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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), the County of Riverside, the City of Hemet, and the City of San Jacinto, has 
proposed a project for the realignment of State Route 79 (SR 79) in the vicinity of the 
cities of Hemet and San Jacinto in Riverside County, California. The realignment is 
proposed to begin south of Domenigoni Parkway (post mile [PM] R15.78) and continue 
north to Gilman Springs Road (PM R33.80), a distance of approximately 12.6 miles on 
the new alignment and approximately 18 miles along the existing conventional highway 
alignment. This realignment is needed to increase capacity, facilitate the regional 
movement of people and goods for the planning opening year of 2020 and the horizon  
year of 2040, enhance safety, and protect the right-of-way (R/W) needed for SR 79 
facility improvements from future development. 

This project is classified as a Category 1 project as defined in the Project Development 
Procedures Manual (Chapter 8, Section 5) because the improvements under consideration 
require access control, new R/W, and adoption of a new route by the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC).  The Project Category Determination is shown as 
Attachment B. 

A Draft Project Report (DPR) was prepared and approved by Caltrans on January 28, 
2013.  This Supplemental DPR is being prepared to support the changes made to the one 
Build Alternative that is moving forward and identified as the preferred alternative by the 
Project Development Team (PDT).  This preferred alternative will be called Build 
Alternative 1b with refinements (1br). 

The estimated cost for Build Alternative 1br, including construction and R/W, for the 
Opening Year configuration is $1.075 billion. Funding is expected to be a combination of 
federal, state, and local (Riverside County Measure A and Transportation Uniform 
Mitigation Fee [TUMF]) funds. The Project Approval and Environmental Document 
(PA/ED) phase of the project has been scheduled for completion in 2016. 

2. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that this supplemental Draft Project Report serve as re-validation of 
the Draft Project Report, approved January 28, 2013, due to the addition of a new 
alternative, Alternative 1br, as the only remaining build alternative.  In addition, it is 
recommended that the attached recirculated portions of the Draft Environmental 
Document, Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), be approved for public 
circulation. 
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3. BACKGROUND 

 Project History 

A DPR was prepared and approved by Caltrans on January 28, 2013.  This Supplemental 
DPR is being prepared to support the refinements made to Alternative 1b to create the 
one build alternative that is moving forward as the preferred alternative, and as identified 
by the PDT.  This preferred alternative is called Build Alternative 1b with refinements or 
Build Alternative 1br.  This Supplemental DPR will no longer be using metric units as 
the Department now uses imperial units as standard.  The previous DPR was written with 
dual units in its discussion.   

The Build Alternative 1b presented in the DPR has been refined due to the discovery of a 
previously unknown Traditional Cultural Property (TCP).  Refinements were made to the 
alignment, both horizontal and vertical, to minimize potential impacts to the TCP.  These 
refinements include an at-grade signalized intersection at Newport Road/SR79 
intersection, increased loop ramp radii at Domenigoni Parkway, Florida Avenue, 
Cottonwood Avenue and Ramona Expressway, a westerly shift in the alignment around 
the West Hemet Hills to reduce impacts to the TCP, a shift in the interchange location 
from Ranchland Road to Grand Avenue, the elimination of the interchange at Tres 
Cerritos Avenue, and a change in the interchange configuration to a diamond interchange 
at Esplanade Avenue and Sanderson Avenue.  Other refinements were also made to the 
one build alternative.  The other build alternatives analyzed in the DPR have been 
eliminated due to the impacts to the TCP, and will no longer be analyzed as feasible 
alternatives.  This led to the only acceptable alternative being Build Alternative 1b, but 
has required refinements due to the discovery of the TCP.  Refinements to Build 
Alternative 1b, resulting in Build Alternative 1br, has minimized impacts to the TCP.   

A Partially Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS has been prepared to 
document the impacts to the TCP and the refinements of Build Alternative 1b.  Due to the 
alignment changes from the original alignment presented in the January 2013 DPR, a 
Supplemental DPR was requested by Caltrans at a PDT meeting held August 7, 2014.  
The purpose of this Supplemental DPR is to discuss the revised segments of Build 
Alternative 1br and authorize the public release of the Partially Recirculated Draft 
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. 

Table 1 lists the roadway segments associated with the major design features to create 
Build Alternative 1br. Design features include utility relocation areas and connections to 
Hemet Channel outside the project R/W. Attachment C shows the locations of the various 
roadway segments that comprise the four build alternatives as presented in the January 
2013 DPR.  Attachment D shows the roadway segments that create Build Alternative 1br.  
A detailed evaluation of the refinements associated with Build Alternative 1br in 
comparison to Build Alternative 1b is presented in Section 5A – Viable Alternatives.   
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Table 1  Major Design Features of Build Alternative 1br 

Design Feature Build Alternative 1br 

 Roadway Segment 

Southern Project limit at SR 79 KP R25.4 (PM R15.78) B 

Newport Road traffic signalized with realigned Winchester Rd and 
SR 79 

B 

Bridge over Patterson Avenue B 

Bridge over Patton Avenue B 

Full interchange with bridge over Domenigoni Parkway C 

Bridge over Salt Creek Channel and Olive Avenue C 

Bridge over Simpson Road C 

Bridge over Hemet Channel and San Jacinto Branch Line C 

Full interchange with bridge over Grand Avenue Ca 

Cul-de-sac on Milan Road C 

Bridge over Stowe Road C 

Bridge over Stetson Avenue G 

Bridge over California Avenue G 

Full interchange with bridge over Florida Avenue G 

Bridge over SR 79 at Devonshire Avenue I 

Bridge over Esplanade Avenue, Warren Road, and San Diego 
Canal 

J 

Bridge over Seventh Street J 

Full interchange with Cottonwood Avenue bridge over SR 79 M 

Full interchange with a bridge over Sanderson Avenue M 

Crossing the Colorado River Aqueduct M 

Bridge over Ramona Expressway N 

Bridge between Ramona Expressway and San Jacinto Riverb N 

Northern Project limit at SR 79 KP R54.4 (PM R33.80) N 

Note:  X – Feature is part of the alternative. 
aGrand Avenue improvements to be built by others. This is noted as the Stetson Avenue/Grand Avenue realignment in 
the Hemet General Plan. 

b
To accommodate 100-year storm event. 

 

 Community Interaction 

Consultation and Coordination with Public Agencies 

The TCP was identified as a result of Native American consultation in 2013 and 2014.  
The discovery of the TCP led to refinements of Build Alternative 1b, that minimized 
impacts to the TCP.  Coordination was led by RCTC and Caltrans, with participating 
agencies consulted in development of the preferred alternative, Build Alternative 1br, and 
as identified by the PDT.  A Partially Recirculated Draft EIR/ Supplemental Draft EIS is 
being prepared and will be scheduled for public review. 

Public Meetings 

 Public Hearing for the alternatives shown in the DPR 
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Public hearings were held for the Draft EIR/EIS circulation. These public 
hearings were held on Tuesday, February 26, 2013 and Wednesday, February 27, 
2013, at Tahquitz High School in the city of Hemet.  

At the meeting, attendees viewed the informational display boards and were given 
the opportunity to comment on the various alternatives for the project.  RCTC 
staff, along with environmental and engineering technical staff were available to 
answer questions.   

 Public Hearing for Alternative 1br  

A public hearing is currently scheduled for early September 2015 to present the 
Build Alternative 1br to the public. 

 Community of Winchester 

A public meeting was held at the Winchester Home Owner’s Association, in the 
community of Winchester, on March 14, 2013 to present the four Build 
Alternatives and two design options shown in the Draft EIR/EIS.  At the meeting, 
attendees were presented with a PowerPoint presentation, in addition to display 
boards.  After the presentation RCTC staff, along with environmental and 
engineering technical staff were available to answer questions.  Attendees were 
encouraged to make formal comments on the alternatives and were notified that 
the comment period had been extended. 

 Four Seasons 

A public meeting was held at the Four Seasons Community, in the city of Hemet, 
on March 18, 2013 to present the four Build Alternatives and two design options 
shown in the Draft EIR/EIS.  At the meeting, attendees were presented with a 
PowerPoint presentation, in addition to display boards.  After the presentation 
RCTC staff along with environmental and engineering technical staff were 
available to answer questions.  Attendees were encouraged to make formal 
comments on the alternatives and were notified that the comment period had been 
extended. 

Public Input/Feedback 

Feedback was provided during the Public Hearings either verbally to a court reporter, or 
by written comment cards. Based on public feedback, stakeholders were generally 
supportive of the project. However, the feedback indicated varying preferences for the 
alternative selection that might be chosen for the project. 

The public comments received at the open house hearings were generally consistent with 
the type of issues presented in the approved DPR in January 2013.  The feedback that 
brought new issues to be analyzed are as follows: 
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 Redundancy of the Tres Cerritos Avenue Interchange 

Several written comments addressed the need for the Tres Cerritos Avenue 
Interchange.  Commenters requested the elimination of the proposed interchange 
as it would heavily impact the surrounding land use and negatively impact traffic 
circulation, noise, air quality, and visual resources.  Build Alternative 1br 
eliminates this interchange at Tres Cerritos Avenue. 

 Maintain access to the community of Winchester 

Access to the community of Winchester was a topic of concern for a number of 
meeting attendees.  Specifically, concerns were raised about maintaining access 
from existing Winchester Road into the community and maintaining east/west 
connectivity at Simpson Road and Stowe Road.  Build Alternative 1br 
incorporates a signalized intersection at Newport Road so access could be 
maintained into the community of Winchester and the profile was adjusted along 
the mainline at Stowe Road and Simpson Road that provides enough clearance for 
an undercrossing to maintain east/west connectivity. 

 Existing Facility 

With a separate project in 2014, RCTC began construction on SR 74 from post mile 
34.80 to 35.92, which added a 14’ median, widened the eastbound lanes to a standard 12’ 
width, and added an 8’ shoulder.  This portion of SR 74 is collocated with existing SR 79.   

Existing drainage facilities were identified throughout the project limits.  Major drainage 
facilities in the project limits include Salt Creek Channel, Hemet Channel, and the San 
Jacinto River.  Existing storm water is predominantly conveyed by overland flow or 
concentrated in unnamed roadside ditches before it infiltrates or discharges to a major 
drainage facility.  There is only one existing drainage system within the San Jacinto 
Watershed, which begins at Whittier Ave, crosses Winchester Road, and ends at Salt 
Creek Channel. 

4. PURPOSE AND NEED 

4A. Problem, Deficiencies, Justification 
Purpose: 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013.  

Need: 
No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013.  
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4B. Regional and System Planning 

 Identify Systems 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in 
January 2013. 

 State Planning 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in 
January 2013. 

 Regional Planning 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in 
January 2013.  

 Local Planning 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in 
January 2013. 

 Transit Operator Planning 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in 
January 2013.  

4C. Traffic 

 Current and Forecasted Traffic 

A Traffic Revalidation Memo was approved on August 18, 2014 and a 
Supplemental Traffic Report was approved on October 3, 2014.  Traffic analysis 
and forecasting from these approved reports has been incorporated into this 
Supplemental DPR to support Build Alternative 1br and to re-validate the current 
and forecasted traffic presented in the approved January 2013 DPR. 

Table 2 is a summary of the County of Riverside traffic volume thresholds for 
daily traffic. The table includes the range of Level of Service (LOS) designations 
for various roadway classifications. 

Table 2 County of Riverside Traffic Volume Thresholds 

Roadway 
Classification1 

Number of 
Lanes 

Maximum Two-Way Traffic Volume (ADT) 

Service Level C Service Level D Service Level E 

Collector 2 10,400 11,700 13,000 

Secondary2 2 10,400 11,700 13,000 

Secondary 4 20,700 23,300 25,900 

Major2 2 13,700 15,400 17,100 

Major 4 27,300 30,700 34,100 
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Table 2 County of Riverside Traffic Volume Thresholds 

Roadway 
Classification1 

Number of 
Lanes 

Maximum Two-Way Traffic Volume (ADT) 

Service Level C Service Level D Service Level E 

Arterial 2 14,400 16,200 18,000 

Arterial 4 28,700 32,300 35,900 

Mountain Arterial 2 12,900 14,500 16,100 

Mountain Arterial 3 16,700 18,800 20,900 

Mountain Arterial 4 29,800 33,500 37,200 

Urban Arterial 4 28,700 32,300 35,900 

Urban Arterial 6 43,100 48,500 53,900 

Urban Arterial 8 57,400 64,600 71,800 

Expressway 4 32,700 36,800 40,900 

Expressway 6 49,000 55,200 61,300 

Expressway 8 65,400 73,500 81,700 

Freeway 4 61,200 68,900 76,500 

Freeway 6 94,000 105,800 117,500 

Freeway 8 128,400 144,500 160,500 

Freeway 10 160,500 180,500 200,600 

Ramp 1 16,000 18,000 20,000 
1Source: Riverside County - Link Volume Capacities/Level of Service for Riverside County Roadways, 2001. 

http://www.rcip.org/Documents/general_plan/gen_plan/fig_04_02.pdf 
2The LOS C, D, and E capacity values for a two-lane Secondary and a two-lane Major were determined by 
taking the four-lane capacity, dividing it in half, and rounding the resulting number to the nearest hundred. 

