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ES-1 

Executive Summary 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) was awarded a Caltrans grant in the ñStrategic 

Partnerships/Transitò category to examine the multi-modal corridors of the Inland Empire as part of a 

Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan (CMCP).  The strategic partners with SCAG included Caltrans District 8, 

the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 

(SBCTA), and the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG). 

The Inland Empire Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan (IE CMCP) has multiple uses that will benefit local, 

regional, and state agencies as they deal with the balancing of infrastructure, livability, economic, and sustainability 

needs as they relate to the transportation system. The IE CMCP covers the urbanized portion of both Riverside and 

San Bernardino Counties, excluding the Coachella Valley. The original concept for the IE CMCP was to have two 

corridors, a north/south and an east/west corridor.  However, as the study progressed, it was decided to create 

focused smaller ñsub-corridorsò to facilitate more detailed assessment of corridor conditions and to focus the 

recommended improvements and strategies. Five sub-corridors were identified for north/south travel and five for 

east/west travel, as listed in Table ES.1 and illustrated by Figures ES.1 and ES.2. 

Table ES.1 | IE CMCP Sub-corridors 

¶ North/South Sub-corridors: 

1. Victorville to San Bernardino 

2. San Bernardino to Riverside 

3. Cajon Pass to Eastvale 

4. Riverside to Temecula 

5. Beaumont to Temecula 

¶ East/West Sub-corridors: 

1. Apple Valley to LA County Line 

2. Banning to Rialto 

3. Riverside/Rialto to LA County Line 

4. Riverside to Orange County Line 

5. Hemet to Corona 



 

ES-2 

Figure ES.1 | IE CMCP North-South Oriented Sub-Corridors 

 

Figure ES.2 | IE CMCP East-West Oriented Sub-Corridors 
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A strategic approach to the development of the IE CMCP has been crafted for each sub-corridor. There also are 

some overarching strategic initiatives and programs which are countywide or Inland Empire-wide in nature that 

relate to the overall Study Area and related sub-corridors. Planning and decision-making within the sub-corridors 

would be influenced and/or enhanced through these larger-area strategies.  

There are programs underway at the Inland Empire level or at the County level that are very much a part of the 

multimodal transportation strategy but do not fall neatly into the individual sub-corridors. As the sub-corridor 

strategies are presented in this document, it is important to remember that these programs serve as overlays to the 

lists of strategies or projects listed at the sub-corridor level. So if a certain sub-corridor does not seem as 

multimodal as others, it is important to remember that these program-level activities are still at work to 

reduce GHGs and VMT, as well as to improve system safety, efficiency, and operations. Many of these involve 

partnerships across state, regional, and local agencies.  

The Inland Empire transportation programs are generally categorized as follows: 

¶ Active Transportation (AT). While some AT activities are project-specific, others are programmatic, such as 

Safe Routes to School or local/regional funding programs, like the Transportation Development Act (TDA) that 

funds local active transportation projects through a competitive call for projects every odd numbered year. 

¶ Intelligent Transportation System/Incident Management (ITS/IM). Examples include signal coordination 

and freeway service patrols. 

¶ Rail. Regional improvements and funding programs are in place that benefit upgrades in the Metrolink 

commuter rail system and new passenger rail initiatives are underway. 

¶ Safety. Caltrans sponsors ongoing transportation funding initiatives to maintain and provide safety upgrades 

to local and state highways. 

¶ Transit (other than rail). Each transit agency has its own investment plan for improving the customer 

experience and customer/driver safety.  

¶ Transportation Demand Management (TDM). A wide array of TDM strategies is promoted through IE 

Commuter, from ridesharing to vanpooling to alternative work schedules. 

¶ Zero Emission Vehicles and Alternative Fuel Programs (ZEV/AF). There are numerous statewide and 

regional programs for funding and incentivizing more rapid turnover of auto and truck fleets to benefit air 

quality and GHG reduction. Both Riverside and San Bernardino County transit agencies are pursuing funding 

to address the stateôs zero-emission bus objectives.  

