










Within the limits, road speed ranges from 35-55mph. The post mile area between 36.9 and 42.1 

represent the lowest speed zone in the study area and are located in the Downtown Hemet area with 

concentrations of active transportation, pedestrian facilities, and commercial/ retail land use. 

Table 2: Speed Zone throughout project nomination 

Post Miles Description Speed 
(mph) 

29.1-36.9 500' W of Palomar Rd to Warren Rd 50 
-1 

36.9-37.7 Warren Rd to 465' W of Acacia St 45 
37.7-42.1 465' W of Acacia St to 222' E of Columbia St 35 
42.1-43.2 222' E of Columbia St to 800' E of Meridian St 40 
43.2-43.7 800' E of Meridian St to Merle Street-LT 50 
43.7-46.9 Merle Street-LT to 333' E of Marshall Avenue-RT 55 

Referring to the multimodal count conducted by planning staff, a number of pedestrians were observed 

making unsafe street crossings. Implementing high-visibility crosswalks and bulbouts at intersections, 

and mid-block crossings with RRFB's at strategic locations throughout the corridor may normalize these 

behaviors and protect crossing pedestrians, leading to a reduced pedestrian collision rate. Considering 

the observed cyclist behaviors (Table 3 be low), it was clear that a majority of the cyclists preferred to 

ride on the sidewalk, while a high proportion rode the wrong way in the street. These are both 

behaviors that could be reduced by implementing bicycle infrastructure and traffic calming 

countermeasures. Wrong way riding is a risky behavior, as it increases the severity of collisions that 

occur. Sidewalk riding also poses its own risks, as cyclists are meant to be to the left of right-turning 

automobi les; by r iding on the sidewalk, conflict areas such as driveways and intersections become 

dangerous for cycl ists, as they are not visible to automobile drivers. Having bicycle infrastructure, such 

as bike lanes with added safety features, would normalize these dangerous behaviors, reduce collision 

rates, and provide space for cyclists. 

Table 3: Cyclist Characteristics 

Cyclist Count Percent 
Characteristics of Total 

Total 16 

Male 10 62.5% 

Female 6 37.5% 

Student/Child 2 12.5% 

Wrong Way Riding 4 25% 

Sidewalk Riding 10 62.5% 
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Stewardship and Efficiency 

This nomination includes 3 physical assets w ithin the project limits (34.3-45.1) including pavement, 

pedestrian infrastructure, and TMS/ITS elements. The table below describes project detai ls and costs 

associated with each asset. 

Table 6: Physical assets on SR-74 

Cost 
Item Performance Description of (M)-

(Program) Measures Work/PM capital EA ID Programmed Phase 
plus 

support 

No 

1C070 
(PID to be 

(newly 
done in 2018 

Pavement 54 lane-miles MILLAND SHOPP, 
(121) of distressed OVERLAY $13.1 

added 
segment has 

segment) 
CAPM pavement PM 34.3 -45.1 not been Pre-K 

not 
0812000285 approved or 

approved in 
added into 

SHOPP Tool 
project at 
this time) 

Active 
BIKE AND 

Transporta 
PEDESTRIAN To be 

tion I 12.6 lane 
INFRASTRUCT $2.7 Coordinated 

Complete miles 
URE with above 

See above See above See 
Streets 

PM 38.5-44.8 pavement 
above 

Output 
locations 
based on 

components: 
11 miles fiber 
optic, Video 

ITS Elements 
detection: 26 

and Traffic 
TMS/ITS 

locations 
Synchronizatio $3.2 

To be 
APS/Pedestria Coordinated 
n Signal Head 

n 
with above See 

PM 34.3-45.1 See above See above 
Countdown: pavement above 
27 locations 
each, and 13 

CCTV 

Upon analysis of SR-74, t he physical assets identified above are determined to enhance the existing 

infrastructure. The positive enhancements were analyzed by performing a pre-project and post-project 
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condition comparison. Details of that analysis are detailed in the tables below and information was 

taken from the 2013 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory. 

Table 7: Distressed Pavement Pre/Post Project Condition 

Total Pre-Project Condition Post-Project Condition 
Asset: Quantity Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor 

Distressed 
Pavement 

t PM 34.3-45.1 
PM 34.3-38.0 19 1ane x x 

miles 

PM 38.0-40.0 lOlane x 

I-
x 

miles 

PM 40.0-42.0 10 lane x x 
miles 

PM 42.0-43.0 S lane x 
I 

x 
miles 

PM 43.0-44.0 Slane x 
I 

x 
miles 

I 
--

PM 44.0-45.1 Slane x x 
miles 

Table 8: TMS/ITS Elements Pre/Post Project Condition 

Asset: TMS- Total Pre-Project Condition 
ITS Elements Quantity Good Fair Poor 
and Traffic 

Sychronization 
PM 34.3-45.1 

ITS (fiber optic 
cable) 
Video 
Detection 
APS* 

Pedestrian 
Signal Head 
Countdown 
CCTV 

11 
miles 

26 
locat ions 

27 
locations 

27 
locations 

13 CCTV I 
Cameras 

*Locations for APS can be found in Appendix D 

Non
Existent/ 
Adding 

new 
element 

x 

Post-Project Condition 
Good Fair Poor 

x 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x x 
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Bicycle elements were considered across a different strat egy and were analyzed through four planning 

areas: West of Downtown, through Downtown, east of Downtown, and East Hemet. 

Table 9: Bike/Ped Strategy Pre/Post Project Condition 

Asset: 
Bike and 

Pedestrian 
Infrastructure 
PM 38.5-44.8 

PM 38.5-40.3 
(West of 
Downtown) 

PM 40.3-40.8 
(through 
Downtown) 
40.8-42.1 
(East of 
Downtown) 

42.1-44.8 

Total 

Quantity 

5.4 lane 
miles 

1 
linear 
miles 

2.6 
linear 
miles 
5.4 

(East Hemet) linear 
miles 

Pre-Project Condition Post-Project Condition 
Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor 

1 
I x x 

x x 

x x 

x x 
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Sustainability, Livability, and Economy 

The inclusion of multimodal corridor enhancements will be based upon innovative and current 

sustainable t ransportation strategies which seek to boost livabi lity and economy for all road users. By 

utilizing sustainable t ransportat ion planning and programming, this project seeks to alter motorists' 

behavior; influence a modal shift amongst the local population away from automobiles; reduce 

transportation greenhouse gas emissions; stimulate healthy and active transportation; and create livable 

public spaces for the enjoyment of the City of Hemet residents and tourists alike. 