Note:  ADT = average daily traffic 

 

 

Average daily traffic (ADT) counts were collected at the 47 roadway segments in 
July 2014. Table 3 provides a comparison of existing ADT volumes to the 
capacity of sections of the existing roadway.  The roadway segment LOS 
presented in Table 3 is based on the traffic volume thresholds from the County of 
Riverside for various LOS designations shown in Table 2. Under existing 
conditions, most of the roadway segments operate at LOS C or better but 11 
segments operate at LOS D or worse. 

Table 3 Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes and LOS 

Existing Roadway 

Roadway 
Classification / 

Lanes 

2014 Daily 
Traffic 

Volumes 

LOS C 
Roadway 
Capacitya LOS 

Winchester Road (SR 79) between: 

1. Newport Road and 
Domenigoni Parkway 

Arterial/4 21,626 28,700 C or better 

2. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Simpson Road 

Arterial/2 10,728 14,400 C or better 

3. Simpson Road and Florida 
Avenue 

Arterial/2 10,215 14,400 C or better 

Florida Avenue (SR 74/SR 79) between: 

4. Amanda Avenue and 
Winchester Road 

Expressway/4 24,113 32,700 C or better 

5. Winchester Road and Expressway/4 28,574 32,700 C or better 
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Table 3 Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes and LOS 

Existing Roadway 

Roadway 
Classification / 

Lanes 

2014 Daily 
Traffic 

Volumes 

LOS C 
Roadway 
Capacitya LOS 

Warren Road (SR 79) 

6. Warren Road and 
Sanderson Avenue (SR 79) 

Expressway/4 22,509 32,700 C or better 

7. Sanderson Avenue and State 
Street (SR 79) 

Major/4 31,012 27,300 E 

8. State Street and San Jacinto 
Street (SR 79) 

Major/4 28,073 27,300 D 

9. San Jacinto Street and 
Columbia Street 

Major/4 24,699 27,300 C or better 

San Jacinto Street between: 

10. Mayberry Street and Florida 
Avenue 

Secondary/2 8,088 10,400 C or better 

11. Florida Avenue and Menlo 
Avenue (SR 79) 

Secondary/4 17,029 20,700 C or better 

12. Menlo Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue 

Secondary/4 18,296 20,700 C or better 

13. Esplanade Avenue and 
Seventh Street (SR 79) 

Secondary/4 15,995 20,700 C or better 

14. Seventh Street and Main 
Street (SR 79) 

Secondary/2 11,151 10,400 D 

Ramona Boulevard between: 

15. Main Street and State Street 
(SR 79) 

Secondary/2 6,166 10,400 C or better 

16. State Street and Sanderson 
Avenue 

Secondary/2 4,461 10,400 C or better 

State Street between: 

17. Mayberry Street and Florida 
Avenue 

Secondary/2 10,621 10,400 D 

18. Florida Avenue and Menlo 
Avenue 

Secondary/4 15,692 20,700 C or better 

19. Menlo Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue 

Secondary/4 16,363 20,700 C or better 

20. Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Major/4 17,568 27,300 C or better 

21. Cottonwood Avenue and 
Ramona Boulevard 

Major/4 17,986 27,300 C or better 

22. Ramona Boulevard and 
Ramona Expressway (SR 79) 

Major/4 18,436 27,300 C or better 

Ramona Expressway between: 

23. San Jacinto Street and State 
Street 

Arterial/2 15,392 14,400 D 

24. State Street and Sanderson 
Avenue (SR 79) 

Arterial/2 17,460 14,400 E 

25. Sanderson Avenue and 
Warren Road 

Arterial/4 17,251 28,700 C or better 

26. Warren Road and Bridge 
Street 

Arterial/4 16,920 28,700 C or better 

Warren Road between: 

27. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Simpson Road 

Secondary/2 7,283 10,400 C or better 
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Table 3 Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes and LOS 

Existing Roadway 

Roadway 
Classification / 

Lanes 

2014 Daily 
Traffic 

Volumes 

LOS C 
Roadway 
Capacitya LOS 

28. Simpson Road and Mustang 
Way 

Secondary/2 10,244 10,400 C or better 

29. Mustang Way and Stetson 
Avenue 

Secondary/2 8,235 10,400 C or better 

30. Stetson Avenue and Florida 
Avenue 

Secondary/2 15,467 10,400 F 

31. Florida Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue 

Secondary/2 12,507 10,400 E 

32. Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Arterial/2 10,428 14,400 C or better 

33. Cottonwood Avenue and 
Ramona Expressway 

Arterial/2 9,279 14,400 C or better 

Sanderson Avenue between: 

34. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Mustang Way 

Major/4 16,557 27,300 C or better 

35. Mustang Way and Stetson 
Avenue 

Major/4 18,968 27,300 C or better 

36. Stetson Avenue and Florida 
Avenue 

Major/4 21,979 27,300 C or better 

37. Florida Avenue and Menlo 
Avenue 

Major/4 25,162 27,300 C or better 

38. Menlo Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue  

Major/4 22,977 27,300 C or better 

39. Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Major/4 20,019 27,300 C or better 

40. Cottonwood Avenue and 
Ramona Boulevard 

Major/4 20,102 27,300 C or better 

41. Ramona Boulevard and 
Ramona Expressway 

Major/4 23,169 27,300 C or better 

42. Ramona Expressway and 
Gilman Springs Road (SR 79) 

Major/4 36,743 27,300 F 

Lamb Canyon Road (SR 79) between: 

43. Gilman Springs Road and 
Interstate 10  

Arterial/4 30,294 28,700 D 

Domenigoni Parkway between: 

44. Winchester Road and Warren 
Road 

Urban Arterial/4 32,299 28,700 D 

45. Warren Road and Sanderson 
Avenue 

Urban Arterial/4 26,245 28,700 C or better 

Cottonwood Avenue between: 

46. Warren Road and Sanderson 
Avenue 

Arterial/2 4,524 14,400 C or better 

47. Sanderson Avenue and State 
Street 

Arterial/2 6,703 14,400 C or better 

aSource: Riverside County – Link Volume Capacities/Level of Service for Riverside County Roadways  

For General-Purpose Information Only 

 

Peak hour turning movement counts were collected in July 2014 from 7:00 to 
9:00 AM and 4:00 to 6:00 PM for intersections. Existing intersection LOS in the 
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morning and afternoon peak hours is presented in Table 4. Under current traffic 
conditions, six intersections are operating at LOS D or worse during either the 
morning or afternoon peak hours, or both. The remaining 24 intersections are 
operating at LOS C or better during both peak hours. 

Table 4 Summary of Intersection Operations for Existing 
Conditions 

Intersection Control 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1. SR 79/Newport Road U 14 B 16 C 

2. SR 79/Domenigoni Parkway S 24 C 30 C 

3. SR 79/Simpson Road S 17 B 17 B 

4. SR 79/Florida Avenue S 16 B 16 B 

5. Warren Road /Domenigoni Parkway S 16 B 16 B 

6. Warren Road/Mustang Way S 11 B 6 A 

7. Warren Road/Stetson Avenue U 14 B 43 E 

8. Warren Road/Florida Avenue S 24 C 22 C 

9. Warren Road/Esplanade Avenue U 13 B 18 C 

10. Warren Road/Cottonwood Avenue S 12 B 12 B 

11. Warren Road/Ramona Expressway S 18 B 18 B 

12. Sanderson Avenue/Domenigoni Parkway  S 21 C 21 C 

13. Sanderson Avenue/Mustang Way S 8 A 9 A 

14. Sanderson Avenue/Stetson Avenue S 23 C 26 C 

15. Sanderson Avenue/Florida Avenue S 34 C 39 D 

16. Sanderson Avenue/Esplanade Avenue S 14 B 20 B 

17. Sanderson Avenue/Cottonwood Avenue S 15 B 13 B 

18 Sanderson Avenue/Ramona Boulevard U 15 B 16 C 

19. Sanderson Avenue/Ramona Expressway S 27 C 23 C 

20. 
Sanderson NB Avenue/Gilman Springs 
Road 

U 59 F 43 E 

21. 
Sanderson SB Avenue/Gilman Springs 
Road 

U 25 D 75 F 

22. Lyon Avenue/Cottonwood Avenue U 10 A 12 B 

23. State Street/Florida Avenue S 23 C 24 C 

24. State Street/Esplanade Avenue S 22 C 25 C 

25. State Street/Cottonwood Avenue S 10 A 14 B 

26. State Street/Ramona Boulevard S 21 C 22 C 

27. State Street/Ramona Expressway S 24 C 26 C 

28. San Jacinto Street/Florida Avenue S 32 C 36 D 

29. San Jacinto Street/Esplanade Avenue S 23 C 26 C 

30. 
San Jacinto Street/Ramona Blvd./Main 
Street 

S 28 C 44 D 

S = Signalized,  U = Unsignalized, NB = Northbound,  SB = Southbound  

Delay is expressed in average seconds of delay per vehicle during the peak hour. 

 

A sub-area traffic model based on the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) 2030 regional model was used to develop traffic forecasts. 
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These forecasts were used as the basis for computing future ADT volumes on 
study area roadways and peak hour volumes at study area intersections. A post-
processing step was applied to ensure that the forecast volumes reflect appropriate 
traffic volume growth over and above the existing ADT count volume. In the No 
Build scenario, the following adjustments were made: 

– For streets with a model forecast volume less than the existing ADT count, the 
forecast was generated by increasing the existing ADT count by 30 percent 
(consistent with the model’s estimate of overall traffic growth in the area).  

– For streets with a low-growth forecast, the No Build forecast was developed 
by increasing the existing ADT by 20 percent. 

The 2030 Build volumes were determined by adding the difference between the 
Build and No Build model volumes to the forecasted No Build volume. After 
post-processing, the forecast volumes for both the No Build Alternative and Build 
Alternative 1br were factored from 2030 to 2035. A growth rate of 2 percent per 
year (10 percent total) was applied to 2030 traffic volume projections to estimate 
2035 traffic volumes on all facilities in the study area. To develop the volumes for 
the updated horizon year of 2040, the previously-developed horizon year (2035) 
forecasts were extrapolated to 2040.  A 1.9 percent annual growth rates was 
applied, resulting in a total growth rate of 9.87 percent (compounded) over the 
five year period from 2035 to 2040.  This growth rate was used in the Mid County 
Parkway Traffic Technical Report published in 2012, which states “This growth 
factor reflects typical growth in Riverside County based on historical trends 
under normal economic conditions.” 

To revalidate the original 2035 forecasts, a comparison of traffic volumes was 
conducted to compare the growth observed in the field (between 2004 and 2014) 
to the projected growth summarized in the original forecasts (2004 to 2035). The 
revalidation analysis revealed that traffic in the study area is slightly lower than 
projected in the original model forecasts, but still trends upward, making the 
original forecasts slightly conservative. Therefore, the conclusion is that the 
original 2035 forecasts are still valid for evaluating traffic impacts and form the 
basis of the 2020 and 2040 forecasts and analysis. 

To develop the volumes for the 2020 opening year analysis, the previously-
developed horizon year (2035) forecasts were used, along with the existing traffic 
data, to interpolate 2020 No Build forecasts.  For Build Alternative 1br, the 
difference in traffic volumes between Build Alternative 1br and the No Build 
Alternatives for 2040 was applied to the 2020 No Build forecasts.  This approach 
generates a conservative estimate of traffic impacts, assuming full 2040 Build 
traffic volumes under 2020 conditions.  
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The 2020 Build Alternative 1br assumes that SR 79 is a four-lane freeway facility 
with a signalized intersection at Newport Road, service interchanges at 
Domenigoni Parkway, Florida Avenue and Sanderson Avenue, and a system 
interchange at Ramona Expressway. Realigned SR 79 will have signalized at-
grade intersections in 2020 at Esplanade Avenue and Cottonwood Avenue until 
traffic volumes warrant a grade-separated interchange. 

Table 5 is a comparison of the 2020 daily traffic volume forecasts for Build 
Alternative 1br to the capacity of the roadway segment, along with the LOS of the 
roadway segment based on the traffic volume thresholds of the County of 
Riverside for various LOS designations. This table includes 2020 daily traffic 
volumes for the segments along SR 79 in its new realignment. 

