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 587 8 2 $110,000 $132,000 $130,811 $262,811 No 
8 587 9 4 $220,000 $132,000 $219,052 $351,052 No** 

10 587 10 4 $220,000 $132,000 $242,727 $374,727 No** 
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 

1-3 
Short 

Residential 
Property 

Line 

6 344 7 2 $110,000 $132,000 $94,874 $226874 No** 
8 344 8 4 $220,000 $132,000 $173,908 $305,908 No** 

10 344 9 4 $220,000 $132,000 $187,782 $319,782 No** 
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** 

1-4 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 768 6 1 $55,000 $165,000 $207,079 $372079 No 
8 768 7 2 $110,000 $165,000 $236,177 $401,177 No 

10 768 8 2 $110,000 $165,000 $267,153 $432,153 No 
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 

1-6 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

8 335 6 3 $165,000    No* 
10 335 7 3 $165,000    No* 
12 335 8 3 $165,000    No* 
14 335 9 3 $165,000    No* 

  16 335 9 3 $165,000    No* 
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            Table A-3  Summary of Noise Abatement Information 

Sound 
Barrier 

No. 

Sound 
Barrier 

Location 
Height 

(ft) 
Approximate 

length (ft) 

Highest 
Noise 

Reduction 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Benefited 

Residences 

Total 
Reasonable 
Allowance 

Estimated 
Sound 
Barrier 

Easement 
Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 
Construction 

Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 

Total 
Cost 

Reasonable? 

1-8 Right of 
Way 

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 
12 3154 5 1 $55,000 NA $1,852,929 $1,852,929 No 
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 

1-9 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 234 8 1 $55,000 $33,000 $39,500 $72,500 No** 
8 234 9 1 $55,000 $33,000 $54,472 $87,472 No** 
10 234 10 1 $55,000 $33,000 $65,340 $98,340 No 
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 

1-12 Right of 
Way 

16 2757 5 6 $330,000 NA $1,809,065 $1,809,065 No 
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 

1-13 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

8 1306 6 7 $385,000 $428,000 $463,626 $891,626 No 
10 1306 8 8 $440,000 $428,000 $524,282 $952,282 No 
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 

2-1 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 525 9 7 $385,000 $231,000 $234,208 $465,208 No** 
8 525 10 7 $385,000 $231,000 $504,533 $735,533 No 
10 525 11 7 $385,000 $231,000 $509,117 $740,117 No 
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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Table A-3  Summary of Noise Abatement Information 

Sound 
Barrier 

No. 

Sound 
Barrier 

Location 
Height 

(ft) 
Approximate 

length (ft) 

Highest 
Noise 

Reduction 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Benefited 

Residences 

Total 
Reasonable 
Allowance 

Estimated 
Sound 
Barrier 

Easement 
Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 
Construction 

Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 

Total 
Cost 

Reasonable? 

2-2 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 626 6 8 $440,000 $352,000 $117,639 $469,639 No** 
8 626 7 8 $440,000 $352,000 $138,297 $490,297 Yes 
10 626 8 8 $440,000 $352,000 $147,571 $499,571 No** 
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** 

2-3 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 485 6 6 $330,000 $264,000 $96,097 $360,097 No 
8 485 8 6 $330,000 $264,000 $112,102 $376,102 No 
10 485 9 18 $990,000 $264,000 $114,828 $378,828 Yes 
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 

2-4 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 482 7 17 $935,000 $176,000 $151,097 $327,097 Yes 
8 482 10 17 $935,000 $176,000 $167,102 $343,102 Yes 
10 482 13 17 $935,000 $176,000 $169,828 $345,828 Yes 
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 

2-5 Right of 
Way 

10 1539 6 10 $550,000 NA $834,383 $834,383 No 
12 1539 6 19 $1,045,000 NA $885,071 $885,071 No 
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 

2-6 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 758 6 3 $165,000 $165,000 $137,806 $302,806 No** 
8 758 8 4 $220,000 $165,000 $162,820 $327,820 No** 
10 758 9 4 $220,000 $165,000 $178,224 $343,224 No** 
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** 

2-8 Right of 
Way 

16 4469 5 20 $1,100,000 NA $3,409,044 $3,409,044 No 
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 
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Table A-3  Summary of Noise Abatement Information 

Sound 
Barrier 

No. 

Sound 
Barrier 

Location 
Height 

(ft) 
Approximate 

length (ft) 

Highest 
Noise 

Reduction 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Benefited 

Residences 

Total 
Reasonable 
Allowance 

Estimated 
Sound 
Barrier 

Easement 
Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 
Construction 

Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 

Total 
Cost 

Reasonable? 

2-9 Right of 
Way 

10 1308 5 1 $55,000 NA $760,721 $760,721 No 
12 1308 6 2 $110,000 NA $803,786 $803,786 No 
14 1308 7 4 $220,000 NA $846,851 $846,851 No 
16 1308 8 4 $220,000 NA $889,916 $889,916 No 

3-1 Right of 
Way 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 

3-2 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

8 118 7 1 $55,000 $55,000 $27,422 $82,422 No** 
10 118 8 1 $55,000 $55,000 $32,902 $87,902 No** 
12 118 9 1 $55,000 $55,000 $37,986 $92,986 No** 
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** 

3-3 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

8 969 7 3 $165,000 $660,000 $191,018 $851,018 No 
10 969 9 12 $660,000 $660,000 $236,024 $896,024 No** 
12 969 11 12 $660,000 $660,000 $277,771 $937,771 No** 
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** 

3-4 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

12 1129 5 5 $275,000 $891,000 $321,820 $1,212,820 No** 
14 1129 6 17 $935,000 $891,000 $370,461 $1,261,461 No** 
16 1129 7 26 $1,430,000 $891,000 $422,897 $1,313,897 Yes 

3-5 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

16 233 5 2 $110,000 $132,000 $96,006 $228,006 No** 
18 233 6 4 $220,000 $132,000 $106,828 $238,828 No** 
20 233 7 4 $220,000 $132,000 $117,649 $249,649 No** 

3-6 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 350 7 5 $275,000 $198,000 $59767 $257,767 Yes 
8 350 7 5 $275,000 $198,000 $76,022 $274,022 Yes 
10 350 8 5 $275,000 $198,000 $92,278 $290,278 Yes 
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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Table A-3  Summary of Noise Abatement Information 

Sound 
Barrier 

No. 