Consider ing the context of SR-74 through t he City of Hemet, the 2013 American Community Survey 

states that around 3.8% of Hemet commuters either walk, bike or utilize transit to commute to work. 

This is a level higher than t hat found in other surrounding cities, such as Lake Elsinore {2.4%); Menifee 

{l.75%); Murrieta {l.6%); San Jacinto {3%); Temecula {2 .7%); and Wildomar (0.3%). The Riverside Transit 

Agency {RTA) currently runs 9 bus lines that utilize SR-74 as an integral transportation corridor, with a 

number of bus stops and stations situated along the highway [refer to attached RTA 2015 May System 

Map]. Consulting the Riverside Transit Agency's Forward 10-Year Transit Plan Market Assessment {April 

2014)1
, severa l indicators suggest the current conditions and potential for greater transit use on Florida 

Ave (SR-74) . The assessment highlights the "mix of higher-density uses in Hemet" which facilitate local 

trips and are "pivotal for more sustainable modes of travel" (pg. 29). The City of Hemet itself is stated as 

having a " t ransit-supportive grid" (pg. 32), while the Florida Avenue (SR-74) corridor in Hemet is a 

"transit supportive market" w ith high transit demand potential (pg. 34). These multimodal corridor 

enhancements would thus address cu rrent safety and mobility def iciencies, as well as provide fi rst

mile/last-mile linkages for future transit riders. 

These improvements w ill also aid the City in its future plans to stimulate economic vitality in its histor ic 

downtown. In a July 8, 2015 Community Workshop, the City presented the Downtown Hemet Specific 

Plan2
, which was funded through a Sustainability Planning Grant from the Southern California 

Association of Governments. A deta iled map of the planning area is attached in Appendix E. In both the 

City's 2030 General Plan and the Specific Plan, the City of Hemet states its priority to attract a Metrolink 

Station within Downtown Hemet and to utilize transit -oriented development within a Yi mile radius from 

the station; this radius includes portions of Florida Avenue (SR-74). Their priorities for Florida Avenue 

(SR-74) include t raffic calming; building bulbouts at intersections; and striping bike lanes t hrough the 

Downtown area [Appendix F]. We therefore seek to include the City of Hemet within th is planning 

process in order to enable the City to pursue its planned development towards more sustainable 

lifestyles and transportation options. This project will help make Florida Avenue {SR-74) in Hemet a 

livable public space for residents and a desti nat ion for tourists. 

1 Forward 10-Year Transit Plan: Market Assessment. April 2014. Riverside Transit Agency 
<http://www.riversidetransit.com/images/stories/DOWNLOADS/PUBLICATIONS/COMPREHENSIVE OPERATIONAL 

ANALYSIS/Market%20Assessment%20-%20Apr%202014.pdf> 
2 Downtown Hemet Specific Plan Community Workshop. July 8, 2015. The Arroyo Group 
<http ://hem et.a rroyogrou p .com/wp-content/ u ploa ds/2015/07 /Hemet-Workshop 1-Presentati on . pdf> 
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Organizational Excellence 

Hemet's Downtown Specific Plan detai ls Florida Avenue (SR-74) as a major corridor for enhancement 

and active transportation integration. Their plan integrates traffic calming measures by narrowing the 

roadway and expanding wider sidewalks which facilitate safer roads and active transportation. This 

project nomination follows these various strategies and provides Caltrans a leadership opportunity to 

make highways more bicycle and pedestrian friendly. The City of Hemet hopes to work with Caltrans to 

relinquish SR-74 as currently the Downtown Hemet Specific Plan describes Caltrans' jurisdiction over SR-

74 acts as a big constraint for local planning and as a future effort, may possibly explore relinquishment 

of the facility. 

The corridor enhancements as outlined in this nomination aim to significantly enhance SR-74 by placing 

new pavement, providing safer roads, and integrating active transportation. These projects are also 

ident ified as unfunded projects in the City's Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) which is detailed in the next 

section. 

Stakeholder engagement is also included in this nomination as the collaboration of all stakeholders 

serves as an important role in the success for SR-74. As part of this nomination, Planning staff 

collaborated with the City of Hemet and Acacia Middle School (Hemet Unified School District). During 

the field visit, Planning staff counted 13 bicycles, 4 skateboards, and one scooter in the designated 

parking space for active transportation vehicles at Acacia Middle School. The principal of Acacia Middle 

School had stated that as the year progresses, more students walk or bike to school. He therefore is in 

support of the project, as he witnesses many of the students utilizing Florida Avenue. As the 

Department makes strides to become modernized, SR-74 serves as a primary project to make this 

transition. 

Funding Plan and Cost Effectiveness: 

SR-74's SHOPP nomination includes a multi-objective project solution through which cost savings up to 

45% of the project costs will be realized. Project savings are calculated to come from the following: 

reduced support costs, time related overhead, mobilization, State furnished materials and expenses, 

supplemental work, and indirect cost savings from better air quality (reduced respiratory illnesses), and 

better health outcomes. 

Item/Asset 

Pavement*: 121 Program 
(CAPM)/ Active Transportation 
Complete Streets Component/ 
TMS-ITS Elements 

Total Need (Capital plus 
support) 

$14.lM Capital plus 35% 
support=$19M 

*See attachment: 2013 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory 

Currently Un-programmed 
SHOPP Needs 

$19M 
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Other cost-saving strategies as part of this nomination is the inclusion of the City of Hemet's Capital 

Improvement Plan (CIP). The city has ident ified unfunded projects of priority which are not included in 

the current CIP. The below projects overlap with the SHOPP nomination and address the criteria as 

described in the various physical assets and strategic objectives. These unfunded projects serve as a 

t ransportation opportunity to implement these project s through th is SHOPP nomination. 

Project Type 

Streets & Highway 

Traffic Signals 

Traffic Signals 

Traffic Signals 

Master Plan 

Table 4: City of Hemet's unfunded projects detailed in CIP 

Description Cost 

Medians in downtown $120,000 
area (SR-74); Downtown 
Streetscape 
Improvements; 
Demonstration Project 

Florida at Dartmouth (SR- $400,000 
74) 
Florida at Hemet (SR-74) 

Florida at Lake (SR-74) 

Citywide ADA Transition 
Plan 

$400,000 

$400,000 
$155,000 

SHOPP eligibility 
criteria 

Physica l asset 

Physical asset 

Physical asset 

Physical asset 
Strategic object ive 

I 

Sidewalk Improvement Citywide ADA Ramps and $1,370,000 
Sidewalk Improvements 

Physical asset _I 
There are additional societal cost savings related to the safety of bicycle integration on SR-74; the 

analysis ut ilizes the Benefit-Cost Tool provided in the Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIM S). 