Table 5 2020 Build Alternative 1br Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
and LOS 

Roadway 
Roadway 

Classification /  Lanes 

2020 Build 
Daily Traffic 

Volumes 

LOS C 
Roadway 
Capacitya LOS 

Winchester Road between: 

1. Newport Road and 
Domenigoni Parkway* 

Arterial/4 1,000 28,700 C or 
better 

2. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Simpson Road* 

Arterial/2 9,100 14,400 C or 
better 

3. Simpson Road and 
Florida Avenue* 

Arterial/2 9,400 14,400 C or 
better 

Florida Avenue (SR 74) between: 

4. Amanda Avenue  and 
Winchester Road 

Expressway/4 24,500 32,700 C or 
better 

5. Winchester Road and 
Warren Road* 

Expressway/6 22,400 49,000 C or 
better 

6. Warren Road and 
Sanderson Avenue* 

Expressway/4 26,100 32,700 C or 
better 

7. Sanderson Avenue and State 
Street* 

Major/4 34,300 27,300 F 

8. State Street and San Jacinto 
Street* 

Major/4 29,000 27,300 D 

9. San Jacinto Street and 
Columbia Street 

Major/4 25,400 27,300 C or 
better 

San Jacinto Street between: 

10. Mayberry Street and Florida 
Avenue 

Secondary/4 15,000 20,700 C or 
better 

11. Florida Avenue and Menlo 
Avenue* 

Secondary/4 15,400 20,700 C or 
better 

12. Menlo Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue* 

Secondary/4 20,200 20,700 C or 
better 

13. Esplanade Avenue and 
Seventh Street* 

Secondary/4 15,800 20,700 C or 
better 

14. Seventh Street and Main Street* Secondary/4 13,500 20,700 C or 
better 

Ramona Boulevard between: 

15. Main Street and State Street* Secondary/2 11,100 10,400 D 
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Table 5 2020 Build Alternative 1br Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
and LOS 

Roadway 
Roadway 

Classification /  Lanes 

2020 Build 
Daily Traffic 

Volumes 

LOS C 
Roadway 
Capacitya LOS 

16. State Street and Sanderson 
Avenue 

Secondary/2 5,900 10,400 C or 
better 

State Street between: 

17. Mayberry Street and Florida 
Avenue 

Secondary/4 13,900 20,700 C or 
better 

18. Florida Avenue and Menlo 
Avenue 

Secondary/4 14,900 20,700 C or 
better 

19. Menlo Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue 

Secondary/4 17,100 20,700 C or 
better 

20. Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Major/4 13,600 27,300 C or 
better 

21. Cottonwood Avenue and 
Ramona Boulevard 

Major/4 18,900 27,300 C or 
better 

22. Ramona Boulevard and 
Ramona Expressway* 

Major/4 20,400 27,300 C or 
better 

Ramona Expressway between: 

23. San Jacinto Street and State 
Street 

Arterial/2 24,500 14,400 F 

24. State Street and Sanderson 
Avenue* 

Urban Arterial/6 29,700 43,100 C or 
better 

25. Sanderson Avenue and 
Warren Road 

Freeway/4 39,600 61,200 C or 
better 

26. Warren Road and Bridge Street Freeway/4 47,600 61,200 C or 
better 

Warren Road between: 

27. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Simpson Road 

Secondary/2 7,000 10,400 C or 
better 

28. Simpson Road and Mustang 
Way 

Secondary/2 6,600 10,400 C or 
better 

29. Mustang Way and Stetson 
Avenue 

Secondary/2 5,000 10,400 C or 
better 

30. Stetson Avenue and Florida 
Avenue 

Secondary/2 8,400 10,400 C or 
better 

31. Florida Avenue and Esplanade 
Avenue 

Secondary/2 1,500 10,400 C or 
better 

32. Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Arterial/4 5,500 28,700 C or 
better 

33. Cottonwood Avenue and 
Ramona Expressway 

Arterial/4 8,800 28,700 C or 
better 

Sanderson Avenue between: 

34. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Mustang Way 

Major/4 4,300 27,300 C or 
Better 

35. Mustang Way and Stetson 
Avenue 

Major/4 9,100 27,300 C or 
Better 

36. Stetson Avenue and Florida 
Avenue 

Major/4 15,900 27,300 C or 
Better 

37. Florida Avenue and Menlo 
Avenue 

Major/4 18,200 27,300 C or 
Better 

38. Menlo Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue  

Major/4 19,700 27,300 C or 
Better 
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Table 5 2020 Build Alternative 1br Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
and LOS 

Roadway 
Roadway 

Classification /  Lanes 

2020 Build 
Daily Traffic 

Volumes 

LOS C 
Roadway 
Capacitya LOS 

39. Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Major/2 20,600 13,700 F 

40. Cottonwood Avenue and 
Ramona Boulevard 

Major/2 21,500 13,700 F 

41. Ramona Boulevard and 
Ramona Expressway 

Major/2 1,000 13,700 C or 
Better 

42. Ramona Expressway and 
Gilman Springs Road* 

Major/4 37,700 27,300 F 

Lamb Canyon Road (SR 79) between: 

43. Gilman Springs Road and 
Interstate 10* 

Arterial/4 46,400 28,700 F 

Domenigoni Parkway between: 

44. Winchester Road and Warren 
Road 

Urban Arterial/4 6,400 28,700 C or 
better 

45. Warren Road and Sanderson 
Avenue 

Urban Arterial/6 10,500 43,100 C or 
better 

Cottonwood Avenue between: 

46. Warren Road and Sanderson 
Avenue 

Arterial/4 3,500 28,700 C or 
better 

47. Sanderson Avenue and State 
Street 

Arterial/4 5,900 28,700 C or 
better 

SR 79 (Freeway) between: 

48. Newport Road and 
Domenigoni Parkway 

Freeway/4 75,600 61,200 E 

49. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Florida Avenue 

Freeway/4 65,700 61,200 D 

50. Florida Avenue to Esplanade 
Avenue 

Expressway/4 54,400 32,700 F 

51. Esplanade Avenue to 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Expressway/4 50,600 32,700 F 

52. Cottonwood Avenue to 
Sanderson Avenue 

Expressway/4 45,600 32,700 F 

53. Sanderson Avenue to 
Ramona Expressway 

Freeway/4 61,100 61,200 C or 
better 

54. north of Ramona Expressway Freeway/4 56,400 61,200 C or 
better 

aSource: Riverside County – Link Volume Capacities/Level of Service for Riverside County  

* segment is part of existing SR 79 

For General-Purpose Information Only 

All Build Alternatives are the same for ADT and LOS 

 

As shown in Table 5, construction of Build Alternative 1br would improve 13 
deficient roadway segments from an unacceptable LOS to LOS C or better.  
However, the following eight roadway segments would continue to operate at 
unacceptable levels of service (D, E, or F) under the 2020 Build Alternative 1br: 

 Florida Avenue between Sanderson Avenue and State Street 
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 Florida Avenue between State Street and San Jacinto Street 

 Ramona Boulevard between Main Street and State Street  

 Ramona Expressway between San Jacinto Street and State Street  

 Sanderson Avenue between Esplanade Avenue and Cottonwood Avenue 

 Sanderson Avenue between Cottonwood Avenue and Ramona Boulevard  

 Sanderson Avenue between Ramona Expressway and Gilman Springs Road 

 Lamb Canyon Road (SR 79) between Gilman Springs Road and Interstate 10   

Table 6 provides a summary of the results of the LOS analysis at the 30 
intersections for the 2020 Build Alternative 1br traffic conditions.  Under opening 
year traffic conditions, construction of Build Alternative 1br would improve six of 
the eleven deficient intersections under 2020 No Build Alternative to acceptable 
LOS C or better. Five intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or worse 
during the AM and/or PM peak hours.  The delay (and sometimes LOS) at four of 
the five intersections would improve with the Build Alternative. The intersection 
of San Jacinto Street/ Ramona Boulevard/Main Street would remain LOS F under 
the 2020 Build Alternative, and would cause a four second increase in delay.  The 
following intersections would operate at unacceptable levels of service under the 
2020 Build Alternative traffic conditions: 

 Sanderson Avenue and Stetson Avenue – AM and PM peak hours (LOS D) 

 Sanderson Avenue and Florida Avenue – AM and PM peak hours (LOS D) 

 Sanderson Avenue and Esplanade Avenue – PM peak hour (LOS D) 

 San Jacinto Street and Florida Avenue –PM peak hour (LOS D) 

 San Jacinto Street and Main Street and Ramona Boulevard – AM and PM 
peak hours (LOS F) 

 

Table 6 Summary of Intersection Operation for 2020 No Build 
Alternative and 2020 Build Alternative 1br 

Intersection 

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 Build Alternative 1br 

Control

AM Peak   
Hour 

PM Peak     
Hour 

Control

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak   
Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

1. 
Winchester Road/Newport 
Roada 

U ** F ** F U 9 A 10 A 

2. 
Winchester 
Road/Domenigoni Parkway 

S 25 C 34 C S 31 C 27 C 

3. 
Winchester Road/Simpson 
Road 

S 19 B 17 B S 23 C 26 C 
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Table 6 Summary of Intersection Operation for 2020 No Build 
Alternative and 2020 Build Alternative 1br 

Intersection 

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 Build Alternative 1br 

Control

AM Peak   
Hour 

PM Peak     
Hour 

Control

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak   
Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

4. 
Winchester Road/Florida 
Avenue 

S 46 D 75 E S 14 B 13 B 

5. 
Warren Road /Domenigoni 
Parkway 

S 29 C 19 B S 19 B 19 B 

6. Warren Road/Mustang Way S 10 A 5 A S 13 B 6 A 

7. 
Warren Road/Stetson 
Avenue 

U 59 F 81 F U 13 B 16 C 

8. 
Warren Road/Florida 
Avenue 

S 29 C 30 C S 19 B 17 B 

9. 
Warren Road/Esplanade 
Avenue 

U 47 E 152 F U 12 B 15 B 

10. 
Warren Road/Cottonwood 
Avenue 

S 8 A 8 A S 13 B 13 B 

11. 
Warren Road/Ramona 
Expressway 

S 19 B 23 C S 19 B 24 C 

12. 
Sanderson 
Avenue/Domenigoni 
Parkway  

S 25 C 22 C S 18 B 19 B 

13. 
Sanderson Avenue/Mustang 
Way 

S 15 B 10 B S 15 B 15 B 

14. 
Sanderson Avenue/Stetson 
Avenue 

S 44 D 91 F S 39 D 42 D 

15. 
Sanderson Avenue/Florida 
Avenue 

S 87 F 182 F S 40 D 46 D 

16. 
Sanderson 
Avenue/Esplanade Avenue 

S 26 C 56 E S 22 C 36 D 

17. 
Sanderson 
Avenue/Cottonwood Avenue 

S 12 B 15 B S 15 B 20 B 

18. 
Sanderson Avenue/Ramona 
Boulevard 

U 320 F 501 F S 10 B 11 B 

19. 
Sanderson Avenue/Ramona 
Expressway 

S 37 D 29 C S 23 C 23 C 

20. 
Sanderson NB Avenue/ 
Gilman Springs Road 

U 15 B 17 C U 14 B 16 C 

21. 
Sanderson SB Avenue/ 
Gilman Springs Road 

U 12 B 18 C U 11 B 14 B 

22. 
Lyon Avenue/Cottonwood 
Avenue 

U 10 B 13 B U 10 A 12 B 

23. State street/Florida Avenue S 23 C 29 C S 22 C 25 C 

24. 
State Street/Esplanade 
Avenue 

S 24 C 26 C S 23 C 25 C 

25. 
State Street/Cottonwood 
Avenue 

S 13 B 12 B S 12 B 12 B 

26. 
State Street/Ramona 
Boulevard 

S 28 C 27 C S 29 C 27 C 

27. 
State Street/Ramona 
Expressway 

S 28 C 32 C S 31 C 32 C 

28. San Jacinto Street/Florida S 34 C 42 D S 33 C 35 D 
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Table 6 Summary of Intersection Operation for 2020 No Build 
Alternative and 2020 Build Alternative 1br 

Intersection 

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 Build Alternative 1br 

Control

AM Peak   
Hour 

PM Peak     
Hour 

Control

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak   
Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Avenue 

29. 
San Jacinto 
Street/Esplanade Avenue 

S 25 C 28 C S 25 C 26 C 

30. 
San Jacinto Street/Ramona 
Boulevard/Main Street 

S 190 F 466 F S 194 F 470 F 

Source: SR 79 Realignment Project Supplemental Traffic Report, September 2014 
a This intersection will be significantly modified under the Build Alternative  

S = Signalized,  U = Unsignalized 

** Delay reported for worst-case stop-controlled approach only at two-way stop-controlled intersections. Intersection 
approach volume is over capacity, therefore delay is not reported. 

Delay is expressed in average seconds of delay per vehicle during the peak hour. 

 

In addition to the individual intersection evaluations, the LOS at the ramp terminal 
intersections at each freeway interchange was determined using the Highway 
Capacity Manual methods. Table 7 provides a summary of the traffic operations at 
each freeway/arterial interchange and at-grade intersection along realigned SR 79 in 
2020. 

