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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This Scoping Summary and Alternatives Screening Report is a culmination of five years of public
engagement for the South County Traffic Relief Effort Project (SCTRE Project or Project). This report
summarizes the formal scoping period for the South County Traffic Relief Effort (SCTRE) project,
which began on November 8, 2019, and concluded on February 10, 2020.
In 2015, the Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Agencies (F/ETCA) began seeking input from
the community, locally elected officials, and environmental organizations aimed at identifying
transportation solutions within the Project’s study area in absence of a preferred alignment for
State Route (SR) 241. At this time, the F/ETCA commissioned an in‐depth Community Ascertainment
Study designed to dig deep into the local community conducting numerous one‐on‐one interviews
with a variety of stakeholders in South Orange County cities. In 2016, F/ETCA staff presented the
results of a Community Ascertainment Study to the Board. The study found that there was
widespread agreement that an Interstate (I-) 5 mobility problem exists, but recommendations varied
greatly as to how to address the issue. As a result, F/ETCA, in collaboration with other regional
agencies, including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the County of Orange
(County), and the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), embarked on a thorough public
process to gather detailed information as to the types of transportation solutions desired.
This process included multiple mobility workshops with leaders from environmental groups such as
the Surfrider Foundation, the Endangered Habitats League, and Sierra Club, as well as separate
workshops with locally elected officials. In 2016 and 2017, F/ETCA expanded these efforts to include
three public forums.
Upon completion of multiple mobility workshops and the three public forums, meetings were held
to solicit input and provide feedback to and from the community and interested stakeholders. The
communities included in this outreach process included: Orange County cities (including the Cities of
Mission Viejo, Rancho Santa Margarita, Dana Point, San Juan Capistrano, and San Clemente) and
unincorporated areas of the County of Orange. Through this early outreach, several transportation
ideas were suggested by the public for study. Some of these ideas were determined infeasible due
to permitting, costs, or that they were already being advanced by other agencies. The remaining
ideas suggested through the early engagement were analyzed in a Caltrans Project Study
Report‐Project Development Support (PSR/PDS) document, which was approved on May 7, 2019,
and serves as the precursor to initiating the formal state and federal environmental review process.
As a result of the early community engagement, the Project’s preliminary Purpose and Need was
shared with the Project Development Team (PDT) in 2017. The PDT was developed in consultation
with Caltrans and includes representatives from Caltrans function units, TCA, OCTA, and local
jurisdictions with the potential to be impacted by the project, including the Cities of Irvine, Laguna
Hills, Laguna Woods, Rancho Santa Margarita, Aliso Viejo, Mission Viejo, Dana Point, San Juan
Capistrano, San Clemente, along with representatives from the County of Orange and Rancho
Mission Viejo. The Purpose and Need was refined with the PDT’s input as follows:
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Purpose
The purpose and fundamental objectives of the SCTRE Project are to materially improve north‐south
regional mobility in South Orange County and accommodate regional travel demand in a manner
that promotes the supporting objectives related to mobility in South Orange County:
•

Improve regional mobility by reducing congestion on I‐5 during peak commuting hours and
weekends

•

Provide additional north‐south capacity in case of traffic incidents on I‐5

•

Enhance bike and pedestrian opportunities

•

The Project would also provide additional north‐south capacity that would benefit potential
evacuations in case of emergencies.

Need
Transportation infrastructure improvements are necessary to address the existing and future
deficiencies for north‐south regional mobility in South Orange County. Roadway deficiencies and
mobility limitations in South Orange County are described below:
•

Demand approaches or exceeds capacity on I‐5 during peak commuting hours and weekends

•

The lack of redundant north‐south capacity increases congestion during traffic incidents on I‐5

•

Additional bike and pedestrian facilities are needed to connect highways with local sidewalks
and bikeways, consistent with Caltrans’ Sustainability Implementation Action Plan (2016)

•

In addition, lack of sufficient north‐south regional mobility impairs potential evacuations in case
of emergencies such as wildfires, major storms, or other disasters.

Section 1 of this report provides detailed information on the formal scoping process followed for the
SCTRE Project including: the Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent, the Efficient Environmental
Review Process for Cooperating and Participating Agency coordination pursuant to 23 USC 139,
public scoping meetings, and scoping comments received during the public review period.
Section 2 of this report provides detailed information on the Alternatives Screening Analysis
conducted for the SCTRE Project. The Alternatives Screening Analysis provides an evaluation of the
SCTRE Project alternatives to determine their ability to meet the above-stated Purpose and Need,
relative degree of cost per benefits received from vehicle hours of delay (VHD) reduction, right‐of‐
way impacts, and other environmental factors that may affect feasibility of implementation. A No
Build Alternative and ten build alternatives, plus four variations of Alternative 23, were included in
this analysis based on the initial set of alternatives identified in the PSR/PDS, as well as alternatives
or variations that were identified subsequent to approval of the PSR/PDS in May 2019.
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The technical analysis completed to date, and the public outreach done through the SCTRE Project,
have provided a clear path forward to ensuring South County’s mobility needs are met, while also
recognizing the critical role that stakeholder input and support play in successful transportation
planning and project implementation.
Based on the results of this Alternatives Screening Analysis, Caltrans has identified the following
alternatives to move forward for further consideration:
•

Alternative 1 (No Build Alternative)
○

•

A No Build Alternative must be included in an environmental evaluation as a benchmark
against which to compare both the performance and environmental consequences of the
other project alternative(s).

Alternative 22 Untolled
○

Alternative 22 Untolled meets the SCTRE Project’s Purpose and Need;

○

has no right‐of‐way impacts to residential or non‐residential uses;

○

has low public opposition;

○

provides high relief to vehicle hours of delay on I‐5 and all roadways within the Study Area;
and

○

performs well when considering the cost to construct in comparison to the congestion relief
benefits it provides.

Therefore, considering these metrics along with environmental considerations, Alternative 22
Untolled should be advanced for further consideration. Alternative 22 Untolled does not include
improvements on the State highway system and would likely not involve federal funding or
other involvement from the Federal Highway Administration or Caltrans.
Table ES.1 below provides the summary data of the alternatives compared with the criteria detailed
in this report.
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Table ES.1: SCTRE Screening Summary
Alt 1

Screening Criteria

Purpose & Need (Yes or No)
Public Opposition Alignments2
Public Opposition Tolling3
VHD Reduction on I‐5
Percent Change VHD I-54
VHD Reduction on All Roadways
Percent Change VHD All Roadway4
Cost
Cost/VHD Reduction on I‐5
Cost/VHD Reduction on All Roadways
Designated Critical Habitat4
Ranking6
Open Space, Reserve, Preserve Lands
Parks and Recreational Resources7
Designated Farmlands
Total Land Use Impacts8
Ranking6
Known Cultural Resource Sites9
Ranking6
Known Hazardous Sites
Ranking6
ROW Residential (partial/full takes)
Total ROW (residential + non ‐residential
[excluding vacant])
Ranking6
Hispanic/Latino
Racial Minority
Below Level of Poverty
Ranking6
1

2

3
4
5

6
7

8
9
10

Alt 9

Alt 11

Alt 12
Alt 13
Alt 14
Alt 17
Alt 18
Alt 21
Alt 22 Tolled Alt 22 Untolled
Alt 23a
Add I-5 High- Connect SR-241 Connect SR-241
Existing lane
Add I-5 GeneralConnect SR-241 Connect SR-241 Los Patrones
One I-5 HOV
Connect Ortega
Occupancy/Toll
to I-5 via
to I-5 via La
configurations
Purpose Lanes
to I-5 via Shore
to SR-73 & Pkwy Extension Los Patrones
Los Patrones
Lane from
Hwy & Antonio
(HOT) Lanes
Western
Pata Ave
& route
from I-405 to
Cliffs (Connect Extend Crown
& I-5 High- Pkwy Extension Pkwy Extension Avenida Pico to
Pkwy to Avery
from I-405 to
Alignment
Crossing
adoptions for
San Diego
at Avenida
Valley Pkwy to Occupancy/Toll
– Tolled
– Untolled
San Diego
Pkwy and SR-73
San Diego
(Connect at La
(Connect at
SR-241 & I‐5
County
Vaquero)
SR-241
(HOT) Lanes
County
County
Novia Ave)
Avenida Pico)
1
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Low
High
Low
Low
High
High
High
High
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
N/A
N/A
N/A
High
High
High
High
N/A
High
High
N/A
N/A
Traffic Metrics
0
‐1070
‐11480
‐3670
‐340
‐1740
‐1370
‐610
‐4330
‐1990
‐3270
‐150
0
-3.0%
-37.0%
-12.0%
-1.0%
-6.0%
-4.0%
-2.0%
-14.0%
-6.0%
-10.0%
-0.5%
0
‐1670
‐14360
‐4970
‐200
‐2350
‐1920
‐2290
‐5470
‐3000
‐4520
‐170
0
-3.0%
-22.0%
-8.0%
-0.3%
-4.0%
-3.0%
-4.0%
-8.0%
-5.0%
-7.0%
-0.3%
Cost (millions)
0
$1,174
$2,542
$2,204
$2,927
$1,707
$1,927
$1,198
$1,568
$350
$330
$420
0
$1.10
$0.22
$0.60
$8.61
$0.98
$1.41
$1.96
$0.36
$0.18
$0.10
$2.80
0
$0.70
$0.18
$0.44
$14.64
$0.73
$1.00
$0.52
$0.29
$0.12
$0.07
$2.47
Land Uses (acres)5
0
0
14.4
14.4
375.8
246.7
294.5
0
31.9
68.8
68.8
0
Low
Low
Moderate
Moderate
High
High
High
Low
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Low
0
266.5
13.2
13.2
622.4
547.9
506.7
423.6
183.6
116.0
116.0
0
0
53.9
1.6
1.5
1.2
1.51
0.4
53.9
0.7
0
0
0
0
16.0
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
36.6
1.7
0
0
0
0
336.4
16.5
16.4
625.3
551.1
508.8
514.1
186.0
116.0
116.0
0
Low
Moderate
Low
Low
High
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Known Sites of Environmental Concern5
0
64
106
98
59
45
44
58
106
22
22
6
Low
Moderate
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
High
Low
Low
Low
0
2
32
24
35
17
20
3
18
1
1
2
Low
Low
High
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Rights‐of‐Way5
0
67
134
61
44
34
86
53
39
0
0
9
0

92

275

152

82

Low

Moderate

High

High

Moderate

0
0
0
Low

1
1
0
Low

5
5
5
High

3
3
4
High

58

105

78

Moderate
High
Moderate
Environmental Justice Communities5,10
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
3
3
0
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Low

Alt 23b
Alt 23c
Alt 23d
Two I-5 High- Two I-5 High- One I-5 HighOccupancy/Toll Occupancy/Toll Occupancy/Toll
(HOT) Lanes
(HOT) Lanes
(HOT) Lane
from Avenida from SR-73 to from SR-73 to
Pico to San
San Diego
San Diego
Diego County
County
County
No
Yes
No
Low
Low
Low
High
High
High
‐150
-0.5%
‐170
-0.3%

‐3190
-10.0%
‐3780
-6.0%

‐720
-2.0%
‐750
-1.0%

$515
$3.43
$3.03

$1,237
$0.39
$0.33

$1,037
$1.44
$1.38

0
Low
0
0
1.1
1.1
Low

5.4
Moderate
1.5
0.23
1.1
2.8
Low

3.7
Moderate
0.3
0.05
0
0.4
Low

8
Low
2
Low

65
Moderate
12
Moderate

54
Moderate
7
Low

26

38

16

76

0

0

11

40

74

31

Moderate

Low

Low

Low

Low

Moderate

Low

3
3
4
High

0
0
0
Low

0
0
0
Low

1
1
2
Moderate

1
1
3
Moderate

3
3
4
High

3
3
4
High

Alt 21 includes a combination of improvements that would be accomplished by Alt 22 (extension of Los Patrones Parkway [LPP]) and 23c (I-5 HOT Lanes). However, the benefit of Alt 21 is not equal to the sum of the benefits of Alts 22 and 23c for two main reasons. First, Alt 22 includes a direct connection for
Rancho Mission Viejo’s Planning Area 5 (PA 5) to LPP, while Alt 21 does not and assumes PA 5 traffic would gain access only from Ortega Highway. Therefore, Alt 21 provides a lower benefit than Alt 22 with respect to the VHD reduction associated with PA 5. Second, the benefits from the sum of the separately
modelled network improvements (Alts 22 and 23c) are greater than the results of those improvements modelled as a package (Alt 21), because the available inefficiencies in the system are reduced with the addition of each improvement.
Public Opposition to Alignments is ranked Low, Moderate, and High based on the relative number of comments expressing opposition to a particular alternative submitted during the formal public scoping period. Refer to Section 2.2.8 of this report for a detailed discussion of the methodology for quantifying public
opposition. (Low = 0-50; Moderate 51-100; High = 101+ for comments made on specific alternatives; not including comments providing general opposition to broader categories).
Public Opposition to Tolling refers to the 267 comments that expressed opposition to tolled facilities. If an alternative included tolling, the ranking was considered “High” based on the methodology described in footnote 2 above. If an alternative does not include tolling, this was considered “Not Applicable (N/A)”.
The percent change in VHD for I-5 and for All Roadways can be interpreted as the percent change in delay reduction that would be expected per driver (e.g., Alternative 22 Untolled would result in a 10% reduction in delay per driver for users on I-5 and a 7% reduction in delay for users on all roadways.)
Potential impacts to land uses, known sites of environmental concern, rights-of-way, and environmental justice communities are all based on preliminary engineering designs, which at this stage represent a worst-case scenario regarding the maximum disturbance limits. Potential impacts to these resources would
likely be reduced through implementation of avoidance and minimization measures and refined engineering designs.
The Rankings provided in this table are on a scale of low to high and express degree of impact.
Parks and recreational resources may be subject to protection under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 through 23 CFR 774. According to the County of Orange Master Plan of Regional Recreational Facilities (October 2012), the Prima Deshecha Landfill is designated as a “Proposed
Regional Park.” However, the land within the boundaries of the Landfill is not included in the Parks and Recreation Resources acreage as according to the most recent Solid Waste Facility Permit issued for Prima Deshecha on April 19, 2019, the revised estimated closure year for Zone 4 of the landfill is 2102
(CalRecycle, 2019.)
Designated critical habitat may overlap with acreages for protected land uses, parks and recreational resources, and/or designated farmland and is therefore not aggregated with the total sensitive land uses.
Cultural Resource Sites include previously recorded archaeological, paleontological, or historic sites documented within the disturbance limits of the alternatives.
Environmental justice communities include the number of census tracts within the disturbance limits of an alternative that include higher Latino/Hispanic populations, higher minority populations, and higher low‐income populations than the County as a whole. A single census tract may have higher populations
than the County as a whole for one, two, or all three of these categories. Therefore, rankings are considered low if the quantities for each category are between 0‐1; moderate for 2‐3; and high for 4 and above. In addition, the analysis presented in this report is intended to provide a preliminary evaluation of
performance and potential impacts for each alternative. The alternatives recommended to be carried forward as a result of this analysis would undergo detailed technical analyses, such as a formal Community Impact Assessment, to provide a more refined and robust analysis of potential environmental impacts.
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1.0 SCOPING SUMMARY
1.1

BACKGROUND

The major infrastructure improvements provided by the Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA),
including the State Routes (SR) 73, 133, 261, and 241 Toll Roads were constructed as part of a
planned circulation system necessary to support the planned development of the County of Orange
(County) in accordance with its General Plan Land Use Elements of both the County and local cities.
These facilities, including the SR-241, were planned to relieve recurrent congestion on the County’s
major arterials and the freeways.
Solving the congestion problem on Interstate (I-) 5 is a regional issue requiring a countywide and
regional Southern California partnership approach. It involves a diverse set of stakeholders
including: neighborhoods and residents; the business community; regional transportation agencies;
regulatory agencies (i.e., agencies with jurisdiction over resources that may be affected by the
project or that will take discretionary actions regarding the project); elected representatives;
environmental groups; goods movement advocates; landowners and developers; cities within
Orange County; and the County.
In 2015, in order to gain a better understanding of these complex transportation issues, the
Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Agency (F/ETCA) Board of Directors authorized staff to
conduct a Community Ascertainment Study (Study). The purpose of the Study was to understand
how local residents feel about the transportation problems and gauge their capacity for entertaining
solutions. The Study involved in‐depth one‐on‐one interviews with grassroots leaders from the
community and the neighborhoods. Over the course of the Study, 45 individuals were interviewed,
and their input was included in the Study that was published in January 2016.
The broad‐based recommendations from the Study included:
•

Establishing an inclusive process for elected officials comprised of officials representing the
cities affected by the I‐5 congestion problem and whose interests are impacted by the problem.

•

Develop and implement a public information and communications plan to inform the
community about the elected officials’ process. Ensure the plan provides for open, fact‐ based,
on‐going, timely, accessible communication about the process that rigorously continues
F/ETCA’s commitment to “start the problem‐solving process with input from the community.”

•

Depending on the status of the elected officials’ process, be prepared to develop and implement
a comprehensive community involvement plan that facilitates the public being informed about
the congestion relief solutions under consideration through the elected official process and any
potential alignments under consideration for the extension of the SR-241 toll road.

•

Ensure that a process for working with Surfrider is implemented so that its leaders’ thinking and
priorities are received and proactively factored into the elected officials’ problem‐ solving
process.
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•

Reach out to and reengage with those individuals who actively participated in the prior public
involvement process related to extending SR-241.

•

Some express skepticism and disillusionment with the benefit of participating in such a process.

•

Provide accurate information to help them understand the technical and political reasons why
the previously identified extension of SR-241 was not approved and how the current planning
process is focused on exploring collaborative solutions.

•

Encourage and facilitate their re‐involvement to ensure robust, representative community
participation in the problem‐solving process.

In support of the Study’s above stated recommendations, F/ETCA initiated several actions. First,
F/ETCA implemented a comprehensive community involvement plan with elected officials, business
groups, and the general public between January 2016 and June 2017. In addition, the South Orange
County Mobility Working Group (SOCMWG), which is made up of South Orange County elected
officials who hold a seat on a regional transportation board, was formed and met seven times. The
SOCMWG included representatives from the Cities of Rancho Santa Margarita, Mission Viejo, San
Juan Capistrano, Dana Point, and San Clemente as well as the County of Orange, OCTA, TCA and
Caltrans.
The SOCMWG defined the mobility problem as follows. A regional transportation mobility problem
exists that:
•

Is most easily seen in I‐5 congestion;

•

Is intermittent;

•

Is seen in excessive northbound/southbound I‐5 congestion weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours,
weekends, or when there is an incident on I‐5;

•

Creates difficulty using local arterials;

•

Creates safety concerns;

•

Lacks meaningful transit options as a potential solution; and

•

Is getting worse with more development

Second, in addition to F/ETCA facilitating the seven SOCWMG meetings during 2016 with elected
officials from South Orange County cities and transportation agencies, discussions with
environmental groups, including Surfrider, as well as community leaders were held to examine
mobility options in South Orange County.
F/ETCA also held three public forums to understand the South Orange County communities’
priorities as well as receive input regarding regional mobility.
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The first public forum was held in June 2016. Formal presentations at the forum provided context
regarding local, regional, and statewide transportation issues, as well as factors contributing to
traffic congestion issues in South Orange County. The public was then asked to identify
transportation solutions to address this growing problem. Input from the public and elected officials
generated 15 of the ideas evaluated in this initial screening to improve mobility throughout South
Orange County and the region. This forum was attended by more than 100 members of the public as
well as more than 100 individuals online.
The second public forum was held in October 2016. At the forum, more than 200 members of the
community reviewed the 15 different transportation ideas, along with both the anticipated benefits
and challenges of each of these transportation ideas based on a cursory and preliminary analysis
conducted by transportation planners. The public was also provided with a transportation index
highlighting how those ideas would negatively or positively affect traffic flow. More than 100
individuals attended online.
The third public forum was held in June 2017. At that forum, more than 600 members of the
community attended in person and more than 3,000 people viewed a live stream of the event
online. Attendees were provided presentations by transportation agencies (Caltrans, F/ETCA, and
OCTA) outlining a process to consider mobility ideas and fully evaluate the ideas through a rigorous
technical and environmental process.
As a result of the third public forum and subsequent input, additional ideas were suggested, for a
total of 20 ideas that were evaluated as part of an initial preliminary screening effort that was
presented to the TCA Board of Directors in December 2017.
Based on the results of this screening effort, F/ETCA began working with Caltrans on the Project
Initiation Document (PID) Phase, which included development of the Project Development Team
(PDT). The PDT is comprised of staff from F/ETCA, Caltrans, the Orange County Transportation
Authority, and local jurisdictions including the cities of Irvine, Lake Forest, Laguna Hills, Laguna
Woods, Aliso Viejo, Laguna Niguel, Mission Viejo, Rancho Santa Margarita, San Juan Capistrano,
Dana Point, and San Clemente, and unincorporated areas in Orange and San Diego Counties. The
PDT provided input on the project Purpose and Need as well as the Project Study Report/Project
Development Support (PSR/PDS). The role of the PDT is to provide input and make
recommendations on the purpose and need, alternatives studied, and technical analysis throughout
the PID and PA/ED processes.

1.1.1

Purpose and Need

As described above, a substantial amount of input from the PDT, the public, resource agencies, and
other stakeholders has been utilized in the development of the Purpose and Need of the Project.
The evaluative information produced during screening was then used to provide the technical
rationale for narrowing the range of alternatives to a reduced set of alternatives that best meet the
Purpose and Need of the SCTRE Project.
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Purpose

The purpose and fundamental objectives of the SCTRE Project are to materially improve north‐south
regional mobility in South Orange County and accommodate regional travel demand in a manner
that promotes the supporting objectives related to mobility in South Orange County:
•

Improve regional mobility by reducing congestion on I‐5 during peak commuting hours and
weekends

•

Provide additional north‐south capacity in case of traffic incidents on I‐5

•

Enhance bike and pedestrian opportunities

•

The Project would also provide additional north‐south capacity that would benefit potential
evacuations in case of emergencies.

1.1.1.2

Need

Transportation infrastructure improvements are necessary to address the existing and future
deficiencies for north‐south regional mobility in South Orange County. Roadway deficiencies and
mobility limitations in South Orange County are described below:
•

Demand approaches or exceeds capacity on I‐5 during peak commuting hours and weekends

•

The lack of redundant north‐south capacity increases congestion during traffic incidents on I‐5

•

Additional bike and pedestrian facilities are needed to connect highways with local sidewalks
and bikeways, consistent with Caltrans’ Sustainability Implementation Action Plan (2016)

•

In addition, lack of sufficient north‐south regional mobility impairs potential evacuations in case
of emergencies such as wildfires, major storms, or other disasters.