Project cost for implementing bike lanes along the entire length of City of Hemet was assumed. 

Although some sections wi ll likely only have sharrows, while others may include protected bike lane 

features, bike lanes provide an average level of safety between the two t reatments in terms of 

perceived safety and likely in terms of t he reduction of cycl ing collision rates. Table 5 details the project 

costs and benefits. 

Table 5: Florida Avenue Bike Lane Safety Analysis 

Project Detail 

Length in miles 

Postmiles 

Cost/Mile (including support) 

Cost 

Bicycle Collisions Reduced 
Life Benefit Estimate 

Benefit-Cost Ratio 

Estimate 

6.345 
38.5-44.8 

$160,000 
$1,015,200 
12 

$15,677,900 
$15.44 

_, 
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The installation of bicycle infrastructure along the corridor is estimat ed to cost around $1,015,200. This 

is based on a $100,000/mile estimate with a projected 60% support cost for projects between $1 million 

and $5 million. The additional requested funds will go towards pedestrian crossing features, bus shelter 

enhancements and native plants and street trees. With a crash reduction factor of 35% applied to the 35 

bicycle collisions which occurred along the corridor, this project is projected to reduce around 12 bicycle 

coll isions over a future 5-year period. Since these features may also reduce bicycle and pedestrian 

fatalit ies, this project will likely aid Caltrans in meeting its Vision Zero goals of ach ieving a 15% reduction 

in cycl ing and pedestrian fatalities between 2015 and 2020. The benefits realized due to these collisions 

amount to $15,677,900 (as calculated by the TIMS Benefit/Cost Calcu lator). The benefit-cost ratio 

t herefore provides $15.44 in safety benefits due to reduced collisions for every dollar invested in the 

project. 

Project Outcomes: 

When construction closes, SR-74 through Hemet will provide a safe, susta inable, integrated and efficient 

facility for all road users. The condition of pavement and the experience of pedestrians, cyclists and 

transit users will be improved. Signal coordination will reduce delay and travel time for motorists. By 

including these three physica l priorities in one single project, millions of dollars in cost savings will be 

realized, freeing up funds for future projects in the District and across the state. 

Through the strategic multimodal enhancement planning process, the relationship between Caltrans 

and the City of Hemet will be strengthened. Together, Caltrans and the City of Hemet will help each 

other achieve our individual goals of enhancing the economy and livability of the City of Hemet residents 

and other travelers. This process may lead to other significant achievements, including the striping of 

the first protected bike lane in District 8; the revitalization of Downtown Hemet; and ultimately, the 

relinquishment of SR-74 to the City of Hemet. Downtown Hemet will one day be a vibrant public rea lm 

with a number of cu ltura l, civic, historical and entertainment amenit ies; and this project will be one 

catalyst in a series of decisions which led to the creation of a destination and a community worth 

visiting. 

Contact Information: 

Dustin Foster 
Planning Division 
909-806-3955 
Dustin.Foster@dot.ca.gov 

Diane Morales 
PIO Program 
909-383-4625 
Diane.Morales@dot.ca .gov 

Joseph Fehrenkamp 
SHOPP Manager 
(909) 383-6938 
Joe.Ferhenkamp@dot.ca.gov 
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Prepared by Division of Planning, Offices of Forecasting (Todd Nguyen}, Local Development & 
Intergovernmental Review (Dustin Foster), and Pre-Programming & Engineering Studies, with input f r om 
the Divisions of Operations (Tony Sarmiento) and Maintenance (Mike Ristic). 
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Appendix A: SR-74 Project Limits 

e1 
I I 

I 

PM 34.3 

SR-74/SR-79 

·l r., 

San Jacinto 

Project Limit s 

PM45.1 

Fairview Ave 

SR-74 
Project Limits 
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Appendix B: Existing conditions of SR-74 

Near the intersection of Florida Avenue and Juanita Street (PM 
40.767) 

Parked vehicles are a constraint on striping a bike lane at this 
location 

Intersection of Florida Avenue and San Jacinto Street (PM 41.348) 

This location was an intersection with a great deal of activity from 

8-9 AM during the multimodal count. Wide shoulders provide fair 
,.._....,rli+ i--r ~-.,a ,... , ,,..lir+r 

Intersection of Florida Avenue and Harvard Street (PM 40.653) 

This intersection provides an example of the historical and cultura l 

resources that the City of Hemet plans to enhance Downtown 

Intersection of Florida Avenue and Elk St (PM 39.835) 

Poor pavement conditions and obscured striping at this location 
create a hazardous situation for all road users. 



Near the Intersection of Florida Avenue and Alessandro Street 

(PM 40.472) 

This picture details one of several constraints for bicycle 
infrastructure- the curb not being uniformly developed along the 

road . It also shows a common observed behavior- cyclists' 

sidewalk riding. 
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Appendix D: APS Pushbutton Locations 

County Route Post Mile Description 
RIV 74 35.16 Four Seasons Blvd 

RIV 74 38.10 Golden Village St 

RIV 74 38.48 Sanderson Ave __ , 
RIV 74 39.24 Gilmore St 

RIV 74 39.59 Lyon Ave 

RIV 74 40.59 State Ave 

RIV 74 40.77 Buena Vista St 

RIV 74 41.09 Santa Fe St 

RIV 74 41.99 Columbia St _, 
RIV 74 42.34 Stanford St 

RIV 74 44.86 Fairview Ave 
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Appendix E: Downtown Hemet Specific Plan 

i _ --i Specific Pliln Bou~ry 
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Appendix F: Hemet General Plan Bikeways (Downtown Focus) 
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August 10, 2015 

Caltrans 
SHOPP Program 
Attention: Diane Morales and Joe Fehrenkamp 
Senior Transportation Planners 
464 W. 4th Street, MS 721 
San Bernardino, CA 92401 

Dear Mrs. Morales and Mr. Fehrenkamp: 

· t'f .E,VEO 

A'.' • : 2Q15 ' 
Depaffmi::. · · ·· · · ., .. 1ati · 

IGR - Loe.... · ~nt ·. 