Table 7 Summary of Interchange Intersection Operations for the 
2020 Build Alternative 1br 

Intersection 

2020 Build Alternative 1br 

Control 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

SR 79/Newport Road S 7 A 7 A 

SR 79/Domenigoni Parkway SB Ramps S 223 F 55 E 

SR 79/Domenigoni Parkway NB Ramps S 31 C 81 F 

SR 79/Florida Avenue SB Ramps S 29 C 34 C 

SR 79/Florida Avenue NB Ramps S 11 B 90 F 

SR 79/Esplanade Avenue  S 17 B 13 B 

SR 79/Cottonwood Avenue  S 24 C 14 B 

SR 79/Sanderson Avenue EB Ramps S 25 C 26 C 

SR 79/Sanderson Avenue WB Ramps S 18 B 18 B 

Source: SR 79 Realignment Project Supplemental Traffic Report, September 2014 

Note: Analysis assumes SR 79 Alignment Alternative 1b with refinements. In 2020, Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue will be at-grade signalized intersections with SR 79 Alignment (not interchanges).  Grand 
Avenue interchange will not be open. 

S = Signalized, NB = northbound, SB = southbound, EB = eastbound, WB = westbound 

Delay is expressed in average seconds of delay per vehicle during the peak hour. 

 

 

The SR 79 intersections are all projected to operate at LOS C or better in 2020 with 
the exception of SR 79/Domenigoni Parkway southbound ramps, SR 79/Domenigoni 
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Parkway northbound ramps during the PM peak hour and SR 79/Florida Avenue 
northbound ramps. These intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse 
during the AM or PM peak hour, or both.  

The 2040 Build Alternative 1br assumes that SR 79 would be a four-lane freeway by 
2040 with a signalized intersection at Newport Road, service interchanges at 
Domenigoni Parkway, Grand Avenue, Florida Avenue, Esplanade Avenue, 
Cottonwood Avenue, and Sanderson Avenue, and a system interchange at Ramona 
Expressway. The traffic analysis assumes Mid County Parkway would be a six lane 
freeway. 

Table 8 is a comparison of the 2040 daily traffic volume forecasts for Build 
Alternative 1br to the capacity of the roadway segment, along with the LOS of the 
roadway segment based on the traffic volume thresholds of the County of Riverside 
for various LOS designations. This table includes 2040 daily traffic volumes for the 
segments along SR 79 in its new realignment. 

Table 8 2040 Build Alternative 1br Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
and LOS 

Roadway 
Ultimate General Plan 
Classification / Lanes 

2040 Build 
Daily Traffic 

Volumes 

LOS C 
Roadway 
Capacitya LOS 

Winchester Road between: 

1. Newport Road and 
Domenigoni Parkway* 

Major/4 1,300 27,300 C or 
better 

2. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Simpson Road* 

Major/4 3,700 27,300 C or 
better 

3. Simpson Road and 
Florida Avenue* 

Major/4 4,300 27,300 C or 
better 

Florida Avenue (SR 74) between: 

4. Amanda Avenue  and 
Winchester Road 

Expressway/6 30,800 49,000 C or 
better 

5. Winchester Road and 
Warren Road* 

Expressway/6 32,400 49,000 C or 
better 

6. Warren Road and 
Sanderson Avenue* 

Expressway/6 36,000 49,000 C or 
better 

7. Sanderson Avenue and State 
Street* 

Major/4 39,400 27,300 F 

8. State Street and San Jacinto 
Street* 

Major/4 33,400 27,300 E 

9. San Jacinto Street and 
Columbia Street 

Major/4 29,200 27,300 D 

San Jacinto Street between: 

10. Mayberry Street and Florida 
Avenue 

Secondary/4 18,600 20,700 C or 
better 

11. Florida Avenue and Menlo 
Avenue* 

Secondary/4 19,000 20,700 C or 
better 

12. Menlo Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue* 

Major/4 28,700 27,300 D 

13. Esplanade Avenue and 
Seventh Street* 

Major/4 20,300 27,300 C or 
better 
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Table 8 2040 Build Alternative 1br Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
and LOS 

Roadway 
Ultimate General Plan 
Classification / Lanes 

2040 Build 
Daily Traffic 

Volumes 

LOS C 
Roadway 
Capacitya LOS 

14. Seventh Street and Main Street* Major/4 16,200 27,300 C or 
better 

Ramona Boulevard between: 

15. Main Street and State Street* Secondary/4 13,400 20,700 C or 
better 

16. State Street and Sanderson 
Avenue 

Secondary/4 7,400 20,700 C or 
better 

State Street between: 

17. Mayberry Street and Florida 
Avenue 

Secondary/4 17,200 20,700 C or 
better 

18. Florida Avenue and Menlo 
Avenue 

Secondary/4 18,500 20,700 C or 
better 

19. Menlo Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue 

Secondary/4 19,700 20,700 C or 
better 

20. Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Major/4 15,600 27,300 C or 
better 

21. Cottonwood Avenue and 
Ramona Boulevard 

Major/4 21,800 27,300 C or 
better 

22. Ramona Boulevard and 
Ramona Expressway* 

Major/4 23,400 27,300 C or 
better 

Ramona Expressway between: 

23. San Jacinto Street and State 
Street 

Urban Arterial/6 36,900 43,100 C or 
better 

24. State Street and Sanderson 
Avenue* 

Urban Arterial/6 41,000 43,100 C or 
better 

25. Sanderson Avenue and 
Warren Road 

Freeway/6 56,500 94,000 C or 
better 

26. Warren Road and Bridge Street Freeway/6 64,200 94,000 C or 
better 

Warren Road between: 

27. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Simpson Road 

Urban Arterial/6 8,600 43,100 C or 
better 

28. Simpson Road and Mustang 
Way 

Urban Arterial/6 8,100 43,100 C or 
better 

29. Mustang Way and Stetson 
Avenue 

Urban Arterial/6 6,200 43,100 C or 
better 

30. Stetson Avenue and Florida 
Avenue 

Urban Arterial/6 10,000 43,100 C or 
better 

31. Florida Avenue and Esplanade 
Avenue 

Urban Arterial/6 2,000 43,100 C or 
better 

32. Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Arterial/4 8,700 28,700 C or 
better 

33. Cottonwood Avenue and 
Ramona Expressway 

Arterial/4 12,900 28,700 C or 
better 

Sanderson Avenue between: 

34. Domenigoni Parkway and 
Mustang Way 

Major/4 6,900 27,300 C or 
better 

35. Mustang Way and Stetson 
Avenue 

Major/4 10,900 27,300 C or 
better 
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Table 8 2040 Build Alternative 1br Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
and LOS 

Roadway 
Ultimate General Plan 
Classification / Lanes 

2040 Build 
Daily Traffic 

Volumes 

LOS C 
Roadway 
Capacitya LOS 

36. Stetson Avenue and Florida 
Avenue 

Major/4 20,200 27,300 C or 
better 

37. Florida Avenue and Menlo 
Avenue 

Major/4 23,700 27,300 C or 
better 

38. Menlo Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue  

Major/4 27,200 27,300 C or 
better 

39. Esplanade Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Urban Arterial/6 29,600 43,100 C or 
better 

40. Cottonwood Avenue and 
Ramona Boulevard 

Urban Arterial/6 28,900 43,100 C or 
better 

41. Ramona Boulevard and 
Ramona Expressway 

Urban Arterial/6 1,400 43,100 C or 
better 

42. Ramona Expressway and 
Gilman Springs Road* 

Expressway/4 51,900 32,700 D 

Lamb Canyon Road (SR 79) between: 

43. Gilman Springs Road and 
Interstate 10* 

Freeway/4 60,200 61,200 C or 
better 

Domenigoni Parkway between: 

44. Winchester Road and Warren 
Road 

Urban Arterial/6 8,800 43,100 C or 
better 

45. Warren Road and Sanderson 
Avenue 

Urban Arterial/6 14,600 43,100 C or 
better 

Cottonwood Avenue between: 

46. Warren Road and Sanderson 
Avenue 

Arterial/4 5,200 28,700 C or 
better 

47. Sanderson Avenue and State 
Street 

Arterial/4 8,300 28,700 C or 
better 

SR 79 (Freeway) between: 

48. Newport Road and 
Domenigoni Parkway 

Freeway/4 75,600 61,200 E 

49. Domenigoni Parkway and Grand 
Avenue 

Freeway/4 72,700 61,200 E 

50. Grand Avenue and 
Florida Avenue 

Freeway/4 61,000 61,200 C or 
better 

51. Florida Avenue to Esplanade 
Avenue 

Freeway/4 54,400 61,200 C or 
better 

52. Esplanade Avenue to 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Freeway/4 50,600 61,200 C or 
better 

53. Cottonwood Avenue to 
Sanderson Avenue 

Freeway/4 45,600 61,200 C or 
better 

54. Sanderson Avenue to 
Ramona Boulevard 

Freeway/4 61,100 61,200 C or 
better 

55. north of Ramona Expressway Freeway/4 56,400 61,200 C or 
better 

aSource: Riverside County – Link Volume Capacities/Level of Service for Riverside County  

* = segment is part of existing SR 79 

For General-Purpose Information Only 

All Build Alternatives are the same for ADT and LOS 
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As shown in Table 8, construction of Build Alternative 1br would improve 12 of the 
17 deficient roadways from unacceptable LOS D, E, or F to LOS C or better. The 
following five roadway segments would operate at LOS D or worse under the 2040 
Build Alternative 1br: 

– Florida Avenue between Sanderson Avenue and State Street 

– Florida Avenue between State Street and San Jacinto Street 

– Florida Avenue between San Jacinto Street and Columbia Street 

– San Jacinto Street between Menlo Avenue and Esplanade Avenue 

– Sanderson Avenue between Ramona Expressway and Gilman Springs Road 

Table 8 includes the LOS analyses for eight segments of roadway along SR 79. The 
2040 forecast daily volumes on SR 79 range from 45,600 to 75,600, which are 
consistent with a freeway facility with an LOS C capacity of 61,200. SR 79 is 
projected to operate at LOS C or better along the entire length of the project, with two 
exceptions. The portions between Newport Road and Domenigoni Parkway and 
between Domenigoni Parkway and Grand Avenue are projected to operate at LOS E.  

Table 9 shows the peak-hour volumes on mainline SR 79 by direction of traffic. The 
maximum peak-hour, peak-direction volume on mainline SR 79 is forecast to be 
approximately 4,300, with most of the peak-hour volumes ranging from 
approximately 2,500 to 4,300. 

Table 9 2040 Build Alternative 1br SR 79 Realignment  
Mainline Peak-Hour Volumes 

Segment 
Northbound AM/PM 

Peak (vph)a 
Southbound AM/PM 

Peak (vph)a 

Newport Road to Domenigoni Parkway 2,070/4,280 3,870/2,600 

Domenigoni Parkway to Grand Avenue 2,130/3,700 3,830/2,700 

Grand Avenue to Florida Avenue 2,150/2,640 3,000/2,560 

Florida Avenue to Esplanade Avenue 2,580/2,100 1,970/2,500 

Esplanade Avenue to Cottonwood Avenue 2,490/1,860 1,790/2,370 

Cottonwood Avenue to Sanderson Avenue 2,230/,1580 1,450/2,340 

Sanderson Avenue to Ramona Expressway 2,920/1,990 2,080/3,080 
aVehicles per hour 
 

Under Build Alternative 1br, SR 79 is assumed to be a four-lane freeway with a 
signalized intersection at Newport Road, service interchanges at Domenigoni 
Parkway, Grand Avenue, Florida Avenue, Esplanade Avenue, Cottonwood Avenue, 
and Sanderson Avenue, and a system interchange at Ramona Expressway. The 
intersection of SR 79 and Mid County Parkway will be a freeway-to-freeway 
interchange and is not analyzed in this study. 
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Table 10 provides a summary of the results of the LOS analysis at the 30 intersections 
for the 2040 Build Alternative 1br traffic conditions. The intersection of Warren Road 
and Ramona Expressway will be realigned north of the existing intersection so that an 
interchange can be built at Warren Road and proposed Mid County Parkway. Ramona 
Expressway will be used as a frontage road north of the proposed Mid County 
Parkway. Mid County Parkway will be in a new alignment parallel to the Colorado 
River Aqueduct. The intersection of Sanderson Avenue and Ramona Expressway will 
not exist under Build Alternative 1br because of the way Mid County Parkway will be 
configured. Sanderson Avenue will be realigned to intersect with Ramona 
Expressway west of its existing location. Please see Mid County Parkway at State 
Route 79 Interchange maps prepared by CH2M HILL and Jacobs. 