1.1.2

Project Alternatives

The alternatives analyzed in this report included the alternatives studied in the PSR/PDS (May 2019),
as well as those alternatives suggested subsequent to approval of the PSR/PDS for the SCTRE Project
(Exhibit 1).
Alternative 1: No Build. Alternative 1 does not include improvements to the existing lane
configurations and route adoptions for SR-241 and I‐5. Under Alternative 1, no extension of the
tolled SR-241 lanes to I‐5, new general‐purpose lanes or High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes on I‐5, or
new connections between Ortega Highway, Antonio Parkway, Avery Parkway, and SR-73 would
occur. Alternative 1 does include other projects on the financially constrained project list in the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Preferred Plan in the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) 2018 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) in the Project Limits
on I‐5. Additional land areas would not be impacted, and existing and projected traffic congestion
would not be alleviated beyond that associated with other projects in approved plans.
1-4

SOUTH COUNTY TRAFFI C RELIE F EFFORT PROJE CT
ORANGE COUNTY, CALI FORNI A

SCOPI NG SUMMARY

This page intentionally left blank

1-6

AND

AL TE RNATIVE S S CREE NI NG REPORT
MARCH 2020

SCOPI NG SUMMARY
MARCH 2020

AND

AL TE RNATIVE S S CREE NI NG REPORT

SOUTH COUNTY TRAFFI C RELIE F EFFORT PROJE CT
ORANGE COUNTY, CALI FORNI A

Alternative 9: Connect Ortega Highway and Antonio Parkway to Avery Parkway and SR-73.
Alternative 9 would construct four‐lane (two lanes in each direction) arterial connections from SR-73
to Ortega Highway and Antonio Parkway, consistent with Highway Design Manual (HDM) standards
for median widths for expressways under restrictive conditions. This arterial facility would include
connector structures over I‐5 where the arterial facility would exit SR-73 to a signalized intersection
at Avery Parkway. The arterial connection would continue east from Avery Parkway and the
northbound segment would terminate with a new signalized intersection at Antonio Parkway. The
southbound segment would terminate with a new signalized intersection at Ortega Highway.
Alternative 11: Add I‐5 General Purpose Lane (from I‐405 to San Diego County). Alternative 11
would widen I‐5 with the addition of one general purpose lane in each direction from the I‐405/I‐5
Junction to Basilone Road, just south of the Orange County/San Diego County line. The existing I‐5
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes north of Avenida Pico are intended to function as HOV lanes in
the opening year (2025) but would be converted to High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes by Caltrans as
part of its regionwide regional express/HOT lane network by 2040, consistent with the
financially‐constrained Project list in the 2016 RTP/SCS (RTP ID No. 7120013).
Alternative 12: Add I‐5 HOT Lane from I‐405 to San Diego County. Alternative 12 would convert
two existing HOV lanes to HOT lanes in each direction on I‐5 from I‐ 405 to Alicia Parkway. One
existing HOV lane would be converted to a HOT lane and another HOT lane would be added in each
direction from Alicia Parkway to Avenida Pico. Two HOT lanes would be added in each direction
from Avenida Pico to Basilone Road, just south of the Orange County/San Diego County line.
Alternative 13: Connect SR-241 to I‐5 via Western Alignment (Local Connection at La Novia
Avenue). Alternative 13 would widen Los Patrones Parkway and convert it to a tolled facility from
Oso Parkway to north of Cow Camp Road, and extend SR-241 by adding a new four‐lane tolled
highway (two tolled lanes in each direction) from north of Cow Camp Road to I‐5. Alternative 13
would cross Ortega Highway and La Pata Avenue in unincorporated Orange County, and would run
adjacent to the western boundary of Prima Deshecha Landfill in the City of San Juan Capistrano.
Alternative 13 would land within the I‐5 footprint at La Novia Avenue in the City of San Juan
Capistrano. Where Alternative 13 lands within the I‐5 footprint and subsequently runs parallel
thereto, two lanes in each direction would be provided in the median (widening I‐5 to the outside)
south to the Orange County/San Diego County line. Alternative 13 would transition to the existing
alignment of I‐ 5 in San Diego County, connecting with the I-5 at Basilone Road. Alternative 13 would
convert one existing HOV lane to a HOT lane, and add another HOT lane in each direction on I‐5
from La Novia Avenue to Avenida Pico. From Avenida Pico to the Orange County/San Diego County
line, two HOT lanes would be added in each direction on I‐5.
Alternative 14: Connect SR-241 to I‐5 via La Pata Avenue Crossing (Local Connection at Avenida
Pico). Alternative 14 would widen Los Patrones Parkway and convert to a tolled facility from Oso
Parkway to north of Cow Camp Road and extend SR-241 by adding a new four‐lane tolled highway
(two tolled lanes in each direction) from north of Cow Camp Road to I‐5. Alternative 14 would cross
Ortega Highway in unincorporated Orange County, and would run parallel to La Pata Avenue and
cross Prima Deshecha Landfill in unincorporated Orange County and the City of San Clemente.
Alternative 14 would land within the I‐5 footprint at Avenida Pico in the City of San Clemente.
Where Alternative 14 lands within the I‐5 footprint and subsequently runs parallel thereto, two
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lanes in each direction would be provided in the median (widening I‐5 to the outside) to the Orange
County/San Diego County line. Alternative 14 would transition to the existing alignment of I‐5 in San
Diego County and would end and connect with I‐5 at Basilone Road. Alternative 14 would add two
HOT lanes in each direction on I‐5 from Avenida Pico to the Orange County/San Diego County line.
Alternative 17: Connect SR-241 to I‐5 via Shore Cliffs (Local Connection at Avenida Vaquero).
Alternative 17 would widen Los Patrones Parkway and convert it to a tolled facility from Oso
Parkway to north of Cow Camp Road and extend SR-241 by adding a new four‐lane tolled highway
(two tolled lanes in each direction) from north of Cow Camp Road to I‐5. Alternative 17 would cross
Ortega Highway and La Pata Avenue in unincorporated Orange County, and would run adjacent to
the western boundary of Prima Deshecha Landfill in the City of San Juan Capistrano. Alternative 17
would cross through Shorecliff Golf Course and would land within the I‐5 footprint at Avenida
Vaquero in the City of San Clemente. Where Alternative 17 lands within the I‐5 footprint and
subsequently runs parallel thereto, two lanes in each direction would be provided in the median
(widening I‐5 to the outside) to the Orange County/San Diego County line. Alternative 17 would
transition to the existing alignment of I‐5 in San Diego County and would end and connect with I‐5 at
Basilone Road. Alternative 17 would convert one existing HOV lane to a HOT lane, and add another
HOT lane on I‐5 from Avenida Vaquero to Avenida Pico. From Avenida Pico to the Orange County/
San Diego County line, two HOT lanes would be added in each direction on I‐5.
Alternative 18: Connect SR-241 to SR-73 and Extend Crown Valley Parkway to SR-241. Alternative
18 would construct a four‐lane (two lanes in each direction) arterial connection from SR-73 to
Antonio Parkway, consistent with HDM standards for median widths for expressways under
restrictive conditions. This arterial facility would include connector structures over I‐5 where the
arterial would exit SR-73 to a signalized intersection at Avery Parkway. The arterial connection
would continue northeast from Avery Parkway to a signalized intersection at Antonio Parkway and
continue northeast to Los Patrones Parkway, ultimately providing access to SR-241 via Los Patrones
Parkway. Crown Valley Parkway would also be extended to connect to Los Patrones Parkway,
ultimately providing access to SR-241 via Los Patrones Parkway.
Alternative 21: Los Patrones Parkway Extension and I‐5 HOT Lanes. Alternative 21 consists of two
separate roadway segments. The first segment would extend Los Patrones Parkway with two lanes
in each direction from Cow Camp Road to Avenida La Pata, north of Vista Montana. During the
PSR/PDS and within the NOI and NOP, it was stated that the determination for Los Patrones Parkway
as tolled or untolled from Oso Parkway to Vista Montana would be further evaluated during the
PA/ED phase. For this alternative, traffic forecasts are based upon an untolled scenario for the
existing four‐mile segment of Los Patrones Parkway and the extension. The second segment would
provide a median‐to‐median HOT lane connector from SR-73 to I‐5. In addition, on I‐5, one existing
HOV lane would be converted to a HOT lane and another HOT lane would be added in each direction
from SR-73 HOT lane connectors to Avenida Pico. Alternative 21 would provide two HOT lanes in
each direction parallel to I‐5 from Avenida Pico to Basilone Road, just south of the Orange
County/San Diego County line. Depending on the results of detailed traffic modeling that will take
place later in Project development, spot improvements to local intersections may be also included
within the scope of Alternative 21.
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Alternative 22: Extension of Los Patrones Parkway to Avenida La Pata (Tolled/Untolled).
Alternative 22 proposes the extension of Los Patrones Parkway with two lanes in each direction
from Cow Camp Road to Avenida La Pata. Truck climbing lanes would be included, as necessary. Los
Patrones Parkway is a county secondary arterial that currently extends from Oso Parkway to
Chiquita Canyon Drive and provides connectivity to SR-241. The proposed alignment would measure
4.1 miles and would begin north of Cow Camp Road and end at Avenida La Pata to the south,
approximately 3,700 feet north of Camino del Rio. The proposed alignment would traverse
southeast across San Juan Creek into Rancho Mission Viejo’s future Planning Area 5. Near the
southern end of the planning area, the alignment would turn west into Prima Deshecha landfill,
where it would cross existing open space and run through an area proposed for future landfill use.
The alignment would ultimately intersect with Avenida La Pata at its southern terminus, north of
Camino Del Rio. The alignment may allow for consideration of ingress and egress at access points for
future development along the conceptual alignment. The determination of Los Patrones Parkway as
a managed lane facility (tolled or untolled) from Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata has been vetted
during the public scoping period and recommendations related thereto are provided in Section 2.6.
Depending on the results of detailed traffic modeling that will take place later in project
development, spot improvements to local intersections may also be included within the scope of
Alternative 22.
Alternative 23: I‐5 Managed Lanes from Avenida Pico to Basilone Road [HOV Lanes or HOT Lanes].
Alternative 23 proposes the extension of managed lanes on I‐5 in each direction consisting of HOV
or HOT lanes, depending on the option. The HOV/HOT lanes would begin at the southern end, in the
vicinity of the Basilone Road interchange near the Orange County line/San Diego County line, and
terminate at the northern end either near the Avenida Pico interchange or at the terminus of SR-73.
The existing mainline would be widened to the outside to accommodate the managed lanes. Bridge
widening and replacement would take place at several locations, new retaining walls would be
constructed, and the I‐5 centerline would shift to minimize right‐of‐way impacts. Alternative 23
would consist of four standalone options.
•

Option A (also referred to as Alternative 23A) would consist of the addition of a single HOV lane
in each direction from Avenida Pico to Basilone Road.

•

Option B (also referred to as Alternative 23B) would consist of the addition of two HOT lanes in
each direction from Avenida Pico to Basilone Road.

•

Option C (also referred to as Alternative 23C) would convert one existing HOV lane to a HOT
lane, and add another HOT lane in each direction from the SR-73 HOT lane connectors to
Avenida Pico. This option would then add two HOT lanes in each direction on I‐5 from Avenida
Pico to Basilone Road.

•

Option D (Also referred to as Alternative 23D) would convert one existing HOV lane to a HOT
lane in each direction from the SR-73 HOT lane connectors to Avenida Pico. This option would
then add one HOT lane in each direction on I‐5 from Avenida Pico to Basilone Road.
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INTRODUCTION TO THE SCTRE SCOPING PROCESS

Caltrans District 12, in cooperation with the F/ETCA acting as a sponsoring agency, is working to
study alternatives to materially improve north/south regional mobility and accommodate regional
travel demand within South Orange County. The jurisdictions within South Orange County that have
the potential to be impacted by the Project make up the Study Area, which includes all or parts of
the cities of Irvine, Lake Forest, Laguna Hills, Laguna Woods, Aliso Viejo, Laguna Niguel, Mission
Viejo, Rancho Santa Margarita, San Juan Capistrano, Dana Point, and San Clemente, and
unincorporated areas in Orange and San Diego Counties. The alternatives initially under study
include the extension of the tolled SR-241 lanes to I‐5, the extension of Crown Valley Parkway to SR241, new connections between Ortega Highway, Antonio Parkway, Avery Parkway, and SR-73, new
general purpose lanes on I‐5, new managed lanes on I‐5, or combinations of these preliminary
alternatives.
As stated in the Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent, based on the alternatives identified to date,
and the results of the Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR), it is anticipated that a Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) would be prepared for the
SCTRE Project. The purpose of the PEAR was to identify anticipated environmental commitments
and approvals during the PID Phase, and is included as Attachment E to the PSR/PDS. The first step
in preparing the Draft EIR/EIS is to conduct formal scoping in order to introduce the proposed
project to the general public and public agencies in order to solicit input regarding the scope of the
analysis to be included in the Draft EIR/EIS, the suite of alternatives evaluated, and the Project’s
Purpose and Need.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
encourage public participation during the environmental document preparation process for a
project. This initial public participation phase is called “scoping.” Scoping focuses on defining the
environmental issues and alternatives that should be taken into consideration and evaluated during
the CEQA/NEPA process. This report summarizes the scoping outreach activities, distribution of
notices, and comments received during the SCTRE scoping period from November 8, 2019 to
February 10, 2020.
As CEQA/NEPA Lead Agency, Caltrans approved the definition of study area and methodology for
the scoping process and associated public outreach efforts, which were developed in consultation
with F/ETCA. Because the primary goal of scoping (as well as the environmental process in general)
is to identify and understand the potential impacts of a project, it is reasonable to limit the scoping
study area to that area that would be potentially impacted by a project. For the SCTRE Project, the
scoping study area was inclusive (in full or in part) of the following cities: Irvine, Lake Forest, Laguna
Hills, Laguna Woods, Aliso Viejo, Laguna Niguel, Mission Viejo, Rancho Santa Margarita, San Juan
Capistrano, Dana Point, San Clemente, and unincorporated areas of Orange and San Diego Counties.

1.3

NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND NOTICE OF INTENT

The scoping process for SCTRE was initiated with the preparation and distribution of a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) via mail and posting at the State Clearinghouse, and the publication and
distribution of a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register. Both the NOP and NOI are intended
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to inform public agencies and the general public about the Project and the environmental review
process, advise the public of scoping meetings, and solicit comments on the NOP and NOI and the
scope of the Draft EIR/EIS. Comments and suggestions were invited from all interested parties in
order to ensure that the full range of issues related to the proposed project, including reasonable
alternatives and mitigation measures, are identified in the Draft EIR/EIS.

1.3.1

Notice of Preparation

The NOP (posted at SCH #2019110190) was circulated to public agencies and other interested
parties in compliance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines on November 7, 2019. Copies
of the NOP are provided in Appendix A and a copy of the master distribution list, which shows
recipients of the NOP, is provided in Appendix B.
Caltrans, as lead agency and in coordination with F/ETCA, elected to extend the scoping period in
response to public requests. The scoping period was formally extended twice, for an additional sixty
days in total. The first extension, adding thirty days to the scoping period, occurred on November
22, 2019. A notification letter was provided to the State Clearinghouse, which is included in
Appendix C. The second extension, adding an additional thirty days to the scoping period, occurred
on December 13, 2019. In total, the scoping period was ninety-four (94) days, ending on
February 10, 2020. A notification letter was provided to the State Clearinghouse and is included in
Appendix D. That notification letter was also mailed to the Distribution List, which was updated
based on new information and returned mailings since the initial mailing of the NOP. The
Distribution List for the second extension of the scoping period is included in Appendix E.
The Notice of Preparation was filed and posted with the County Clerks in both Orange and San Diego
Counties on Friday, November 8, 2019. Similarly, the postings were extended on Monday,
December 2, 2019 and Thursday, January 9, 2020 at the Orange County Clerk and on Thursday,
January 9, 2020 at the San Diego County Clerk, in accordance with the extensions of the scoping
period. The first scoping extension letter was mailed to both the Orange County and San Diego
County Clerks, and the San Diego County Clerk confirmed via telephone and email on Tuesday,
November 26, 2019 that they would re‐post the NOP that day without an in‐person posting.
Stamped copies of the NOP from the Orange County and San Diego County Clerks are included in
Appendix F.

1.3.2

Notice of Intent

The NOI was published on November 7, 2019, in the Office of the Federal Register in compliance
with federal regulation 40 CFR 1508.22. The NOI was distributed to public agencies and other
interested parties with the NOP on November 7, 2019. The NOI and Federal Register publication are
provided in Appendix G. A copy of the master distribution list, which shows recipients of the NOI
and NOP, is provided in Appendix B.
All of recipients on the master distribution list received a public scoping notice in English and
Spanish, the NOI and NOP with a map of the SCTRE Alternatives. Federal, state, and local agencies
invited to be a Cooperating and/or Participating Agency also received a formal invitation letter.
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More information regarding the Cooperating/Participating Agency invitations and associated
process under 23 United States Code (USC) 139 can be found in Section 1.5 of this document. Copies
of the Public Scoping Notice and Cooperating/Participating Agency letters are provided in Appendix
H and Appendix I, respectively.
Packages containing the contents listed above were mailed to the Distribution List on November 6,
2019 via United States Postal Service (USPS) Priority Mail. Delivery receipts/confirmations are
provided in Appendix J.
As outlined in Section 1.3.1 above, the scoping period was extended twice, for a total of 94 days,
ending on February 10, 2020. Refer to Section 1.3.1, above, for details about the supplemental
mailings to notify agencies and interested parties of the scoping period extensions and to provide
the extended NOP and NOI. The NOI associated with the first extension was published in the Federal
Register on December 3, 2019 and the NOI associated with the second extension was published in
the Federal Register on December 20, 2019. Copies of each NOI are provided in Appendix G.

1.3.3

NOP/NOI Responses

Responses to the NOP/NOI were received by Caltrans and will be considered in developing the
alternatives and issues to be analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. Many of the comments received provided
valuable insights into the issues and concerns of potentially affected agencies, groups, communities,
and individuals, and identified areas of concern that Caltrans expects to analyze in the Draft EIR/EIS.
A summary of all substantive comments and key issues raised in the letters from federal, State, and
regional, county, and city agencies, elected officials, school districts, utility providers, and tribal
groups are listed in Table 1.1 (for documentation purposes, the full table is located at the end of this
chapter). Due to the substantial number of commenters received from the public, comment
summaries for all other comments received are not provided in Table 1.1 but can be found in the
record of NOP/NOI response letters provided in Appendix K.

1.4

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS

In addition to the issuance of the NOP under CEQA and the publication of the NOI under NEPA,
additional outreach was undertaken to ensure that the public, agencies, and elected officials were
aware of the scoping comment period and public scoping meetings. This additional outreach took
several forms: public notification in local newspapers, e‐mail blasts, postcard mailing, and the
Project website at http://www.SCTRE.org.
A “Public Scoping Notice/Availability of Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Notice of Public
Meetings” (public notice) was published in newspapers of local and general circulation as indicated
in Table 1.2. The specific dates of publication are listed in Table 1.2. Generally, the public notice ran
two times in each publication: once at the start of the scoping period and once prior to the second
and final scoping meeting. The newspaper ads are provided in Appendix L. A copy of the public
notices is included in Appendix H.
To supplement the mailing of the public notice, NOP, and NOI to the agencies and persons included
on the Distribution List, another mailing containing the public notice and Preliminary Scoping Report
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was distributed via regular mail on Wednesday, November 13, 2019. A copy of the Preliminary
Scoping Report is included in Appendix M.
A postcard mailer was sent to residences (both owners and occupants, if different) and businesses
within 500 feet of the proposed alignments, totaling approximately 28,000 recipients. The postcard
notified recipients of the scoping period and public scoping meetings and methods for submittal of
comments, as well as the Project’s website URL. A copy of the postcard is included in Appendix N.

Table 1.2: Publication Information
Newspaper
Capistrano Dispatch
The Coast News
The Coto de Caza News
The Dana Point Times
Excelsior
Irvine World News
Laguna Beach Independent
Laguna Woods Globe
The Mission Viejo News
Orange County Business Journal
Orange County Register
Saddleback Valley News
The San Clemente News
The San Clemente Times

Date of Publication(s)
November 8, 2019 and December 13, 2019*
November 8, 2019 and November 29, 2019*
November 8, 2019 and November 29, 2019*
November 8, 2019 and November 29, 2019*
November 8, 2019 and November 29, 2019*
November 14, 2019 and December 5, 2019*
November 8, 2019 and November 29, 2019*
November 14, 2019 and December 5, 2019*
November 8, 2019 and November 29, 2019*
November 11, 2019 and November 25, 2019*
November 8, 2019 and December 1, 2019*
November 14, 2019 and December 5, 2019*
November 8, 2019 and November 29, 2019*
November 14, 2019 and November 27, 2019*

An asterisk (*) indicates a publication in which a revised ad with the scoping end date of January 8, 2020.

E‐mail blasts were sent to those who had previously requested notice and provided an email address
to F/ETCA. The first email blast, notifying recipients of the beginning of the scoping period, was sent
on November 8, 2019. On November 12, 2019, an email blast (eblast) was sent directing recipients to
the various documents available for download on the Project website (NOI, NOP, Preliminary Scoping
Report, and map of project alternatives), along with information regarding the upcoming public
scoping meetings. On November 19, 2019, an eblast reminding recipients of the first public scoping
meeting was sent, and on December 3, 2019, an eblast reminding recipients of the second public
scoping meeting was sent. The final e‐blast reminder was sent approximately one week prior to the
end of scoping, on Monday, February 3, 2020. Copies of each e‐blast are included in Appendix O.
The Project website (http://www.SCTRE.org) was launched on November 8, 2019. It was intended to
be the primary clearinghouse for project‐related information. The top of the website’s landing page
contains a link to an overview video very similar to the one played at the public scoping meeting
(minor modifications were made to tailor the videos for each context) that provided an overview of
the Project and scoping process. Directly below the video link, project documents were available for
download (the NOP, NOI, public notice [English and Spanish], Preliminary Scoping Report, and map
of project alternatives. Below the Project documents, information regarding the time and location of
the public scoping meetings and duration of the comment period was provided. Following that and
scrolling further down the page, the materials provided at the scoping meetings (the overview
video, display boards, road map [English and Spanish], Preliminary Scoping Report, project fact sheet
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[English and Spanish], map of project alternatives, and three videos related to speed and congestion
in the Study Area on weekdays, Saturday, and Sunday) were also made available for download.
Instructions on how to submit formal scoping comments were provided following those materials,
as well as a form in which contact information could be submitted to sign up for further updates on
the Project. Finally, links to Caltrans District 12 and F/ETCA’s websites were provided near the
bottom of the webpage. A screen shot of the website as it appeared during the scoping period is
included in Appendix P.

1.5

COOPERATING AND PARTICIPATING AGENCY INVITATIONS

NEPA requires that the federal Lead Agency invite other federal agencies that have jurisdiction by
law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposed project to
be Cooperating Agencies during the environmental process for a proposed project. In addition,
23 United States Code (U.S.C.) 139, Efficient Environmental Reviews for Project Decision Making,
requires that federal and nonfederal agencies that may have an interest in the Project be invited to
become a Participating Agency in the Project’s environmental review process. Cooperating and
Participating Agencies are notified of opportunities to provide input during the environmental
review process including comments, responses, studies, or methodologies on those areas within the
special expertise or jurisdiction of the agency and to address any environmental issues of concern to
the agency. 23 USC 139(h)(4) stipulates that an issue resolved by the lead agency with the
concurrence of the participating agencies may not be reconsidered unless significant new
information or circumstances arise.
A federal agency can elect to be both a Cooperating and a Participating Agency. Generally, with
limited exceptions, only federal agencies can be Cooperating Agencies.
California participated in the “Surface Transportation Project Delivery Pilot Program” Pilot Program)
pursuant to 23 USC 327, for more than five years, beginning July 1, 2007 and ending September 30,
2012. With the Pilot Program, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) assigned, and Caltrans
assumed, all USDOT Secretary’s responsibilities under NEPA. The Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21st Century Act (MAP‐21) amended 23 USC 327 to establish a permanent Surface Transportation
Project Delivery Program. As a result, on October 1, 2012, the Department entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding with FHWA, pursuant to 23 USC 327 that bridged the Pilot Program
with establishment of the permanent program. On December 23, 2016, the bridging MOU was
replaced with an MOU that is renewable every 5 years. In summary, Caltrans continues to assume
FHWA’s responsibilities under NEPA for projects on California’s State Highway System (SHS) and for
federal‐aid local streets and roads projects under FHWA’s Surface Transportation Project Delivery
Pilot Program. Caltrans also continues to assume all of FHWA’s responsibilities for environmental
coordination and consultation under other federal environmental laws pertaining to the review or
approval of projects. For purposes of carrying out the responsibilities assumed under 23 USC 327,
Caltrans is deemed to be acting as the FHWA with respect to the environmental review,
consultation, and other actions required under those responsibilities.
Therefore, Caltrans sent Cooperating Agency letters to four federal agencies, inviting them to be
Cooperating and Participating Agencies for the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. If an agency elects
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to become a Cooperating Agency, they are also considered Participating Agencies. Copies of the
Cooperating Agency letters are provided in Appendix I.
The list of agencies invited to be Cooperating Agencies is provided in Table 1.3. The United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Region IX accepted the invitation to be a Cooperating Agency. The U.S. Department of the Interior,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), declined to be a Cooperating Agency due to workload
constraints but agreed to act as a Participating Agency. Should a federal agency not respond, they
are considered to be a Participating Agency by default.