This letter is being written in support of Caltrans/District 8's SHOPP Application for the 
2018 SHOPP Cycle. We highly support efforts being made by Caltrans to improve 
efficiency of multi modal travel in this key transportation corridor. 

When this highly worthy application is awarded SHOPP funding, we look forward to 
working with Caltrans staff to implement much needed improvements to this 
corridor. Although the specific improvements that would be made are not determined at 
this time, it is anticipated that they· could include things like bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, operational improvements (traffic calming or other strategies), signage and/or 
upgrades to transit facilities. 

Although we know that other SHOPP projects are planned for SR-74, the idea of 
implementing a comprehensive approach to address issues with multi-modal travel on 
this route is a positive step for current and future residents of the City of Hemet. 

If you have any questions concerning this information please feel free to contact either 
Steven Latino, City Engineer at (951)765-2360 or myself at (951)765-2301. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Thornhill 
Interim City Manager 



... u11~·1: t•on uate: 05/16/2014 Caltrans Maintenance Program District 8 
Printed: 02/24/2015 

2013 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory County RIV 

Route 07~ 

District, County, Route, Drive Order Begin PM 32.000 

District 8 

District 8 County RIV Route 074 
Begin PM - End PM Length LaneMi. Type AADT MSL 

(Est.) ( ,000) 
Lane Surface Alligator Cracking J{uning. Slab Cracking Faulting Patchin~ Ride. IRJ Priority Skid Defect Type I\% B % C(Y/NJ? Bleeding I st % 3rd % Corner % Arca % Poor Cond.? 

32.000 - 33.000 J.000 4.000 MLD 29 2 
LI F -DG 0 0 12 116 33 MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 
L2 F -DG 16 60 27 173 2 HIGH ABC, RIDE 
RI F -DG 0 2 8 JOO 32 NO ALL. A, LOW ALL. B 
R2 F -DG 0 0 17 132 33 Ml SC. UNSEALED CRACKS 

33.000 - 33.892 0.892 3.568 MLD 29 2 
LI F -DG 34 0 8 100 32 ALL. A. NO B. OPEN CRKS 
L2 F -DG 30 48 13 11 8 8 JllGH ABC 
RI F -DG 0 0 5 79 33 MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 
R2 F -DG 0 0 13 1.1 7 33 MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 

33.892 - 33.900 0.008 0.032 MLD 29 2 
LI B NIA 0 NIA - Bridge 
L2 B NIA 0 NIA - Bridge 
RI B NIA 0 NIA - Bridge 
R2 B NIA 0 NIA - Bridge 

33.900 - 34.000 0.100 0.400 MLD 29 2 
LI F -DG 34 0 9 104 32 ALL. A, NO B, OPEN CRKS 
L2 F-DG 30 48 35 203 2 HIGH ABC, RIDE 
RI F -DG 0 0 5 79 "" :>:> MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 
R2 F-DG 0 0 9 104 33 MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 

34.000 - 34.203 0.203 0.812 MLD 29 2 
LI F-DG 5 0 9 104 32 ALL. A, NO B, OPEN CRKS 
L2 F -DG 16 84 33 195 2 HIGH ABC. RIDE 
RI F -DG 0 0 9 104 33 MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 
R2 F -DG 0 0 20 146 33 Ml SC. UNSEALED CRACKS 

'134.203 - 3:\.077 0.874 3.496 MLD 33 2 
LI F-DG 5 0 25 165 32 ALL. A, NO B, OPEN CRKS 
L2 F -DG 16 84 25 165 8 HIGH ABC 
RI F-DG s 0 31 188 6 RJDE 
R2 F -DG 8 10 39 222 6 RlDE 

•surface t) pc of'EB' is Enhanced Binder. 
California Depanmcnt ofTrnnsponation, Maintenance Program. Pavement Manngement Information Branch. Ph<>ne (9 16) 59.5-4.586 
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Collection Date: 05/16/2014 Caltrans Maintenance Program District 8 
Printed : 02/24/201 5 

2013 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory County RIV 

Route 07.i 
District, County, Route, Drive Order Begin PM 3~.077 

District 8 

District 8 County RIV Route074 
Begin PM - End PM Length LaneMi. Type AADT MSL 

(Est.) ( ,000) 
Lane Surface Alligator Cracking Rutting. Slab Cracking Faulting Patchin& Ride. IRJ Priority Skid Defect Type A% B % C (YIN)'? Bleeding. Isl% 3rd% Comer% Area% Poor Cond.? 

35.077 - 35.225 0.148 0.592 MLU 33 2 
LI F-DG 24 14 24 162 10 MOD ABC 
1..2 F -DG 0 30 24 161 8 HIGH ABC 
RI F -DG 5 0 29 183 6 RIDE 
R2 F -DG 8 10 46 247 6 RlDE 

35.225 - 35.978 0.753 3.012 MLD 33 2 
LI F -DG 24 14 21 148 10 MOD ABC 
L2 F -DG 0 30 27 173 2 HIGH ABC, RIDE 
RI F -DG 13 0 25 167 32 ALL. A, NOB, OPEN CR.KS 
R2 F -DG 7 10 35 203 6 RlDE 

35.978 - 36.000 0.022 0.088 MLD 33 2 
LI F -DG 24 14 NIA 10 MOD ABC 
L2 F-DG 0 30 NIA 8 HIGH ABC 
RI F -DG 30 2 NIA 32 LOW A & B, OPEN CRKS 
R2 F-DG 13 58 NIA 8 HIGH ABC 

36.000 - 37.000 1.000 4.000 MLD 33 2 
LI F -DG 0 0 23 156 33 MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 
L2 F-DG 10 56 18 136 8 HIGH ABC 
RI F -DG 30 2 30 186 6 RIDE 
R2 F-DG 13 58 32 194 2 HIGH ABC. RIDE 

37.000 - 37.472 0.472 1.888 MLD 28 2 
LI F -DG 8 0 24 161 32 ALL. A, NO B, OPEN CRKS 
L2 F -DG 22 36 15 125 8 HIGH ABC 
RI F-DG 30 2 26 168 32 LOW A & B. OPEN CRKS 
R2 F-DG 13 58 25 164 8 HI GH ABC 