Table 10 Summary of Intersection Operation for 2040 No Build 
Alternative and 2040 Build Alternative 1br 

Intersection 

2040 No Build Alternative 2040 Build Alternative1br 

Control

AM Peak   
Hour 

PM Peak    
Hour 

Control

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak   
Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

1. 
Winchester Road/Newport 
Roada 

S 6 A 7 A U 10 A 11 B 

2. 
Winchester 
Road/Domenigoni Parkway 

S 21 C 56 E S 13 B 10 A 

3. 
Winchester Road/Simpson 
Road 

S 48 D 17 B S 25 C 27 C 

4. 
Winchester Road/Florida 
Avenue 

S 75 E 111 F S 21 C 18 B 

5. 
Warren Road /Domenigoni 
Parkway 

S 23 C 17 B S 20 B 20 B 

6. Warren Road/Mustang Way S 16 B 11 B S 18 B 13 B 

7. 
Warren Road/Stetson 
Avenue 

S 29 C 28 C S 24 C 25 C 

8. 
Warren Road/Florida 
Avenue 

S 36 D 33 C S 20 C 19 B 

9. 
Warren Road/Esplanade 
Avenue 

S 20 C 20 B S 25 C 24 C 

10. 
Warren Road/Cottonwood 
Avenue 

S 9 A 10 A S 17 B 17 B 

11. 
Warren Road/Ramona 
Expressway 

S 22 C 28 C S 14 B 14 B 

12. 
Sanderson 
Avenue/Domenigoni 
Parkway  

S 157 F 70 E S 20 B 22 C 

13. 
Sanderson Avenue/Mustang 
Way 

S 16 B 10 A S 15 B 15 B 

14. 
Sanderson Avenue/Stetson 
Avenue 

S 56 E 126 F S 49 D 45 D 

15. 
Sanderson Avenue/Florida 
Avenue 

S 116 F 262 F S 42 D 63 E 

16. 
Sanderson 
Avenue/Esplanade Avenue 

S 19 B 56 E S 16 B 23 C 

17. Sanderson S 12 B 17 B S 17 B 30 C 
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Table 10 Summary of Intersection Operation for 2040 No Build 
Alternative and 2040 Build Alternative 1br 

Intersection 

2040 No Build Alternative 2040 Build Alternative1br 

Control

AM Peak   
Hour 

PM Peak    
Hour 

Control

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak   
Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Avenue/Cottonwood Avenue 

18. 
Sanderson Avenue/Ramona 
Boulevard 

S 10 B 14 B S 13 B 14 B 

19. 
Sanderson Avenue/Ramona 
Expressway 

S 101 F 58 E S 19 B 27 C 

20. 
Sanderson NB Avenue/ 
Gilman Springs Road 

S 13 B 7 A S 15 B 6 A 

21. 
Sanderson SB Avenue/ 
Gilman Springs Road 

S 10 A 8 A S 15 B 9 A 

22. 
Lyon Avenue/Cottonwood 
Avenue 

S 18 B 24 C S 18 B 23 C 

23. State street/Florida Avenue S 26 C 33 C S 25 C 30 C 

24. 
State Street/Esplanade 
Avenue 

S 22 C 23 C S 22 C 23 C 

25. 
State Street/Cottonwood 
Avenue 

S 12 B 10 A S 11 B 10 A 

26. 
State Street/Ramona 
Boulevard 

S 23 C 24 C S 25 C 23 C 

27. 
State Street/Ramona 
Expressway 

S 23 C 24 C S 25 C 23 C 

28. 
San Jacinto Street/Florida 
Avenue 

S 30 C 38 D S 29 C 34 C 

29. 
San Jacinto 
Street/Esplanade Avenue 

S 25 C 29 C S 24 C 26 C 

30. 
San Jacinto Street/Ramona 
Boulevard/Main Street 

S 98 F 258 F S 101 F 261 F 

Source: SR 79 Realignment Project Supplemental Traffic Report, September 2014 
a This intersection will be significantly modified under the Build Alternative 1br S = Signalized,  U = Unsignalized 

Delay is expressed in average seconds of delay per vehicle during the peak hour. 

 

Under the 2040 Build Alternative 1br, eight of the 11 deficient intersections under the 
2040 No Build Alternative would improve to acceptable LOS C or better. Three 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or worse during the AM and/or PM 
peak hours.  The LOS at two of these three intersections would improve with Build 
Alternative 1br. The intersection of San Jacinto Street/ Ramona Boulevard/Main 
Street would remain LOS F under the 2040 Build Alternative 1br, and would cause a 
slight increase in delay (three seconds). The remaining intersections would operate at 
LOS C or better. The following intersections would operate at unacceptable levels of 
service under the 2040 Build Alternative 1br traffic conditions: 

– Sanderson Avenue and Stetson Avenue – AM and PM peak hours (LOS D) 

– Sanderson Avenue and Florida Avenue – AM and PM peak hours (LOS D and 
E) 
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– San Jacinto Street and Main Street and Ramona Boulevard – AM and PM 
peak hours (LOS F) 

In addition to the individual intersection evaluations, the LOS at the ramp terminal 
intersections at each freeway interchange was determined using the Highway 
Capacity Manual methods. Table 11 provides a summary of the traffic operations at 
each freeway/arterial interchange and at-grade intersections along realigned SR 79 in 
2040.   

Table 11 Summary of Interchange Intersection Operations for the 
2040 Build Alternative 1br 

Intersection 

2040 Build Alternative 1br 

Control 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delaya LOS Delaya LOS 

SR 79/Newport Road S 10 A 10 B 

SR 79/Domenigoni Parkway SB Ramps S 55 D 20 B 

SR 79/Domenigoni Parkway NB Ramps S 16 B 25 C 

SR 79/Grand Avenue SB Ramps S 66 E 32 C 

SR 79/Grand Avenue NB Ramps S 26 C 32 C 

SR 79/Florida Avenue SB Ramps S 7 A 16 B 

SR 79/Florida Avenue NB Ramps S 6 A 34 C 

SR 79/Esplanade Avenue SB Ramps S 15 B 15 B 

SR 79/Esplanade Avenue NB Ramps S 16 B 16 B 

SR 79/Cottonwood Avenue SB Ramps S 5 A 11 B 

SR 79/Cottonwood Avenue NB Ramps S 18 B 17 B 

SR 79/Sanderson Avenue EB Ramps S 25 C 26 C 

SR 79/Sanderson Avenue WB Ramps S 18 B 18 B 

Source: SR 79 Realignment Project Supplemental Traffic Report, September 2014 

Note: Analysis assumes SR 79 Realignment Build Alternative 1br, which is called 2040 Build Alternative 1br 
and represents all project build alternatives for the analysis. 

S = Signalized, NB = northbound, SB = southbound, EB = eastbound, WB = westbound 
aDelay is expressed in average seconds of delay per vehicle during the peak hour. 

 

The SR 79 intersections are all projected to operate at LOS C or better in 2040 with 
the exception of SR 79/Domenigoni Parkway southbound ramps and SR 79/Grand 
Avenue southbound ramps. These intersections are projected to operate at LOS D and 
LOS E during the AM peak hour and LOS C or better during the PM peak hour. 

 Accident Rates 

Caltrans electronic database of accident history is called Traffic Accident 
Surveillance & Analysis System (TASAS). The most common report from TASAS is 
the “Table B” Selective Accident Rate Calculation report which includes accident 
data calculations for any highway or section of highway, ramps, or intersections for 
any time period specified. The report shows both actual and average accident rates, 
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total accidents, fatalities, injuries, multi-vehicles, wet, dark, persons killed and injured 
and the significance. 

A summary of the accident rates and types of accidents on SR 79 within the study 
area for a 3-year period from October 1, 2009, to September 30, 2012, is provided in 
Tables 12 and 13.  According to Caltrans’ TASAS Table B, within the project limits, 
the actual accident rate on SR 79 is 1.56, which is 43 percent higher than the 
statewide average rate of 1.09 for similar facilities.  

The most common types of accidents reported in the project study area were rear-end, 
broadside, and hit-object accidents. Rear-end and broadside collisions are typically 
congestion-related accidents. Also, the large number of access points along existing 
SR 79 increases the frequency of turning movements into and out of driveways and 
intersections. This increases the number of conflict points and the potential for 
accidents. In addition, mixing local and regional traffic with the numerous access 
points creates safety issues along the existing SR 79. Design elements for the 
proposed project to improve safety should separate local and regional traffic and 
reduce the volumes on the existing alignment, thus reducing the total number of 
accidents. 

Table 12 Actual and Average Accident Rates from October 1, 2009 
to September 30, 2012 

Location 

Total 
Number of 
Accidents 

Actual Rates 
(Mainline rates are per 
million vehicle miles) 

Average Rates 
(Mainline rates are per 
million vehicle miles) 

F* F + I** TOTAL F* F+I** TOTAL 

PM R15.78/R33.876 – SR 79 
Domenigoni Parkway to Gilman 
Springs Road 

119 0.039 0.69 1.56 0.016 0.43 1.09 

Source: Caltrans, TASAS Selective Record Retrieval for the period of October 1, 2009, to September 30, 2012. 

Note: Accident rates on mainline are per million vehicle miles. 

* Fatal 
** Fatal and injury 

 

 

Table 13 Summary of Types of Accidents from October 1, 2009 to 
September 30, 2012 

Location H
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PM R15.78/R33.876 – SR 79 
Domenigoni Parkway to Gilman 
Springs Road Northbound 

6% 8% 35% 26% 18% 3% 2% 2% 100% 

PM R15.78/R33.876 – SR 79 
Domenigoni Parkway to Gilman 
Springs Road Southbound 

10% 10% 32% 24% 14% 3% 5% 2% 100% 

Source: Caltrans, TASAS Selective Record Retrieval for the period of October 1, 2009, to September 30, 2012. 
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5. ALTERNATIVES 

5A.  VIABLE ALTERNATIVES 

In addition to the No Build Alternative, Build Alternative 1br remains as the only 
proposed Build Alternative for the SR 79 realignment project.   All other Build 
Alternatives analyzed in the DPR have been eliminated due to unacceptable impacts to 
the TCP.  Build Alternative 1br was created from segments of other alternatives that were 
approved in the January 2013 DPR, and is mostly comprised of the segments shown in 
Build Alternative 1b.  Build Alternative 1br was not presented in the January 2013 DPR, 
and its analysis is presented in this Supplemental DPR to serve as re-validation of the 
January 2013 DPR. 

The No Build Alternative would not change the existing route. Specifically the existing 
SR 79 will not be realigned, R/W will not be acquired, and roadway construction will not 
occur. No capital costs would be associated with this alternative. The No Build 
Alternative will not preclude construction of future improvements. 

Build Alternative 1br proposes to realign SR 79 from south of Domenigoni Parkway to 
south of Gilman Springs Road. Build Alternative 1br is composed of different 
combinations of the 14 roadway segments (A through N). These segments are defined in 
the approved DPR (January 2013) and are shown in Attachment C. The alignment of 
Build Alternative 1br is shown in Attachment D.  

Build Alternative 1br incorporates changes to the original Build Alternative 1b, in 
response to comments received during the public circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS.  
Refinements were also made to comply with Caltrans mandatory design standards and to 
minimize impacts to the TCP identified during consultation with Native American groups 
in 2013 and 2014.  Build Alternative 1br stays within the environmental study area and 
does not require new R/W.  

Build Alternative 1br includes Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, J, M, and N and is shown 
on Attachment D.  The roadway segments are defined in “Section 5A: Viable 
Alternatives” of the January 2013 DPR. 

Build Alternative 1br consists of the following refinements to Build Alternative 1b of the 
January 2013 DPR: 

1. Refinements to access at Winchester Road.  An at-grade traffic signal will be 

provided at the Newport Road /SR 79 intersection.  Newport Road will be realigned 

to Winchester Road to provide direct access to the community of Winchester. 

2. Increased loop ramp radii at Domenigoni Parkway. 
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3. Shift in interchange location from Ranchland Road to Grand Avenue. 

4. Westerly shift of alignment around West Hemet Hills.  The alignment has been 

shifted to the west within the existing environmental study limits to reduce the cut to 

West Hemet Hills and reduce impacts to the TCP. The revised alignment will include 

a retaining wall along the west and north side of the alignment and will eliminate the 

need to relocate the existing communication towers.  The shift will lessen the impact 

to the West Hemet Hills by reducing the amount of cut. 

5. Increased loop ramp radii at Florida Avenue.  

6. The interchange at Tres Cerritos Avenue has been removed. This eliminates the need 

to realign Warren Road and will eliminate the bridge crossing over the San Diego 

Canal.  A cul-de-sac will be added at Tres Cerritos along the west side of SR 79.   

7. The interchange at Esplanade Avenue has been revised.  The new proposed 

improvements include interchange ramp alterations, altered access along Esplanade 

Avenue, and elimination of realigned Maze Stone Court.  

8. Increased loop ramp radii at Cottonwood Avenue. 

9. The interchange at Sanderson Avenue has been revised.  The interchange 

configuration for the southbound ramps has been revised.  SR 79 has been realigned 

to the southeast. The profile of SR 79 has been modified to bridge over Sanderson 

Avenue instead of Sanderson Avenue bridging over SR 79. The design has also been 

revised to avoid impacts to the newly constructed improvements at the Eastern 

Municipal Water District (EMWD) Water Treatment Facility.  