Table 1.3: Agencies Invited to Become Cooperating Agencies
1.
2.
3.
4.

Agency Name
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District, Regulatory District Office
U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration, National Marine
Fisheries Service, West Coast Regional Office
U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, Carlsbad Fish and
Wildlife Office
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental Review Section

Caltrans also sent Participating Agency invitation letters on November 8, 2019, to agencies that
may have an interest in the Project. Letters were sent differentiating whether the agency had
legislative or regulatory jurisdiction over portions of the Study Area or whether the agency may
have interest over the legislative or regulatory jurisdiction of the Study Area. A response to the
invitation was requested by December 9, 2019. A secondary set of Participating Agency invitation
letters were sent to the same agencies to correct a typo in the original letter on November 21,
2019. The second invitation superseded and replaced the initial invitation. A response by
December 21, 2019, was requested. The list of agencies invited to be Participating Agencies is
also provided in Table 1.4.

Table 1.4: Agencies Invited to Become Participating Agencies
Agency Name
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
U.S. Centers for Disease Control, National Center for Environmental Health
U.S. Coast Guard
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis
U.S. Department of Energy, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
U.S. Department of Energy, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation
U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological Survey
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Table 1.4: Agencies Invited to Become Participating Agencies
Agency Name
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Surface Mining
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration
California Air Resources Board
California Coastal Commission
California Coastal Conservancy
California Department of Conservation
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Department of Food and Agriculture
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Department of Housing and Community Development
California Department of Parks and Recreation, State Parks
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
California Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Department of Water Resources
California Energy Commission
California Environmental Protection Agency
California Health and Human Services Agency
California Highway Patrol
California Natural Resources Agency
California Office of Historic Preservation
California Public Utilities Commission
California State Lands Commission
California State Water Resources Control Board
Orange County Transportation Authority
Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Diego Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Southern California Association of Governments
City of Dana Point
City of Irvine
City of Laguna Hills
City of Laguna Niguel
City of Laguna Woods
City of Lake Forest
City of Mission Viejo
City of Rancho Santa Margarita
City of San Clemente
City of San Juan Capistrano
County of San Diego, Department of Parks and Recreation
County of San Diego, Department of Public Works
Orange County Department of Parks and Recreation
OC Public Works

Copies of the Participating Agency letters are provided in Appendix I.
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Table 1.5 summarizes the agencies that replied to the invitation to become a Cooperating and/or
Participating Agency. The response letters and relevant follow‐up coordination are provided in
Appendix Q. As indicated previously, a federal agency’s nonresponse is considered an acceptance
of the invitation; therefore, all federal agencies listed in Table 1.4 that did not decline the
invitation are considered Participating Agencies for the Project.

Table 1.5: Summary of Cooperating/Participating Agencies
Agency Name

Status
Cooperating Agency/
Participating Agency
Cooperating Agency/
Participating Agency
Participating Agency

1.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

2.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

3.
4.
5.

U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration, National
Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast Regional Office
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

6.

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Participating Agency

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region IX
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Los Angeles Field Office
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region Office
U.S Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Services
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Surface Mining
U.S. Department of the Interior, Federal Railroad Administration
California Air Resources Board
California Coastal Commission
California Coastal Conservancy
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, South Coast Region
California Department of Parks and Recreation, State Parks
Orange County Transportation Authority
City of Dana Point
City of Irvine
City of Laguna Hills
City of Laguna Niguel
City of Laguna Woods
City of Lake Forest
City of Mission Viejo
City of Rancho Santa Margarita
City of San Juan Capistrano
City of San Clemente
County of San Diego, Department of Public Works
Orange County Department of Parks and Recreation (OC Parks)
OC Public Works, Infrastructure Programs

Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency
Participating Agency

Participating Agency
Participating Agency
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SCOPING MEETINGS

1.6.1

Scoping Meetings

During the review period of the NOP and NOI, scoping meetings were held in the Study Area in two
different locations to provide an overview of the Project, the preliminary suite of alternatives and
preliminary Purpose and Need, a summary of the environmental process and preliminary schedule,
and to receive input from the public on the information presented and the scope and content of the
EIR/EIS.
1.6.1.1

Public Notification

As previously discussed, materials notifying the public, elected officials, and agencies of the
commencement of the scoping period also included information regarding the public scoping
meetings. This included the email blasts, the Project website, newspaper advertisements (public
notice), and postcards.

1.6.2
1.6.2.1

Scoping Meetings
Public Scoping Meetings

The public scoping meetings were held on November 20 and December 4, 2019, at Norman P.
Murray Community and Senior Center in Mission Viejo and The Ocean Institute in Dana Point,
respectively. Approximately 95 people attended the November 20, 2019, scoping meeting, and
approximately 120 people attended the December 4, 2019, scoping meeting. Spanish translators
were available at both public scoping meetings.
The public scoping meetings were held in an open house format beginning at 5:00 p.m. and ending
at 8:00 p.m. No formal presentation was provided and attendees could arrive at any time. Six exhibit
stations were provided at the meetings, as described below. At both meetings, comment boxes and
comment cards were provided at various locations within the room so that comments could be
drafted and submitted at whatever location was most convenient for attendees.
•

Station 1 – Sign‐in. At this station, attendees were asked (but not required) to sign in and were
provided a voluntary Community Input Survey (for purposes of Title VI tracking and compliance),
a project fact sheet, and a meeting road map. A display board titled “Start Here: Introduction
and How to Participate” was provided at this station. The Community Input Survey, project fact
sheet, and meeting road map are included in Appendix R.

•

Station 2 – Overview and Video. At this station, an introductory video about the SCTRE Project
was continuously played on several smaller screens, and attendees could listen via headphones
provided or read along with the closed captioning. In addition, a display board outlining an
overview of the scoping process was provided at this station.

•

Station 3 – Preliminary Purpose and Need. This station provided an overview of the preliminary
purpose and need for the Project, as well as traffic-related data and information related to the
needs identified. Display boards and a short video related to congestion in the Study Area were
provided at this station, and staff was available to answer questions.
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•

Station 4 – Project Alternatives and Development. At this station, an overview of the suite of
alternatives was provided. This included the currently proposed alternatives as well as
alternatives previously considered during the PSR/PDS process, prior to the start of formal
scoping. Display boards were provided showing the alternative maps, and staff was available to
answer questions.

•

Station 5 – Environmental Review Process. At this station, display boards showing
environmental milestones, resources areas to be studied in the EIR/EIS, and next steps in the
Project development process were provided, along with staff available to answer questions.

•

Station 6 – Comment Station. The comment station was set up to provide various methods for
submitting comments. Court reporters were available to receive verbal comments, and tables
and chairs were set up to provide an area for attendees to write comments on provided
comment cards. Comment boxes in which attendees could submit comment cards were
provided at this station.

The scoping meeting display boards and sign‐in sheets are provided in Appendix S. The Scoping
Meeting Comment Cards and Scoping Meeting Transcripts are provided in Appendix T and Appendix
U, respectively. In addition to the dedicated stations, light refreshments were provided at the
meetings. Tables 1.6 through 1.9 provide additional Scoping Meeting details.
1.6.2.2

Comments Received at the Scoping Meetings

Table 1.6: November 20, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comment Card Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, November 20, 2019 – Norman P. Murray Community and Senior Center,
Mission Viejo, California
Gloria
Opines that Alternative 18 is not a good alternative.
Robin Hook
Opines that Southern Orange County needs to be sensitive to building homes to close
to roads such that the roads cannot be widened in the future.
Unknown
Requests that Alternatives 13, 17, 9, 18, and 14 be removed from consideration.
Unknown
Concerned about noise impacts and how they will be mitigated. Concerned about
subsequent impacts to quality of life.
Phil Malamatenios
States that South County residents mostly universally oppose additional roads. Prefers
Trestles option. Would select Alternatives that add tolled lanes to I-5 over any other
option. Opposes arteries through neighborhoods or that would impact schools.
Specifically opposed to Alternatives 9 and 18 because they would create more traffic.
Beth Malamatenios
Feels that the projected benefits of the project do not outweigh the environmental,
community, and financial disadvantages. Toll lanes on freeways are only option that
makes sense as they are less costly, no new environmental impact or impact to
homeowners and schools.
Unknown
Opposed to toll road.
Unknown
Opposed to Alternatives 9 and 18.
Patty O. Connor
Suggestions eliminating Alternatives 9 and 18 from consideration because they do not
meet the purpose of the project.
Barbara Lenmark
Feels that toll roads should not be constructed as they are too expensive and not
heavily used. Feels that more toll roads should not be constructed given that other toll
roads in region are not paid off, specifically SR-73. Opposes toll roads.
Brian Mills
Alternatives 9 and 18 do not meet the purpose and need of the project. Supports a
solution that is north-south focused, such as widening of or improvements to I-5.
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Table 1.6: November 20, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comment Card Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, November 20, 2019 – Norman P. Murray Community and Senior Center,
Mission Viejo, California
Rita Tayenaka
Alternatives 21, 22, and 23 are preferred. Traffic relief is necessary.
Barbara Lenmark
Suggests improvements to roadways parallel to I-5, such as Moulton, Muirlands, or
Jeronimo. Feels that more people would use roadways parallel to I-5, such as Moulton,
Muirlands, or Jeronimo if the lights were timed better or if there was more free flow.
Susan O'Carroll
Requests that screening report and PSR be posted to website.
Gary Stewart
Opposed to Alternatives 9 and 18. Opposed to converting existing carpool lanes to
tolled lanes as this option would favor wealthier commuters. Suggests more general
purpose lanes.
Unknown
Opposed to more toll roads in South orange County.
Jay Elliott
Opposed to Alternatives 9 and 18. Feels that Alternatives 23 has the least negative
impact on neighborhoods.
Patrick D. McGinley
Feels that traffic on SR-241 and I-5 would increase if the two roads were connected. Of
the Alternatives, most in support of 22 and 14. Feels that SR-241 has too little traffic to
have any beneficial impact.
Jay Elliott
Alternatives 9, 18, 13, 14, and 17 would be destructive to Rancho Mission Viejo, Ladera
Ranch, and San Clemente. Alternative 23 is the best option.
Alan and Susan DeMendoza
Los Patrones Parkway should remain free. Concerned about conversion to toll road.
Michael Metcalf
No build is best option. Suggests alternatives to automobile and truck transportation
to reduce congestion.
Barbara Moody
Traffic on I-5 generates unbearable noise and rubberized asphalt is necessary.
Karan Singh
Oso is the only entrance/exit to Coto de Caza and it gets very crowded, especially with
the construction of the Oso bridge. Alternative 9 and 18 would ease this traffic issue
and are essential.
Terry Yapp
Opposed to conversion of carpool lanes into tolled lanes on I-5 and I-405.
Karen Whistler
Concerned about the noise impacts from Alternative 9 because homes are so close by.
Alternative 9 could also crowd Ortega Highway.
Dennis Etlin
Opposed to toll roads south of Oso parkway. Improve I-5 through Camp Pendleton.
Alternative 14 is not needed.
Sherrie Pawley
Opposed to any additional toll roads. Very strongly opposed to Alternatives 13, 14 and
17 because of their negative impact on existing properties. Need to utilize existing
streets to manage traffic flow. No build option is best. These alternatives would
enhance traffic.
Joanne Frank
Main concern is a toll road that would affect existing homes. Alternative 14 would
affect many, Alternative 22 would not. Where Alternative 14 meets I-5 is congested no
matter what.
Anthony Elia
Oppose Alternative 23. Freeway widening would be adequate for 20 years. HOT lanes
are a second sales tax and are elitist. TCA has not standing and their traffic data is
overly optimistic/incorrect. Current toll roads need to be paid off, and no additional
toll roads should be built.
Delbert Mortenson
Alternatives 9 and 18 do not meet the project's goals because they are east/west roads
and they should be eliminated from consideration.
Anonymous
Traffic in SJC is inevitable. Prefers Alternatives 14 and 17 if I-5 cannot be widened.
Ortega is too small to accommodate an increase in through traffic.

1-20

SCOPI NG SUMMARY
MARCH 2020

AND

AL TE RNATIVE S S CREE NI NG REPORT

SOUTH COUNTY TRAFFI C RELIE F EFFORT PROJE CT
ORANGE COUNTY, CALI FORNI A

Table 1.6: November 20, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comment Card Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, November 20, 2019 – Norman P. Murray Community and Senior Center,
Mission Viejo, California
Lisa Mills
Based on the cost estimates and data, Alternatives 9 and 18 would not benefit the
commuters nor provide traffic relief. Project would reduce access to open
spaces/green spaces. Issues during peak commuter hours should not determine
something so major. Public transportation should be improved instead. Shopping
centers should be located closer to peoples homes to minimize travel, and
telecommuting should be more common. Current widening efforts are more
necessary. Wants to keep Orange County more natural. States that tax impacts will
cause businesses to relocate outside of California or go out of business.
Eugene Tyler
Agrees with redundancy, and feels that there is and will not be any local demand for a
direct route to Yorba Linda from the San Diego County border. Alternatives 21 and 22
with provision that Los Patrones remain a free road should be the only ones to move
forward because they have the least takes of residential and commercial property.
OCTA should oversee and manage Alternative 22 as they are already overseeing
Alternative 21, and TCA should stop construction and pay off existing roads.
Margaret Novak
Concerned about additional development in region, such as RMV, without additional
transportation and public safety improvements. Concerned about ease of mobility and
economy due to additional development. Supports TCA, Caltrans, and OCTA efforts to
develop traffic solutions, particularly along I-5. Feels that the purpose and need is
important and defines a path forward for South Orange County. Requests that no
changes are made to the Purpose and Need, or if any changes are made, all references
to north-south travel and weekends, are retained. Concerned that additional
development in RMV will also become an issue during weekdays. Expresses concern
for Alternative 9 and 18, as they do not address north-south travel demand. Expresses
support for additional study to find traffic relief solutions. Expresses support for
managed/HOT lanes on I-5. States that there is support within Ladera Ranch and other
areas within South Orange County that support toll roads and OCTA. Feels that TCA
and OCTA should continue to work together. Suggests that Ortega Highway between
Antonio parkway and I-5 need to be widened.
Ed Moody
Dust and dirt from current project is unacceptable. Current project did not use sound
absorbing asphalt and the new noise level is unacceptable.
Will Powers, Sharon Barth, Ric
Alternatives 9 and 18 should be removed from further consideration. Alternatives 9
Barth
and 18 are the least effective and the most expensive. Alternatives 9 and 18 require
the greatest use of eminent domain. Alternatives 9 and 18 face challenges, such as
legal, engineering, environmental, and practical challenges. Alternatives 9 and 18 are
subject to restrictive open space conservation easements, and are unlikely to be
permitted. Alternatives 9 and 18 are east-west corridors that do not address the
purpose/need of the project, which is to improve north-south mobility. TCA did not
want to include Alternatives 9 and 18, and only did so because of public input. TCA's
original studies found Alternatives 9 and 18 to be infeasible. The OC Southern
Subregion Habitat Conservation Plan determined which areas of RMV should be
perpetually preserved and which areas could be developed. Alternatives 9 and 18 were
not contemplated in the HCP, and they would fragment at least two of the open space
conservation easements that directly involve mediated protection of five endangered
species. Construction operations would degrade essential habitat. Replacement
conservation parcels that would be considered mitigation would not be viable given
the comprehensive and intertwined nature of the open space conservation easements.
The open space conservation easements protect the land from development. The OC
Southern Subregion HCP did not contemplate Alternatives 9 and 18. Mitigation land
would not be viable. The regulatory constraints of the open space conservation
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Table 1.6: November 20, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comment Card Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, November 20, 2019 – Norman P. Murray Community and Senior Center,
Mission Viejo, California
easements and the federal take permit are significant. The traffic volume on I-5 in San
Clemente is half what it is in Mission Viejo per day. SR-73 provides little relief to those
commuting north. TCA should be focused on congestion north of Oso Parkway. Traffic
volumes on SR-241 do not support the need for an extension to I-5 to the south. Eastwest arterials carry a significant load of traffic, and traffic volume on SR-241 between
Santa Margarita and Oso Parkway is very low. This all suggests that drivers are heading
to work centers in the Irvine area. Alternatives 9 and 18 are redundant with existing
east-west roadways. The primary traffic congestion problem is north of Oso Parkway.
SR-241 volume is very low since more drivers are heading north. Alternatives 9 and 18
are redundant and not needed. The focus of mobility improvements should be north of
Oso Parkway. Alternatives 9 and 18, constructed as arterials or as toll roads, provide
minimal traffic relief for congestion on I-5 compared to all other options. Alternatives 9
and 18 would have significant adverse effects on scenic vistas/aesthetics in the areas
near these alignments and would introduce a new source of light and glare in an area
intended to be maintained as habitat and open space. The flyover connector from SR73 to Alternative 9 would negatively impact the aesthetic qualities in Mission Viejo,
Laguna Niguel, and San Juan Capistrano neighborhoods. The flyover would be
massive/elevated in order to negotiate the geography of the area, and the aesthetic
impacts cannot be overstated. Alternatives 9 and 18 would produce an increase in
criteria air pollutants for sensitive receptors. Senior communities and schools are both
within the vicinity of 9 and 18. Alternatives 9 and 18 would interfere with open spaces
protected by conservation easements, and the habitat for endangered plant and
animal species. Alternatives 9 and 18 would interfere with wildlife movement.
Alternatives 9 and 18 would harm six federally endangered/threatened species.
Replacement conservation parcels are not a viable form of mitigation. Alternatives 9
and 18 would be built on the Capistrano Formation, which is prone to landslides. Noise
impacts would be significant in adjacent neighborhoods and would disturb natural
environments. Land Use impacts would include the fact that the Ranch Plan Map
shows multiple planning areas and anticipated roadways, and that Alternatives 9 and
18 were not ever included/contemplated. Alternative 9 would cause the loss of over
100 homes and the displacement of long-time residents. Most long-time residents
cannot afford similar homes in the area. The decrease in home values would decrease
property tax revenue for the County. Alternatives 9 and 18 do nothing to alleviate I-5
traffic and may increase congestion on arterials such as Antonio and Ortega. Traffic
studies indicate little need for another east-west roadway. Air pollution caused by
Alternative 9 would cause health issues. Critical habitat would be destroyed by
Alternatives 9 and 18. The area is prone to landslides and is not suitable for roadways
and/or tunnel. Alternatives 9 and 18 were not contemplated at the time of the Ranch
Map Plan or RMV's EIRs. The loss of homes through eminent domain would cause
undue hardship on displaced residents. Alternatives 9 and 18 would negatively affect
adjacent property values and decrease tax revenue for the County. Alternatives 9 and
18 would increase congestion on Antonio and Ortega, which is counter to the goal of
improving mobility. Alternative 9 would require the extensive use of eminent domain.
Conservatively, it is estimated that 100 homes and two schools would need to be
acquired, and while the values of the schools are not known, the value of the homes
exceeds $150 million. These costs combined with the cost of elevating and/or
tunneling roadway for minimal traffic improvement make Alternative 9 infeasible.
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Table 1.7: November 20, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comments Taken by Court Reporter
Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comments Taken by Court Reporter
Wednesday, November 20, 2019 – Norman P. Murray Community and Senior Center, Mission Viejo,
California
Rolland Graham
The project should address the possibility of addressing congestion on I-5 by improving
the signalization or coordination of parallel peripheral roads. Flow on surface streets
needs to be improved through improved coordination between cities and Caltrans. The
alternatives propose adding HOV and/or HOT lanes to I-5, but this is already being done
under separate projects throughout South OC. Tearing up recent improvements on I-5
to build new improvements is not financially sensible. This would be a waste of
taxpayer dollars. Suggests rerouting rail lines inland and expanding tracks/systems to
provide a north/south mobility option parallel to I-5. Feels that roads alone won't solve
the problem. An alternate form of transit needs to be investigated, as the roadway
infrastructure cannot support increasing housing densities. Suggests pursuing rail,
improvement to surface streets, and improvements to signalization. There is not
enough coordination between the City and Caltrans, and there are no proposals for
alternate modes of transportation or alternate solutions. No long-range planning about
tearing down or building over recently improvements facilities is happening. Taxpayers
pay the costs for these issues.
Michael Metcalf
San Clemente is for the no build option. Alternatives 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 17, 21, 22, 23 all
require more automobile and truck infrastructure. There should be nonautomobile/truck alternatives such as rail that do not require more highways.
Susan Demendoza
Expresses concern for cost of tolls as per implementing the alternatives.
Al Holguin
Suggests that since the goal is to solve the north and southbound traffic problems, the
alternatives should not go east/west to Avery Parkway.
Mandy Holguin
Expresses opposition to Alternatives 9 and 18.
John Foster
Expresses opposition to Alternatives 9 and 18, and states concern that the alternatives
would ruin the open space aesthetic.
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Table 1.8: December 4, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comment Card Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, December 4, 2019 – The Ocean Institute, Dana Point, California
Glenn J Ohl, Robert
Chamberlain, Kathleen M Ohl,
Gail Chamberlain, Randall W
Brooks, Marlyce M Brooks,
Kevin E Walsh, Alan Gordoni,
Linda Gordoni, Joan B Walsh,
Cornelia Lee, Joan Silver, Jeanne
Silver, Elyse Rosenbaum,
Michael Rosenbaum Stan
Sokolove, Angela Sokolove,
Cynthia Eyster, Cindy Peterson,
Frank Mangio, Connie Mangio,
Herb Richter, Lori Richter,
Christine Ermacoff, Ilene Miller,
Steven Miller, Mary Kay Karr,
Gulbann Hamir, Monamed
Hamir, Merrill Van Riper,
Cathleen M. Stipek, Jan
Sanchez, Ken Sanchez, Steve
Cormiek, Mary Miller, Dominic
and Lenore Vlasic, Jill Martin,
Roger K. Smith, Jan Marie
Robertson, Bill Robertson, Alice
Cormier, Arthur Greenberg,
Linda Greenberg, Frances Segal,
Joe Impellizeri, Heidi Flores,
Frank S. Flores, Charles Weisbin,
Alison Weisbin, Carl Swallow,
Ellen Swallow, Joseph Macko,
Laurie Macko, Joan Lyons,
Anthony and Lynn Cristina,
Robert Lyons, Paul J
Desruisseaux, Margaret
Desruisseaux, Linda Johansen,
Terrie Johansen, Alanna Lyon
Cathy Pechsteot

Harold Cross
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Alts 9 and 18 do not fit the purpose and need to provide traffic relief. Alts 9 and 18 do
not provide material improvement in daily vehicle hours of delay. Alts 9 and 18 do not
reduce traffic on I-5. Alts 9 and 18 do not add additional capacity during peak hours.
Alts 9 and 18 do not add additional capacity in the event of an emergency. Only an
option that complies with all laws and regulations should be advanced. Alternatives 9
and 18 involve significant and unacceptable environmental impacts.
These commenters all provided the same or similar versions of the same form letter to
provide comments.