37.472 - 38.000 0.528 2.112 MLD 28 2 
LI F -DG 8 0 21 149 32 ALL. A, NO B, OPEN CRKS 
L2 F-DG 22 36 18 137 8 HlGH ABC 
RI F -DG 0 5 28 176 6 RIDE 
R2 F-DG 13 4 32 191 6 RIDE 

•Surface type of'EH' is Enhanced Bindc:r. 
California Department of Transportation. Maintenance Program, Pavement Management Information Branch. Phone (916) 595-4586 
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Collection Date: 05/17/2014 Caltrans Maintenance Program District 8 
Printed : 02/2412015 

2013 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory County RIV 
Route 074 

District, County, Route, Drive Order Begin PM 38.000 

District 8 

District 8 County RJV Route 074 
Begin PM - End PM Length LancMi. Type AADT MSL 

(Est.) ( ,000) 
Lane Surface Alligator Cracking Rutting. Slab Cracking Faulting Patching Ride. IRJ Priority Skid Defect Type A o/o Bo/o C(Y/N)? Bleeding 1st% 3rd% Comer % Area% Poor Cond.? 

38.000 - 39.000 1.000 4.000 MLD 28 2 
LI F -DG 0 0 8 99 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
L2 F -DG 0 0 23 156 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
RI F-DG 0 0 15 124 33 MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 
R2 F-DG 0 0 21 150 33 Ml SC. UNSEALED CRACKS 

39.000 - 39.487 0.487 1.948 MLD 28 2 
Li F -DG 0 0 19 143 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
L2 F -DG 8 0 32 193 6 RJDE 
RI F -DG 0 0 21 151 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
R2 F -DG 0 0 30 186 6 RlDE 

39.588 - 40.000 0.412 1.648 MLD 30 2 
LI F -DG 0 0 23 157 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
L2 F -DG 8 0 37 213 6 RlDE 
RI F -DG 0 0 20 147 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
R2 F -DG 0 0 29 182 6 RlDE 

40.000 - 40.140 0.140 0.560 MLD 30 2 
LI F -DG 60 7 22 154 3 I ALL. A & B, OPEN CRKS 
L2 F -DG 89 JO 40 225 6 RJDE 
RI F -DG 0 0 19 14 1 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
R2 F -DG 0 0 24 162 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 

40.140 - 41 .000 0.860 3.440 MLD 30 2 
LI F -DG 60 7 22 153 31 ALL. A & B, OPEN CRKS 
L2 F -DG 89 10 30 186 6 RIDE 
RI F -DG 72 3 28 179 6 RJDE 
R2 F-DG 49 2 40 223 6 RIDE 

41.000 - 41.159 0.159 0.636 MLD 29 2 
LI F -DG 10 0 27 172 6 RJDE 
L2 F -DG 42 0 31 190 6 RIDE 
RI F-DG 72 3 34 202 6 RJDE 
R2 F -DG 49 2 56 289 6 RJDE 

*Surface t) pc of'EB' is Enhanced Binder. 

California Department of'Trnn~portatiun . Maintenance l'rogram. l'nvcment Management Information Branch. Phone (9161 595-4586 Page 1!17 



Collection Date: 05/17/2014 Caltrans Maintenance Program District 8 
Print:!d: 02/24/2015 

2013 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory County KIV 
Route 074 

District, County, Route, Drive Order Begin PM 41.1~9 

District 8 

District 8 County RIV Route 074 
Begin PM - End PM Length LaneMi. Type AADT MSL 

(Est.) ( ,000) 
Lane Surface Alligator Cracking Runing. Slab Cracking Faulting Patchin& Ride. IRI Priority Skid Defect Type A% B % C (YIN)'! Bleeding l st % 3rd% Comer% Arca% Poor Cond.? 

41.J59 - 42.000 0.84) 3.364 MLD 29 2 
LI F -DG 10 0 31 190 6 RIDE 
L2 F-DG 42 0 29 181 6 RlDE 
RI F -DG 11 42 28 179 2 HIGH ABC, RJDE 
R2 F-DG 13 38 31 189 2 HlGH ABC, RJDE 

42.000 - 43.000 1.000 4.000 MLD 25 2 
Ll F-DG 19 5 26 168 32 LOW ALL. A, LOW ALL. B 
L2 F-DG 14 0 26 168 32 ALL. A. NO ALL. B 
RI F -DG 6 0 24 160 ... ., ALL. A, NO ALL. B .> -
R2 F -DG 8 13 31 188 4 MOD ABC. LOW PAT. RJDE 

43.000 - 44.000 1.000 4.000 MLD 25 2 
Ll f' -DG II 63 16 128 8 1-llGJI ABC 
L2 F -DG 22 18 16 131 10 MOD ABC 
RI F-DG 29 0 14 121 32 ALL. A. NO B. OPEN CRKS 
R2 F-DG 0 0 12 116 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 

44.000 - 44.765 0.765 3.060 MLD 19 2 
LI F -DG 0 0 13 118 99 NO DI STRESS OBSERVED 
L2 F -DG 0 0 12 115 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
RI F-DG 0 0 14 120 99 NO DlSTRESS OBSERVED 
R2 F-DG 0 55 9 104 8 HIGH ABC 

44.765 - 44.786 0.021 0.084 MLD 15 2 
Ll B 15 147 0 NIA - Bridge 
L2 B NIA 0 NIA - Bridge 
RI B 9 132 0 NIA· Bridge 
R2 B 5 119 0 NIA - Bridge 

44.786 - 45.000 0.214 0.856 MLD JS 2 
Ll F-DG 0 0 10 105 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
L2 f-DG 0 0 NIA 99 NO DJ STRESS OBSERVED 
RI F-DG 0 0 7 96 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
R2 F -DG 0 55 16 129 8 HIGH ABC 

*Surface type of'EB' is Enhanced Hinder. 

Cal ifornia Department ofTransportation. Maintenance Program. Pavement Management Information Brunch. Phone (9 16) 595-4586 rage 1!18 



Collection Date: 05/17/2014 Caltrans Maintenance Program District 8 
Printed: 0212412015 

2013 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory County RIV 

Route 07-1 

District, County, Route, Drive Order Begin PM 4!1.000 

District 8 

District 8 County RIV Route 074 
Begin PM - End PM Length LaneMi. Type AADT MSL 

(Est.) ( ,000) 
Lane Surface Alligator Cracking Rutting. Slab Cracking Faulting Patchin& Ridc. IRI Priority Skid Defect Type A% B % C (YIN)? Bleeding I st % 3rd % Corner% Area% Poor Cond.? 