Sound 
Barrier 

Location 
Height 

(ft) 
Approximate 

length (ft) 

Highest 
Noise 

Reduction 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Benefited 

Residences 

Total 
Reasonable 
Allowance 

Estimated 
Sound 
Barrier 

Easement 
Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 
Construction 

Cost 

Estimated 
Sound Barrier 

Total 
Cost 

Reasonable? 

3-7 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 1142 6 9 $495,000 $462,000 $428,619 $890,619 No** 
8 1142 9 9 $495,000 $462,000 $481,658 $943,658 No** 
10 1142 10 9 $495,000 $462,000 $534,698 $996,698 No** 
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** 

3-8 
Residential 

Property 
Line 

6 2189 7 10 $550,000 $1,496,000 $723,001 $2,219,001 No** 
8 2189 10 17 $935,000 $1,496,000 $824,668 $2,320,668 No** 
10 2189 12 24 $1,320,000 $1,496,000 $926,334 $2,422,334 No** 
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** 

3-10a Right of 
Way 

12 2700 6 7 $385,000 NA $1,213,850 $1,213,850 No 
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 
(Short) 

Right of 
Way 

12 1583 6 7 $385,000 NA $716,227 $716,227 No 
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 
Way 

14 1048 6 7 $385,000 NA $545,405 $545,405 No 
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 
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ASSOCIATION OFFICERS
Aleks Baharlo, KFG Investment Co.
BIA/LAV President

Bob Tummolo, Lennar
B IA/ LAV Vice - P re sident

Rich Villasenor, KB Home
BIA/LAV Treasurer

Darrin Shannon, Gothic Landscape
VP of Associates

Jonatian Lonner, Bums & Bouchard
BIA/LAV Past President

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
David Chesson, Creative Design
Interiors

George Dickerson, Al1 Pro Promotions

Bart Doyle, Bart Doyle at Law

Max Frank, Watt Communities

Edgar Gomez, Richmond American
Communities

John Hadley, TRL Systems

Gus Lope4 A-One Construction

Greg Medeiros, Centennial Founders

Eileen Merino, CDS Insurance

Tom Mitchell, Newhall Land

John Musell4 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 Witl Cook Hill Properties

March 8,20L3

Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
Chairman
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
500 West Temple Street, Room 869
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Interstate-S [I-5) Capacity Enhancement Proiect

Dear Supervisor Antonovich:

On behalf of our membership of the Building IndustryAssociation
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 proiect, 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 20L9.

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 thatyou, the Metro Board and staffwill continue to



Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
March 8,2013
Page2

consider innovative options to expedite completion of the nextphase 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, 5o District
Rosalind Wa5rmary Field Deputy, sth District

28480Avenue Stanford, Suite240, SantaClarita California91355 Office: 661.257.5046 Fax: 661.705.4489 www.bialav.ore
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CAPITOL OFFICE
STATE CAPITOL

SACRAMENTO, CA 95AI4
(91 6) 651 -4021

DISTRICT OFFICES
A4A W. LANCASTER BLVD,

SUITE 1OI
LANCASTER. CA 93534

(661) 729-6232

23920 VALENCIA. BLVD
SUITE 25O

SANTA CLARITA, CA 9 I 355
(661) 246-1471

14343 CtVtC DRTVE
FIRST FLOOR

VICTORVILLE. CA 92392
t760\ 443-e414

COMMITTEES
GOVERNANCE & FINANCE

VICE CHAIR

LEGISLATIVE ETHICS
VICE CHAIR

VETERANS AFFAIRS
VICE CHAIR

ENERGY. UTILITIES &
COMMUNICATIONS

INSURANCE

PUBLIC SAFETY

$.alifsrnia fitalc fitnatt
SENATOR

STEVE KNIGHT
TWENTY.FIRST DISTRICT

March 5,2013

Michael D. Antonovich, Supervisor
County of L,os 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 concem. 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 areality,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.

STK:smt

Sincerely,

Kni-ght, Senator
Senate District
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Acoalition of community and business leaders focused on the health and vitaltty of California's transportation backbone:

- lnterstate 5 -
March ll,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 Califomia 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
southem California motorists, including Santa Clarita Valley commuters and residents, are huge:
as many as 9,000 jobs, mostly construction-related; improved air quality; more effrcient 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 than2040. 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, CA91355

Telephone (661) 775-0455 , Fax (661)295-5908 . wvw.goldenstategateway.org



Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
March 12,2013

Page2

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.

L
Victor E. Lindenheim
Executive Director

c: Metro Board Members, Art Leahy, Michele Jackson
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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 befween 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 Califomia 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.

7 232 Be,rsoa Boulrveno . Vnu Nuys . CelrponNle 91406
Puor.n 818 / 786-2110. Fax 818 / 786-4541 . Wts www.sRAn.cov
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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.

Sharon Barrono President
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Sarnoff, A VERITEXT COMPANY 
877-955-3855



1          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Good evening, ladies and

2 gentlemen.  It's now seven o'clock, and I'd like to

3 call this hearing to order.

4          On behalf of Caltrans and Metro, I'd like to

5 welcome you to the public hearing for the                00:29:46

6 Interstate-5 High-Occupancy Toll Lane Capacity

7 Enhancement Project in the community of Santa

8 Clarita.

9          My name is Garrett Damrath, chief

10 environmental planner for Caltrans District 7, and I     00:29:59

11 will be the presiding officer for tonight's hearing.

12 I'm here to aid the hearing process and to keep

13 things moving forward in an orderly process -- or

14 orderly fashion.  I will also attempt to keep this

15 hearing as informal as possible, accomplishing all of    00:30:13

16 our objectives this evening.