No good options for south Orange County density. The larger problem is a lack of
coordination and planning between building density, mass transit, and roads. Density
should not be allowed to continue in south County because available land for the kind
of roads required doesn't exist. TCA will only be creating additional "induced demand"
with the 241 road extension alternatives. None of the proposed alternatives work well.
Ultimately, it's just a mammoth additional surcharge to I-5. The environmental impacts
are too great and damage to the beach communities is too great. Rampant
development needs to stop including highways.
Does not think that Alternatives 9 and 18 will improve north-south regional mobility,
the stated goal of the project.
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Table 1.8: December 4, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comment Card Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, December 4, 2019 – The Ocean Institute, Dana Point, California
Dawn Urbanek

Edward Farfan

Dennis Lynch
Bill Ivie

Robert Mikolatcznik

Mark Dally
Nancy Carlson

Deborah Camack

Gloria Swanson
Eric Swanson
Linda Orcutt

Debra Franzi
Terri Mear

Supports the No Build Alternative. Feels the project is fraudulent. Feels that the project
is harming students and the environment. Feels that the project is mischaracterized as
a "minor" amendment because the alignment of SR-241 south of Oso Parkway has
been shifted 10 percent and the road designation has changed from an "F" Street
Collector Road to a segment of the SR-241 Toll Road. Asks what TCA will do to mitigate
the air quality health risks to students at Tesoro High School during construction since
there is no valid CEQA or NEPA analysis. Indicates they will submit their full comments
via email and provide a map of Tesoro High School.
Feels that the proposed extension of SR-241 serves the interest of TCA more than the
public. Feels that the proposed widening of I-5 would alleviate traffic more than
extending the toll road that many would not find to be a viable alternative route.
Indicates that I-5 serves the most traffic and has surface street alternatives which exist
currently. Proposes a new alternative which is to build a second freeway over the
existing I-5 (double deck).
Is concerned about any proposed road that splits Sendero from Ladera Ranch (i.e.,
Alternatives 9 and 18). States that the area described above is the only open space left.
Because the best route option (least disruptive to the community) was legally removed,
believes the focus should be on the least disruptive alternative that provides improved
traffic flow, which seems to be Alternative 22 with some increase in HOV lanes on I-5.
Does not feel that proposing the toll road down Pico would provide traffic benefits that
outweigh the negative effects to the community.
Alternatives 13 and 17 are unacceptable because the I-5 freeway between Camino
Capistrano and Camino de Estrella is extremely congested during the morning and
evening peak hours and weekends. Traffic from SR241 would complicate the already
congested traffic conditions. The proposed extension would decimate neighborhoods
that have been in existence for many years and would not dramatically improve the
north/south traffic flow. Alternative 17 would cut through the wilderness park area. Do
not want or approve of Alternatives 13 or 17.
Prefers Alternative 14. Feels that SR-241 should be fully utilized by connecting to I-5.
Opposed to Alternatives 9 and 18 because they do not fit the purpose and need for
traffic relief. Should be eliminated from further consideration. Alternatives 9 and 18 do
not provide material improvement in daily vehicle hours of delay. Alternatives 9 and 18
provide the least benefit to reduction of traffic congestion on I-5. Alternatives 9 and 18
provide the least benefit to reduction of traffic congestion on I-5.
Alternatives 9 and 18 provide the least benefit to reduction of traffic congestion on I-5.
Alternatives 9 and 18 do not provide material improvement in daily vehicle hours of
delay. Alternatives 9 and 18 do not provide additional capacity on I-5 during peak
hours. Opposed to Alternatives 9 and 18 because they do not fit the purpose and need
for traffic relief. Should be eliminated from further consideration.
Requests that Alternatives 9 and 18 be removed from consideration.
Requests that Alternatives 9 and 18 be removed from consideration.
Supports the No Build Alternative. Feels TCA is an irresponsible organization. Feels TCA
is unable to manage finances. Roads would destroy dedicated open spaces and existing
communities. Taking of trails systems and ridgelines is not consistent with the City of
San Juan Capistrano's General Plan. Roads would increase fire danger.
Supports Alternatives 6 and 9. Appreciates the opportunity to come and learn what is
being proposed. CHP office if very friendly and knowledgeable and the event was well
organized.
Supports only no build option. Opposes new toll roads and the widening of I-5.
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Table 1.8: December 4, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comment Card Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, December 4, 2019 – The Ocean Institute, Dana Point, California
Ric Franzi
Kaye Romo

Jerome Pierce Jr.

C. Lindsay Cross

Michael Mortes
Denise Dorin
Jack and LoRee Curtis
Soussan Ahmadi

Mark McNabb
Nancy Anthis
Dee Ann Pope
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Supports Alternatives 6 and 9. Considers them good ideas that would relieve
congestion on Ortega Highway for people that travel east and west during peak hours.
Also supports Alternative 18 as a good idea to relieve congestion from Antonio.
Considers Alternative 8 from the original 20 Alternatives as the best route. Considers
Alternative 15, as shown on the original 20 Alternatives, as the second best route.
Considers Alternative 20 (double deck freeway) I-5 and I405 as the least liked
alternative. Considers all other alternatives as not good. Does not want any more toll
roads. Need to get rid of TCA; considers them an agency that is not responsible to
voters.
Strongly opposed to any southbound extension of SR-241 through south county
communities. Feels it would be damaging to quality of life and health. Feels that major
arteries traversing south county communities would destroy the aesthetics of the
neighborhoods. Air and noise pollution would drastically affect quality of life. Property
values would be significantly affected. The use of eminent domain could require the
destruction of private homes, schools, businesses, and open spaces. Thinks the TCA
should be disbanded because they believe they are self-serving, wasteful, and possibly
corrupt. Thinks planning is their only major accomplishment since no new roads have
been built. Notes that the Legislature is considering a proposal to block the agency
from constructing new roads or bridges after Jan. 1, 2020. Also notes that
Representative Mike Levin has requested an audit by State Controller Betty Yee related
to alleged mismanagement and waste as outlined in the L.A. Time investigative report
published in March 2019. Both of which TCA opposes.
Sees no evidence to support the purpose and need to ease north/south traffic concerns
under Alternatives 9 and 18 presently or in the future. Also does not see how either
Alternatives 9 or 18 would address the need of increasing north/south capacity as both
of these proposals would run mostly in an east/west direction. Notes that during the
scoping meeting, nobody could explain how Alternatives 9 and 18 would alleviate
north/south traffic through south Orange County.
Prefers that traffic be shifted to Dana Point and San Clemente to avoid San Juan
Capistrano.
Additional infrastructure is definitely needed. As more housing is built and planned for,
traffic will get worse, and the alternative may not be implemented for 10 years.
Oppose Alternatives 9 and 18 as they would not bring relief to south bound traffic.
Concerned about Alts 9 and 18 because of air quality. Concerned about Alts 9 and 18
because of geology and soils. Concerned about Alts 9 and 18 because of noise and
vibration. Concerned about Alts 9 and 18 because of water quality and the health
effects of storm water runoff. Concerned about Alts 9 and 18 because of greenhouse
gas and climate change. Concerned about Alts 9 and 18 because of paleontological
resources. All of the environmental impacts would impact a 55 and over community
(Sendero).
Region is not in need of traffic relief. Prefers No Build Alternative. Roadway would
foster economic development, which is wanted or needed in the region.
The expansion of I-5 has made noise unbearable. The expansion of I-5 has made noise
unbearable. The roadway would displace thousands of birds and animals. Oppose Alt
17. Prefers a southern alignment through Basilione.
Alternative 9 and 18 should be eliminated because they will not resolve the majority of
the traffic issue.
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Table 1.8: December 4, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comment Card Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, December 4, 2019 – The Ocean Institute, Dana Point, California
Ann McClure
Kathleen Dally

Sam Roberts

Nancy Ettlin
John Ettling
Stephen McClure
Jim Moore
Mike Slingerland
Debbie Mellah
Amy Spurgeon
Larry Mear
Cindy Scott
Luke Anthis

Olivia Gaddini
Raymond Chien
Michael Metcalf
Ted Benderev
Jennifer and Craig Reynolds

Alts 13 and 17 travel directly through walking trails where many citizens come to enjoy
nature. The alternatives would disturb an idyllic area. Cannot understand why the
proposed routes are north of the landfill, and not further east away from communities.
Against any toll road that would disrupt any communities. Likes the idea of widening I-5
(Alt 23). Alt 22 / improvements to La Pata are acceptable. If there is no good solution,
don't extend the toll road. Alternative 14 is out because it goes through existing
communities and near the high school, which is not acceptable.
Supports the no build option. The reason they moved to SJC was because of the open
spaces and trail systems. It is peaceful and quite, and any option other than the no
build would destroy these qualities. If these alternatives move forward, they will need
to move, but their property value will be lower.
Opposed to Alternatives 9 and 18 because any connection to Ortega is a bad idea due
to existing traffic congestion and potential harm to adjacent neighborhoods.
There is no need for Alts 9 and 18. They harm local neighborhoods, and the bad
outweighs the good. Caltrans should improve the southbound offramp at SR-74. It
should have 3 left turn lanes.
Alt 14 would travel right over the baseball diamond at San Clemente High School. It
does not make sense to even propose this alternative. TCA isn't even a government
agency. If this road is necessary, it should go behind Talega.
Noted that presentation was well done. No substantive comment.
Alternatives 9 and 18 should be eliminated because they do not help north or south
traffic.
Opposes toll road.
No on Alternative 18. Ladera Ranch is full of students who walk and bike to school, and
has many CUSD schools.
Prefers no build alternative. San Clemente would be ruined by the widening of I-5
and/or toll roads through or near San Clemente.
No toll road. Has issues with Alts 22, 14, 17, 21, 13 - all directly run through San
Clemente. These proposals would have a terrible impact on surrounding communities.
Please do not extend the toll road through San Clemente, right over homes.
Alternative 17 would go through a golf course that provides habitat for many bird
species that would not be covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Previous freeway
construction did not include adequate soundswalls and noise in the area is already bad.
Alternative 17 would result in noise pollution.
Opposed to Alts 9 and 18. They do not fit the purpose and need for the project. Alts 9
and 18 do not provide material improvement in daily vehicle hours of delay. Alts 9 and
18 have the least benefit to reduction of traffic.
Alternatives 9 and 18 do not fit the purpose and need to bring traffic relief to South
Orange County.
If project proceeds, RMV should fund it fully, including right of way, as it is essentially
an access road for RMV. No build alternative is best.
Alternatives 13 and 17 would disturb an existing trail network and open spaces. Does
not understand why Alts 13 and 17 are just north of the landfill and not further east
toward La Pata and away from existing communities.
Concerned about noise, pollution, and trash/debris. Property values will decrease. The
toll road should go through TCA board members' property.
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Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, December 4, 2019 – The Ocean Institute, Dana Point, California
Richard Eyster

Kathy Cannon
David DeZarn

Jennifer McNabb

George Allen

Gene Welch

Ken Kinnvcan
Karen Fisher

Kenneth and Rosemary Beck

Sky Scott
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The project's purpose is to reduce the volume on I-5 in South County on weekends and
during peak hours. East-west routes, such as Alts 9 and 18, will not help and may add to
the problem. Alts 14 and 17 have the best change of reducing the flow of traffic on I-5.
Alts 14 and 22 are the best change to reduce the volume of traffic on I-5.
Traffic is a problem and a solution should keep residents in mind. No toll increase.
Improve existing roads first. Consider open space. Improve I-5 first. No additional
"freeway" in San Juan Capistrano.
Alternative 22 needs to be connected to Alternative 13 to reach I-5. Alternative 18
needs to be developed to resolved serious traffic on Crown Valley and Ortega. Suggests
Alt 13 connected to Alts 22 and 18 to improve traffic flow. Eastwest routes must also
be developed to deal with future traffic in Mission Viejo and SJC.
Everyone feels the impact of I-5 traffic. Issue should not be compounding by building
into existing neighborhoods and rare open spaces. Alt 23 is the most logical to ease
traffic and preserve natural resources. Alternative 22 preserves more existing
neighborhoods than any other alternative. Opposed to Alts 13 and 17. San Juan
Capistrano set aside open space and any disruption there will impact animal
communities and their habitats.
Enjoys open space in San Clemente. The most direct route to I-5 would cut through
open space areas. Alt 17 would be the worst because the route comes very close to the
Forster Ranch neighborhood. Alt 22 leaves the most homes alone. Wants the no build
option. Widening I-5 to Pico/Cristianitos with a toll lane may be the least harm to
residential areas. Preferred alternatives are 23 and 22, but opposed to 17 and 14. Glad
that viable options are being researched, but hopes that as little open space as possible
is taken.
Prefers options that use existing roadway rather than construct new ones through
neighborhoods. The noise and aesthetics would negatively impact adjacent
neighborhoods, and their property values would suffer. A fair assessment of the
impacts would include adequate compensation to all homes, not just those directly
impacted by construction. Home owners should be compensated with a portion of the
toll revenues to offset the impacts.
There would be little benefit to north/south traffic congestion on I-5 under Alternatives
9 or 18. These alternatives would require use of eminent domain on schools and
homes. Studies show that the other alternatives are much more effective.
Opposed to all toll road options. Concerns include pollution, noise, qualify of life,
destruction of existing communities and open spaces. All of the alternatives will
destroy our communities and precious open spaces. Not convinced that problems
shown by 2019 traffic data will exist in 2050 because of the increased use of self driving
cars and telecommuniting.
Traffic near Avery parkway is bad throughout the day due to adjacent schools (Capo
High school and Saddleback College). The I-5 off-ramp at Avery experiences severe
congestion. These issues would need to be addressed before additional roads at Avery
are planned/constructed.
Alternatives 23c/23d are the best choices in that they are the only alternatives that
increase use of the existing I-5 footprint. However, prefers free lanes or lanes restricted
by number of occupants than tolled lanes. Toll roads are underutilized. Suggests
improving connection of SR-241 to SR-91.
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Table 1.8: December 4, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comment Card Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, December 4, 2019 – The Ocean Institute, Dana Point, California
Sam Sumilani

Natalie Simmons

Mia Tragus
Laura Schmidt

David Fancher
MaryAnn Comes

Marilyn Loraine Smith

Unknown

Whatever alternative is selected should meet the project's purpose and needs. Alts 9
and 18 do not meet the purpose and need. Does not support any options that will
require taking from homeowners. Traffic alleviation is needed, but not at expense of
property owners. Supports Alt 22 and keeping all of the roads free. SR-241 at Oso
should continue to provide revenue to TCA.
Opposed to Alts 9 and 18. They do not meet the stated goals of the project. Alts 9 and
18 are challenging in terms of geography and geology. Alts 9 and 18 are east-west
roads and help people getting in and out of RMV. The alternatives have been studied
and deemed ineffective. The area is a wildlife corridor. Opposed to adding lanes to I-5
through SJC. SJC is an old City with history and a congested road would be devastating
to the area. Please consider alternatives to cars, such as trains, busses, and park and
rides.
Alternatives 9 and 18 are bad ideas that will decrease home values, decrease safety,
and create traffic. The alternatives would be built on top of the homes of people who
cannot afford the toll roads. Focus on north/south alternatives, not east/west ones.
Alternatives 9 and 18 do not solve the north-south traffic problem because they are
east-west roads. Alternative 22 only makes sense if combined with Alternatives 14, and
the part of Alternative 14 past where it would combine with 22 is unnecessary. Any
roadway that was not originally paid for by TCA should not be allowed to become a toll
road. Taxpayers would have to pay a second time. Due to technological advances,
people may not be relying on cars in 2050. Therefore, public and alternatives forms of
transit (such as trains) should be expanded.
Signalization needs to be improved at I-5 on ramps in Dana Point and San Clemente,
specifically at Stonehill and Las Ramblas, to improve north/south traffic flow in the
area.
Supports the no built alternative only. Feels satisfied with existing improvements to the
HOV lanes on I-5. Toll roads do not work and are too expensive. SR-73 was supposed to
be free. Lanes built by Measure M funds should not be converted to tolled lanes.
Opposed to Alternative 22. It would induce traffic in the area and at the connection to
I-5, which would not relieve traffic in the San Clemente area.
Homeowners in RMV purchased there due to the quiet, non-polluted environment.
Safety on the roads and in the community is important.
Alternatives 9 and 18 do not fit the purpose and need and should be removed from
consideration. Alternatives 9 and 18 do not provide material improvement in vehicle
hours of delay. Alternatives 9 and 18 provide the least benefit to reduction of traffic
congestion. Alternatives 9 and 18 do not provide additional capacity to I-5 during peak
hours. Alternatives 9 and 18 do not provide any alternate capacity in the case of
emergencies. Would only support the advancement of an alternative that meets the
purpose and need and complies with all laws and regulations.
Project would impose environmental hardships, such as pollution, on residents of San
Clemente. The alternatives do not take into consideration changing technology and
focus on something permanent such as building concrete roadway. Toll roads cannot
improve traffic flow; the congestion is near Camp Pendleton/Oceanside. Visitors to San
Diego need to plan better around the traffic, but there is no commuter traffic to San
Diego. Toll roads are discriminatory and cater to higher income groups. There are too
many planning agencies and process is too expensive. Northern cities should not
influence what happens in Southern cities.
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Public Scoping Meeting Comment Cards
Wednesday, December 4, 2019 – The Ocean Institute, Dana Point, California
Mark Rodrigues

Sandra Rodrigues

Sarah Rodrigues
Thomas Lorch

Irene Purcel
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South County traffic density has been increasing for years due to development, and SR241 was the roadway designed to mitigate the impacts of growth, but some of the
Alternatives proposed under this project (specifically 9 and 18) would not successfully
complete the connection of SR-241 to I-5. Alternatives 9 and 18 fail to facilitate
north/south traffic flow and have a high construction cost and the most environmental
impacts. SR-241 should not lead to nowhere (currently Oso/Cow Camp Road). The
South County north/south traffic flow plan must be completed by adopting Alternative
14.
East/west alternatives would not benefit in any way, and would dump traffic onto I-5 in
SJC where it is already congested. Alternatives 9 and 18 would destroy a designated
nature reserve/mitigation area. There is a major gas line running under some of the
Alternatives and building near this would be very dangerous and increase fire risks.
Most in favor of Alternative 14.
Opposed to east-west alternatives because they will increase traffic on I-5. The toll
road should meet I-5 as far south as possible. Alternatives 9 and 18 would destroy a
designated nature reserve. Alternative 14 is best.
Opposed to the connection of additional roadways/highways to I-5 in San Clemente or
near San Diego County because they would increase traffic. Suggests a new route
between SR-91 and I-5. Suggests that I-5 in project area could be considered a scenic
highway. Suggests coordination between Riverside and San Diego Counties to merge
lanes. Includes attachment of a map showing approximate areas for possible new
roadways. Requested that the suggestions made be adopted as an additional
alignment.
Opposes a toll road through San Juan Capistrano. It would be environmentally
disastrous.
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Table 1.9: December 4, 2019 Scoping Meeting Comments Taken by Court Reporter
Summary
Public Scoping Meeting Comments Taken by Court Reporter
Wednesday, December 4, 2019 – The Ocean Institute, Dana Point, California
Ed Farfan
An extension of SR-241 would not serve public interest for moving traffic. Alternatives that
include I-5 widening would be most efficient to actually move traffic. None of the SR-241 to I-5
connections are viable.
Diana Doalson
Has three main issues with a proposed toll road: 1), all of the proposed alternatives would
pose an undue hardship on the residents of San Clemente 2) the alternatives do not take into
consideration changing technology and infrastructure and use an outdated solution. Suggests
higher housing density near transportation centers, or charging people who drive above a
certain number of miles to incentivize carpooling or another means of transportation. 3) toll
roads do not improve traffic flow and are discriminatory. States that OC residents do not
commute to SD for work, so this project would be spending hundreds of millions to provide
greater access to leisure opportunities and is not justified. There are too many planning
agencies for traffic, and TCA is redundant. They should be dissolved, and traffic would be
helped if SR-73 was free. TCA and Northern OC cities should not dictate what happens in San
Clemente.
Jim Moore
The traffic problem in South OC needs to be alleviated. It was disclosed to people who
purchased homes in South OC that it someday might be a toll road. SR-73 and SR-133 are
helpful, so residents should be open-minded. 14,000 homes and cars have to go somewhere
and we need better ways to commute.
Thomas Larch
Expresses concern that alternatives run through the open spaces. Expresses concern for traffic
gridlock in south Orange County.
Dirk Clinton
Expresses concern about design of alternatives, and states opposition to Alternative 9.
Dan Stewart
Expresses concern that Alternative 17 would destroy the property values of commenter's
house and community. Expresses concern that a toll road extension will not relieve any
congestion. States that Alternatives 22 and 14 would be the least disruptive to the San
Clemente aesthetic and communities as it directs traffic around to the south. States that
alternatives 23 a/b/c/d would be viable options, compared to routing traffic through
residential communities. Expresses concern that alternatives would disrupt open space
surrounding the community. The process is unnecessary and a poor use of money. It would
destroy established communities unnecessarily. Traffic on the proposed SR-241 extension
would create a bottleneck on I-5.
Maryann Comes
Expresses support for No Build Alternative.

1.7

OTHER RELATED CORRESPONDENCE

In addition to comments received from agencies, interest groups, and the public providing input
during the formal scoping period, other correspondence related to the Project is included in
Appendix V. Although these comments were not submitted through the formal channels established
for scoping process (e.g., providing comments in person at scoping meetings, emailing comments to
scoping@SCTRE.org, or mailing comments to Caltrans District 12) and are not comments on the
NOP, NOI, other materials, or related to the breadth and scope of issues to be evaluated in the
EIR/EIS, they are relevant to the Project and the process, and as such, have been included in this
report. Table 1.10 lists additional relevant correspondence.
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Table 1.10: Other Related Correspondence
Commenter
Patricia Bates, William P. Brough
(November 21, 2019)

Summary of Comment
Addresses California Department of Transportation Director Omishakin to
suggest a 90-day scoping period in order to provide more opportunity for the
public to engage and increase transparency. Also requested for the email
comments for the Project to be collected through a Caltrans’ domain rather
than the current process in which TCA is the first recipient of the information.

Patricia Bates, William P. Brough
(February 7, 2020)

Addresses California State Transportation Agency Secretary Kim to request
immediate action to suspend the environmental review activities taking place
for the SCTRE Alternatives and to convene Caltrans and OCTA to discuss how to
proceed with transportation planning efforts within South Orange County.
Identifies a departure from statutorily designated roles and responsibilities as
they pertain to projects on the interstate highway system, resulting in an
unnecessary duplication of efforts and public confusion on the parts of Caltrans
and TCA. Suggests OCTA as the correct transportation planning agency lead the
effort.