45.000 - 46.000 1.000 4.000 MLD 15 2 
LI F -DG 74 0 5 84 32 ALL. A. NO B, OPEN CRKS 
L2 F -DG 0 28 NIA JO MOD ABC 
RI F -DG 0 72 10 106 8 HIGH ABC 
R2 F -DG 0 0 12 I 15 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 

46.000 - 46.974 0.974 3.896 MLD 12 2 
LI F -DG 0 19 6 91 10 MOD ABC 
L2 F -DG 0 0 NIA 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
RI F -DG 0 0 13 I 17 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
R2 F-DG 0 0 13 I 19 99 NO DIST RESS OBSERVED 

R 46.974 - R 47.000 0.026 0.052 2LNU 8 2 
LI F -DG 0 19 NIA 10 MOD ABC 
L2 F-DG 0 0 NIA 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
RI F -DG 0 0 NIA 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
R2 F -DG 0 0 NIA 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 

R 47.000 - R 47.233 0.233 0.466 2LNU 8 2 
LI F -DG 0 0 10 106 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
Rl F-DG 0 0 20 145 99 NO DlSTRESS OBSERVED 
R2 F-DG 0 0 16 130 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 

R 47.233 - R 47.433 0.200 0.400 2LNU 8 2 
LI F-DG 0 0 9 102 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
RI F-DG 0 0 10 105 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 

47.470 - 48.028 0.558 1.116 2LND 7 2 
LI F-DG 0 0 12 113 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
Rl F -DG 0 0 12 114 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 

48.028 - 48.604 0.576 1.152 2LNU 6 2 
LI F-DG 0 0 15 124 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
RI F-DG 0 0 5 76 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 

•surfocc type of'EB' is Enhanced Hinder. 

California Department ofTransportation, Maint1:n11ncc Program, Pav1:ment Management Information Brnnch. l'hone (9 16) 59.5-4586 P11gr 1!19 



Collection Date: 05/16/2014 Caltrans Maintenance Program Dislricl 8 
Printed: 02/24/2015 

2013 Pavement Condition Survey Inventory 
County RI\' 

RBute 074 

District, County, Route, Drive Order Begin PM 2751 3 

District 8 

District 8 County RIV Route 074 
Begin PM - End PM Length LaneMi. Type AADT MSL 

(Est.) ( ,000) 
Lane Surface All igator Cracking Rutting. Slab Crnckins Faulting Patchin!!: Ride. IRl Priority Skid Defect Type A% B % C (YIN)? Bleeding I st % 3rd % Corner % Area % Poor Cond.? 

27.513 - 27.530 0.01 7 0.051 MLV 21 2 
LI B NIA 0 NIA - Bridge 
L2 B N/A 0 NI A • Bridge 
RI B NIA 0 NIA · Bridge 
R2 B NIA 0 NIA · Bridge 

27.540 - 28.000 0.460 1.840 MLD 25 2 
LI F -DG 0 0 22 152 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
RI F -DG 0 0 9 104 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 
R2 F -DG 0 0 24 163 99 NO DISTRESS OBSERVED 

28.000 - 29.000 1.000 4.000 MLD 24 2 
Ll F -DG 13 0 19 142 32 ALL. A. NOB. OPEN CRKS 
L2 F-DG 0 0 28 176 6 RIDE 
RI F -DG 17 0 13 117 32 ALL. A, NO B, OPEN CRKS 
R2 F -DG 0 0 23 158 33 MI SC'. UNSEA LED CRACKS 

29.000 - 30.000 1.000 4.000 MLD 30 2 
LI F -DG II 0 19 14 1 32 ALL. A. NO B. OPEN CRKS 
L2 F -DG 13 0 22 153 32 ALL. A, NO B, OPEN CRKS 
RI F -DG 40 0 16 131 32 ALL. A, NO ALL. B 
R2 F -DG 0 0 22 154 33 MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 

30.000 - 3 1.000 1.000 4.000 MLU 29 2 
LI F -DG 0 0 13 11 9 33 MJSC. UNSEALED CRACKS 
L2 F -DG 7 46 17 132 8 HIGH ABC 
RI F -DG 0 0 9 IOI 33 Ml SC. UNSEALED CRACKS 
R2 F -DG 7 0 10 108 32 ALL. A. NO ALL. B 

31.000 . 32.000 1.000 4.000 MLD 29 2 
LI F -DG 31 4 10 106 32 ALL. A, NO B, OPEN CRKS 
L2 F-DG 0 0 29 183 6 RIDE 
RI F -DG 11 0 12 115 32 ALL. A. NO B. OPEN CRKS 
R2 F-DG 0 0 25 165 

, , 
.).) MISC. UNSEALED CRACKS 

•surface typi.: of 'EB' is Enhanced Hinder. 
Cali fornia Dcpnrtment ol'Transportntion, Mnintenanci.: Progrum, Pavement Management Information Branch. Phone (916) 59.5-4586 Page 1 ~4 



SHOPP Nominat ion Sustainability Contacts: 
Comple te 20 que stion below; Sections In Green 

P/~r arswrr thrsr 20 qurstion to hr lp drvrlap sustainabilit) 
componrnts (Mghlighttd in Grttn} for your SHOPP Pilot projtt:t. 
This will br usrd far tht ptojttt sustainability scort as it rtlotts to 
tht Departmtnt's Strottgic Goals far Sustainability, L.ivotH'/ity and Economy 
{S~t Tab on Sustainability Goal for ref~renc.t}. 
For further background vou con stt tht Envision Guidonct tob 

l'nject 11111: Su111ln.blllty 
Go•I mc-u un

Qua lity of Li fe 
. 

' lim &1l• lr ' ""l •inahlr ( ,rn.-1h and IH-, t"lnpmrnl (Emu'°" OL J ~' 1 

Intent: Support and stimulate: s ustainable growth and development. including 

improvements in job growth. cap.1City building, produccivity. bus iness 

attractiveness and livability. 

Will the project enhance the communicy 's quality of life and economic 

prosperity'! 

l m orn\t Cnin mu nil\ \ loh1lih 111nd \ CCC'\\ (EnmlOtt OL I! J 

Intent : Locate, design and construct the project in a way thac cases traffic 

congest ion. improves mobilicy and access. docs not promote urban sprawl. 
and otherwise imorovcs communitv livability. 