10. Increased loop ramp radii at Ramona Expressway. 

Figures showing the refinements are in Attachment D. The four build alternatives and 
the two design options proposed in the DPR remain the same and do not include 
refinements, and are no longer considered viable alternatives.  

Table 14 evaluates the refinements associated with Build Alternative 1br in 
comparison to Build Alternative 1b originally evaluated in the DPR. 
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Table 14 Comparison of Build Alternative 1b and Build Alternative 1br 

Refinement Location 

Build Alternative 1b as 
shown in the Draft 

EIR/EIS Build Alternative 1br Reason for Change 

Newport Road  Newport Road bridge over 
SR 79 

 Removed Newport Road 
over SR 79 

 Realigned Newport Road 
to existing Winchester 
Road 

 Added connection from 
Newport Road to parcels 
along west side of SR 79 

 Revised intersection from 
grade separated 
intersection to signalized 
at-grade intersection 

Public comment received from the 
Winchester Homeowners Association to 
provide direct access into the community. 

Domenigoni Parkway 
interchange 

Full interchange with 
bridge over Domenigoni 
Parkway 

 Full interchange with 
bridge over Domenigoni 
Parkway and revised loop 
ramp configuration 

Design has been updated to increase the 
loop ramp radii.  

Grand Avenue 
interchange 

Full interchange with 
bridge over Ranchland 
Road 

 Shifted interchange from 
Ranchland Road to Grand 
Avenue 

 Added a cul-de-sac at 
Ranchland Road 

The City of Hemet General Plan includes 
an interchange at Grand Avenue for Build 
Alternative 2b.  An interchange at Grand 
Avenue may be acceptable to the City for 
local circulation. 

West Hemet Hills Alignment located along 
the westerly edge of the 
West Hemet Hills 

 Shifted and revised 
curvature of alignment 
further away from the 
West Hemet Hills 

Alignment was shifted to the west to 
reduce the cut to West Hemet Hills and 
reduce impacts to the Traditional Cultural 
Property.  The revised alignment also 
eliminated the need to relocate existing 
communication towers. 

Florida Avenue 
interchange 

Full interchange with 
bridge over Florida Avenue 

 Full interchange with 
bridge over Florida 
Avenue and revised loop 
ramp configuration 

Design has been updated to increase the 
loop ramp radii. 

Tres Cerritos Avenue 
interchange 

Full interchange with Tres 
Cerritos Avenue bridging 
over SR 79 

 Removed interchange at 
Tres Cerritos Avenue 

 Removed realignment of 
Warren Road 

 Removed bridge over the 
San Diego Canal 

Public comment received and the 
interchange was not needed to 
accommodate traffic, see Draft 
Supplemental Traffic Study. 

Esplanade Avenue 
interchange 

Bridge over Esplanade 
Avenue, Warren Road, 
and San Diego Canal 

 Revised interchange 
configuration 

 Removed realigned Maze 
Stone Court’ 

 Use of Roadway Segment 
J instead of Roadway 
Segment K 

The mandatory design exception for 
access control changed from Advisory to 
Mandatory with the new Highway Design 
Manual (HDM) standards.  Interchange 
configuration was modified to comply with 
the new HDM standards.  

Cottonwood Avenue 
interchange 

Full interchange with 
Cottonwood Avenue 
bridging over SR 79 

 Full interchange with 
Cottonwood Avenue 
bridging over SR 79 and 
revised loop ramp 
configuration 

Design has been updated to increase the 
loop ramp radii. 
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Table 14 Comparison of Build Alternative 1b and Build Alternative 1br 

Refinement Location 

Build Alternative 1b as 
shown in the Draft 

EIR/EIS Build Alternative 1br Reason for Change 

Sanderson Avenue 
interchange 

Full interchange with 
Sanderson Avenue 
bridging over SR 79 

 Revised interchange 
configuration for 
southbound ramps 

 Realigned SR 79 to the 
southeast and SR79  to 
bridge over  Sanderson 
Avenue 

Design has been refined to avoid impacts 
to the newly constructed improvements at 
the Eastern Municipal Water District 
Treatment Facility.  In addition, the 
mandatory design exception for access 
control changed from Advisory to 
Mandatory with the new HDM standards.  
Interchange configuration was modified to 
comply with the new HDM standards. 

Ramona Expressway SR 79 over Ramona 
Expressway 

 SR 79 over Ramona 
Expressway and revised 
loop ramp configuration 

Design has been updated to increase the 
loop ramp radii. 

 Proposed Engineering Features 

The design speed is 75 miles per hour (mph). Build Alternative 1br will provide an 
acceptable LOS for at least 20 years after completion of construction. The 
engineering features of the 14 project roadway segments were discussed in the 
approved DPR, dated January 2013.  No changes were made to the 14 project 
segments presented in the DPR, and only the segments included in Build Alternative 
1br will be discussed in this section.  

The project roadway will open to traffic in 2020 as a limited-access expressway with 
four travel lanes (two lanes in each direction). Local access connections will include 
both at-grade intersections and grade-separated interchanges. Roadway segments will 
include inside and outside shoulders, a median, and two lanes traveling in each 
direction (henceforth referred to as the project roadway). The total median width will 
be 84.0 ft. measured from the inside edge of traveled lane on one side of the roadway 
to the inside edge of traveled lane on the opposing side. The roadway section includes 
a median with 5’ inside shoulders, 12’ travel lanes, and 10’ outside shoulders. Side 
slopes will be required outside the shoulders.  

Drainage ditches and swales will be constructed at the bottom of embankment slopes, 
in addition to the permanent BMP basins that are located within the project R/W. 
Drainage culverts and reinforced concrete boxes are proposed to maintain the 
drainage connectivity.  Maintenance access will be provided to these drainage 
features and will be 15 ft. minimum width along the outer boundaries of the project 
R/W.   

Because the earthwork widths range along the roadway, a varying R/W will be 
required. Therefore, the actual width of the project mainline R/W ranges from 230 ft. 
to 760 ft. for the project.  

The vertical alignment is typically in a fill condition, except in the West Hemet Hills 
area. The grade of the profile ranges from 0.5 percent to 2.2 percent for Build 
Alternative 1br. The cut section through the West Hemet Hills has been reduced to 
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minimize scarring of the hill, and avoid relocation of the communication towers.  The 
reduction in cut material will require the project to import material for the 
construction of the proposed improvements.   

A Life-Cycle Cost Analysis (LCCA) for Pavement Structural Section was prepared 
on April 17, 2015.  Alternative 8 from the life-cycle cost analysis was selected from 
the LCCA report and has been incorporated into this Supplemental DPR to support 
Build Alternative 1br.  For a full discussion on the alternative pavement selection, 
refer to Life-Cycle Cost Analysis for Pavement Structural Section State Route 79, 
April 17, 2015. 

The pavement structural section for all cross streets consists of hot mix asphalt 
(HMA) pavement over aggregate base. Alternative 8 from the LCCA for SR 79 
consists of a mainline structural section of continuously reinforced concrete pavement 
(CRCP) over HMA, over an aggregate base. The shoulder structural section consists 
of jointed plain concrete pavement (JPCP) over aggregate base.  Structural sections 
for the ramps will be determined during the design phase.  A safety edge design will 
be implemented wherever applicable.  Due to this project being a completely new 
alignment, the existing street facilities are not expected to be impacted other than at 
the project tie-ins or connections to the proposed interchanges.  Pavement 
rehabilitation strategies are not proposed on the existing SR 79, which will be 
relinquished to local jurisdiction once completed.  The pavement structural section for 
all new mainline and shoulder pavement will be designed for a minimum 40-year or 
20 year design life respectively. Typical roadway cross sections for Build Alternative 
1br are shown in Attachment F. 

Plan and profile drawings for Build Alternative 1br at planning horizon are shown in 
Attachment E.   Advance Planning Studies for the structures on Build Alternative 1br 
are shown in Attachment I. 

Roadway Segment B 

Roadway Segment B begins at existing SR 79 south of East Newport Road. The 
alignment goes northerly with an at-grade crossing with realigned East Newport 
Road/Winchester Road, then swings easterly and crosses over Patterson Avenue and 
Patton Avenue. 

Roadway Segment C 

Roadway Segment C continues from Segment B in a northeasterly direction, and the 
alignment crosses over Domenigoni Parkway, Salt Creek Channel, and Olive Avenue 
on a viaduct structure. The alignment then continues north, with an undercrossing at 
Simpson Road and a bridge and overhead at the Hemet Channel and San Jacinto 
Branch Line. It then proceeds northerly with an undercrossing at Grand Avenue, 
where a full interchange is proposed, then continues further north with an 
undercrossing at Stowe Road.  
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Roadway Segment G 

Roadway Segment G continues north from Segment C with an overcrossing at 
Stetson Avenue.  It then takes a long curve around the mountain in an easterly 
direction with an overcrossing at California Avenue. The alignment then curves back 
again in a northeasterly direction with an undercrossing at Florida Avenue, where a 
full interchange is proposed. 

Roadway Segment I 

Roadway Segment I continues in a northerly direction from Segment G. An 
overcrossing is proposed at Devonshire Avenue.  Tres Cerritos Avenue is proposed to 
be a cul-de-sac along the west side of SR 79 with no direct access to SR 79. 

Roadway Segment J 

Roadway Segment J continues in a northerly direction from Segment I. An 
undercrossing is proposed at Esplanade Avenue, Warren Road, and the San Diego 
Canal. It crosses the San Diego Canal north of Esplanade Avenue. A full interchange 
is proposed at Esplanade Avenue. The alignment then continues northeasterly with an 
undercrossing at Seventh Street. 

Roadway Segment M 

Roadway Segment M continues in a northeasterly direction from Segment J. The 
alignment crosses under Cottonwood Avenue, then takes a long curve northeasterly 
and continues parallel to the Casa Loma Canal. A full interchange undercrossing is 
proposed at Sanderson Avenue.  SR 79 takes a long curve to the north, where it 
crosses over the Colorado River Aqueduct. 

Roadway Segment N 

Roadway Segment N continues in a northerly direction from Segment M. It continues 
northerly with an undercrossing at Ramona Expressway and a future drainage facility, 
where it ties into existing SR 79 just south of the San Jacinto River. 
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The design designation for this project is as follows: 

ADT (2014) – N/A 
ADT (2040) – 45,600 to 75,600 
DHV1 = 5,100 
ESAL2 = 12,440,000 
D = 50% 
T3 = 8.5% 
V = 75 mph 
TI4 = 13.5 
 

 Nonstandard Mandatory and Advisory Design Features 

The Nonstandard Mandatory and Advisory Fact Sheets were approved on 6/11/2015. 
A summary of nonstandard features applicable to Build Alternative 1br is presented 
in Table 15.  A summary of nonstandard features that have been eliminated due to the 
revisions of Build Alternative 1br is presented in Table 16.  

                                                      
1Estimated based on 2040 peak hour volumes 

2Total 20-year equivalent single axle load (ESAL) based on the Highway Design Manual, Table 613.3A, using 
SR 79 ADTT% at PM 19.16 and 25.65 (Jct. SR 74) from Caltrans website – Truck Traffic Volume Counts 

3Used SR 79 ADTT% at PM 19.16 and 25.65 (Jct. SR 74) from Caltrans website – Truck Traffic Volume 
Counts 

440-year traffic index (TI) calculated using ADT data from SR 79 Realignment Project Supplemental Traffic 
Report, September 2014, and Table 613.3B of the Highway Design Manual 
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Table 15   Summary of New or Existing Nonstandard Design Features 

 
HDM Index Mandatory /  

Advisory 
Location Exception to Standard 

201.1 

Stopping Sight 
Distance 

Mandatory 1. Salt Creek 
Channel Bridge 

2. Stetson Ave 
UC 

3. California Ave 
UC 

4. Florida Ave 
UC 

5. Esplanade Ave 
UC 

6. Esplanade Ave 
UC 

7. Seventh Street 
UC 

8. Sanderson 
Ave UC 

9. Esplanade Ave 
SB off-ramp 

The standard horizontal stopping sight 
distance is being obstructed by the bridge 
barrier.  

 

The standard shoulder width is provided on 
the structure. Widening the shoulder along 
the horizontal curve would increase costs 
and could induce motorists to use it as a 
travel lane, and since it is located on a multi-
span bridge, it would create structural 
design challenges. Revisions to the 
horizontal geometry would require additional 
R/W acquisitions and impact several 
environmental sensitive areas. 

 

 

202.2 

Standards for 
Superelevation 

Mandatory 1. Sanderson 
Ave SB off-ramp 

2. Sanderson 
Ave SB on-ramp 

3. Esplanade 
Avenue SB off-
ramp  

 

A reduced superelevation rate is proposed 
instead of the standard superelevation rate. 
The proposed superelevation rate is 
calculated to maintain comfortable speed. 
Superelevation rates near ramp 
intersections are difficult to obtain due to the 
short tangent length and the street grade, 
resulting in transition lengths being 
undesirably short.   