1.8

NEXT STEPS

This report summarizes the activities undertaken during the formal CEQA/NEPA scoping process.
Following the closure of the public scoping period, an alternatives screening analysis was
performed in order to evaluate the preliminary feasibility of the current range of alternatives.
The full alternatives screening analysis is provided in Section 2 below.
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Table 1.1: NOP/NOI Comment Summary
Agency and/or Commenter
Name
Federal Agencies

U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) (J. Michael
Norris)
US DOE, Office of Energy Management
(Yardena Mansoor)
US DOE, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (Heather Campbell)
US EPA, Region 9 (Clifton Meek)

Summary of Comments
USGS has no comment at this time.
OEM declines participating agency status.
FERC declines participating agency status.

EPA requested KMZ files of the alternatives. EPA accepts invitation to become cooperating agency under 23 USC 139. EIS
should be clear if and how multiple/suite of alternatives may be implemented; fits within regional vision of managed lanes,
relates to settlement agreement. Recommends that multi-use corridor be evaluated and all modes prioritized equally.
Recommends environmental design and energy efficiency be incorporated into construction and maintenance. Concerns
regarding nearby aquatic resources. Potential impacts to San Juan Creek/San Mateo Creek in particular. Concerns regarding
intermittent/ephemeral drainages potentially impacted. Must clearly demonstrate the alternative is the LEDPA. Suggests
initiating the NEPA/404 process. Waters assessment should be appropriate scope and detail to provide decision makers with
adequate information. Must explore on site alternatives to avoid/minimize impacts to specific waters. Special status wildlife
impacts should be evaluated and coordination to avoid/minimize impacts should be performed. Concerns about air quality
impacts and region's nonattainment status. Cumulative impact assessment should be thorough. Concerns on growth impacts
and induced travel analysis. EIS should include analysis of impacts to environmental justice populations.
Advisory Council on Historic
ACHP does not participate in NEPA reviews and declines participating agency status under 23 USC 139. Caltrans obligated to
Preservation (Sarah Stokely)
notify ACHP of an adverse effect pursuant to Section 106 PA; provided information regarding that process.
DHS FEMA Region 9 (Alessandro
The project lays within the boundaries of communities who are participant in the National Flood Insurance Program.
Amaglio)
Development must not increase base flood elevation levels. Many local communities have their own floodplain management
building requirements that must be adhered to.
NOAA Marine Fisheries (Jessica Adams) Expresses thanks for providing notice to NMFS. NMFS expects endangered southern California steelhead to be present within
the study area. Fish passage should be incorporated into the study and any fish passage barriers within the action area
should be remediated as per SB-857. NMFS requests to review the draft EIR/EIS once developed and would like to coordinate
with Caltrans during the design process.
FEMA Region 9 (Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Summarizes Base Flood Elevation level requirement for buildings constructed in a floodplain. States that development must
Branch Chief)
not increase base flood elevation levels and that hydrologic and hydraulic analyses must be performed prior to the start of
development. Outlines requirements for buildings constructed within coastal high hazard area. Outlines what is needed for
development that changes existing Special Flood Hazard Areas/FIRM revisions. Contact local community floodplain manager
for NFIP participating communities that have adopted requirements that are more restrictive than federal standards.
USFWS, Regions 8 and 10 (John Garn
Accepts participating agency status per 23 USC 139.
(on behalf of Jonathan D. Snyder))
USFWS (Jonathan D. Snyder)
Declined cooperating agency status under 23 USC 139, but accepted participating agency status.
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USFWS, Regions 8 and 10 (Scott Sobiech The project has the potential to impact the habitat reserve established for the Orange County Southern Subregion Habitat
c/o John Garn)
Conservation Plan (Southern Subregion HCP). USFWS issued permits to local agencies to implement the HCP. The project
impacts existing mitigation areas and unmitigable impacts to these areas should be addressed to ensure that the reserves
continue to function as designated. If the project does impact the habitat reserve for the HCP, the habitat reserve should be
made whole, both in acreage and function. Road infrastructure projects can result in habitat fragmentation and other
ecological impacts, and cause noise, lighting, hydrology, and wildfire impacts, as well as creating barriers to movement and
introducing nonnative vegetation. Recommends that the DEIS include detailed information on the number and distribution of
federally listed species, as well as aerial photographs, mapping, and tables to summarize such information.
NOAA/NMFS (Anthony Spina)
NMFS expects endangered southern California steelhead to be present within the study area. Fish passage should be
incorporated into the study.
U.S. Coast Guard (Carl T Hausner)
USCG reviewed the preliminary scoping report and determined that no portion of the project involves proposed bridges over
navigable waters of the United States (33 CFR 2.36). The project does not require Coast Guard involvement for bridge
permitting purposes.
USACE (Mark D. Cohen)
Corps accepts invitation to be a cooperating agency on development of the EIS. Corps will provide input on permitting
timetable, purpose and need, alternatives, jurisdictional determination, review compensatory mitigation proposals, etc. If
project receives federal funds and results in 5+ acres of impacts, NEPA/404 process applies. Suggests to find ways to
avoid/minimize adverse impacts on aquatic environment.
DOI Bureau of Reclamation (John E.
Declines participating agency status under 23 USC 139.
Simes, Jr)
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (Brian Declines invitation to be participating agency under 23 USC 139.
C. Moyer)

State Agencies

CA Dept. of Housing and Community
Development (Mindi Galli)
CA Coastal Commission (Zach Rehm)
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Declines participating agency status under 23 USC 139.
States that the California Coastal Commission accepts the invitation to join as Participating Agency. Concerned that I-5 bisects
coastal resources and environmentally sensitive habitats within South Orange County. Feels that future transportation
improvements occurring within the Coastal Zone should preserve the natural environment to the greatest extent possible.
States that Alternatives 14, 17, and 22 should be reviewed to ensure that they exist outside of the avoidance area and
Coastal Zone. Feels that the EIR should identify the Coastal Zone boundary in relation to the region. States that Alternatives
11, 12, 21, and 23 would include segments within the Coastal Zone, and that in order to avoid impacts the biological
resources, the EIR should analyze alternatives that do not require paving habitat areas or open space. Suggests that public
transit options should be considered as part of the project. States that the project should consider the future impacts due to
both local and global sea level rise. States that the EIR should also identify adaptation measures to avoid adverse impacts to
coastal resources, enhance public access to the coast, avoid the need for shoreline armoring, and minimize the placement of
infrastructure within potentially hazardous conditions. States that Alternatives 11, 12, 21, and 23, involve expansion within
low-lying areas that could be subject to coastal flooding and erosion. States that the EIR should evaluate transportation
improvements for consistency with policies in the Coastal Act, and that there should be an analysis of how the alternatives
will maximize access to the coast and include options for alternative modes of transportation throughout the region. States
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CA Coastal Conservancy (Megan
Cooper)
CA DTSC (Dave Kereazis)
NAHC (Andrew Green)

State Clearinghouse (Scott Morgan)
CA Health and Human Services Agency
(Tran Duong/Gabriel Ravel)
CA Health and Human Services Agency
(Gabriel Ravel)
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that the EIR should consider the extent to which various transportation alternatives will encourage either the concentration
of development or encourage development sprawl. States that each alternative should be analyzed to consider greenhouse
gas emissions targets, particularly in relation to improved transit and non-motorized transportation options. States the
Coastal Commission staff recommends Caltrans to analyze alternatives that do not include new highway building or widening,
and suggests that other potential alternatives could include conversion of general purpose lanes to high-occupancy/toll lanes
or provide incentives to carpool or travel off-peak hours. States that complementary improvements, such as restoration of
biological resources, should be provided in tandem with the project.
Accepted participating agency status and provided updated contact information.
Requested change in contact, provided phone number, mailing address, and email.
Describes the applicability of AB 52 and SB 18 under CEQA and makes note that the tribal consultation requirements of
Section 106 of the NHPA under NEPA may apply. Provides a detailed overview of the specific additional requirements of AB
52 under CEQA. Main topics include: 1) 14 day period to provide NOC of an application/decision to undertake a project; 2)
Begin consultation within 30 days of receiving a Tribe's request for consultation before releasing the CEQA document; 3)
Mandatory tops of consultation if requested by a Tribe; 4) Discretionary topics of consultation; 5) Confidentiality of
information submitted by a Tribe during the environmental review process; 6) Discussion of impacts to tribal cultural
resources in the environmental document;7) Conclusion of consultation; 8) Recommending mitigation measures agreed
upon in consultation in the environmental document; 9) Required consideration of feasible mitigation; 10) Examples of
mitigation measures that, if feasible, may be considered to avoid or minimize significant adverse impacts to tribal cultural
resources; and, 11) Prerequisites for certifying an EIR or adopting a MND or ND with a significant impact on an identified
tribal cultural resources. Also provides a link to obtain the NAHC's presentation called ""Tribal Consultation Under AB 52:
Requirements and Best Practices." Provides an overview of SB 18 and its applicability. Describes SB 18 provisions which
include: 1) Tribal Consultation; 2) No statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation; 3) Confidentiality; and, 4) Conclusion of
SB 18 tribal consultation. Concludes by noting that neither AB 52 and SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal
consultation with traditionally and culturally affiliated tribes within their jurisdictions before timeframes provided in these
bills. Provides recommendations/actions for cultural resources assessments to adequately assess the existence and
significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation in place, or barring both, mitigation of projectrelated impacts to tribal cultural resources. First Action: contract the appropriate regional CHRIS center for a records search.
Second Action: If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey. Third Action: Contact the NAHC for a
Sacred Lands File Search and a Native American Tribal Consultation List. Fourth Action: Remember that the lack of surface
evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) does not preclude their subsurface existence.
Copy of distribution letter provided by SCH, NOC, and NOP distribution list.
CHHS declines participating agency status. CHHS suggests including a local public health stakeholder in the process, such as
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health and its PLACE Program, and Southern California Public Health
Association.
Declines participating agency status under 23 USC 139.
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CARB (Jennifer Gress)
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CDFW (Ed Pert)
CDFW (Gail Sevrens)

CHP (Warren Stanley)

Regional Agencies

OCTA (Kurt Brotcke/Shae De Kruyf)
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Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139 and identifies contacts for coordination efforts.
Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139.
Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139.
Many of the Build Alternatives could impact wildlife connectivity and specifically species of special concern (SSC) such as reddiamond rattlesnake, California glossy snake, two-striped garter snake, coast horned lizard, southern California legless lizard,
western spadefoot, arroyo toad, arroyo toad (also federally endangered), western pond turtle, and CDFW watch list species
such as the orange-throated whiptail. CDFW recommends that the DEIR include an analysis of the potential affects that a new
road would have on wildlife crossing and habitat fragmentation resulting from each Build Alternative. The DEIR should utilize
the Essential Habitat Connectivity analysis and suggested guidance texts. The DEIR should evaluate the project's effects on
HCP designated wildlife corridors and habitat linkages. Many of the Build Alternatives impact sensitive species and
communities. The project area and 300 feet beyond each of the alternatives should be evaluated for suitable habitat. The
DEIR should include a habitat assessment and analysis of the project's potential impacts to the species. Protocol surveys
should be conducted and adequate mitigation employed. Project features cannot create a barrier to fish passage. Many of
the alternatives cross with San Juan Creek and other tributaries that provide habitat to T&E species. The DEIR should include
an analysis of all major steam crossings in the context of fish passage and SB 857. Many Build Alternatives would have
potential impacts related to the Southern Orange County Subregional Habitat Conservation Plan. Many of the build
alternatives would impact areas identified as open space in the HCP. The DEIR needs to evaluate the existing protections for
these conserved areas and describe mitigation for loss of habitat. The Build Alternatives have the potential to impact aquatic,
riparian, and wetland resources. The DEIR should provide a complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent
to each alternative, including staging/construction areas. Adverse impacts to a species protected by CESA are significant
without mitigation. If the project or construction would result in take of a T&E species, or a candidate species, the project
should seek authorization under CESA prior to implementation. Adverse impacts from lighting, noise, human activity, exotic
species, drainages, and areas open space should be included. A cumulative analysis under CEQA should be developed. The
DEIR must include mitigation measures for adverse project-related impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and habitats.
CHP accepts invitation to become participating agency per 23 USC 139.
Expresses concerns with how SCTRE was developed and the direction it is heading, but most of the concerns could be
addressed through sufficient planning-level analysis. Caltrans should partner with OCTA and other stakeholders on a
technical system-level study of south Orange County multimodal transportation needs and improvements. A new multimodal plan for south Orange County must precede the project PA/ED phase for any other project-level studies related to the
SCTRE. The SCTRE is not part of the transportation system vision. The SCTRE lacks justification. The SCTRE conflicts with
recent and planned investments. The SCTRE is being developed at-risk. If Caltrans continues PA/ED work, it will be viewed by
OCTA as an attempt to justify the SCTRE project through large and unjustified expenditures, rather than data-driven planning
and stakeholder consensus-building. Suggests that Caltrans halt all PA/ED work and partner with OCTA and other south
Orange County stakeholders to build on the SOCMIS through a multi-modal transportation study. If PA/ED proceeds, a)
Caltrans would be expected to receive a formal statement from FHWA determining if the SCTRE is in a "high-risk" category as
it relates to NEPA assignment, b) eliminate from further consideration alternatives that later the design and/or operation of
voter-approved local sales tax measure freeway projects that are within their designated 20-year useful life, c) eliminate from
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further consideration alternatives that do not address the stated need for "redundant north-south capacity", d) eliminate
from further consideration alternatives that are inconsistent with locally approved circulation elements and/or the MPAH, e)
defer environmental analysis of alternatives that propose extending locally controlled facilities to the appropriate local
jurisdictions, f) include a non-capacity expanding alternative that considers with policies and objectives stated in the Caltrans
Strategic Management Plan, g) follow all relevant state and federal guidance to ensure a transparent process, h) conduct
public outreach as required, and as extensively as needed, to ensure public stakeholders understand the issues and have
adequate opportunities for input.
Accepts participating agency status. Believes action taken by agency is premature and lacks foundation for system planning in
south OC. There should have been a thorough regional planning process that preceded the environmental phase of the
project. OCTA would like to be included in all meetings, plan reviews, and discussion of project.
Requests that a copy of EIR/EIS, and all technical studies related to air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas analysis, is
sent to SCAQMD upon public release. States that without receiving documents in a timely manner, additional time for review
beyond the comment period may be needed. Recommends the lead agency use CALEEMod land use emissions software be
used. Recommends that the lead agency quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the results to South Coast
AQMD's CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds. Recommends that localized air quality impacts are
calculated and compared to localized significance thresholds, and that the lead agency performs a localized analysis.
Requests that the lead agency identifies potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of the
proposed project. Recommends that the lead agency identifies overlapping construction phases, quantifies the emissions,
and compares them to South Coast AQMD air quality CEQA significance thresholds. Recommends that the lead agency uses
best efforts to quantify and disclose potential adverse air quality impacts from incremental increase in VMT. Recommends
that the lead agency uses its best efforts to identify overlapping years of construction and operational activities.
Recommends that the lead agency performs a mobile source health risk assessment, and that an analysis of all toxic air
contaminant impacts should be included. Provides guidance on siting incompatible land uses. Provides suggested mitigation
measures. States that the discussion of a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives, including a no project
alternative, is intended to foster informed decision making and public participation. States that if implementation of the
project requires a permit, SCAQMD should be identified as a responsible agency. Provides information on SCAQMD data
sources. States that SCAQMD staff are available to work with the lead agency regarding project's air quality and health risk
impacts.
Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139 and provides contact information for coordination efforts. Alternative
9 should fully analyze the proposed new intersections at Antonio and Ortega Highway. The study of Alternative 13 should
include an analysis of the impacts of conversion of a free facility to a tolled facility to understand the impacts to parallel
facilities and existing communities. Proposed new intersections should be fully analyzed. Alternative 14 would convert a
recently completed facility from a nontolled facility to a tolled facility. The effects of this conversion should be fully analyzed.
Alternative 17 would involve significant policy and legislative actions to convert a non-tolled facility to a tolled facility. The
County must be involved in decisions affecting existing County Rights of Way. Alternative 18 would extend SR-73 and the
impacts at proposed new intersections should be fully analyzed. Alternative 21 should be fully analyze the impacts at
proposed new intersections and the impacts to Stallion Ridge Road and San Juan Hills High School. For Alternative 22,
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significant coordination would take place with the County is the area is County owned. Regional impacts using the Orange
County Transportation Analysis Model should be employed. Alternative 14 runs through an existing landfilling area.
Construction of Alternative 14 would require millions of dollars of construction and significant coordination with multiple
regulators. This Alternative may impact Environmental Mitigation and Conservation Easement areas south of the landfill. It
would require significant geotechnical remediation due to the nature of soils and rock in the area. OCWR would like to be
involved in the development of Alternative 21 due to its proximity to PDL. The analysis of Alternative 22 should analyze
impacts to the airspace capacity of PDL and impacts to OCWR mitigation areas and an OCWR supplemental open space
conservation easement. Coordination with USFWS may also be required. There are various Orange County Flood Control
District flood control facilities within the limited of the proposed alternatives. Impacts to OCFCD facilities should be identified
and appropriately mitigated in consultation with OC Public Works. Adequacy of existing facilities should be analyzed and
conditions should not be worsened because of the project. Work done within OCFCD's right-of-way for flood control facilities
should be conducted so as not to impact a channel's conveyance, capacity, structural integrity, hydraulic flow, access and
maintainability. Any work within a FEMA special flood hazard area or 100-year floodplain should be coordinated with the
floodplain manager for the respective jurisdictions. The County anticipates significant future coordination with Caltrans on
any of the selected alternatives.
Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139.
Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139.

Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139 and provides contact information.

Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139.
Supports project, but requests that Alternatives 9 and 18 be removed from consideration due to high costs and little traffic
relief.
NOP does not provide legally adequate project description, only alternatives. Objectives contrived to support alternatives.
NOP legally inadequate as project location not specified. NOP internally inconsistent. City opposes any alternative that would
connect 241 to 5 through City boundaries (11, 12, 14, 17, 21). TCA/CT do not have authority to construct 241 extension in San
Clemente, alts should be removed from consideration. Should disclose modeling assumptions utilized. Should consider key
transportation planning strategies (eliminating tolls on roadways and dynamic pricing). Ability to analyze impacts impeded by
lack of project location. Project size indicates all CEQA checklist resources would be affected. EIR/EIS should analyze
aesthetics. EIR/EIS Should analyze air quality. EIR/EIS should analyze biological resources, specifically wildlife movement and
sensitive resources in the project area. EIR/EIS should analyze greenhouse gas emissions. EIR/EIS should analyze land use and
planning. EIR/EIS should analyze noise impacts to residents. EIR/EIS should analyze transportation, specifically VMT, and
weekday non-peak hour trips.
City of San Juan Capistrano (Ben Siegel) Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139.
City of San Juan Capistrano (Steve May) City opposes alts 13, 17, 9, 18 due to impacts and poor performance. Supportive of lower Ortega widening project; should be
accelerated independent of SCTRE project.
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Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139 and provides contact information for coordination efforts.
By agreeing to be participating agency under 23 USC 139 the city does not imply they are in support of project. City has
serious concerns and objects to the majority of alignments proposed, with the exception of Alternative 22 which warrants
further study. Feels that all alternatives except for 22 would increase congestion within Dana Point.
Accepts participating agency status and identifies Melissa Dugan as contact for PA.

Additional information on projects not identified as being advanced or implemented in the Preliminary Scoping Report
should be provided. The City of Irvine should be included in the process as the alternatives are evaluated.
City of Irvine (David Steinkraus)
City staff commented that the PSR stated that alternatives not advanced after the screening phase due to being advanced or
implemented by other agencies be described in more detail. City staff requests that the City be included in the process as
alternatives are further evaluated and requests that City of Irvine performance criteria for traffic conditions be used for study
area locations within Irvine.
City of Laguna Woods (City c/o Rutan & Accepted invitation to become participating agency per 23 USC 139. SCTRE is not defined project, just list of alternatives;
Tucker)
impossible to understand what is being proposed. Concern that this error will be carried into EIR/EIS (incomplete project
description). Range of alternatives cannot be a stable proposed project, should reissue NOP after determining what is
proposed. Information about alternatives not enough for agencies/public to provide meaningful comments. Need to identify
proposed project and alternatives for analysis and define accurate, stable finite project description. NOP has internal
inconsistency. Project fact sheet fails to provide full descriptions of alternatives. NOP indicates that tolling decisions will be
deferred and therefore alternatives are not accurate/stable. Caltrans and EIR/EIS should be transparent about
purpose/objective of project to provide toll facilities or conversion of lanes to toll lanes. EIR/EIS needs to be clear whether or
not raising revenues for TCA has been factor used in screening of alternatives. Will non-toll alternatives be evaluated in
EIR/EIS? Would be appropriate given stated objectives. Will Caltrans include alternatives that reduce congestion on I-5 by
adding capacity elsewhere? Screening of alternatives should complement planned projects, not cause taxpayers to pay twice
for improvements, necessary to address identified system need. Key cumulative projects that should be complemented
include planned improvements on I-5. Conflicts between Measure M funded projects in vicinity of Laguna Woods and Alts 11
and 12. EIR/EIS should include objective that specifies SCTRE cannot repurpose facilities paid for via Measure M as toll lanes.
Alternatives should be necessary, recent information suggests that need for further improvements on I-5 may not be
necessary; should be taken into account in evaluating need for alts 11/12. Caltrans Managed Lanes study did not find HOV
lanes between 5/405 and 73 to be degraded; should be taken into account in evaluating need for alts 11/12. Alts 11/12 not
consistent with 2016-2040 RTP/SCS; should be taken into account in evaluating need for alts 11/12. OCTA concerned about
traffic study methodology used to establish purpose and need; no alternatives that involve construction on I-5 should be
included if consensus between agencies not reached. Project features are mitigation and should be included as such in EIR.
EIR must specify significance thresholds and include CEQA summary table. AQ analysis should address SCAQMD pollutants,
MSATs, include HRA. EIR/EIS should include photo simulations to evaluate visual impacts. EIR/EIS must evaluate consistency
with General Plans. EIR/EIS must disclose right of way impacts taking into account services for senior citizens. Impacts to
Avenida de la Carlota and Via Puerta must be assessed. EIR/EIS should address exceedances of Noise Abatement Criteria and
significance under CEQA; soundwall feasibility and how relates to impacts. Caltrans should use CEQA thresholds/noise
standards of affected cities. Should address substantial increase (temp or permanent) in ambient noise levels in excess of
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Chantarangsu)
City of Laguna Niguel (Kathy Nguyen)