17          Before moving on to a few items, in terms of

18 how we will conduct the meeting this evening and our

19 presentations, I would like to acknowledge some very

20 important special attendees that we have this            00:30:27

21 evening.

22          I would like to introduce Andre Hollings;

23 he's a field representative for Scott Wilk, assembly

24 member of the 5th District -- or I'm sorry -- 38th

25 District.                                                00:30:46
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1          Thank you very much.

2          We also have Mr. David Perry.  He's a deputy

3 for Supervisor Michael Antonovich's office.

4          And from the City of Santa Clarita, we have

5 Dianne Trautman.  She's the planning commissioner.       00:31:00

6          Following the statements for the record,

7 only those individuals that indicate on their card

8 that they would like to speak will be called to

9 speak this evening.  All the comment cards will

10 become part of the official record of the public         00:31:16

11 hearing.

12          The purpose of this meeting is to receive

13 public testimony and answer questions regarding the

14 project alternatives, the draft environmental

15 document, and to give you the opportunity to present     00:31:29

16 your comments concerning this proposed project.

17          A notice of this hearing was published in

18 the -- one time in the Santa Clarita Signal --

19 that's a local newspaper -- and a notice was mailed

20 on March 15th.  Letters were also sent to federal,       00:31:43

21 state, county, and local elected officials and to

22 other public and private organizations and

23 individuals.  Notices were also mailed to over 100

24 interested parties.

25          These proceedings are being recorded by a       00:31:57
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1 court reporter.

2          Caltrans is holding this hearing prior to

3 making any commitment to this project.  No decision

4 will be made until the complete public record has

5 been reviewed, including information gathered at         00:32:11

6 this meeting, as well as comments received in

7 response to the draft environmental document.

8          When you came in, you should have received

9 an agenda, an informational handout, and a comment

10 card.  The handout provides background information       00:32:23

11 and will be referenced during the presentations.

12 The comment card is for you to use to indicate a

13 desire to speak or to submit a statement for the

14 record.  These comment cards will become part of the

15 official record of this hearing.                         00:32:39

16          After the presentations, we will take

17 statements for the record.  After these statements,

18 we will answer any submitted questions; however, if

19 you have detailed questions regarding your specific

20 property or a specific issue, it may be best if we       00:32:51

21 can get you to direct those questions to one of our

22 individual specialists available at the tables at

23 the back of the room or over by the displays.  And

24 this can be done after my closing remarks.

25          If you have following comments, extra           00:33:07
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1 comment cards are available from staff.  Back there

2 we have Natalie and Dave.  They can give you an

3 extra card if you need one.  And we will not be

4 taking any comments without a comment card.

5          If you have a lengthy prepared statement,       00:33:23

6 you may wish to present it in writing for the public

7 hearing -- or the hearing record.  You may also

8 summarize the contents verbally.  Oral and written

9 statements will be considered equally.  The hearing

10 record will remain open until April 15, 2013.  You       00:33:35

11 may submit a written statement to Mr. Carlos Montez,

12 Division of Environmental Planning, Caltrans

13 District 7, and the address is 100 South Main Street

14 in Los Angeles, 90012 -- or -- yes, -12.

15          All information developed on this project is    00:33:52

16 available for inspection at the Caltrans district

17 office.  The draft environmental document is also

18 available for inspection at the City Hall, the

19 libraries in the study area, as well as online.  And

20 we'll get more information about exactly where to        00:34:06

21 find it online in our presentations.

22          The public hearing ends at 8:30.  We have

23 use of the facility until 9:00 p.m.  Depending on

24 how many people want to speak, it may be necessary

25 for us to limit the length of your statement s to        00:34:20
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1 give everyone a chance to speak.

2          Our first order of business will be to

3 provide a summary of the project, as noted in your

4 agenda.  The first project presentation is by Chris

5 Margaronis, and he's from Metro.  And we'll go ahead     00:34:40

6 and let him start that presentation.

7          CHRIS MARGARONIS:  Good evening, everyone.

8 Thanks for being here.  My name is Chris Margaronis,

9 and we are here to tell you about a project that many

10 of you have heard about before.  And hopefully for       00:34:54

11 the ones who haven't, we can inform you about what

12 this project is about.  I've got a little bit of a

13 cold, so if you can't hear me, just holler, and I'll

14 speak up louder.  And let's get started.

15          All right.  So this project is called the       00:35:06

16 I-5 High-Occupancy Toll Lane Project from SR-14 to

17 Parker Road.  It is, in essence, a brand new lane

18 that doesn't exist right now from the 14 interchange

19 to Parker Road.  We're going to go through and

20 explain how it would function, what the options are,     00:35:22

21 and a few other pieces of information about it.

22          All right.  So just the agenda, an intro,

23 project overview, the environmental process, which I

24 will hand back to Caltrans.  Mine is going to go over

25 the detailed environmental impact of this project so     00:35:41
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1 you guys understand what exactly is different about

2 this from the previously passed environmental

3 document, which occurred in 2009.

4          So "Purpose."  The purpose of this meeting

5 is really to obtain your comments, get your input,       00:35:53

6 and understand your concerns about this project, and

7 also to inform you about what the project is.  The

8 public hearings are essentially a forum to talk about

9 the project, and we want to get your input.  One

10 highlight is that no decisions are going to be made      00:36:09

11 on this project at this public hearing.  So a little

12 bit of background.  As I said, the project has an

13 environmental document in 2009 that was for HOV

14 lanes.  The way that would function was that funding

15 for that project would have come throughout the next     00:36:27

16 40 years, and we would have looked at 2040 -- excuse

17 me -- for the next 30 years, and we would have looked

18 at 2040 as the start date to build that project.

19          Right now, phase one of the project -- which

20 you see under construction right now -- is a truck       00:36:42

21 lane.  So right now, as you drive down the 5, you see

22 the construction there right now.  That is a truck

23 lane that is going to be completed in 2014.  That is

24 a separate component that has nothing -- not nothing

25 to do with this project, but it's separate from this     00:36:54

Page 7

Sarnoff, A VERITEXT COMPANY 
877-955-3855



1 project, and the funding is different.