202.7 

Superelevation 
on City Streets 
and County 
Roads 

Mandatory 1. Domenigoni 
Parkway 

2. Cottonwood 
Avenue 

3. Ramona 
Expressway 

The superelevation rate of the local road 
within State Right of Way does not conform 
to AASHTO standards for the corresponding 
Superelevation Rate.  The superelevation 
rate was reduced in order to comply with 
ADA pedestrian cross slopes when 
traversing the ramp intersections, as the 
superelevation rate is in the same plane as 
the crosswalk, and should be kept at a 2% 
maximum cross slope for ADA 
requirements. 

304.1 

Design of Side 
Slopes 

Advisory SR 79 Mainline 
and ramps 

The side slopes are designed to be 4:1 or 
flatter in areas where the R/W 
accommodates the full standard slopes. In 
areas where the R/W limits are constrained, 
2:1 side slopes are used beyond the 30’ 
clear recovery zone (CRZ).  This creates a 
recoverable area while minimizing the R/W 
impacts.    

403.3 

Angle of 
Intersection 

Advisory Sanderson 
Avenue SB off-
Ramp 

The angle of intersection is reduced to 65° 
to avoid impacting the Casa Loma Canal 
while staying within the project limits.  The 
ramp geometry works with the design 
vehicle and truck are able to make the 
proper turn maneuver with the proposed 
skew angle.   
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HDM Index Mandatory /  

Advisory 
Location Exception to Standard 

504.3 (3) 

Location and 
Design of Ramp 
Intersections on 
the Crossroads 

Mandatory Esplanade 
Avenue SB 
ramps at Maze 
Stone Court 

The proposed ramp intersection is 100’ from 
the local street intersection. Realigning the 
local road northerly would impact an existing 
landfill and be outside the environmental 
footprint. Does not meet minimum 400-foot 
separation. 

 

Table 16   Summary of Eliminated Nonstandard Design Features 

 

HDM Index Mandatory /  
Advisory 

Location Reason for elimination 

202.2 
Standards for 
superelevation 

Mandatory Esplanade 
Avenue SB Exit 
Ramp 

Esplanade NB 
Exit Ramp 

Esplanade SB exit ramp geometry revised, 
standard superelevation rate proposed 
eliminated nonstandard feature. 

Esplanade NB exit ramp superelevation 
diagram revised, standard superelevation 
rate proposed eliminated nonstandard 
feature.   

202.6 

Superelevation 
of Compound 
Curves 

Advisory Domenigoni 
Parkway NB loop 
on ramp 

Domenigoni Parkway was revised to 
eliminate compound curve with larger radius 
loop ramp (180’), eliminating the need for 
compound curves.   

202.5 (3) 

Superelevation 
Transition 

Advisory Sanderson 
Avenue SB Loop 
on ramp 

Southbound Sanderson Avenue loop on 
ramp changed to a tight diamond 
configuration, eliminating the nonstandard 
superelevation transition.  

504.3 (3) 

Location and 
Design of 
Ramp 
Intersections on 
the crossroads 

Advisory Tres Cerritos IC 
to the SB exit 
ramp 

Tres Cerritos interchange is no longer 
proposed under the 1Br alterative. 

504.8 

Access Control 

Mandatory Sanderson Ave 
SB Loop on ramp 

Esplanade 
Avenue SB 
ramps 

Sanderson and Esplanade Avenue 
interchange configurations changed to 
eliminate nonstandard access control 
design feature. 

 

 

 Interim Features 

Interim signalized intersections will not be constructed at Tres Cerritos Avenue, as no 
direct access point is being proposed with this alternative.   

 High Occupancy Vehicle (Bus and Carpool) Lanes 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 
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 Ramp Metering 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 California Highway Patrol (CHP) Enforcement Areas 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Park and Ride Facilities 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Utility and Other Owner Involvement 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Railroad Involvement 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Highway Planting 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013.  

 Erosion Control 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Noise Barriers 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013.  To document this, an analysis was conducted to examine if the noise 
abatement decisions associated with Build Alternative 1b would be affected by the 
changes proposed by Build Alternative 1br.  The Updated Noise Study Report (NSR) 
and Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) was approved in February 2015.   

First, the analysis examined whether the traffic projections that were used in the 
original noise analysis are in accordance with current traffic projections.  In general, 
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the two projections are very similar.  Similar enough to reject the notion that updating 
the traffic numbers will result in changes to the noise barrier recommendations.  

Second, the analysis examined if the changes associated with Build Alternative 1br 
would affect the recommendations in the original noise analysis. As discussed above, 
the alignment of Build Alternative 1br is different from Build Alternative 1b in 10 
locations. Seven of these realignments are of such a minor nature that they will 
clearly not affect the noise recommendations in those areas.  In three areas, 
supplemental modeling was conducted to confirm that the noise abatement 
recommendations contained in the NSR/NADR are unchanged. The summary of the 
results associated with the modeling in these three areas are summarized below:  

1.  In the vicinity of the West Hemet Hills, the alignment has been shifted 
west.  This change would also bring the alignment of SR 79 closer to the 
residential homes in the vicinity of Calvert Avenue and El Centro Avenue.  
This area fell outside of the study area of the original alignment.  An 
evaluation of the traffic noise consequences of the new alignment was 
conducted.  Noise levels at the existing residences are predicted to be low.  
However, because of the low ambient noise levels in this area, substantial 
noise increases are reasonably likely to occur.  A noise barrier (1B-G2a) was 
modeled.  None of the receivers were expected to achieve a 5 dBA insertion 
loss. Consequently, noise barrier 1B-G2a should not be recommended for 
continued consideration. 

2.  The Sanderson Avenue interchange configuration has been revised. The 
southbound ramps have been reconfigured to avoid impacts to the newly 
constructed improvements at the Eastern Municipal Water District’s 
Treatment Facility (EMWD) water treatment facility.  The main 
reconfiguration affecting noise is the change in the profile of SR 79, which 
now bridges over Sanderson Avenue (for Alternative 1br) instead of 
Sanderson Avenue bridging over SR 79 (for Alternative 1b).  Because this is a 
fundamental rearrangement of the three-dimensional configuration of the 
interchange, the TNM noise models were recreated for the areas affected by 
the interchange. The noise barrier abatement decision is unaffected by the 
alignment changes associated with Build Alternative 1br at the Sanderson 
Avenue interchange. 

3.  To be in closer conformance with the Hemet General Plan, the Ranchland 
Road interchange was relocated about 600 feet south to Grand Avenue. The 
area is very sparsely developed.  The NSR/NADR concluded that a noise 
barrier would be feasible but not reasonable.  Consequently, noise barriers 1B-
C1 and 1B-C2 were not recommended for further consideration.  Because of 
the minor nature of the change and minimal number of benefited dwelling 
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units, this change will not affect the noise recommendations for 1B-C1 and 
1B-C2. 

 Non-Motorized and Pedestrian Features, etc. 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Needed Roadway Rehabilitation and Upgrading 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Needed Structure Rehabilitation and Upgrading 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Cost Estimates 

The construction cost estimate (including R/W) was prepared for Build Alternative 
1br.   

The cost estimates are broken out into two separate estimates.  An opening day 
estimate (Opening Day 2020) that constructs the SR 79 from south of Domenigoni 
Pkwy to Gilman Springs Rd.  This estimate does not include the cost of interchanges 
at Grand Avenue, Esplanade Avenue or Cottonwood Avenue.  The cost estimate is 
$1.075 billion. 

A planning horizon estimate (Planning Horizon 2040) that constructs SR 79 from 
south of Domenigoni Pkwy to Gilman Springs Rd, and includes the interchanges at 
Grand Avenue, Esplanade Avenue and Cottonwood Avenue.  The cost estimate is 
$1.179 billion. 

The complete cost estimate for each scenario along with an exhibit is shown in 
Attachment J. 

 Right-of-Way Data 

The Build Alternative 1br will require the acquisition of new R/W. The approximate 
R/W cost for Build Alternative 1br (including utility relocations) is $184 million. 

The R/W Data Sheets for Build Alternative 1br are shown in Attachment H. 
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 Effect of Projects Funded by Others on State Highway 

This project is not a special funded project. 

5B.  REJECTED ALTERNATIVES 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

6. CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRING DISCUSSION 

6A.  HAZARDOUS WASTE 

An Updated Initial Site Assessment (ISA) (January 2015) was prepared for the Project to 
supplement the Draft EIR/EIS (February 2013) and ISA reports prepared in 2008 and 
2010 (January 2015).  The project limits and environmental survey area remain 
unchanged since the earlier reports were prepared.  However, the ISA was updated to 
include Build Alternative 1br. The conclusion of the Updated ISA (January 2015) and 
recommendations for permanent and temporary impacts are provided below. 

 Permanent Impacts 

The Updated ISA included a database search by EDR, an electronic database search 
company, which identified one site with a low degree of potential environmental 
impact to Build Alternative 1br. The site is the San Jacinto Mobil gasoline station 
located at 2070 N Sanderson Avenue, San Jacinto.  The site is located within 0.1 mile 
west at the closest extent to Roadway Segment N. The station has been demolished 
and regulatory case closure has been granted by Riverside County on May 6, 2010 
and subsequently the Regional Water Quality Control Board on May 27, 2010 with a 
determination of no further action as concentrations of contaminants were not 
widespread and do not represent a significant risk to human health or drinking water 
resources.  Build Alternative 1br includes Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, J, M, and N.  
No additional underground storage tank (UST) sites were identified as having historic 
or active USTs containing hazardous materials or petroleum hydrocarbons that have 
the potential to impact SR 79.   

Parcels that intersect or are adjacent to Build Alternative 1br that have historically or 
are currently being utilized for agricultural proposes have the potential for 
agricultural pesticides in the soil.  Proposed mitigation measures for these properties 
include conducting a limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, followed by 
remediation and soil disposal as necessary. 
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Aerially deposited lead (ADL) in soil has the potential to impact various parcels 
within the current ROW of SR 79/Winchester Road and Domenigoni Parkway of the 
Build Alternative 1br, Roadway Segments B and SR 74/Florida Avenue in Segment 
G.  Proposed mitigation measures include an ADL survey to analyze for the presence 
of ADL in soil, and an appropriate soil management plan for the handling and 
disposal of any soil identified as contaminated with ADL. No state routes or freeways 
ROWs are included in Build Alternative 1br, Roadway Segments I, J, M, and N to 
warrant an ADL survey. 

 Temporary Impacts 

Temporary impacts related to lead-based paint (LBP), asbestos-containing material 
(ACM), and hazardous or solid wastes and debris were identified in the Updated 
Initial Site Assessment (January 2015).  Construction of Build Alternative 1br would 
require removal of buildings, structures, and paving materials.  Demolition activities 
may cause LBP and ACMs to be encountered, specifically in structures constructed 
prior to 1980.  Proposed mitigation measures include a survey of materials prior to 
construction activities that would be removed during construction activities to 
identify and determine the presence of LBP and ACMs.  Remediation measures 
would be completed based on these evaluations to minimize the impact of exposure 
from any identified materials. 

Construction of Build Alternative 1br may also encounter or generate hazardous or 
solid wastes and debris. Construction contractors would be required to dispose of all 
hazardous or solid wastes and debris encountered or generated during construction 
and demolition activities in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local laws 
and regulations. 

6B.  VALUE ANALYSIS 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

6C.  RESOURCE CONSERVATION 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 
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6D.  RIGHT-OF-WAY ISSUES 

 Right-of-Way Required 

The Build Alternative 1br will require the acquisition of R/W to construct the project. 
R/W will be acquired from existing land uses in the project area including 
agricultural, commercial, industrial, and residential. In addition, relocation of utilities 
will be required. The R/W Data Sheets, providing additional detail, are included in 
Attachment H. 

 Relocation Impact Studies  

In July 2010, a Draft Relocation Impact Report (DRIR) was conducted to cover all of 
the segments and alternatives. This information was included in the approved DPR in 
January 2013.  A Final Relocation Impact Report (FRIR) was completed for Build 
Alternative 1br and approved by Caltrans on December 15, 2014.  That information is 
provided below.  

Build Alternative 1br 

Build Alternative 1br would result in displacement of 26 residential units, comprising 
25 single-family homes and 1 multi-family home. An estimated 115 residents would 
be displaced. In addition, 19 business units, comprising four retail, one industrial, ten 
agricultural, and four billboard units with a total of 105 employees, would be 
displaced. 

 Airspace Lease Areas 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

6E.  ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

Caltrans has statutory obligation to maintain and operate the State Highway System 

(SHS) as the owner of the SHS, and accordingly, is the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) Lead Agency for all improvement projects on the SHS. Caltrans is also the 

Lead Agency for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for this project per the 

NEPA Assignment Memorandum of Understanding. 