Elected Officials

Dan Bane, Mayor Pro Tem - San
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Troy A. Bourne - San Juan Capistrano
City Council
Kathy Ward - San Clemente City
Council/FETCA Board
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standards established by other agencies. EIR/EIS should include vibration impact analysis and disclose significance threshold.
EIR/EIS should include VMT and LOS analysis for mainline, ramps, intersections and information on change in system
performance. Traffic analysis should be based on current cumulative projects list. Traffic analysis should disclose changes in
local roadway infrastructure and traffic engineers from each city should be consulted. Traffic analysis should include
consistency of project with programs, plans, ordinances, and policies of General Plans, LRTP, Multimodal Transportation Plan,
RTP/SCS, and MPAH.
Accepts participating agency status under 23 USC 139.
City accepts invitation to become a participating agency per 23 USC 139 and intends to comment in future and would like to
contribute feedback for any bicycle or pedestrian components added under any of the build alternatives.
The City of San Clemente believes that the SCRTE process is illegitimate and is subject to a lawsuit the City brought against
Caltrans and TCA filed July 28, 2017, OCSC Case No. 30-2017-00934703-CU-PT-CXC. It is critical to the City's residents that the
local needs be heard and addressed while TCA, in conjunction with Caltrans, review potential routes to extend SR-241. Since
the beginning of this process, the City and its residents have opposed all proposal of the extension of SR-241 through San
Clemente. At the November 13, 2019 Toll Road Town Hall Meeting, the community requested to extend the public comment
period for the preliminary draft screening criteria to 90 days to ensure adequate time for public participation. The holidays
provides difficulties for sufficient public participation. At the November 13, 2019 Toll Road Town Hall Meeting, the
community felt that at the conclusion of the SCTRE scoping process, the program should be terminated as a significant
amount of money has been wasted reviewing unrealistic alternatives with minimal mobility improvements. At the November
13, 2019 Toll Road Town Hall Meeting, the community supported the County of Orange's efforts to explore an acceptable
alignment to the Los Patrones Parkway extension. A toll-free solution is San Clemente's locally preferred option that would
be cost effective and provide significant mobility improvements to South Orange County. At the November 13, 2019 Toll
Road Town Hall Meeting, the community requested to allow OCTA to be the lead agency in addressing any I-5 freeway or
arterial enhancements, specifically the already identified single HOV lane in each direction from Avenida Pico to San Diego as
originally approved in the 2008 South Orange County Major Investment Study and recent PSR-PDS prepared by OCTA.
City firmly opposes Alternatives 9, 13, 17, and 18 as they would have a devastating impact on established San Juan
Capistrano neighborhoods. These Alternatives do not meet the project's purpose and need and should not be considered
viable alternatives. Eliminating them would eliminate anxiety in the community. City is supportive of Caltrans' Lower Ortega
Highway Widening project.
Opposed to all options proposed as toll road not proven necessary by traffic counts, Foothill North not the same scenario
(open space). TCA should not be involved in OCTA/Caltrans projects. Lack of transparency; Caltrans should remove selves
from this process. East/west arterial solutions not in MPAH should be supported rather than toll road extension. Supports no
build; TCA should halt effort.
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Mobility is critical but cannot support mobility improvements at cost of disrupting existing communities. Notice of
Preparation does not provide for complete and stable project description. NOP is internally inconsistent; needs to indicate
roles of agencies. Alts 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 21 are flawed and should be removed from consideration. Should analyze Alt 22
untolled. Should disclose modeling assumptions and evidence; industry standard of practice for weekend traffic model.
Consider additional alternatives/key transportation planning strategies (eliminating tolls and dynamic pricing). EIR/EIS should
analyze aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, GHG emissions, land use/planning, noise, transportation (VMT). Purpose
could apply to any transportation project; no measure for assessing success/failure given. Project indicates lack of regional
planning, fails to consider MPAH. TCA debt burden is concerning, development impact fees unaffordable. Need clear
delineation of jurisdictions by agencies, concerns about development and direction of SCTRE project.
District has serious concerns about alternatives 6, 13, 14, 17, 21 (if Los Patrones converted to toll facility), and 22 (if Los
Patrones is converted to toll facility) due to proximity to district schools. Impacted schools are Esencia, Capo Valley High, San
Clemente High, San Juan High, Shorecliffs Middle, and Tesoro High. CEQA requires an alternative be defined as the proposed
project, unlike NEPA. Should analyze air quality impacts and propose mitigation as schools and students are sensitive
receptors. Should analyze hazards in context of DPM and consult with school district. Should analyze noise impacts as schools
are sensitive receptors and propose mitigation. Impacts of traffic to/from impacted schools should be analyzed. Cumulative
impacts should be evaluated and mitigation proposed.
District has serious concerns about alternatives 6, 13, 14, 17, 21 (if Los Patrones converted to toll facility), and 22 (if Los
Patrones is converted to toll facility) due to proximity to district schools. Impacted schools are Esencia, Capo Valley High, San
Clemente High, San Juan High, Shorecliffs Middle, and Tesoro High. CEQA requires an alternative be defined as the proposed
project, unlike NEPA. Should analyze air quality impacts and propose mitigation as schools and students are sensitive
receptors. Should analyze hazards in context of DPM and consult with school district. Should analyze noise impacts as schools
are sensitive receptors and propose mitigation. Impacts of traffic to/from impacted schools should be analyzed. Cumulative
impacts should be evaluated and mitigation proposed.
Many of the SCTRE alternatives would impact existing SMWD facilities or planned future improvements. Please include
SMWD in future documentation.
EIR should analyze impacts to SoCal Gas facilities, recommends documenting the process to identify facility locations,
coordination with So Cal Gas if relocation or modification of utilities needed.

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (Cheryl
Madrigal)

Rincon does not have knowledge of cultural resources within or in close proximity to the proposed project sites. Tribal
monitoring should occur during all ground-disturbing activities, as part of mitigation. Looks forward to opportunity to
comment on DEIR.
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians
Tribe has determined that the project is not within the boundaries of the recognized San Pasqual Indian Reservation. Tribe
(Angelina Gutierrez on behalf of David L. will defer to the wishes of Tribes in closer proximity to the project area.
Toler)
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians The project is not located within the Tribe's Traditional Use Area. The Tribe will defer to other tribes in the area, and will not
(Arysa Gonzalez Romero)
consult on this project further.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING
2.1

INTRODUCTION TO SCREENING

As described in Section 1 above, the formal environmental review process for SCTRE Project
commenced with the formal scoping period on November 8, 2019, with the issuance of an NOP for
an EIR for CEQA. The NOP was distributed to interested parties, elected officials, and agencies, and
posted at the State Clearinghouse. The NOI to prepare an EIS under NEPA was published in the
Federal Register on November 7, 2019.
During the scoping period, input was gathered from the public and stakeholders on the preliminary
Purpose and Need for the Project, the suite of proposed alternatives, the environmental review
process, and next steps in project development. The results of this input were analyzed and used to
develop the screening criteria provided in this report and specific comments received are used to
provide the substantiation for the rankings related to public opposition shown in Table ES.1 of the
Executive Summary and described in Section 2.2.8 below. This screening analysis also provides
quantitative comparisons of the potential environmental impacts of each build alternative. Potential
impacts to land uses, known sites of environmental concern, right-of-way, and environmental justice
communities are all based on preliminary engineering designs, which at this stage represent a worstcase scenario regarding the maximum disturbance limits. Potential impacts to these resources
would likely be reduced through implementation of avoidance and minimization measures and
refined engineering designs.

2.1.1

Planning Process Related to Improvements on I-5

As described in Section 1.1.2, Project Alternatives, above, Build Alternatives 11, 12, 21, and 23a-d
would provide improvements solely to the I-5 corridor. It is important to note that Caltrans
District 12, in coordination with OCTA have ongoing managed lane studies and OCTA is currently
revisiting the South Orange County Major Investment Study (SOCMIS) through the South Orange
County Multimodal Transportation Study (SOCMTS). OCTA is also undertaking an Express Lanes
Network Study. In addition to these current studies for future projects, several improvements on I-5
will be completed by OCTA through the Measure M funding program. In order to avoid redundancy
and prioritize improvements along this corridor, alternatives related to improvements on I-5 should
be analyzed further in system planning documents, such as SOCMTS, the Long-Range Transportation
Plan, and the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. OCTA should work
with stakeholders including TCA and Caltrans, to develop an updated system planning document
where alternatives that include improvements solely to I-5 can be considered prior to any further
project level studies. The need for such improvements will be defined as part of the SOCMTS.

2.2
2.2.1

ALTERNATIVES SCREENING CRITERIA
Traffic and Transportation

The preliminary traffic analysis conducted for the Project utilized a design year of 2050 for
operations, and included the following intersections and freeway mainline and ramps the AM and
PM peak hours on a typical weekday:
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•

I-5: All the mainline segments and ramp junctions between I-405 and Orange County/San Diego
County line.

•

SR-241/Los Patrones Parkway: All the mainline segments, ramp junctions, and ramp terminal
intersections between Oso Parkway and I-5.

•

Arterial roadway segments at selected locations were evaluated to understand daily traffic
demand changes during a typical weekday.

In addition, weekend analysis was conducted at five mainline segments along I-5 during the
Saturday (southbound) and Sunday (northbound) peak hours. Table 2.1, below, provides an overall
summary of traffic and transportation measures for both weekday and weekend condition, including
vehicle hours of delay (VHD) reduction, level of service (LOS) improvements, added capacity to
address incidents and/or emergencies, and pedestrian/bicycle opportunities.
2.2.1.1

Vehicle Hours of Delay

To capture the broader impact of the alternatives being considered, the study used VHD to measure
how much delay drivers experience on a typical weekday. Although measured on a 24‐hour basis,
the vast majority of the delay would occur during peak commute hours. Table 2.2 below provides a
graphic comparison of the VHD reduction benefit provided by each alternative. The percent change
in VHD for I-5 and for All Roadways can be interpreted as the percent change in delay reduction that
would be expected per driver. Table 2.3 below provides the percent change in VHD for each
alternative.
2.2.1.2

Level of Service

Caltrans does not have an adopted standard for measuring transportation performance over a
broad area, as the only adopted standard is LOS, which measures the performance of a specific
location (such as a ramp, intersection, or freeway segment). LOS is a quantitative measure of traffic
operating conditions whereby a letter rating, from A (the best) to F (the worst), is assigned. These
ratings represent the perspective of drivers and are an indication of the comfort and convenience
associated with driving. Such a measure is useful, but only if aggregated over the Study Area.
Therefore, this study quantified the number of freeway locations that meet these conditions: (1) are
projected to operate at worse than the Caltrans standard (LOS D); and (2) would realize at least one
grade level improvement as a consequence of a project alternative. Freeway mainline and ramps
were evaluated using Highway Capacity Software (HCS) equivalent spreadsheet, while the
intersections were analyzed using the Synchro traffic operations software. A detailed discussion of
the traffic methodology is provided in the TEPA (Attachment J to the PSR/PDS).
In addition, the traffic data for the Study Area show that volumes are approximately 30 percent
higher on a weekend than weekday in the southern portion of the I‐5 Study Area. The southern
portion of the I‐5 Study Area includes two locations: (1) Avenida Califia to Cristianitos Road and
(2) Avenida Vista Hermosa to Avenida Pico. Moreover, the observed queues are significantly longer
on weekends (southbound on Saturday and northbound on Sunday) than weekdays. Table 2.1,
below, notes if an alternative would result in a change in the peak hour LOS from LOS E or F to LOS D
or better at these two locations.
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Table 2.1: Traffic and Transportation Results

Alternative

Description

Alt 1 (No
Build)

Existing lane configurations and route
adoptions for SR-241 and I‐5
Connect Ortega Highway and Antonio
Parkway to Avery Parkway and SR-73
Add I‐5 General‐Purpose Lanes from I-405
to San Diego County
Add I‐5 High‐Occupancy/Toll (HOT) Lanes
from I‐405 to San Diego County
Connect SR-241 to I‐5 via Western
Alignment (Local Connection at La Novia
Avenue)
Connect SR-241 to I‐5 via La Pata Avenue
Crossing (Local Connection at Avenida
Pico)
Connect SR-241 to I‐5 via Shore Cliffs (Local
Connection at Avenida Vaquero)
Connect SR-241 to SR-73 and Extend
Crown Valley Parkway to SR-241
Los Patrones Parkway Extension and I‐5
High‐Occupancy/Toll (HOT) Lanes

Alt 9
Alt 11
Alt 12
Alt 13

Alt 14
Alt 17
Alt 18
Alt 21

Weekday
Weekends
I‐5 Locations
Daily VHD Reduction
Improved Peak
Improved from
Hour LOS from
LOS E to LOS D or
LOS E or F to
All
better,
or
from
I‐5
LOS D or better at
Roadways
LOS F to LOS E or
Two I‐5 locations
better

Additional
Provide additional
Enhance
north‐south
north‐south
pedestrian/ capacity in case of
capacity in
bicycle
case of
emergencies (fire,
incidents on opportunities
flood, other
I-5
evacuations

0

0

No

No

No

No

No

‐1,070

‐1,670

7%

No

No

Partial

No

‐11,480

‐14,360

56%

Partial, 1 of 2

Partial

No

Yes

‐3,670

‐4,970

42%

Yes

Partial

No

Yes

‐340

‐200

18%

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

‐1,740

‐2,350

30%

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

‐1,370

‐1,920

23%

Partial, 1 of 2

Yes

Yes

Yes

‐610

‐2,290

2%

No

No

Partial

No

‐4,330

‐5,470

25%

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

‐4,520

11%

Partial, 1 of 2

Partial

Yes

Yes

‐3,000

5%

No

Partial

Yes

Yes

‐170

6%

Partial, 1 of 2

Partial

No

Yes

‐170

6%

Partial, 1 of 2

Partial

No

Yes

‐3,780

27%

Yes

Partial

No

Yes

‐750

17%

Yes

Partial

No

Yes

Alt 22
Los Patrones Parkway Extension – Untolled ‐3,270
(Untolled)
Alt 22 (Tolled) Los Patrones Parkway Extension – Tolled
‐1,990
One I‐5 HOV Lane from Avenida Pico to San
Alt 23a
‐150
Diego County
Two I‐5 High‐Occupancy/Toll (HOT) Lanes
Alt 23b
‐150
from Avenida Pico to San Diego County
Two I‐5 High‐Occupancy/Toll (HOT) Lanes
Alt 23c
‐3,190
from SR‐73 to San Diego County
One I‐5 High‐Occupancy/Toll (HOT) Lane
Alt 23d
‐720
from SR-73 to San Diego County

2-3

SOUTH COUNTY TRAFFI C RELIE F EFFORT PROJE CT
ORANGE COUNTY, CALI FORNI A

SCOPI NG SUMMARY

Table 2.2: Vehicle Hours of Delay Reduction Comparison of Alternatives

Table 2.3: Percent Change in Vehicle Hours of Delay Comparison of Alternatives

2-4

AND

AL TE RNATIVE S S CREE NI NG REPORT
MARCH 2020

SCOPI NG SUMMARY
MARCH 2020

2.2.1.3

AND

AL TE RNATIVE S S CREE NI NG REPORT

SOUTH COUNTY TRAFFI C RELIE F EFFORT PROJE CT
ORANGE COUNTY, CALI FORNI A

Other Transportation Improvements

Other supporting transportation objectives of the SCTRE Project include: (1) provide additional
north‐south capacity in case of traffic incidents on I‐5; (2) provide additional north‐south capacity in
case of emergencies; and (3) enhance multi‐modal mobility opportunities. Providing additional
north‐south capacity includes additional lanes on I‐5 or on north‐south arterials in the Study Area.
Traffic incidents include accidents or spills or other incidents that would require a temporary lane
closure(s). Emergencies include fire, flood, or other evacuations not related to an incident on I‐5.
Multi‐modal opportunities include new bicycle/pedestrian facilities and links to existing facilities.
Table 2.1 notes if an alternative would achieve these supporting objectives. A “partial” value for
additional north-south capacity in case of traffic incidents on I-5 indicates that either a lane would
be added on I-5 or parallel capacity would be provided without a direct I-5 connection, as opposed
to a “Yes” value, which indicates that parallel capacity with a direct I-5 connection would be
provided.
2.2.1.4

Cost Per VHD Reduction (Cost Effectiveness)

The approximate cost of each alternative compared to the overall traffic benefits received provides
context for the overall cost effectiveness of the alternatives. The overall project cost was calculated
as the sum of the approximate construction, support, and right‐of‐way costs, which are provided for
each alternative in Table 2.4 below. Table 2.5 above provides a comparison of the vehicle hours of
delay benefit received compared to the cost of each alternative.
The construction costs for each of the alternatives were determined by developing preliminary plans
based upon Caltrans highway design standards for freeways. Preliminary plans including horizontal
alignments, typical cross sections, preliminary grading limits, and preliminary limits for required
right-of-way acquisitions. Based upon these preliminary plans, quantities were developed for
earthwork, paving, bridges and areas required for rights-of-way, and then preliminary capital cost
and rights-of-way cost estimates were prepared for each alternative.
The support costs were determined by applying a percentage to the capital cost for a list of required
project development activities including: Environmental Document and Project Report, project
permitting, final design, Construction Engineering Management, right-of-way support and Caltrans’
support cost. The percentages used for each of these support cost categories are shown in the
Project cost estimates, and collectively represent 32 percent. Hence the total estimated cost for
each alternative is the sum of: capital cost, support cost (32 percent times capital cost), and right‐
of‐way cost.
The right‐of‐way costs were determined based upon the preliminary plans that indicate the
preliminary grading limits along with typical assumptions for the offset from the grading limit to the
right-of-way line.
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Table 2.4: Total Cost of Alternatives

Table 2.5: Cost per Vehicle Hours of Delay

VHD = vehicle hours of delay

At locations along existing roads such as alternatives that include widening along I‐5, design features
such as retaining walls were utilized in order to minimize impacts to parcels along the existing rightsof-way. At locations where alternatives traverse vacant land, the preliminary rights-of-way limits
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were established with consideration of potential remedial grading (slope stability) and typical offsets
to proposed rights-of-way limits of approximately 20 feet beyond the limits of grading. Assumptions
used to establish grading limits, locations of proposed retaining walls, the potential for partial or full
acquisition of affected right-of-way parcels was consistently applied to each alternative to provide a
consistent basis for impacts.

2.2.2

Right‐of‐Way

Based on the preliminary geometric alignments, some of the build alternatives would result in
displacements and relocations within the disturbance limits as a result of partial and full right‐of‐
way acquisitions required to build, operate, and maintain the proposed improvements. The number
of existing residential, non‐residential, and vacant parcels that would be impacted by each
alternative was evaluated. Residential displacements are also broken down into single-family and
multi‐family designations. The number of acquisitions recorded is within the maximum disturbance
limits currently defined for each build alternative. Table 2.6, below, provides a comparison of the
acquisitions that may be required by each alternative. Table 2.7, below, provides a detailed
breakdown of the partial and full acquisitions that may be required for each alternative. Due to the
preliminary nature of this phase of engineering development, conservative assumptions were made
to help ensure that the impacts would not increase in subsequent phases of more detailed design.
However, engineering designs will continue to be refined throughout the PA/ED and final design
processes, and opportunities to reduce potential impacts will be identified and implemented where
feasible.

2.2.3

Environmental Justice Communities

The goals of the screening for environmental justice communities are to identify areas where
minority and low‐income populations are located and determine if any minority or low‐income
populations could bear disproportionately high and adverse portions of the overall project impacts.
These data include census tract information from the U.S. Census Bureau American Community
Survey 5‐Year 2013–2017 data.
This screening criteria is based on "Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964" and related statutes which
assure that individuals are not excluded from participation in, denied the benefit of, or subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance on the basis of
race, color, national origin, age, sex, and disability. Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice
directs that programs, policies, and activities not have a disproportionately high and adverse human
health and environmental effect on minority and low‐income populations.
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Table 2.6: Right-of Way Impacts

Table 2.7: Potential Right‐of‐Way Impact Breakdown
Acquisition Alt 1
Alt 9
Alt 11
Single Family Residential (SFR)
Full
0
59
85

Alt 12

Alt 13

Alt 14

Alt 17

Alt 18

Alt 21

Alt 22

Alt 23a

Alt 23b

Alt 23c

Alt 23d
12

49

26

22

70

51

25

0

8

20

26

Partial

0

8

12

6

12

5

14

2

9

0

1

6

7

2

Total

0

67

97

55

38

27

84

53

34

0

9

26

33

16

Multi‐Family Residential (MFR)
Full
0
0

27

5

5

0

1

0

5

0

0

0

5

0

Partial

0

0

10

1

1

7

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total

0

0

37

6

6

7

2

0

5

0

0

0

5

0

Total Residential (SFR + MFR)
Full
0
59

112

54

31

22

71

51

30

0

8

20

31

15

Partial

0

8

22

7

13

12

15

2

9

0

1

6

7

1

Total

0

67

134

61

44

34

86

53

39

0

9

26

38

16

Non‐Residential1
Full
0

8

35

23

16

11

8

8

9

0

1

6

10

3

Partial

0

17

106

68

22

13

11

17

28

0

1

8

26

12

Total

0

25

141

91

38

24

19

25

37

0

2

14

36

15

Total Residential and Non‐Residential
Full
0
67
147

77

47

33

79

59

39

0

9

26

41

18

Partial

0

25

128

75

35

25

26

19

37

0

2

14

33

15

Total

0

92

275

152

82

58

105

78

76

0

11

40

74

31

Vacant Land2
Full

0

12

13

7

44

8

48

12

1

0

0

2

2

1

Partial

0

32

7

6

28

35

21

48

16

17

3

5

5

3

Total

0

44

20

13

72

43

69

60

17

17

3

7

7

4

Non‐Residential land uses include commercial, industrial, institutional, or other similar land uses that are not
residential but have some form of development.
2
Vacant land uses include open space, recreation, landfill, or similar uses that are on undeveloped land.
MFR = multi-family residential
SFR = single-family residential
1
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The percent of Hispanic/Latino populations, minority populations, and low‐income populations for
the census tracts within the disturbance limits of each alternative were compared with the percent
of Hispanic/Latino populations, minority populations, and low‐income populations in the County as
a whole. Table 2.8 provides the number of census tracts within the disturbance limits of each
alternative with the number of environmental justice communities that may be potentially impacted
and a relative ranking of the degree of impact on a scale from low to high. Of the alternatives
considered in this study, four alternatives, including the No Build Alternative, would have a low
degree of impact on environmental justice communities, five would have a moderate degree of
impact, and five would have a high degree of impact. It is important to note that the analysis
presented in this report is intended to provide a preliminary evaluation of performance and
potential impacts for each alternative. The alternatives recommended to be carried forward as a
result of this analysis would undergo detailed technical analyses, such as a formal Community
Impact Assessment, to provide a more refined and robust analysis of potential environmental
impacts.

Table 2.8: Potential Impacts to Environmental Justice Communities
Alternative
Alt 1 (No Build)
Alt 9
Alt 11
Alt 12
Alt 13
Alt 14
Alt 17
Alt 18
Alt 21
Alt 22 (Tolled/Untolled)
Alt 23a
Alt 23b
Alt 23c
Alt 23d

Environmental Justice Community Indicators1
Hispanic/Latino
0
1
5
3
1
1
1
1
3
0
1
1
3
3

Minority
0
1
5
3
1
1
1
1
3
0
1
1
3
3

Low‐Income
0
0
5
4
3
3
3
0
4
0
2
3
4
4

Ranking
Low
Low
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Low
High
Low
Moderate
Moderate
High
High

Source: U. S. Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year 2013–2017 B03002 Minority By Census Tract and B17001
Poverty by Census Tract.
1 The below poverty population provided in the ACS data is used as a proxy for the low‐income population. The minority
population includes both Hispanic/Latino populations as well as other racial minority groups by taking the inverse of the non‐
Hispanic, White only population provided in the ACS data.