2          So as I stated, the 2040 item -- Caltrans

3 and Metro have gotten together, and the project's

4 entire length is about 13.5 miles; so that's the 14

5 to Parker Road.  And it also adds a truck lane from      00:37:14

6 Calgrove to the 14 in the southerly direction.  So,

7 as I said, the truck lane that's there now -- the

8 truck lanes that are under construction now, are

9 going to continue on as they are but in the southerly

10 direction.  They terminate at Calgrove.                  00:37:30

11          So this project would complete that truck

12 lane from Calgrove to the 14 interchange.  We're

13 going to talk about cost a little bit, so the cost of

14 that little small piece of the truck lane and this

15 new carpool lane that doesn't exist now, would be        00:37:41

16 about $410 million, and right now we have

17 $310 million.  So you see the gap.

18          So the first option we really have, and

19 there's three of them, is to wait until 2030 and

20 build the project with the money that we have.           00:38:01

21 Taking into account inflation and commodity prices,

22 we're still going to have a $100 million gap, and the

23 $310 million that we have throughout the next 27

24 years is going to be of a different value completely.

25 So we still have that funding gap, and we need to        00:38:16

Page 8

Sarnoff, A VERITEXT COMPANY 
877-955-3855



1 figure out where to get that money from.

2          The second option is that as the money comes

3 in throughout the next 30ish years -- it's really

4 27 years until 2040 -- we would build it in segments.

5 So year by year, as the funding came through, we         00:38:31

6 would build the project.  So the I-5 would continue

7 to be under construction, and that's an option.

8          The third option we're looking at is tolling

9 the new carpool lanes that don't exist today.  So

10 this is a brand new lane using a public-private          00:38:46

11 partnership, and all the construction would be

12 completed by 2019.

13          So let me just emphasize that again.  This

14 is a new lane that doesn't exist today, and all the

15 construction would be completed by 2019.                 00:38:57

16          The "Purpose" of the project:  So there's

17 some operational and safety design features that are

18 meant to alleviate congestion and facility movement

19 of people, like you, and freight and other goods on

20 the project and also reduce existing and forecasted      00:39:14

21 traffic.  This is a growing area.  It's now the third

22 largest city in L.A.  County, and there's more growth

23 expected.

24          The "Need."  I just outlined.  This is a

25 growing area, and traffic is getting worse.  We've       00:39:30
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1 talked about the funding a little bit, but 2040 is a

2 long time, and we're really looking at how we can

3 build the project now and get the benefits of this

4 new lane sooner rather than later.

5          There is a fourth option that we didn't talk    00:39:46

6 about before, and that's not building anything.  And

7 that's in every environmental document, that we don't

8 do anything, and, essentially, you would continue

9 having the four lanes that you have now.  The truck

10 lane would still move forward, be completed in 2014,     00:40:01

11 but this new carpool lane would never come.

12 You're -- we've highlighted it there, the delays as

13 this area continues to grow.  By adding a new lane,

14 inevitably, cars are going to go onto it, and you're

15 going to alleviate the regular lanes that you drive      00:40:18

16 on today.

17          So the "HOT Lane Alternative."  14 to Parker

18 Road is where this would be, and the result would be

19 reduced congestion on the general purpose lanes.

20 That's what we're really here to talk about.             00:40:38

21          And how would they work?  If you're driving

22 by yourself, you have the option to pay to get into

23 the lane.  Right now, the ranges on other projects

24 similar to this are .25 cents a mile to $1.40 a mile.

25 We need to evaluate what the process is for that, and    00:40:54
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1 further down the line later this year, we're going to

2 have a hearing, should this move forward in this

3 manner, to evaluate what those rates would be.  But

4 likely, they will fall under those parameters.

5          Buses, vanpool, and motorcycles are free.       00:41:11

6 If you're driving with one person, so two total

7 people in the car, it's free, except during rush

8 hour.  So outside of those peak hours, you can drive

9 for free in those lanes.  You do need to have a

10 transponder, though.  And then if you're driving with    00:41:28

11 three people in the car total, it's always free.

12 Again, you do need the transponder.

13          The goal of this and the reason for those

14 stipulations is that you want to keep the speed of

15 the lane at 45 miles an hour or more at all times.       00:41:42

16 If you changes these at all, the speed drops, and

17 then there's no reason to use the lane.

18          What are the benefits?  So it's optional.

19 It decreases your commuting distance [sic] --

20 commuting time, not distance.  That would be             00:41:58

21 magical -- and vehicles using the new lane should

22 expect to use less fuel because you're getting to

23 your destination faster.  One highlight:  Trucks

24 would not be permitted in the lane.

25          So what happens to the existing lanes?  The     00:42:12
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1 existing lanes that are part of this project, they

2 actually are going to get completely repaved, but

3 they are not going to be touched in terms of toll.

4 Those four lanes will still exist today, they will

5 just be repaved completely in this 13.5 mile stretch.    00:42:22

6          "Community Workshops."  So just to outline

7 what's been done so far, in February we started

8 holding some community workshops, reaching out to

9 various stakeholders in the community.  We've held a

10 few public meetings, and we've had a corridor            00:42:39

11 advisory group meeting.  Today, March 28th, is the

12 public hearing.  There is a board of directors

13 meeting on April 13th at the Metro board.  And as I

14 said earlier, the toll issue will be dealt with later

15 in the year, towards the end of the year, and that's     00:42:56

16 really when the rates, if we were to move forward

17 with this project in this manner, would be decided.

18          Now I'm going to hand it over to Mine to

19 talk more specifically about the environmental

20 impact.                                                  00:43:09

21          MINE STRUHL:  Good evening.  I'll make this

22 very short so we can move on to your comments

23 shortly.