 

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. MAP-21 (P.L. 112-141), signed by President Obama on 

July 6th, 2012, amended 23 USC 327 to establish a revised and permanent Surface 



08 – Riv – 79 PM R15.78/R33.80 

 

41 
 

Transportation Project Delivery Program.  As a result, the Department entered into a 

memorandum of understanding pursuant to 23 USC 327 (NEPA Assignment MOU) with 

FHWA. The NEPA Assignment MOU became effective October 1, 2012 and terminates 

eighteen months from the effective date of FHWA regulations developed to clarify 

amendments to 23 USC 327 or on January 1, 2017.  The NEPA Assignment MOU 

incorporates by reference the terms and conditions of the Pilot Program MOU. In 

summary, the Department continues to assume FHWA responsibilities under NEPA and 

other federal environmental laws in the same manner as was assigned under the Pilot 

Program, with minor changes.  With NEPA Assignment, FHWA assigned and the 

Department assumed all of the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) 

Secretary's responsibilities under NEPA. This assignment includes projects on the State 

Highway System and Local Assistance Projects off of the State Highway System within 

the State of California, except for certain categorical exclusions that FHWA assigned to 

the Department under the 23 USC 326 CE Assignment MOU, projects excluded by 

definition, and specific project exclusions.    Refer to the Standard Environmental 

Reference (SER), Vol. 1, Chapter 38, “NEPA Assignment” for detailed guidance on the 

policy and procedures for compliance with NEPA and other federal environmental laws, 

regulations, and executive orders for projects assigned to the Department. 

 

In conjunction with satisfying compliance documentation requirements for CEQA, based 

upon the results from all completed Technical Studies, Caltrans prepared a partially 

recirculated Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  In conjunction with satisfying 

compliance documentation requirements for NEPA, based upon the results from all 

completed Technical Studies, Caltrans Environmental Planning prepared a supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

 

All technical studies performed, were based upon the preliminary engineering and right 

of way information provided, to construct the project within the planned timeframe, as 

identified in the Programming Section of this Project Report.  If during the Plans, 

Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) phase, or during the construction phase, the scope 

of work (including utility relocation requirements—if any) or limits for the project 

changes, performance of an Environmental Re-Evaluation will be required to confirm if 

the environmental documentation for CEQA compliance and NEPA compliance remains 

valid.  New or revised Technical Studies may be required and/or revisions to the 

Environmental Document may necessary to be prepared and approved to document the 

project’s compliance with all applicable CEQA and NEPA requirements. 
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An Environmental Certification will be required at the end of the PS&E phase, and a 
Certificate of Compliance (CEC) will be required following completion of construction 
of the project. 

6F. AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY 

The Project would be located in a federal nonattainment area for ozone and PM2.5, and a 
federal maintenance area for PM10 and CO. Therefore, the project is required to 
demonstrate regional and project level conformity for these pollutants. 

Regional conformity of the project was demonstrated by the inclusion of the project in 
the conforming regional transportation plan (RTP) and federal transportation 
improvement plan (FTIP). The proposed Project is listed in the SCAG 2012-2035 
financially constrained RTP, which was found to conform by SCAG on April 4, 2012, 
and FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) made a regional conformity 
determination on June 4, 2012.  The Amendment #2 to the 2013-2035 RTP was approved 
by the SCAG in September 2014 and the conformity determination was approved by 
FHWA and FTA on December 15, 2014.  The Project is also included in the SCAG 
financially constrained 2015 FTIP, and through Amendments 15-01, and is listed on page 
8 of 13 of the Riverside County Project Listing, State Highway, project ID RIV 62024.  
The SCAG 2015 FTIP Project Listing, State Highway, project ID RIV 62024 was 
determined to conform by FHWA and FTA on December 15, 2014.  The Project 
description in the 2012 2035 RTP and 2015 FTIP is: “On SR 79 in Southwestern 
Riverside County between 2.0 kilometers south of Domenigoni Parkway to Gilman 
Springs Road: Realign and Widen SR 79 from 2 to 4 through lanes.”  The design concept 
and scope of the proposed Project are consistent with the project description in the 2012-
2035 RTP through Amendment #2, and the and the 2015 FTIP (through Amendment 15-
01) , and the “open to traffic” assumptions of the SCAG’s regional emissions analysis.   

Project-level conformity of the project was demonstrated through the CO and PM10/PM2.5 
hot spot analysis. Localized CO impacts resulting from the proposed Project alternatives 
were evaluated following the Department guidance document, Transportation 
Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (CO Protocol) (UCDITS 1997). Traffic 
conditions of the worst-case intersection at Sanderson/Florida was selected and compared 
to intersection conditions at Wilshire/Veteran that was used for the SCAQMD attainment 
demonstration of the SIP. Detailed CO hot spot analysis was presented in the Air Quality 
Technical Memorandum (Caltrans, 2015). The CO hot spot analysis concluded that the 
intersection at Sanderson /Florida in the project area would not be expected to result in 
higher CO concentrations than the one at Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue that 
was used for the attainment demonstrations.  Therefore, according to the CO protocol, 
further dispersion modeling analysis is not needed for CO.  The proposed Project would 
not be expected to create a CO hot spot; therefore, the proposed Project has demonstrated 
project-level conformity for CO. 
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Project level PM10/PM2.5 conformity analysis was performed following the U.S. EPA and 
FHWA guidance titled Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot 
Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas (U.S.EPA, 2013).  

According to the U.S. EPA and FHWA guidance, the first step in the PM10 and PM2.5 
hotspot evaluation is to determine if the project would be a project of air quality concern 
(POAQC). U.S. EPA specified in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) that projects of concern with 
respect to air quality are certain highway and transit projects that involve significant 
levels of diesel vehicle traffic, such as major highway projects and projects at congested 
intersections that handle significant diesel traffic, or other project identified in the PM2.5 
or PM10

 
State Implementation Plan as a localized air quality concern. If a project is 

determined not to be a POAQC, quantitative PM hot spot modeling is not required to 
demonstrate conformity.  

A PM Hot Spot Analysis Project Summary Form for Interagency Consultation was 
submitted to the SCAG Transportation Conformity Working Group (TCWG) for 
discussion in its meeting on January 27, 2015. TCWG determined that the project is not a 
POAQC. Therefore, the project would not be expected to cause or contribute to new 
localized PM2.5 and PM10 violations or increase frequency or severity of existing 
violations. As such, the project would meet the requirements of 40 CFR 93.116 without 
explicit quantitative hot-spot analysis. 

Regional and project level conformity demonstration will be summarized in the Air 
Quality Conformity Analysis (AQCA) once the preferred alternative is selected for the 
project. The AQCA will be reviewed by FHWA for the final conformity determination. 

6G.  TITLE VI CONSIDERATIONS 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

6H.  NOISE ABATEMENT DECISION REPORT SECTION 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013.  However, as discussed in Section 5A, an analysis was conducted to examine if the 
noise abatement decisions associated with Build Alternative 1b are affected by the 
changes proposed by Build Alternative 1br.  The updated NSR and NADR was approved 
in February 2015. 
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7. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AS APPROPRIATE 

 Public Hearing Process 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Route Matters 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Permits 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Cooperative Agreements 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Other Agreements 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Report on Feasibility of Providing Access to Navigable Rivers 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Transportation Management Plan for Use During Construction 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Stage Construction 

The project is currently programmed to construct the entire alignment without the 
implementation of phased construction.  In the event that funding for the entire 
project is not available at one time, as it is currently programmed, the project would 
need to be re-evaluated to consider phased construction.  The phased construction 
should be analyzed to allocate the available funding to construct phases of the project 
to meet the local traffic needs.   
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 Accommodation of Oversize Loads 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Graffiti Control 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

 Other Appropriate Topics 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013. 

8. FUNDING/PROGRAMMING 

 Programming 

RCTC submitted an amendment to the FTIP to shift the opening year from 2015 to 
2020.  On September 11, 2014, the Regional Council of SCAG approved Amendment 
#2 to the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
after a 30-day public review and comment period.  The 2015 FTIP was adopted by 
SCAG on September 30, 2014, and was approved by federal agencies on December 
15, 2014.   

 Funding 

No changes were made to this section from what was approved in the DPR in January 
2013, with the exception of updates to the 2015 FTIP.  Table 17 is a summary of the 
project funding plan that is included in the 2015 FTIP. 

Table 17 Funding Sources for SR 79 Realignment Project (x$1,000) 

 Engineering Right-of-Way Construction Fund Total 

Agency $24,149 $67,000 $65,000 $156,149 

Bonds – Local  $42,500 $166,500 $710,000 $919,000 

City Funds  $1,055     $1,055 

Demo – TEA 21  $4,222     $4,222 

Demo – SAFETEA-LU 2 $2,160     $2,160 

FFY 2006 Appropriations Earmarks  $693     $693 

Western Riverside TUMF  $25,659 $16,500   $42,159 

TOTAL $100,438 $250,000 $775,000 $1,125,438 

Source: 2015 FTIP (FY 2014/2015 – FY 2017/2018) 

 



08 – Riv – 79 PM R15.78/R33.80 

 

46 
 

9. SCHEDULE 

The tentative project schedule is shown in Table 18 and is subject to workload 
abilities and previous commitments by Caltrans. 

 

Table 18 Project Schedule 

Milestone Completion Date 

Notice of Intent (NOI) September 2004 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) March 2005 

Draft PA/ED February 2013 

Final PA/ED April 2016 

PS&E December 2017 

Funding Year 2018 

Construction Completion December 2020 

 

10.  RISKS 

A Risk Register has been conducted and developed for the PA/ED phase and will 
continue to be updated during the PS&E phase by the project team as risk elements 
change.  The Risk Register is included in Attachment M.     

11.  FHWA COORDINATION 

This project is considered to be a High Profile Project (HPP) per memo dated October 
24, 2007, under the qualifying criteria of being categorized as a Major project, in 
accordance with the current FHWA and Caltrans Joint Stewardship and Oversight 
Agreement. 

The Cost Estimate Review (CER) workshop is scheduled to begin in coordination 
with FHWA and other local involved parties on October 30, 2015.  During the CER, 
FHWA and all involved parties will coordinate to refine the cost estimate and 
increase the accuracy of the initial cost of construction.  Final approval of the CER is 
scheduled for December 15, 2015.   

The development of the Initial Financial Plan (IFP) is to identify sufficient financial 
resources to construct the project as planned. The IFP is scheduled to begin in 
coordination with FHWA and other local involved parties on October 29, 2015.  The 
IFP must be submitted and approved by FHWA in order for the Federal Funds to be 
allocated for the project construction.  The IFP is scheduled to be submitted to 
FHWA by February 1, 2016 with approval by October 20, 2016.  

As a requirement of the SAFETEA-LU, all Major projects must submit a Project 
Management Plan (PMP) to FHWA.  The Draft PMP is scheduled to be submitted to 
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FHWA on January 12, 2016.  FHWA will review the Draft PMP to ensure there are 
appropriate procedures and processes to manage the scope, costs, schedules and 
quality of the project.  The Final PMP is scheduled to be submitted to FHWA by 
August 31, 2016 with approval by September 30, 2016. 

The Record of Decision (ROD) is scheduled to be submitted by June 2016, with final 
approval in July 2016.  The ROD indicates formal approval of the Environmental 
Document and will authorize RCTC to proceed with design and land acquisition for 
the project.   

12.  PROJECT REVIEWS 

The Right-of-Way Definition Drawings have been prepared for Build Alternative 1br. 
These drawings have been approved by Jamal Elsaleh and Jon Bumps on September 
8, 2014. 

13.  PROJECT PERSONNEL 

The following individuals are involved in the development of this project and may be 
contacted for information or questions regarding this Supplemental Draft Project 
Report: 

Name Affiliation Phone 

Meardey Tim CT Project Manager (909) 383-6480 

Catherine J. Barron CT Design Oversight (909) 383-7511 

Aaron Burton CT Environmental Planning (909) 383-2841 

Patti Castillo RCTC Capital Projects Manager (951) 787-7141 

Gustavo Quintero RCTC Project Coordinator (951) 787-7935 

Tom Ionta CH2M HILL Project Manager (714) 435-6238 

Carlos Montez CH2M HILL Env. Task Leader (213) 228-8237 

Alicia Cannon CH2M HILL Project Engineer (951) 824-8716 
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14.  LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A – Regional Project Location 

Attachment B – Project Category Determination 

Attachment C – Project Roadway Segments  

Attachment D – Build Alternative 1br 

Attachment E – Plan and Profile Drawings for Planning Horizon 

Attachment F – Typical Roadway Cross Section Limited Access Expressway 

Attachment G – Utility Plans 

Attachment H – Right-of-Way Data Sheets 

Attachment I – Advance Planning Studies 

Attachment J – Cost Estimates 

Attachment K – Plan and Profile Drawings for Opening Day (2020) 
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