2.2.4

Parks and Recreational Resources

Potential impacts to parks and recreational resources are important environmental considerations
due to these resources protection under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act
of 1966, which provided for consideration of park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, and historic sites during transportation project development. The law, now codified in
49 U.S.C. §303 and 23 U.S.C. §138, applies only to the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)
and is implemented by the FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) through the
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regulation 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 774. 1 Potential impacts to historic resources
protected under Section 4(f) are discussed in further detail in Section 2.2.6 below.
Potential impacts to parks and recreational resources protected under Section 4(f) may occur from
the build alternatives carried forward for further technical studies through use of the resources. The
most common form of use is when land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility.
The second form of use is commonly referred to as temporary occupancy and results when Section
4(f) property, in whole or in part, is required for project construction‐related activities. The third and
final type of use is called constructive use. A constructive use involves no actual physical use of the
Section 4(f) property via permanent incorporation of land or a temporary occupancy of land into a
transportation facility. A constructive use occurs when the proximity impacts of a proposed project
adjacent to, or nearby, a Section 4(f) property result in substantial impairment to the property's
activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f). As a
general matter, this means that the value of the resource, in terms of its Section 4(f) purpose and
significance, will be meaningfully reduced or lost.
Before approving a project that uses Section 4(f) property, the FHWA must determine that there is
no feasible and prudent alternative that avoids the Section 4(f) properties and that the Project
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) properties; or the FHWA makes a
finding that the Project has a de minimis impact on the Section 4(f) property. Table 2.9 below lists
the number of parks and recreational resources within the disturbance limits of each build
alternative.

Table 2.9: Potential Impacts to Parks and Recreational
Resources
Parks and Recreation
Resources Within the
Area (acres)
Disturbance Limits
Alt 1 (No Build)
0
0
Alt 9
2
53.9
Alt 11
13
1.64
Alt 12
12
1.52
Alt 13
8
1.24
Alt 14
5
1.51
Alt 17
7
0.43
Alt 18
2
53.91
Alt 21
10
0.70
Alt 22
0
0
Alt 23a
0
0
Alt 23b
0
0
Alt 23c
4
0.22
Alt 23d
1
0.05
Source: County Orange General Plan (2005); OC Parks (County) and CPAD (California
Protected Areas Database)
Alternative

1

Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations 774. Website: https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi‐bin/text‐ idx?c=ecfr&SID=
4d6e96ee8621f248ff93759fb1c8e4d6&rgn=div5&view=text&node=23:1.0.1.8.46&idno=2 3 (accessed
January 2020).
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Land Uses

2.2.5.1

Designated Critical Habitat

The purpose of this screening exercise is to determine which alternatives avoid or have minimal
impact on Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive plant and animal species by identifying potential
impacts to designated critical habitat. When a species is proposed for listing as endangered or
threatened under the Endangered Species Act, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) may
designate areas as “critical habitat” if it is believed to be essential to the species' conservation. A
critical habitat designation does not necessarily restrict further development. Rather, this
designation requires Federal agencies to ensure that actions they plan to undertake, fund, or
authorize do not destroy or adversely modify that habitat. Impacts to critical habitat require
consultation with USFWS and may increase the complexity of a build alternative due to permitting
and mitigation requirements. The potential impacts to critical habitat for each of the alternatives
were determined by overlaying the maximum disturbance limits of the build alternatives with areas
of designated critical habitat using GIS analysis. The potential impacts to critical habitat are listed in
Table 2.10 below. For potential impacts to federally‐listed species and/or critical habitat, a Biological
Assessment will be submitted to USFWS and Section 7 Consultation will be required. Through
Section 7 Consultation, the USFWS will provide a Biological Opinion where terms and conditions will
be provided to ensure that the proposed actions would not jeopardize the survival of the species.

Table 2.10: Potential Impacts to Critical Habitat (acres)
Critical
Habitat

Alt 1

Alt 9

Alt 11

Alt 12

Arroyo Toad
0
0
5.2
5.2
Coastal
California
0
0
9.2
9.2
Gnatcatcher
Thread‐
0
0
0
0
leaved
brodiaea
Total 0
0
14.4
14.4
Ranking
Low Low Moderate Moderate
Source: U.S. Fish & Wildlife (2020).

Alt 13

Alt 14 Alt 17 Alt 18

Alt 21

Alt 22

Alt 23a Alt 23b

Alt 23c

Alt 23d

24.8

38.4

19.1

0

22.3

68.8

0

0

2.2

1.4

332.8

190.1

257.2

0

9.6

0

0

0

3.2

2.3

18.2

18.2

18.2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

375.8
High

246.7
High

294.5
High

0
Low

0
Low

0
Low

31.9
68.8
Moderate Moderate

5.4
3.7
Moderate Moderate

Table 2.10 provides the results for the potential acreage of impacts to designated critical habitat
within the disturbance limits of each alternative as well as a ranking of the degree of potential
environmental impact on a scale from low to high. Alternatives were ranked low if they included a
total potential impact acreage of 0 indicating no impacts would occur; were ranked moderate if the
total was below 70 acres of potential impacts; and were ranked high if the alternative had the
potential to impact 71 or more acres of designated critical habitat. Of the alternatives considered in
this Study, five alternatives, including the No Build Alternative, would have a low degree of impact
(indicating no impact) to designated critical habitat, six would have a moderate degree of impact,
and three would have a high degree of impact.
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Reserves, Preserves, Open Space, and Conservation Lands

The land uses discussed in this section include reserves, preserves, open space, and conservation
lands. Potential impacts to these lands are important to discuss because this land may include a
legal mechanism for protection. For example, if land was preserved part of a Natural Communities
Conservation Plan, Habitat Conservation Plan, or as mitigation for another project’s environmental
impacts, the potential cost of mitigation for impacts to this land may be higher than the cost
mitigating impacts to lands without such designations. Impacts to these lands may also require
additional coordination with regulatory agencies.
Of the alternatives considered in this study, five alternatives, including the No Build, would have no
impact on reserve, preserve, open space, and/or conservation lands. See Table 2.11, below. Six
alternatives would only impact land designated as open space (either Camino Ronda, Ladera Ranch,
Regulatory Action, or Rancho Mission Viejo designations). Alternatives 9 and 18 would impact a
small portion of the Avery O-Neill Trust (approximately 0.004 acre). Alternative 14 would also
impact land within the Bellota Offsite Restoration Area (approximately 1.78 acres), conservation
easements for the Forster Ranch development (approximately 45.7 acres of proposed conservation
easement and approximately 41.9 acres of recorded conservation easement), and USACE drainage
conservation easement (approximately 6.5 acres). Potential impacts to these land uses may require
the establishment of potential conservation easements providing replacement reserve or preserve
lands for any loss of these protected land uses, or other mitigation developed in coordination with
the landowner, regulatory agencies, and lead agency.

Table 2.11: Potential Impacts to Reserves, Preserves, Open Space and
Conservation Lands
Alternative

Open Space1

Alt 1 (No Build)
Alt 9
Alt 11
Alt 12
Alt 13
Alt 14
Alt 17
Alt 18
Alt 21
Alt 22 (Tolled/Untolled)
Alt 23a
Alt 23b
Alt 23c
Alt 23d

0
266.5
13.2
13.2
622.4
452.0
506.7
423.6
183.6
116.0
0
0
0
0

Reserve/Preserve
Areas2
0
0.004
0
0
0
1.8
0
0.004
0
0
0
0
0
0

Conservation
Easements3
0
0
0
0
0
94.1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Total
0
266.5
13.2
13.2
622.4
547.9
506.7
423.6
183.6
116.0
0
0
0
0

Source: CPAD; USFWS MSHCP; Orange County Southern Subregion HCP; and Rancho Mission Viejo Planning Areas; The
Ranch Plan (2006); Ladera Ranch Plan (1995); Forster Ranch Specific Plan (1998); City of San Juan Capistrano (2019);
The Reserve at Rancho Mission Viejo (2020).
1
Open Space designations include lands designated Camino Ronda Open Space, Ladera Ranch Open Space, Regulatory Action
Open Space, and Rancho Mission Viejo Open Space. This category is not reflective of individual Cities or the County of Orange
General Plan land use designations.
2
Reserve/Preserve Areas include the Avery O’Neill Trust and Bellota Off-Site Restoration Area.
3
Conservation Easements include the Forster Ranch Conservation Easement and USACE Drainage Conservation Easement.
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Farmlands/Timberlands

For environmental review purposes under CEQA, the categories of Prime Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, and Grazing Land
constitute 'agricultural land' (Public Resources Code Section 21060.1). The purpose of this screening
exercise is to determine which alternatives would impact prime and unique farmlands or farmlands
of importance under the Farmland Protection Policy Act.
Prime farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for
producing food, feed, fiber, forage, and other agricultural crops. Unique farmland is land other than
prime farmland that is used for the production of specific high-value food and fiber crops.
Designation of prime or unique farmland is made by the Natural Resources Conservation Service,
under the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Table 2.12, below, provides a summary of the acres of
designated farmland that would be impacted by the build alternatives.

Table 2.12: Potential Impacts to Designated Farmland
Alternative

Prime
Farmland

Unique
Farmland

Alt 1 (No Build)
Alt 9
Alt 11
Alt 12
Alt 13
Alt 14
Alt 17
Alt 18
Alt 21
Alt 22 (Tolled/Untolled)
Alt 23a
Alt 23b
Alt 23c
Alt 23d

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
6.9
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
16.0
0
0
0
0
0
17.1
0
0
0
0
0
0

Farmland of
Statewide
Importance
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
12.6
0
0
0
0
0
0

Farmland of
Local
Importance
0
0
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
0
1.7
0
0
1.1
1.1
0

Total
0
16.0
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
36.6
1.7
0
0
1.1
1.1
0

Source: California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Orange County Important Farmland
2014; California Department of Conservation, Williamson Act Program, November 2010; County of Orange General Plan, 2012.

Of the alternatives considered in this study, four alternatives, including the No Build Alternative,
would have no impact on agricultural lands. Eight alternatives would have relatively low impacts to
Farmland of Local Importance (i.e., less than 2.0 acres). Alternative 9 would result in 16.0 acres of
impacts to Unique Farmland and Alternative 18 would result in 36.6 acres of potential impacts to a
combination of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance.
Potential impacts to designated farmland may require the establishment of potential farmland
conservation easements providing replacement farmland in perpetuity for any loss of designated
farmland, or other mitigation developed among the County Agricultural Commissioner in
coordination with the lead agency.
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Known Cultural Sites/Resources

A cultural resource record search conducted for the Study Area indicates that previous cultural
resource studies (including survey, testing, monitoring, and overviews) cover nearly the entirety of
the Study Area; however, the majority of the studies are more than 10 years old. Historic resources
must be a minimum of 50 years old for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places
(National Register) or California Register of Historical Resources (California Register). Therefore,
historic resources may have been added to either the National Register or California Register since
publication of these studies. Potential impacts to known cultural resources including historic and
prehistoric sites may occur as a result of the build alternatives carried forward for further technical
studies.
Table 2.13 provides the results for the number of known cultural resource sites located within the
disturbance limits of each alternative as well as a ranking of the degree of potential environmental
impact on a scale from low to high. Alternatives were ranked low if they included a total number of
known sites between 0-40; moderate if the total was between 41-80; and high if the alternative had
the potential to impact 81 or more known sites. Of the alternatives considered in the this study,
seven alternatives, including the No Build, would have a low degree of impact from known
hazardous waste sites, four would have a moderate degree of impact, and three would have a high
degree of impact.

Table 2.13: Potential Impacts to Known Cultural Resources
Alternative

Cultural Resources Within the Disturbance Limits

Ranking

Alt 1 (No Build)
Alt 9
Alt 11
Alt 12
Alt 13
Alt 14
Alt 17
Alt 18
Alt 21
Alt 22 (Tolled/Untolled)
Alt 23a
Alt 23b
Alt 23c
Alt 23d

0
64
106
98
59
45
44
58
106
15
6
8
65
54

Low
Moderate
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
High
Low
Low
Low
Moderate
Moderate

Source: South Central Coastal Information Center (2017)

Due to the potential impacts to cultural resources from the build alternatives, it is anticipated that
monitoring during construction may be necessary. Mitigation measures will be included in the
environmental document during PA/ED to ensure the proper handling of buried resources, tribal
cultural resources, and/or human remains and implementation of environmental commitments
identified through the Section 106 process and Assembly Bill (AB) 52 consultation.
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Known Hazardous Waste Sites

Potentially hazardous sites have been classified in this level of analysis as high‐priority, medium‐
priority and low‐priority. The evaluation is based the results of the Initial Site Assessment (2018) and
subsequent research conducted by WSP, utilizing the guidance from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA 1988; 1995; 1997) and the following resources: Certified Sanborn® Map
Report, The EDR DataMap™ Environmental Atlas™, EnviroStor, GeoTracker, NRCS on-line soil
surveys, National Pipeline Mapping System, University of California at Davis Soil Web, and
NETROnline Historic Aerial Imagery. Following is a definition of each of these classifications. The
table following shows the various sites being impacted by each alternative.
•

The high‐priority sites are classified as such because they could entail high remediation costs
and can involve coordination with multiple regulatory agencies at both state and federal levels.
These sites may involve soil and/or groundwater contamination requiring an extensive or
long‐term remediation effort to meet regulatory cleanup goals.

•

The medium‐priority sites are classified as such because due to the nature of operations, they
have potential to impact soil and groundwater beneath the site. However, these sites are not
currently listed as hazardous material release sites.

•

The low‐priority sites are classified as such because they either have been remediated, have
been investigated and not found to need remediation, or are anticipated not to require
large‐scale remediation.

Table 2.14, below, provides the results for the number of high, medium, and low priority sites are
located within the disturbance limits of each alternative as well as a ranking of the degree of
potential environmental impact on a scale from low to high. . Alternatives were ranked low if they
included a total number of known sites between 0-10; moderate if the total was between 11-20;
and high if the alternative had the potential to impact 21 or more known sites. Of the alternatives
considered in the this study, seven alternatives, including the No Build, would have a low degree of
impact from known hazardous waste sites, four would have a moderate degree of impact, and three
would have a high degree of impact. Of the alternatives that include high priority sites, Alternatives,
13, 14, 17, 21, and 22 would all have potential impacts to land within the boundaries of the Prima
Deshecha Landfill.
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Table 2.14: Potential Impacts to Known Hazardous Waste Sites
Alternative

Low Priority

Alt 1 (No Build)
0
Alt 9
2
Alt 11
18
Alt 12
14
Alt 13
27
Alt 14
10
Alt 17
13
Alt 18
3
Alt 21
12
Alt 22
0
(Tolled/Untolled)
Alt 23a
2
Alt 23b
1
Alt 23c
8
Alt 23d
5
Source: WSP, Initial Site Assessment (2018).

2.2.8

Medium Priority

High Priority

Total

Ranking

0
0
11
7
7
6
6
0
4
0

0
0
3
3
1
1
1
0
2
1

0
2
32
24
35
17
20
3
18
1

Low
Low
High
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low

0
1
4
2

0
0
0
0

2
2
12
7

Low
Low
Moderate
Low

Public Opposition

As described in Section 1.0 above, approximately 1,650 comments were received during the formal
public scoping period. However, of these comments, some were received in duplicate. The scoping
comments received were placed into spreadsheet and a filter was used to quantify this screening
criteria. All comments were filtered to identify the number of comment letters received that
mentioned opposition to a specific alternative were counted. In addition to opposition to a
particular alternative, some comments provided general opposition to the following categories: the
SCTRE Project, tolled facilities, extension of SR-241, improvements on I-5, and improvements within
the City of San Clemente. These general comments are in addition to, and not inclusive of the
comments in opposition to specific project alternatives. This analysis provides a quantitative metric
of the number of commenters who expressed opposition to individual alternatives and general
categories related to the Project. Table 2.15 below provides the quantity of comments received that
express opposition to a particular alternative as well as the number of comments that expressed
general opposition to the categories discussed above. Alternatives were ranked on a scale of low to
high public opposition. An Alternative was ranked low if they included a total number of comments
between 0-50; moderate if the total was between 51-100; and high if the alternative had the 101 or
more comments in opposition to that specific alternative.
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Table 2.15: Public Opposition
Subject of Opposition
Alt 1 (No Build)
Alt 9
Alt 11
Alt 12
Alt 13
Alt 14
Alt 17
Alt 18
Alt 21
Alt 22 Tolled
Alt 22 Untolled
Alt 23a
Alt 23b
Alt 23c
Alt 23d
SCTRE Project

Number of Comments Received
Opposition to Specific Alternatives
0
1468
29
29
116
158
148
1464
52
46
46
23
23
19
19
General Opposition
462

Tolled Facilities

267

Extension of SR-241

76

Improvements on I-5

11

Improvements within the City of San
Clemente

286

2.3
2.3.1

Ranking
Low
High
Low
Low
High
High
High
High
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Applies to all alternatives
Applies to all alternatives except Alt
11, Alt 22 Untolled and Alt 23a
Applies to Alts 13, 14, 17, 21, and 22
(Tolled and Untolled)
Applies to all alternatives except Alts
9, 18 and 22 (Tolled and Untolled)
Applies to all alternatives except Alts
9, 18 and 22 (Tolled and Untolled)

ALTERNATIVES SCREENING CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Screening Matrix

In order to identify the least environmentally damaging and highest performing alternatives that
would meet the Project’s Purpose and Need statement, a screening matrix was applied so that the
alternatives could be evaluated against the full array of environmental and engineering, and other
cost-effective measures. The screening analysis and findings described later in this report are
summarized and compiled in the matrix for comparative purposes.
The Executive Summary table (Table ES.1) is provided again below as Table 2.16 and provides the
screening results for each alternative. Additionally, this process allowed each alternative’s
performance trade‐offs to be observed. However, in addition to the performance metrics described
in the screening matrix, other key factors related to feasibility such as funding availability provide
the rationale for dropping certain alternatives from further consideration for the SCTRE Project.
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Table 2:16 SCTRE Scoping Summary
Alt 1

Alt 9

Existing lane
configurations &
route adoptions
for SR-241 & I‐5

Connect Ortega
Hwy & Antonio
Pkwy to Avery
Pkwy and SR-73

No
Low
N/A

No
High
N/A

VHD Reduction on I‐5
Percent Change VHD I-54
VHD Reduction on All Roadways
Percent Change VHD All Roadway4

0
0
0
0

‐1070
-3.0%
‐1670
-3.0%

Cost
Cost/VHD Reduction on I‐5
Cost/VHD Reduction on All Roadways

0
0
0

$1,174
$1.10
$0.70

0
Low
0
0
0
0
Low

0
Low
266.5
53.9
16.0
336.4
Moderate

0
Low
0
Low

64
Moderate
2
Low

0

67

0

92

275

152

82

Low

Moderate

High

High

Moderate

0
0
0
Low

1
1
0
Low

5
5
5
High

3
3
4
High

1
1
3
Moderate

Screening Criteria

Purpose & Need (Yes or No)
Public Opposition Alignments2
Public Opposition Tolling3

Designated Critical Habitat4
Ranking6
Open Space, Reserve, Preserve Lands
Parks and Recreational Resources7
Designated Farmlands
Total Land Use Impacts8
Ranking6
Known Cultural Resource Sites9
Ranking6
Known Hazardous Sites
Ranking6
ROW Residential (partial/full takes)
Total ROW (residential + non ‐residential
[excluding vacant])
Ranking6
Hispanic/Latino
Racial Minority
Below Level of Poverty
Ranking6
1

2

3
4
5

6
7

8
9
10

Alt 11

Alt 12
Alt 13
Alt 14
Alt 17
Alt 18
Alt 21
Alt 22 Tolled Alt 22 Untolled
Alt 23a
Alt 23b
Alt 23c
Alt 23d
Add I-5 HighConnect SR-241 to Connect SR-241
Connect SR-241 Los Patrones
One I-5 HOV
Two I-5 HighTwo I-5 HighOne I-5 HighAdd I-5 GeneralConnect SR-241
Occupancy/Toll
I-5 via Western to I-5 via La Pata
to SR-73 &
Pkwy Extension Los Patrones
Los Patrones
Lane from
Occupancy/Toll
Occupancy/Toll Occupancy/Toll
Purpose Lanes
to I-5 via Shore
(HOT) Lanes from IAlignment
Ave Crossing
Extend Crown
& I-5 HighPkwy Extension Pkwy Extension Avenida Pico (HOT) Lanes from (HOT) Lanes from (HOT) Lane from
from I-405 to San
Cliffs (Connect at
405 to San Diego
(Connect at La
(Connect at
Valley Pkwy to Occupancy/Toll
– Tolled
– Untolled
to San Diego Avenida Pico to SR-73 to San Diego SR-73 to San
Diego County
Avenida Vaquero)
County
Novia Ave)
Avenida Pico)
SR-241
(HOT) Lanes
County
San Diego County
County
Diego County
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes1
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Low
Low
High
High
High
High
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
N/A
High
High
High
High
N/A
High
High
N/A
N/A
High
High
High
Traffic Metrics
‐11480
‐3670
‐340
‐1740
‐1370
‐610
‐4330
‐1990
‐3270
‐150
‐150
‐3190
‐720
-37.0%
-12.0%
-1.0%
-6.0%
-4.0%
-2.0%
-14.0%
-6.0%
-10.0%
-0.5%
-0.5%
-10.0%
-2.0%
‐14360
‐4970
‐200
‐2350
‐1920
‐2290
‐5470
‐3000
‐4520
‐170
‐170
‐3780
‐750
-22.0%
-8.0%
-0.3%
-4.0%
-3.0%
-4.0%
-8.0%
-5.0%
-7.0%
-0.3%
-0.3%
-6.0%
-1.0%
Cost (millions)
$2,542
$2,204
$2,927
$1,707
$1,927
$1,198
$1,568
$350
$330
$420
$515
$1,237
$1,037
$0.22
$0.60
$8.61
$0.98
$1.41
$1.96
$0.36
$0.18
$0.10
$2.80
$3.43
$0.39
$1.44
$0.18
$0.44
$14.64
$0.73
$1.00
$0.52
$0.29
$0.12
$0.07
$2.47
$3.03
$0.33
$1.38
Land Uses (acres)5
14.4
14.4
375.8
246.7
294.5
0
31.9
68.8
68.8
0
0
5.4
3.7
Moderate
Moderate
High
High
High
Low
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Low
Moderate
Moderate
13.2
13.2
622.4
547.9
506.7
423.6
183.6
116.0
116.0
0
0
1.5
0.3
1.6
1.5
1.2
1.51
0.4
53.9
0.7
0
0
0
0
0.23
0.05
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
36.6
1.7
0
0
0
1.1
1.1
0
16.5
16.4
625.3
551.1
508.8
514.1
186.0
116.0
116.0
0
1.1
2.8
0.4
Low
Low
High
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Low
Known Sites of Environmental Concern5
106
98
59
45
44
58
106
22
22
6
8
65
54
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
High
Low
Low
Low
Low
Moderate
Moderate
32
24
35
17
20
3
18
1
1
2
2
12
7
High
High
High
Moderate
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Low
Moderate
Low
Rights‐of‐Way5
134
61
44
34
86
53
39
0
0
9
26
38
16
58

105

78

Moderate
High
Moderate
Environmental Justice Communities5,10
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
3
0
Moderate
Moderate
Low

76

0

0

11

40

74

31

Moderate

Low

Low

Low

Low

Moderate

Low

3
3
4
High

0
0
0
Low

0
0
0
Low

1
1
2
Moderate

1
1
3
Moderate

3
3
4
High

3
3
4
High

Alt 21 includes a combination of improvements that would be accomplished by Alt 22 (extension of Los Patrones Parkway [LPP]) and 23c (I-5 HOT Lanes). However, the benefit of Alt 21 is not equal to the sum of the benefits of Alts 22 and 23c for two main reasons. First, Alt 22 includes a direct connection for Rancho Mission
Viejo’s Planning Area 5 (PA 5) to LPP, while Alt 21 does not and assumes PA 5 traffic would gain access only from Ortega Highway. Therefore, Alt 21 provides a lower benefit than Alt 22 with respect to the VHD reduction associated with PA 5. Second, the benefits from the sum of the separately modelled network improvements
(Alts 22 and 23c) are greater than the results of those improvements modelled as a package (Alt 21), because the available inefficiencies in the system are reduced with the addition of each improvement.
Public Opposition to Alignments is ranked Low, Moderate, and High based on the relative number of comments expressing opposition to a particular alternative submitted during the formal public scoping period. Refer to Section 2.2.8 of this report for a detailed discussion of the methodology for quantifying public opposition.
(Low = 0-50; Moderate 51-100; High = 101+ for comments made on specific alternatives; not including comments providing general opposition to broader categories).
Public Opposition to Tolling refers to the 267 comments that expressed opposition to tolled facilities. If an alternative included tolling, the ranking was considered “High” based on the methodology described in footnote 2 above. If an alternative does not include tolling, this was considered “Not Applicable (N/A)”.
The percent change in VHD for I-5 and for All Roadways can be interpreted as the percent change in delay reduction that would be expected per driver (e.g., Alternative 22 Untolled would result in a 10% reduction in delay per driver for users on I-5 and a 7% reduction in delay for users on all roadways.)
Potential impacts to land uses, known sites of environmental concern, rights-of-way, and environmental justice communities are all based on preliminary engineering designs, which at this stage represent a worst-case scenario regarding the maximum disturbance limits. Potential impacts to these resources would likely be
reduced through implementation of avoidance and minimization measures and refined engineering designs.
The Rankings provided in this table are on a scale of low to high and express degree of impact.
Parks and recreational resources may be subject to protection under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 through 23 CFR 774. According to the County of Orange Master Plan of Regional Recreational Facilities (October 2012), the Prima Deshecha Landfill is designated as a “Proposed Regional Park.”
However, the land within the boundaries of the Landfill is not included in the Parks and Recreation Resources acreage as according to the most recent Solid Waste Facility Permit issued for Prima Deshecha on April 19, 2019, the revised estimated closure year for Zone 4 of the landfill is 2102 (CalRecycle, 2019.)
Designated critical habitat may overlap with acreages for protected land uses, parks and recreational resources, and/or designated farmland and is therefore not aggregated with the total sensitive land uses.
Cultural Resource Sites include previously recorded archaeological, paleontological, or historic sites documented within the disturbance limits of the alternatives.
Environmental justice communities include the number of census tracts within the disturbance limits of an alternative that include higher Latino/Hispanic populations, higher minority populations, and higher low‐income populations than the County as a whole. A single census tract may have higher populations than the County
as a whole for one, two, or all three of these categories. Therefore, rankings are considered low if the quantities for each category are between 0‐1; moderate for 2‐3; and high for 4 and above. In addition, the analysis presented in this report is intended to provide a preliminary evaluation of performance and potential impacts
for each alternative. The alternatives recommended to be carried forward as a result of this analysis would undergo detailed technical analyses, such as a formal Community Impact Assessment, to provide a more refined and robust analysis of potential environmental impacts.
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The results of these factors and other screening criteria for each alternative provide the basis of the
recommendations discussed in detail below.