24          My name is Mine Struhl.  I'm with Caltrans.

25 I'm an environmental planner.  Can you hear me okay?     00:43:28
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1          As Chris mentioned, we did the environmental

2 document for the HOV lanes (truck lanes) project back

3 in September of 2009, that's when it was approved.

4 And since the proposal of the HOT lane changed the

5 project description, we prepared a draft supplemental    00:43:49

6 EIR evaluation, which is the reason why we are here

7 today.  And this is a requirement of federal and

8 state laws.  We call them NEPA and CEQA.  The long

9 version is right there on the slide.  And that

10 process ensures that the environmental document          00:44:14

11 reflects the current project.

12          The draft supplemental re-eval introduces

13 the HOT lane.  All the design components of the

14 project will remain the same as was proposed for the

15 HOV lane.                                                00:44:35

16          The supplemental evaluates the potential

17 impacts associated with the HOT lane project, and the

18 results of the studies are in the document, which is

19 currently in circulation.

20          The technical analysis shows that the level     00:44:49

21 of impacts remain the same as the HOV lane project.

22 The HOT lane project does not add any additional

23 impact.

24          The resources that we reviewed for the

25 supplemental are air quality, traffic, and noise, and    00:45:12
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1 those sections are updated in the supplemental

2 document.  The remaining sections of the previous

3 environmental document have not been modified since

4 the change in the project description would not

5 change the effect on those resources.                    00:45:29

6          As Garrett mentioned, the hard copies of the

7 supplemental environmental are available in these

8 locations:  The Caltrans office, the Metro office,

9 the libraries in the local area, and also online on

10 Caltrans and Metro websites.  And all the list of        00:45:53

11 these locations can be found on the notice of

12 availability that were mailed to you guys.  And if

13 you do not have a copy of the notice, we have some

14 extra ones on the table with the Caltrans table cloth

15 where you can get them and review these document.        00:46:14

16          Comments on the document.  As was mentioned,

17 you may make verbal comments tonight.  You can submit

18 written comments.  The comment cards are available in

19 the back.  And you can submit them tonight, or you

20 can mail them to us by April 15th.  And the address      00:46:38

21 to mail our comments is right here, and Garrett also

22 mentioned that; and it's also on the notice of

23 availability and on the back of the comment cards.

24          So what comes next?  After the public

25 comment period ends, we with will take and look at       00:47:03
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1 your comments; we will prepare responses to those

2 comments and make revisions to the environmental

3 document accordingly and finalize the environmental

4 document.

5          Thank you for participating, and please do      00:47:17

6 not forget the comments due April 15th.  And with

7 that, I will turn it back to Garrett.  Thank you.

8          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Okay.  So it's time for us

9 to take public comments.  As I call your name, please

10 come forward to speak in the microphone.  You can        00:47:37

11 identify yourself for the record.  And if you have

12 any -- does anyone have any more comment cards if you

13 would like to speak?

14          Okay.  So the first speaker we will call up

15 is Larry McClements.                                     00:48:01

16          LARRY McCLEMENTS:  Thank you.  My name is

17 Larry McClements, M-c-C-l-e-m-e-n-t-s.  You know, I

18 once met a man from somewhere in Southeast Asia, and

19 I forget exactly what country it was.  But he told me

20 a story about people's houses catching on fire in his    00:48:26

21 country, and he said the fire department would arrive

22 on scene, hook up their hoses and start their water

23 spraying and turn it the direction opposite of the

24 fire.  They would, then, stand there and ask the

25 homeowner how much he wanted to pay them to put out      00:48:39
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1 the fire and refused to do anything until they were

2 paid.

3          I can't help but see some of the

4 similarities between this and what the State is

5 proposing here tonight.  For 15 years, I've commuted     00:48:51

6 into west Los Angeles.  It used to be the hardest

7 part of my commute was passing through the 101-405

8 interchange.  But every year at the 5-14-210

9 interchange, and beyond, just got worse and worse.

10          Years ago, when I first started commuting,      00:49:12

11 there was no traffic.  Today, oftentimes, this is the

12 worst part of this commute, and with at least 30,000

13 new homes planned for the Santa Clarita Valley area,

14 this is going to get even worse.

15          What the State is asking here tonight is for    00:49:30

16 the taxpayers to pay for something that is so

17 precious to them, and that is time; time to spend

18 with our families, time to sit down together and have

19 a meal, and time to spend with our children.  Time is

20 priceless, and our State wants the taxpayers to pay      00:49:48

21 for it.

22          What the State needs to do is fix our

23 freeways.  We need to stop with the HOV lanes, the

24 expensive and fancy flyover bridges, and now toll

25 lanes.  The State needs to fix our roads and our         00:49:59
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1 freeways for all taxpayers, and they need to do it in

2 a reasonable construction period, and not the years

3 and years of perpetual construction that is currently

4 taking place around the 5 and 14.  We should not be

5 forced to pay for something that the State should        00:50:15

6 already be providing to us.  Thank you.

7          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Thank you very much.  Our

8 next speaker is Alan Ferdman.

9          ALAN FERDMAN:  Good evening.  My name is

10 Alan Ferdman.  I'm a 47-year resident of Canyon          00:50:38

11 Country, and in the spirit of disclosure, I am a

12 candidate for the next Santa Clarita City Counsel

13 election.

14          You know, now is the time when many of us

15 are suffering, when we -- in -- in the financial         00:50:53

16 downturn, and we hear about people losing their

17 houses every day.  And at the same time, it seems

18 like we're assaulted by a never-ending list of new

19 taxes and fees from every direction coming from the

20 County, coming from the State, and this just seems       00:51:11

21 like one more.  I'm very confused about it because

22 I've been to two of these meetings -- or this is the

23 third meeting down here in Santa Clarita, and one in

24 Sacramento, and I just remember that the Signal

25 reported that in road tax, the State collected a         00:51:29
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1 record amount of $8.3 billion dollars, something that

2 they had never done before.  So the board of

3 equalization, in celebration, raised the tax another

4 three and a half cents a gallon, and it just seems to

5 me that the idea that money is a problem here is         00:51:48

6 really not the issue.