Will 1hc project provide good. safe access IO adjacent facil ities. amemtics 
and transportation hubs. including appropriate wayfinding sigl\3gc'! '""""' 

Will the project encourage the use of1ransit and/or non-motorized 
transpon ation'! 

Has the project team coordinated the design w ith other in frastructure assets 
to improve walkability and li\'ability'! 

Pr~n~ ll i,tork •nd ( u11un l R r..,ource,<Eini.tMM OL J 11 

Intent : Preserve or restore significant hi storical and cultural s ites and related 
resources to preserve and enhance community cultura l resources . 

Will lhc project minimize impacts on historic and cuhural resources? 
Lm (Consulled the 1ribal. historic and cultural resource staff in Environmental 

(PQS)? 

t nh:an"·t Puhlic "ina.:c tl:Jtu.utMl>LJJJ 

lntH t: l mpro.,.e existing public space including parks. plazas. recreational 

facilities. or wildlife rcfue.cs to enhance community livability. 

Will the proposed project make meaningful enhancement~ 10 public space or 
address Sect ion 4( f) propcnics , (examples include parks. plazas. recreational 

facilities. or wild life refuges) 10 enhance commu nity. livability. and quality 
of li fe'! 

Leadenhip 

Fostu Collaboration and Te1uwl\·ork (~kM LD IJ J 

111.reet Elimina1c confl ict ing design clements. and optimize system by using 

intcgralcd design and delivery methodologies and collaborat ive processes. 

Arc the proj ect owner and the project team intending 10 take a C onlext 

' Sensit ive Solutions view of the proj ect? 

SU!>1:1inab&c 
ComdorM3,3;tC 

Plon (SCMP) 

lmnro\'e lnfrut ructu re latti!nirion f&nu kR W ! 1 J 

laten t: Design the project to take inlo account the operational rclat iomhips 
among other clements of community infrastrucnuc which results in an 

overall improvement in infrastructure efficiency and c fTeclivcncss. 

Wi ll the proj1.'Ct team seek input from local stakeholders regarding how lhc 

project impacts or enhances the comm unil'y infrastructure? 
8 Lu ab1h1y 

Will lbc project address lhc needs on the priorily freight nctwori< included in 
the Frcigb1 Mobili1y Pion? 

Resource Allocat ioa 
Ust Rec..cled MaterlalJ (f:,,v1s10tt IU 1.1 > 
Intent: Minimize transporuuion costs and impacts and retain regional 
benefits throujl}l SJX.-cifyin t:t local sources. 

Gin• Mo"'n (916) 651-8164 
Arny Bailey (915) 651-8166 
Maiy Beth Herritt (916) 653-4166 
Melissa ThomP50n (out July 29-Aug 11) (916) 653-7569 

Ya/No o-rtpdee (ef Y•....,._) 

Tllispn>JOCl-IO-~ 
-ality. Tiie plOject llld die Heme! 
~Specillcl'labne~y 

plaol ........ ..aimbilily • .....-. 
..,.,...;mlily. IDd ~dlenMlolizalioaof 

Yes l>owm>wn. 

Sipol coonlinolioa would-.._..;.. ...... 
die corridor. wbile Dllllti modol corridor 
g' - ...,.. • bicyclefpodmlrim .... 

poiblic ·--..,,.o,_ wiD impnJ>c 
Yes ....... - .-llld m..Nlnv balcflla. 

DooelO ..........,i ilapo•-m:b • lnlllit 

............. --bicycle IDdpedellrim 
flocililies. lbc plOject.......,.. finl mile. lilt mile 
cmmoclivity far people walkina llld bikina to 

Yes utilize n.il. 

We .... ..........,i ..-corridor ...... ..... 
<'-ITS. TMS. bildpedilap0>-l 
tMI COlllribule IO corridor Mlbbilily. Hisb 
vioililily .._...._-would 
...... llc8Uy impowc......., md ..... nl'llc. 
......... liwbilily. We aloocoonlii-i wilb 
pobloc .._.......,_ lnlllit-IO-

Yes die ...... IOr blll llOp _,_ • 

!Jnpro>ema• wlll ......,,e IDd be salliliw to 1111....., (illcludinl tbooe lbaad ia ... 
l>O>mlOwu billmric dilllict). culbnl. or lribol 

Yes - ~isundcrway. 

Trwil. bike. pcd impo•- wiD plO\'ide 
COllllOClivity IO oewnl poblic _,.. oloag Ibis 
MCtion of SR-74- lpOCific.ily die Dow-.. 
~ dillrict. Gibbel Pllt. w- Pllt. Hemet 
M-ond ........,..sboppiagplaa. Tbil 
provides ..rcr oplianl IOr taidads llld viailOrl 
llld ;...,.,... _,.,;cy liVllllilily llld qu1llty of 

Yes lif'e. 

Tiie local_.,. ...... die corridor ... 
_.;.., •-lc:aer of-1 fium lbc Heme! 
Cily Mallpl llld dola -iyzicd oloag lbc 
corridor provide lll'Ollg juotificllion far multi-
modll ........__. pnMdcd in die_._ 
Tblll ow Pftll*ll is Kmili\'C IO die accdo ollbc 
_,,,;cy llld ii_.;.., in..-;.,. ...... 

Yes ........ 

Tiie local l(IOllCieo ...,.,. the corridor ... 

supponiw •- Idler of-1 fium the Hemet 
Cily ......... ). llld lbc local ocbool principal 
provided infonnolion IDd -1 o f lbc project. 
Tbe prop:! will llllke die ............ - to 
.,:t 11>-.ot oafcr llld aloo lid die City in 
......... .....-i,.-atllld 

Yes ~llioll>ric-
T1lil corridor....- io 1-21 s wllicll ii ..., or 

Yes lbc USDOT Priamy Fmlbl Network. 



SuslainobHily Prej<ct Tiiie: Vos/Ne Desaip*- (el' V• ....,._) 
Co:11.l n1,...u..-""t------------------------1---+----------------1 

10 
Resource Will the project team consider reuse of existing materials or recycled 

Cousumpcion materials or use of materials from within 100 miles of the project site'! 