2.3.2

Screening Analysis

Based on the screening results, input received from the public during the scoping period, and
guidance received from the PDT, Caltrans has identified the alternatives that should be eliminated at
this stage of study and the alternative(s) that should be advanced.
The following discussion summarizes the alternatives, including their relative performance, key
trade‐offs, and the critical factors, which led to the technical screening recommendation for each
alternative. The metrics used to evaluate and rank the degree of environmental and community
impacts for each alternative range from high to low. Alternatives with the best performance will
have lower degrees of impact as rated on scale from low to high. However, traffic benefits and cost
effectiveness are also described, and the alternatives that perform the best will have higher traffic
benefits and higher cost effectiveness; therefore, those alternatives are rated on a scale from high
to low. See Table 2.17 below as representative example of how the metrics would result in an
alternative’s ranking.

Table 2.17: Rankings for Screening Criteria
Screening Criteria

Ranking

Environmental Impacts

Low

Moderate

High

Community Impacts

Low

Moderate

High

Traffic Benefits

High

Moderate

Low

Cost Effectiveness

High

Moderate

Low

Green represents rankings that result in better overall performance through either low impacts or high benefits/effectiveness. Yellow
represents moderate performance. Red represents low overall performance through high impacts or low benefits/effectiveness

2.3.2.1

Alternative 1: No Build

The No Build Alternative does not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need; however, it is required to
be evaluated in the PA/ED phase as a benchmark against which to compare both the performance
and environmental consequences of the other project alternative(s). Therefore, Alternative 1 should
be evaluated further.
2.3.2.2

Alternative 9: Connect Ortega Highway and Antonio Parkway to Avery Parkway and SR-73

•

Does not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

High degree of public opposition.
○

Highest number of commenters who mentioned opposition to this specific alternative.
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•

Low benefit of VHD reduction.

•

Moderate potential right‐of‐way impacts (moderate number of displacements and acquisitions).

•

Ranks eighth in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.

•

Moderate degree of potential land use impacts.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources (fourth highest) and low
degree of impact to known hazardous waste sites.

•

Low degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration due to not meeting Purpose and Need, a high
degree of public opposition, moderate right‐of‐way impacts, and low congestion relief.
2.3.2.3

Alternative 11: Add I‐5 General‐Purpose Lanes from I‐405 to San Diego County

•

Meets the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

Low degree of public opposition.
○

Lowest number of commenters who mentioned opposition to this specific alternative.

•

Highest benefit of VHD reduction.

•

Highest potential right‐of‐way impacts (highest number of displacements and acquisitions).

•

Ranks third in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.

•

Low degree of potential land use impacts.

•

High degree of impact to known cultural resources and known hazardous waste sites.

•

High degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

•

Lack of funding identified to advance this alternative.

•

This Project is inconsistent with statewide funding priorities (i.e., increasing capacity with
general purpose lanes).

•

Various improvements extending north of the SCTRE Study Area on I-5 from SR-57 to Avenida
Pico, are either underway or completed by OCTA through the Measure M funding program and
would be duplicative of the improvements included in Alternative 11.

•

As described in Section 2.1.1 above, the planning process for improvements to the I-5 corridor
requires further coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. OCTA is currently undertaking an
update to the SOCMIS through the SOCMTS. OCTA will work with stakeholders to identify
transportation improvement opportunities beyond those that are identified in the
Measure M programs of projects.
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Recommendation: Remove from further consideration due to this alternative having the highest
right‐ of‐way impacts of all alternatives under evaluation, lack of available funding, a high degree of
potential impacts to known cultural resources and hazardous waste sites, and a high degree of
potential impacts to environmental justice communities.
2.3.2.4

Alternative 12: Add I‐5 HOT Lanes from I‐405 to San Diego County

•

Meets the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

Low degree of public opposition.
○

Low number of commenters who mention opposition of this alternative specifically,
however a substantial number of commenters mention opposition to tolled facilities or
improvements on I‐5 generally.

•

Second highest benefit of VHD reduction.

•

Second highest potential right‐of‐way impacts (second highest number of displacements and
acquisitions).

•

Ranks sixth in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.

•

Low degree of potential land use impacts.

•

High degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and known hazardous waste sites.

•

High degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

•

Overlaps with various improvements extending north of the SCTRE Study Area on I-5 from SR57 to Avenida Pico which are either underway or completed by OCTA through the Measure M
funding program.

•

As described in Section 2.1.1 above, the planning process for improvements to the I-5 corridor
requires further coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. OCTA is currently undertaking an
update to the SOCMIS through the SOCMTS. OCTA will work with stakeholders to identify
transportation improvement opportunities beyond those that are identified in the Measure M
programs of projects.

•

High cost and lack of programmed funding availability.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration due to the high number of potential
right‐of‐way impacts (second highest of all alternatives under evaluation), a high degree of potential
impacts to known cultural resources and hazardous waste sites, a high degree of potential impacts
to environmental justice communities, and a lack of programmed funding.
2.3.2.5

Alternative 13: Connect SR-241 to I‐5 via Western Alignment (Local Connection at La Novia
Avenue)

•

Does not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

High degree of public opposition.
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Fifth highest number of commenters who mentioned opposition to this specific alternative.

•

Low traffic benefits from vehicle hours of delay (VHD) reduction.

•

Moderate potential right‐of‐way impacts (high number of displacements and acquisitions).

•

Ranks lowest in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) of all alternatives.

•

High degree of potential land use impacts.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and high degree of impact to
known hazardous waste sites.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration due to not meeting the Purpose and Need, the
high degree of public opposition, low traffic benefits relative to the cost, and high degree of potential
land use impacts.
2.3.2.6

Alternative 14: Connect SR-241 to I‐5 via La Pata Avenue Crossing (Local Connection at
Avenida Pico)

•

Meets the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

High degree of public opposition and controversy.
○

Third highest number of commenters who mentioned opposition to this specific alternative.

•

Moderate benefit of VHD reduction.

•

Moderate potential right‐of‐way impacts (moderate number of displacements and acquisitions).

•

Ranks seventh in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.

•

Highest degree of potential land use impacts.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and known hazardous waste
sites.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration due to high public opposition and controversy,
moderate congestion relief, and the highest degree of potential land use impacts compared to the
other alternatives.
2.3.2.7

Alternative 17: Connect SR-241 to I‐5 via Shore Cliffs (Local Connections at Avenida
Vaquero)

•

Does not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

High degree of public opposition.
○
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•

Relatively low benefit of VHD reduction.

•

High potential right‐of‐way impacts (high number of displacements and acquisitions).

•

Ranks ninth in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.

•

High degree of potential land use impacts.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and known hazardous waste
sites.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration due to not meeting Purpose and Need, high
public opposition, high potential right‐of‐way impacts, and high degree of potential land use
impacts.
2.3.2.8

Alternative 18: Connect SR-241 to SR-73 and Extend Crown Valley Parkway to SR-241

•

Does not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need

•

High degree of public opposition.
○

•

Second highest number of commenters who mentioned opposition to this specific
alternative.

Low benefit of VHD reduction.
○

Fourth lowest for VHD reduction on I‐5.

•

Moderate potential right‐of‐way impacts (moderate number of displacements and acquisitions).

•

Ranks 10th in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.

•

Moderate degree of potential land use impacts.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and low degree of impact to
known hazardous waste sites.

•

Low degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration due to not meeting Purpose and Need, high
public opposition, moderate potential right‐of‐way impacts, and low congestion relief.
2.3.2.9

Alternative 21: Los Patrones Parkway Extension and I‐5 HOT Lanes

•

Meets the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

Moderate degree of public opposition.

•

High benefit of VHD reduction.
○

Second highest for VHD reduction.

2-25

SOUTH COUNTY TRAFFI C RELIE F EFFORT PROJE CT
ORANGE COUNTY, CALI FORNI A

SCOPI NG SUMMARY

AND

AL TE RNATIVE S S CREE NI NG REPORT
MARCH 2020

•

Moderate potential right‐of‐way impacts (moderate number of displacements and acquisitions).

•

Ranks fourth in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.

•

Moderate degree of potential land use impacts.

•

High degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and moderate degree of impacts
to known hazardous waste sites.

•

High degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

•

Overlaps with various improvements extending north of the SCTRE Study Area on I-5 from SR57 to Avenida Pico which are either underway or completed by OCTA through the Measure M
funding program. I‐5-related improvements included in Alternative 21 are the same as the
improvements proposed under Alternative 23c, as well as its arterial component that is an
element within Alternative 22. Therefore, the improvements associated with Alternative 21 are
captured separately as part of Alternative 22 and Alternative 23.

•

As described in Section 2.1.1 above, the planning process for improvements to the I-5 corridor
requires further coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. OCTA is currently undertaking an
update to the SOCMIS through the SOCMTS. OCTA will work with stakeholders to identify
transportation improvement opportunities beyond those that are identified in the Measure M
programs of projects.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration and see recommendations for Alternative 22
and Alternative 23c below.
2.3.2.10 Alternative 22 (Tolled): Los Patrones Parkway Extension – Tolled
•

Meets the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

Low degree of public opposition.
○

Relatively low number of commenters who mentioned opposition to this specific alternative
but a large number of commenters expressed opposition to tolled facilities in general.

•

A substantial number of commenters mention opposition to the development of toll roads or
the addition or conversion of HOV to HOT lanes on I‐5 generally.

•

Moderate benefit of VHD reduction.
○

Sixth highest for VHD reduction.

•

Lowest/negligible potential right‐of‐way impacts (no displacements, only acquisitions of vacant
land).

•

Ranks second in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.

•

Moderate degree of potential land use impacts.

•

Low degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and hazardous waste sites.
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Low degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration due to opposition of tolling an existing facility,
Los Patrones Parkway.
2.3.2.11 Alternative 22 (Untolled): Los Patrones Parkway Extension – Untolled
•

Meets the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

Low degree of public opposition.

•

High benefit of VHD reduction.
○

Third highest for VHD reduction.

•

Lowest/negligible potential right‐of‐way impacts (no displacements, only acquisitions of vacant
land).

•

Highest ranking in terms of cost effectiveness (Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.
○

A funding package will be achieved through a partnership with the County of Orange, TCA
and any other competitive local, state, and federal funds pursued by OCTA.

•

Moderate degree of potential land use impacts due to potential impacts to land designated
Rancho Mission Viejo Open Space and moderate potential for impacts to critical habitat.

•

Low degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and known hazardous waste sites.

•

Low degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

Recommendation: Project development and environmental evaluation should continue. Alternative
22 Untolled does not include improvements on the State Highway System and would likely not involve
federal funding or other involvement from the Federal Highway Administration or Caltrans. As such,
it is unlikely that Caltrans would serve as the Lead Agency in the Project development process for this
alternative.
2.3.2.12 Alternative 23a: One I‐5 HOV Lane from Avenida Pico to San Diego County
•

Does not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

Low degree of public opposition.

•

Low benefit of VHD reduction.

•

Completes the HOV network on I-5 in South Orange County, as the HOV lanes currently
terminate at Avenida Pico, approximately 3.5 miles north of the Orange/San Diego county line.

•

Identified in OCTA’s SOCMIS and 2018 Long Range Transportation Plan, as well as SCAG’s
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.

•

Extends the benefit of recent I-5 managed lane improvements between PCH and Avenida Pico
through Measure M.

2-27

SOUTH COUNTY TRAFFI C RELIE F EFFORT PROJE CT
ORANGE COUNTY, CALI FORNI A

•

SCOPI NG SUMMARY

AND

AL TE RNATIVE S S CREE NI NG REPORT
MARCH 2020

Second lowest potential right-of-way impacts (low number of displacements and
acquisitions).Ranks 12th in terms of cost effectiveness.
○

Third highest in Cost per VHD Reduction among the build alternatives.

•

Low degree of potential land use impacts.

•

Low degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and known hazardous waste sites.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration as part of the SCTRE Project due to not
meeting Purpose and Need. As described in Section 2.1.1 above, the planning process for
improvements to the I-5 corridor requires further coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. Caltrans
and OCTA will work together to consider this alternative under a separate effort that is consistent
with existing system planning documents such as SOCMIS, Long-Range Transportation Plan, and
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.
2.3.2.13 Alternative 23b: Two I‐5 HOT Lanes from Avenida Pico to San Diego County
•

Does not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

Low degree of public opposition.
○

Fourth lowest number of commenters who mentioned opposition to this specific alternative.

•

Lowest benefit of VHD reduction.

•

Moderate right‐of‐way impacts (moderate number of displacements and acquisitions).

•

Ranks 13th in terms of cost effectiveness.
○

Second highest in Cost per VHD Reduction among the build alternatives.

•

Low degree of potential land use impacts.

•

Low degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and known hazardous waste sites.

•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

•

No programmed funding source to advance alternative.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration as part of the SCTRE Project due to not
meeting purpose and need and lack of funding. As described in Section 2.1.1 above, the planning
process for improvements to the I-5 corridor requires further coordination between Caltrans and
OCTA. Caltrans and OCTA will work together to consider this alternative under a separate effort that
is consistent with existing system planning documents such as SOCMIS, Long-Range Transportation
Plan, and Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.
2.3.2.14 Alternative 23c: Two I‐5 HOT Lanes from SR-73 to San Diego County
•

Meets the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

Low degree of public opposition.
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Tied with Alternative 23d for third lowest number of commenters whom mentioned
opposition to this specific alternative.

Moderate benefit of VHD reduction.
○

Fifth highest for VHD reduction.

•

Moderate to high right‐of‐way impacts (moderate to high number of displacements and
acquisitions).

•

Ranks fifth in terms of cost effectiveness (9th highest Cost per VHD Reduction) among the build
alternatives.

•

Low degree of potential land use impacts.

•

Moderate degree of impact to known cultural resources and known hazardous waste sites.

•

High degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

•

High cost and no programmed funding source to advance alternative.

•

Overlaps with various improvements extending north of the SCTRE Study Area on I-5 from SR-57
to Avenida Pico which are either underway or completed by OCTA through the Measure M
funding program. OCTA is currently undertaking an update to the SOCMIS through the SOCMTS
and is working with stakeholders to identify transportation improvement opportunities beyond
those that are identified in the Measure M programs of projects.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration as part of the SCTRE Project. As described in
Section 2.1.1 above, the planning process for improvements to the I-5 corridor requires further
coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. OCTA will work with stakeholders including TCA and
Caltrans, to develop an updated system planning document in which this alternative can be
considered prior to any further project level studies. This area was identified as a low priority for
express lanes in the Caltrans Managed Lane Feasibility Study and in the ongoing OCTA Express Lanes
Network Study. The need for this improvement will be defined as part of SOCMTS.
2.3.2.15 Alternative 23d: One I‐5 HOT Lane from SR-73 to San Diego County
•

Does not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need.

•

Low degree of public opposition.
○

•

Tied with Alternative 23c for third lowest number of commenters who mentioned
opposition to this specific alternative.

Low benefit of VHD reduction.
○

Fifth lowest for VHD reduction.

•

Low potential right‐of‐way impacts (low number of displacements and acquisitions).

•

Ranks ninth in terms of cost effectiveness.
○

•

Fifth highest Cost per VHD Reduction among the build alternatives.

Low degree of potential land use impacts.
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•

Moderate degree of potential impacts to known cultural resources and known hazardous waste
sites.

•

High degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.

•

No programmed funding source to advance alternative.

•

Overlaps with various improvements extending north of the SCTRE Study Area on I-5 from SR-57
to Avenida Pico which are either underway or completed by OCTA through the Measure M
funding program.

Recommendation: Remove from further consideration as part of the SCTRE Project. As described in
Section 2.1.1 above, the planning process for improvements to the I-5 corridor requires further
coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. OCTA will work with stakeholders including TCA and
Caltrans, to develop an updated system planning document where this alternative can be considered
prior to any further project level studies. This area was identified as a low priority for express lanes in
the Caltrans Managed Lane Feasibility Study and in the ongoing OCTA Express Lanes Network Study.

2.3.3

Conclusions

Based on the results of this Alternatives Screening Analysis detailed above, and as summarized in
Table 2.18, Caltrans has identified the following alternatives to move forward for further
consideration:
2.3.3.1

Alternative 1 (No Build Alternative)

A No Build Alternative must be included in an environmental evaluation as a benchmark against
which to compare both the performance and environmental consequences of the other project
alternative(s).
2.3.3.2

Alternative 22 Untolled

Alternative 22 Untolled meets the SCTRE Project’s Purpose and Need, has no right‐of‐way impacts to
residential or non‐residential uses, has low public opposition and provides high relief to vehicle
hours of delay on I‐5 and all roadways within the Study Area. Additionally, this alternative performs
best when considering the cost to construct in comparison to the congestion relief benefits it
provides. Therefore, considering these metrics along with environmental considerations, Alternative
22 Untolled should be advanced for further consideration. In addition, Alternative 22 Untolled does
not include improvements on the State highway system and would likely not involve federal funding
or other involvement from the FHWA or Caltrans.
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Table 2.18: Summary of Recommendations
Alt 1
Alt 9
Alt 11
Alt 12
Alt 13
Alt 14
Alt 17
Alt 18
Alt 21
Alt 22 (Tolled)
Alt 22 (Untolled)
Alt 23a
Alt 23b

Alt 23c

Alt 23d

The No Build Alternative does not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need; however, it is required to be evaluated in the PA/ED phase as a benchmark against which to compare both the
performance and environmental consequences of the other project alternative(s). Therefore, Alternative 1 should be evaluated further.
Remove from further consideration due to not meeting Purpose and Need, a high degree of public opposition, moderate right‐of‐way impacts, and low congestion relief.
Remove from further consideration due to this alternative having the highest right‐ of‐way impacts of all alternatives under evaluation, lack of available funding, a high degree of potential
impacts to known cultural resources and hazardous waste sites, and a high degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities.
Remove from further consideration due to the high number of potential right‐of‐way impacts (second highest of all alternatives under evaluation), a high degree of potential impacts to
known cultural resources and hazardous waste sites, a high degree of potential impacts to environmental justice communities, and a lack of programmed funding.
Remove from further consideration due to not meeting the Purpose and Need, the high degree of public opposition, low traffic benefits relative to the cost, and high degree of potential land
use impacts.
Remove from further consideration due to high public opposition and controversy, moderate congestion relief, and the highest degree of potential land use impacts compared to the other
alternatives.
Remove from further consideration due to not meeting Purpose and Need, high public opposition, high potential right‐of‐way impacts, and high degree of potential land use impacts.
Remove from further consideration due to not meeting Purpose and Need, high public opposition, moderate potential right‐of‐way impacts, and low congestion relief.
Remove from further consideration and see recommendations for Alternative 22 and Alternative 23c below.
Remove from further consideration due to opposition of tolling an existing facility, Los Patrones Parkway.
Project development and environmental evaluation should continue. Alternative 22 Untolled does not include improvements on the State Highway System and would likely not involve
federal funding or other involvement from the Federal Highway Administration or Caltrans. As such, it is unlikely that Caltrans would serve as the Lead Agency in the project development
process for this alternative.
Remove from further consideration as part of the SCTRE Project due to not meeting Purpose and Need. The planning process for improvements to the I-5 corridor requires further
coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. Caltrans and OCTA will work together to consider this alternative under a separate effort that is consistent with existing system planning documents
such as South Orange County Major Investment Study (SOCMIS), Long-Range Transportation Plan, and Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.
Remove from further consideration as part of the SCTRE Project due to not meeting purpose and need and lack of funding. The planning process for improvements to the I-5 corridor requires
further coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. Caltrans and OCTA will work together to consider this alternative under a separate effort that is consistent with existing system planning
documents such as SOCMIS, Long-Range Transportation Plan, and Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.
Remove from further consideration as part of the SCTRE Project. The planning process for improvements to the I-5 corridor requires further coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. OCTA
will work with stakeholders including TCA and Caltrans, to develop an updated system planning document where this alternative can be considered prior to any further project level
studies. This area was identified as a low priority for express lanes in the Caltrans Managed Lane Feasibility Study and in the ongoing OCTA Express Lanes Network Study. The need for this
improvement will be defined as part of South Orange County Multimodal Transportation Study (SOCMTS).
Remove from further consideration as part of the SCTRE Project. The planning process for improvements to the I-5 corridor requires further coordination between Caltrans and OCTA. OCTA
will work with stakeholders including TCA and Caltrans, to develop an updated system planning document where this alternative can be considered prior to any further project level
studies. This area was identified as a low priority for express lanes in the Caltrans Managed Lane Feasibility Study and in the ongoing OCTA Express Lanes Network Study.
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