7          So, you know, Larry is right.  We're going

8 to -- we're going to be doubling the population of

9 our valley, the 30,000 houses in Newhall Ranch that

10 he's talking about, the -- the Cajon Ranch project       00:52:06

11 way up the 5, and all of the development in between.

12 One lane over the next 30 years isn't going to help

13 us a whole bunch.  So we really need something that

14 is going to fix our traffic problem.  And if you

15 listen to their story saying they're not going to        00:52:27

16 have any money until 2040, then you can guess that if

17 this one lane goes in, it's the only lane that goes

18 in until 2040.

19          So the real problem in this area is the

20 Newhall pass.  Anybody that comes home in the            00:52:39

21 evening, going up the 5, knows exactly where it

22 bunches up or when you leave in the morning.

23          And what we really need is for Caltrans to

24 get off their dime and go figure out what they're

25 going to do about another access to the valley or        00:52:52
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1 some way that they can fix that Newhall pass.

2          This project itself doesn't really seem to

3 be in our best interest.  This seems to be a leader

4 that's trying to sell us the idea of toll roads,

5 which are going to, then, be built all around the        00:53:10

6 California area simply to give the State another

7 funding source over and above the road tax that they

8 already collect.

9          I'm sorry, but this just doesn't seem like

10 it's the kind of thing that's going to be good for       00:53:22

11 our economic environment or our environment, not for

12 the city, not for the county, and not for the state.

13          And I would hope that Caltrans would,

14 instead, start looking at ways to really study what

15 we need in the future and plan for it and fund it.       00:53:39

16 Thank you.

17          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Thank you very much.  Our

18 next speaker is Doug Arseneault.

19          DOUG ARSENEAULT:  Thank you.  Good evening.

20 My name is Doug Arseneault from the Valley Industry      00:54:10

21 and Commerce Association, representing more than 380

22 business throughout the Santa Clarita and San

23 Fernando Valleys.  VICA supports MTA's proposed

24 construction of high-occupancy lanes through

25 public-private partnership.                              00:54:24
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1          The I-5 corridor in the Santa Clarita

2 Valley, as all of you know, is a major bottle neck

3 that inhibits commerce in the greater Los Angeles

4 area.  This PPP project will accelerate traffic

5 relief by at least 30 years for motorists, business      00:54:37

6 owners, and residents traveling through the corridor.

7          The proposed plan will also create much

8 needed construction jobs, while reducing the traffic

9 congestion that chokes our region and unnecessary

10 vehicle emissions that enter our quality of life.        00:54:49

11          Motorists using the entire 13.5 miles of HOT

12 lanes will be able to cross the stretch in less than

13 19 minutes, a considerable time savings during peak

14 travel times.  Vehicles traveling along the corridor

15 will also require less gas than during the current       00:55:03

16 stop-and-start traffic, helping to improve air

17 quality.

18          Furthermore, the use of the lanes by

19 vanpools and commuter transit and commuter express

20 lanes will help transit users get to and from the        00:55:16

21 valley more quickly.  Based on other similar

22 projects, traffic will improve in the non-HOT lane as

23 motorists move to the carpool/toll lanes.

24          As the first ARTI, Accelerated Regional

25 Transportation Improvement project, this plan will       00:55:30
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1 provide a framework for how the business community

2 and government can work together towards

3 revolutionizing our transportation system.  Once we

4 prove successful, we hope the model can be used to

5 fast track other major projects of importance to the     00:55:42

6 greater San Fernando and Santa Clarita Valleys.

7 Thank you.

8          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Thank you very much.  Our

9 next speaker is Diane Trautman.

10          DIANE TRAUTMAN:  Good evening.  Thank you       00:56:00

11 for the opportunity to speak.  I do have a couple of

12 questions.  And I apologize if this was already

13 discussed in a prior meeting.  But I'm wondering why

14 this small segment was selected for the start-up

15 project?  Because the I-5 is a statewide freeway, and    00:56:18

16 a lot of the impact that we get is from truck traffic

17 and cars going through.  Particularly on major

18 holidays, things are backed up far beyond this small

19 segment.

20          Now, as was mentioned by Mr. Ferdman, the       00:56:37

21 general plan and the area plan for this valley has

22 identified a potential population of 480,000-plus.

23 We don't know if that's going to come to fruition,

24 but if it does, this project really does appear to be

25 a drop in the bucket.  And I think we need a more        00:56:54
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1 comprehensive approach to deal with this on a wider

2 scale.

3          Oddly enough, we just bought a used car from

4 someone who was selling his hybrid because the

5 stickers no longer apply.  And he was going to buy --

6 and he bought -- a Prius so that he could have more

7 current stickers and be able to drive the freeway

8 more quickly.  So now he's going to be penalized, as

9 will many other people who have been trying to do the

10 right thing; carpool with at least, you know, one        00:57:21

11 other person and getting these vehicles --

12 alternative fuel vehicles.  So I don't think that

13 that makes a lot of sense, and I -- we just don't

14 need to be penalizing people at a time like this.

15          And the other thing is, as I mentioned          00:57:38

16 before, people hit these traffic bottle necks, so if

17 you have just this one segment and you're having

18 people flow through -- maybe it's only 45 miles an

19 hour, but if there -- you don't extend that much

20 farther, you're still going to hit these bottle          00:57:53

21 necks.  It's not going to -- it's just going to be a

22 matter of frustration.  You have this, you know,

23 transponder, and you blow through this area, but big

24 deal.  When you get to the other side, you're still

25 in big trouble.                                          00:58:08
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1          So my question, then, too, is -- the

2 question that I thought of before -- and I see it was

3 posed and it's been answered -- in regard to the risk

4 on the toll revenue.  This answer, in the form that

5 it was given to me, says the total revenue risk is on    00:58:22

6 Metro.  But it goes on to say that if there's a

7 shortfall of revenue, the board of directors will

8 have to identify mitigation measures, and our input

9 would be taken into account.