Multimodal Corridor Planning Guidelines 

The California Transportation Commission (CTC) developed and published their CMCP guidelines and Caltrans 

developed their Corridor Planning Guidebook. These corridor planning guides provide the framework for assessing 
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transportation improvement projects as part of the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, or Senate Bill (SB) 

1. SB 1 requires that funding shall be available for projects that make specific performance improvements and are 

part of a comprehensive corridor plan designed to reduce congestion in highly traveled corridors by providing more 

transportation choices for residents, commuters, and visitors to the area of the corridor while preserving the 

character of the local community and creating opportunities for neighborhood enhancement projects. The Inland 

Empire CMCP closely follows both the CTC and Caltrans corridor planning guides, and Caltrans was a partner 

agency in the development of the IE CMCP.  

Key tasks completed as part of the IE CMCP: 

¶ Developed IE CMCP goals, objectives, and performance measures. 

¶ Defined the study area by organizing it into 10 key sub-corridors based upon technical and policy 

considerations, including input from key stakeholders. 

¶ Conducted regular meetings with a core Project Development Team (PDT) of partner agencies including 

SCAG, Caltrans, RCTC, SBCTA, and WRCOG. 

¶ Developed and implemented a stakeholder engagement strategy which included leveraging recent 

stakeholder outreach in Riverside County with a new online survey instrument that was implemented for San 

Bernardino County. Multiple meetings were also held with local agency transportation and planning staff 

through each countyôs Technical Advisory Committee structure. 

¶ Conducted detailed data collection and analysis as part of current conditions and future baseline conditions 

assessment including socioeconomic data, travel demand and travel patterns, safety analysis, congestion 

analysis, and transit demand analysis. 

¶ Identified planned investments and recommended projects as part of the CMCP to address known 

deficiencies, pivoting off of state, regional, and local plans and programs.  

¶ Developed an evaluation framework to assess the current conditions and future baseline conditions, and to 

evaluate the potential improvements. 

¶ Conducted qualitative assessment of the sub-corridor improvement projects based on project type and 

measured against metrics such as VMT reduction, accessibility, person delay, air quality, safety, reliability, 

mode shift, person throughput, and congestion. 

¶ Determined the funding need and available transportation financing resources to support corridor 

investments. 
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Goals, Objectives and Performance Metrics 

As discussed, the CTC and Caltrans guiding documents contain recommended corridor planning goals, objectives, 

performance metrics, and evaluation criteria for assessing transportation improvement projects at the corridor level. 

In addition, many other state, regional, and local transportation plans include transportation system improvement 

goals, objectives, and performance metrics, such as the Caltrans Smart Mobility Framework, the Regional 

Transportation Plan, the San Bernardino County Countywide Plan, Transportation and Mobility Element, and the 

Riverside County Long Range Transportation Study.  

The CTC Solutions for Congested Corridors Program (SCCP) guidelines also state that ñthe primary objective of 

the Congested Corridors Program is to fund projects designed to reduce congestion in highly traveled and highly 

congested corridors through performance improvements that balance transportation improvements, community 

impacts, and that provide environmental benefits.ò   

Based on the CTC and Caltrans guidance, objectives of the comprehensive multimodal corridor planning process 

may include but are not necessarily limited to: 

¶ Define multimodal transportation deficiencies and opportunities for optimizing system operations. 

¶ Identify the types of projects necessary to reduce congestion, improve mobility, and optimize multimodal 

system operations along highly traveled corridors. 

¶ Identify funding needs. 

¶ Further state and Federal ambient air standards and greenhouse gas emissions reduction standards pursuant 

to the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Division 25.5, commencing with Section 38550, of the 

Health and Safety Code) and Senate Bill 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008). 

¶ Preserve the character of local communities and create opportunities for neighborhood enhancement.  