II 

Reduce EnerYV Con.Ju.motion fEnvision RA 1- 1 J 

In tent: Conserve energy by reducing overall operation and maintenance 
energy consumption throu2hout the oroicct li fe cvclc. 
Can the project incorporate reducing energy consumption or generating 

Energy energy supply during the construction phase or after as a purpose for the 
jprojcct'! 

Na tu ral \Vorld 

12 

13 Water 

14 l:m 

Pr~~nr Ptimt lbhital {~NWl.l J 

Intent: Avoid placing the project - and lhe site compound/temporary works 
- on land that has been identified as of high eco logical value or as having 
species of high value. 

Docs the project concept incorporate solutions to preserve. improve or 
conlll.--ct important natural resources (habitat. species needs. or fish and 
wildlife. movement corridors)? 

Protrct \\ ~tlands a nd ' urfacr \\Alu f £1n Ui011 l'tW I :! J 

Intent: Protect. buffer. enhance and restore areas designated as wetlands. 
shorelines. and waterbodics by providing natural buffer zones. vegetation 
and soil protection zones. 

Docs the project concept address or enhance adjacent wetlands. hydraulic 
connection and waters functions. valu'-'-s. or c ;ii;ist ing deficiencies? 

Pl't'llc.'l'H" Primr Farmland ft°1ni.non :\W 1 1 J 

I ntent: Identify and protect soils designated as prime farmland. unique 
farmland. o r farmland of statewide imoortancc. 

Docs the project concept improve or enhance the e ;ii;isting farming 
conditions or associated interface with the transportation faci lity (water 
conveyance. qua lity. habitat preservation. weed management. fanning 
operatio n. etc.)'! 

Ptt:\tnt floodplain f llnc:tions tE1nu11111 -"W I J' 

Intent: Preserve floodplain funct ions by limiting development and 
development imp;icts to maintain water management capacities and 
capabilities. 

Docs the project concept allow for natura l floodplain funct ions n."Storcd or 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Existing """""""' mi• pnclices addresl recycled 
-W me and the projecl Will consider the uoe 
of lllOICriols in the sunoundina ...._ 

The PEAR ml Enviromnenral Docummt will 
oddmis 10lutiom ro pmoc:rve. improve. and 

connect imporlllnt - - The llcmct 
Vcmal Pool ARM ll'C ljdoccnt ID the projecl llCI 

and project tam will be ocmitM: ID the Rivcnidc: 
C~ COlllCn'Cd Lands regulalions. 

The PEAR and Enviromncntal Document will 
oddmis oolution& IO pmoc:r\'C. improve. and 

connect important - rcsoun:cs. This projecl 
is in Ibo Son Jocinlo Wllhcnbcd area. The Storm 
W-Report will provide pidoncc. Disturbed 
..,;1..,.. wiu bc ...-..t. 

The project will pracrve lldjacent land .-. 

IS W:ucr 
rectified related to cxis1in2 infrastructure imoineemcnts'! Yes 

I llC plOJCCI will .,._..., .. llllng l\lllCOOftS ml 
will rectify oonditions if ncccssMy. 

\ bnaue Storm"1tate:r f& n-w°" SW ! I J 

Intent Minimize the impact of infrastructure on stonnwater runoff quant ity 
and quality. 

Can the projec t be designed to treat more than minim um sto rmwatcr 
16 W:Mcr Qll.1l1ty treatment rcquircmcnls . for eitamplc post construction or TMDL comp liance 

units? 

17 En" 

I Climate & Ris k 

18 GHG 

19 Resiliency 

Roachide \ '1:.dation f·n\< ironment t£lou •1111 .\ W J ' J 

Intent: Use appropriate non·invasive species and control or eliminate 
cxistin2 invasive species. 

Docs the project concept incorporate improvements to roa&idc vegetation 
through restorative actions to native/appropriate vegetation to 
reduce/eliminate need for future management (maintenance, water use. 
pest icides. invasive species. etc.)? 

Reduce Gr eenhouse Gas Emissions (t.'n l ision CR I.I J 

l ntr n t: Conduct a comprehensive life.cycle carbon analysis and use th is 
assessment to reduce the anticipated amount of net grccnhou.sc gas 
emiss ions during the life cycle of the proj ect. reducing project contribution 
to cl imate change. 

Based on a life.cycle carbon assessment. will 1hc project be designed in a 
way that s ubstantially reduces carbon emissions? 

Assrss Climate T h reat fErwili<Nf C R 1./ J 

Intent: Develop a comprehensive Climate Vulnerability Assessment and 
Adaotation r lan. 

Wi ll the project addn..-ss potential risks or vulnerability deficiencies 
identified in state. regional. local or s ite specific plans ? 

M•n•e.e Htat hland Efftcu fEn~i.si<Nf CR 1.5 J 

Intent: Minimize surfaces with a high solar refl ectance index (SRJ) to reduce 
localized heat accumulation and manage m icroclimatcs. 

Grt:en Will the project be des igned to include green in frastructure such as reducing 
20 lnfmstrueiurc heat is land effects by reducing the percentage of low solar reflectance index 

(SRI) surfaces? 

Yes 

Yes 

The projecl will utilize BMPs lo pn:ocrvc or 
impvve--.r. Spc:cifally. tbe 1-
ofSR-74md BoutistaC- pro"1Clcs 111 

opportunity ID addresl Ibis iauc. No new 
impervious llWklW is propc-' II this time. 
obouldcr improvements will treat more tlmn 
minimum r<quired. 

The nominllion doculMm includes native plants 
uasaoctscapingcnbancanmt-.iquc. The 
Project Env. Document will abo require 
prcocrving native vegetation and ratondivc 
actions fOr native/......,_;,,,,. v....-rinn 

Fulul< - is cxpec:t<d IO show r<ductions 
in - emissions immcdialdy with incmioc:s in 
-~ walking. and biking .... along with signal 
coonlinllion. wluch recluc:cs delay and gteCllbcxtlC 

yes gas cmialons. 

Yes 

Yes 

Adm<SICS mtc. regional (AQMD) md local 
cm-greenboolOc gas recluetion gools. Propoocd 
improvcmcnt will mcil- inc:n:ascd density in 
population and land mes in conjunction with 
- Downtown Specific Plan goals. wbicb will 
lead IO reductions in gteCllbcxtlC gas emissions. 

Any futun: technology improvements will be 
int......,.i i- tbc project wbcrc feasible md 
_.... The uoe of native plants and street 

trc:a will abo provide shading IO reduce the -
island effect alom! SR-74. 
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