10          But I would like to know, what are those        00:58:39

11 other proposed mitigation measures, other than

12 turning to the taxpayers, other funds in the area,

13 transportation funds, taxpayer money to fill in those

14 gaps?

15          And I just want to mention, too, that I've      00:58:52

16 driven the toll road in Orange County, and I do

17 remember -- it was quite a while ago, but I remember

18 reading just recently in the press that it has failed

19 to  meet financial expectations, and there's trouble

20 there.  So I would appreciate those responsible for      00:59:05

21 moving us forward to go back and look at that road,

22 and others like it, to determine whether this is

23 really the best move or not.  It does not appear to

24 be.  Thank you.

25          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Thank you very much.  Our     00:59:22
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1 next speaker is Heather Lucchese.  Did I get that

2 right?

3          HEATHER LUCCHESE:  "Lucchese."

4          GARRETT DAMRATH:  "Lucchese."

5          HEATHER LUCCHESE:  Hi.  Good evening.  I'm      00:59:45

6 Heather Lucchese.  I'm a housewife and a mother of a

7 young child here in Valencia, and I would like to say

8 with Larry, Alan, and Diane, and all of your

9 comments, I am 100 percent in and backed whatever you

10 have -- all have said because there's so many angles     01:00:06

11 to think about  and -- what Caltrans wants to do on

12 this particular freeway.

13          I'm here in one other aspect, which being a

14 resident right along the 5 freeway, we already have

15 sound issues at our homes.  We live in an older home.    01:00:25

16 We've been here for -- I don't know -- 10, 12 years,

17 and we first moved there, you know, sound wasn't

18 quite so bad, but as traffic has, you know, come

19 along, it's getting louder and louder.  We have a

20 very beautiful home that, you know, the kids play in.    01:00:43

21 We spend most of our time outside, and our concern is

22 that three years ago, when they were originally

23 proposing this, we had someone come out and do the

24 dBA sound testing, and they were saying that if it's

25 67 dBA, that that would, you know, primarily be a        01:01:04

Page 24

Sarnoff, A VERITEXT COMPANY 
877-955-3855



1 good idea to look into a sound wall.

2          Well, we were out around 64.  Some of the

3 neighborhoods in the Vista Ranch area, which we're

4 from, were at 67, so we did request to have walls put

5 in -- sound walls, not only one to prevent the sound     01:01:24

6 getting louder, as well as, sort of, a fire break for

7 any, you know, vehicles that may, you know, come off

8 the road, transients getting back into the easements

9 and the bushes and hillsides that are there.  Sound

10 walls -- you know, I'm not trying to get into all the    01:01:49

11 other reasons besides the sound, because the sound is

12 the main reason.

13          I know that it's been three years later.  We

14 would like to have someone come back out and test

15 because we do believe the sound is louder now than it    01:02:02

16 was three years ago, and not get into a pissing match

17 about, you know, one or two decibels, but honestly,

18 this is our home.  This is where -- we live here.

19          The people in our area have lived there for

20 many, many, many years.  We've custom done things to     01:02:19

21 our homes.  We don't want to move.  We don't want the

22 pollution.  And I don't understand why in the world

23 if all these homes are being built up the hill, okay,

24 what is one road going to do for us?  What is it

25 going to do?  Nothing.  We need a more comprehensive     01:02:41
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1 plan, and so I, personally -- one, if you're going to

2 build the darn thing, you better put some sound walls

3 up, and don't take away from the neighborhoods that

4 we love to enjoy with our families.  Don't belittle

5 our way that we live because you need to earn some       01:03:01

6 money for the State.  It's not our problem.

7          Second, we really don't want it anyway.

8          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Thank you very much.  Our

9 next speaker is Anthony Carelli.

10          Is there anyone else with comments cards        01:03:27

11 that would like to speak?

12          ANTHONY CARELLI:  I'm Anthony Carelli.  I

13 live in the Oakridge Estates area of Newhall, which

14 is just east of the 5 freeway, right across from

15 Smiser Mule Ranch.  My backyard backs the 5 freeway.     01:03:47

16 I've been there since 2000.  And our biggest thing,

17 like the lady who just spoke, is the sound wall.

18 Caltrans refuses to put a sound wall in right next to

19 Smiser Ranch.  They say it's not cost effective.

20          I've got a daughter that's got restrictive      01:04:02

21 airway disease, and it's just getting worse for her.

22 The particulates from the freeway are getting worse.

23 Everything is getting worse.  We're right at the

24 bottom of the hill where the traffic comes down, the

25 trucks are there, the asbestos breaks.  It's getting     01:04:17
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1 horrible, and Caltrans refuses to put a sound wall in

2 there.

3          Caltrans step up to the plate.  I don't know

4 what else you're doing, but put a sound wall in

5 against the freeway there.  Protect the                  01:04:27

6 neighborhoods, protect the kids, and let's just take

7 care of it.

8          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Okay.  Thank you very

9 much.  Our next speaker is Vanessa Brookman.

10          VANESSA BROOKMAN:  I'm going to stand way       01:04:53

11 back here because this mic is really loud.  You all

12 are yellin'.  I just -- everybody in this room

13 probably has a good idea of who I am and how I feel

14 about this lane.  I've spoken at just about every

15 meeting that I've gone to about this idea of a toll      01:05:22

16 lane, and I'll be on the Channel 9 news tonight; so

17 you'll get to see it there, too.

18          So in that, I just want to share with you an

19 experience that I had this Monday morning.  6:30 in

20 the morning, I left my house.  I had to go downtown      01:05:39

21 for something.  So I'm on the 5 southbound.  It's

22 about 6:40, and I have pictures.  No traff- -- I

23 mean, there's cars -- there's lots of cars, by my

24 speedometer is at 70, 75 miles an hour, all the way

25 down.                                                    01:05:54
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1          I get down to the 405 freeway and -- before

2 the 101, where there's more congestion and an HOV

3 lane, we're at 15 miles an hour for the next 20 miles

4 with an HOV lane.  You put a toll lane in there that

5 just isn't open to most commuters, and that HOV lane     01:06:16

6 is even going to go away.  So now you're going to

7 take away a whole nother aspect, not taking away one

8 of our already lanes, but the ability for 95 percent

9 of us to use those lanes.

10          Because what they haven't told you yet,         01:06:29

11 maybe, is that they are not sure how these lanes are

12 going to be working when they are built.  The quote

13 that I have is six years from now technology can

14 change.  We're not sure what we're going to do and

15 how they are going to operate.  So if you are a          01:06:46

16 casual commuter, somebody who goes downtown every

17 once in a while, you're not going to use this lane

18 most likely.  Because unless you own a transponder --

19 and why would you if you're a casual commuter -- you

20 can't even get in the toll lane legally.                 01:07:00

21          So I just want you to think about that.  An

22 HOV lane and a toll lane, they aren't our answers.

23 One lane added for everybody, that's a better answer.

24 Thank you.

25          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Thank you very much.  Our     01:07:13
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1 next speaker is Steven Blain.

2          STEVEN BLAIN:  Thank you for the

3 opportunity.  Steven Blain, B-l-a-i-n.  I've been a

4 resident here in Santa Clarita since 1980.  So

5 probably like many of you, you've seen a lot of          01:07:35

6 changes, a lot more traffic, and I find myself torn

7 as I look at this particular proposal.  I mean, no

8 one likes traffic.

9          On the other hand, being a resident in the

10 area that's affected, by the previous speaker as         01:07:51

11 well, along Farrow Drive and Vista Ridge, what you're

12 asking myself, and many other residents in this case,

13 to do is not only to pay to utilize the road, but

14 also the cost -- to pay the cost of the added

15 increase of the noise that will be generated as a        01:08:09

16 result of the -- of the roads -- the additional cars,

17 and then the acknowledgment that there's a cost

18 structure, that if it exceeds $55,000 per benefited

19 resident, then that's where the economics justify

20 whether we build a wall or not; however, what isn't      01:08:30

21 also considered is now that cost is being reduced

22 somewhat by the fact that this has become a

23 revenue-generation project as part of the funding,

24 compared to a previously designed approach.

25          So I share the opinion of many residents        01:08:49
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1 here, that I believe there's a better approach.  I

2 believe that asking the residents to pay a portion of

3 this through the toll is not an appropriate way to do

4 it.  I'm surprised that this is such a large

5 shortfall in the area of 25 percent of the project,      01:09:07

6 and I would agree with it and many others that to

7 completely disregard the use of a sound wall -- and I

8 think more importantly, even, not even acknowledge

9 the changing of the economics, this is going to

10 produce revenue.  That's part of the way of the          01:09:24

11 funding.

12          However, that revenue reduction is not taken

13 into account for the cost consideration of the

14 benefited residents.  All right.  It is bringing in

15 additional funds, but you're still going to hold to      01:09:35

16 the fact that it still cost this amount.  Well, it

17 doesn't.  Part of that cost is being subsidized or

18 offset that this is a proposal to generate revenue,

19 which is part of the funding project.  So on one end,

20 you want me to buy into this.  But the fact that I       01:09:50

21 live in the area, I am -- I don't -- I also get to

22 pay the cost of the added noise.

23          I don't think it's fair.  I don't think it's

24 appropriate, and I think there's a better way to do

25 it.  And I personally hope it doesn't go through, as     01:10:02
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1 much as I would like to see less traffic.

2          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Thank you very much.  We

3 have one more comment card from Sandra Cattell.

4          SANDRA CATTELL:  Good evening.  Thank you

5 for the opportunity to comment tonight.  I think I'll    01:10:30

6 move away today.  I've already made comments at

7 another evening, but I would like to make an

8 additional comment.  Everybody talks about the

9 additional housing that we're going to have, people

10 using this -- this stretch of the freeway.  We have a    01:10:48

11 huge bottle neck in Newhall pass.  One of the issues

12 that I always think about is how when Metrolink

13 finally came to Santa Clarita Valley, we are the only

14 community that has actually three Metrolink stations,

15 and I'm really proud of that.  A lot of people use       01:11:09

16 Metrolink to go downtown.

17          Now, wouldn't it be nice if that one bottle

18 neck that everybody has to go through, Newhall pass,

19 gave us an alternative to go to Westwood or down to

20 the LAX airport?                                         01:11:27

21          It's about time for Metro and Caltrans to

22 start working on a transportation system -- perhaps,

23 even binging something like the red line up to

24 Newhall, and, perhaps, also giving us a subway system

25 along the Interstate 5.  Thank you.                      01:11:46
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1          GARRETT DAMRATH:  Does anyone else have a

2 comment card and would like to speak?

3          Since we are out of comment cards, we'll go

4 ahead and close the public comment period or comment

5 portion of the meeting, and we can go and -- if you      01:12:08

6 would like to -- we're still going to be here for a

7 while.  You can ask the individual specialists if

8 you have any specific questions.

9          So in closing, please remember that if you

10 wish to submit additional comments, you have until       01:12:21

11 April 15th, 2013.  And on behalf of Caltrans and

12 Metro, I would like to thank you for the

13 participation.  And goodnight and drive safely.

14                          ---o0o---

15                  (The hearing was concluded at

16                            7:42 p.m.)

17
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1

2

3          I, the undersigned, a Certified Shorthand

4   Reporter of the State of California, do hereby

5   certify:

6          That the foregoing proceedings were taken

7   before me at the time and place herein set forth; that

8   a record of the proceedings was made by me using

9   machine shorthand, which was thereafter transcribed

10   under my direction; that the foregoing transcript is a

11   true record of the proceedings.

12          I further certify I am neither financially

13   interested in the action nor a relative or employee of

14   any attorney or party to this proceeding.

15          IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have this date subscribed

16   my name.

17

18   Dated: 04/11/2013

19

                           CINDY DUYNSTEE

20                            CSR No. 12938

21

22

23

24
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