¶ Identify projects that achieve a balanced set of transportation, environmental, and community access 

improvements. 

A key element of the CMCP is to reduce congestion in highly traveled and highly congested corridors through 

performance improvements. To measure projects or groups of projects which result in performance improvements 

in the study area and sub-corridors, a set of transportation performance metrics is applied. Some of these metrics 

can be assessed using quantitative data such as transportation model output, while others are qualitatively 

evaluated based on project type, project location, and other factors. This is consistent with the CTC guidelines 

which state ñin recognition that data availability and modeling capabilities vary by agency based on available 

resources, the Commission expects agencies to address plan and project performance qualitatively and 

quantitatively to the degree reasonable given technical and financial resources available during the planning 

process. As part of the comprehensive multimodal corridor planning process, a plan-level corridor performance 
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assessment must be conducted and documented to clearly outline system performance and trends.ò The 

evaluations provided in this plan clearly document the conditions, including congestion levels, in the overall study 

area and the ten sub-corridors.  

Per the CTC and Caltrans CMCP guidelines, it is critical to create multimodal corridor plans that closely match the 

local and regional goals and objectives for transportation planning. With that in mind, a summary of the goals and 

objectives of Riverside County and San Bernardino County from the latest transportation plans include: 

Riverside County:1 

¶ Provide a first class transportation system that supports a vibrant, dynamic and livable county; 

¶ A multimodal system that will promote sustainability, access, safety, economic opportunities, public health, 

environmental stewardship, and balanced job/housing ratio. 

¶ Utilize best available technology. 

¶ Provide reliable and efficient mobility for people, goods, and services. 

¶ Preserve values of Riversides County's communities. 

San Bernardino County:2  

¶ Consolidate and integrate countywide transportation and land use planning to provide consistent input to the 

RTP/SCS. 

¶ Improve safety and mobility for all modes of travel. 

¶ Deliver transportation projects and services to promote economic competitiveness, affordable housing, 

environmental quality, and overall sustainability. 

¶ Promote stewardship of public resources through cost effective delivery, maintenance and operations of 

projects. 

¶ Promote the planning and funding of sustainable transportation systems via collaboration with local, regional, 

state, federal, and private stakeholders. 

Sub-corridor Focus 

The results of the IE CMCP as summarized in this report include a detailed assessment of the corridor conditions, 

a list of recommended projects and programs to improve corridor conditions in each of the 10 sub-corridors, and a 

framework for evaluating the potential improvements. To understand the transportation issues facing the corridors 

 

1 Riverside County Long Range Transportation Study, December 2019. 

2 San Bernardino County Countywide Plan, Transportation and Mobility Element, May 2019. 
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and to inform the recommendations of the study, the IE CMCP included detailed assessments of both current and 

projected transportation future conditions. This included an analysis of all modes (roadway, transit, active 

transportation, and freight) as well as cross-cutting themes such as safety. The Corridor Characteristics assessment 

presents an assessment of land use, demographics, and multimodal transportation conditions in the corridors and 

provides a baseline assessment upon which future projected conditions will be compared.  

Sub-corridor Problems and Strategic Approach 

In developing the strategic approach for each sub-corridor, the classes of strategies considered are highly 

multimodal in nature, and they also consider the types of ñcustomersò that will be served: 1) passenger travel and 

freight; 2) trips by purpose: for work, school, business, shopping, recreation, social interaction; and 3) specific 

activity centers: airports, downtowns, hospitals, educational institutions, commercial clusters, mixed-use clusters, 

and transit hubs.  

The transportation modes reflect an emphasis on public transportation, non-motorized travel, shared-ride 

(carpool/vanpool), and virtual travel (i.e., work-at-home, web-based business, teleconferencing, etc.); a highway 

network focused on effective management and operations (e.g., through HOV/managed lanes, traveler information, 

and signal coordination); as well as accommodation of freight and logistics through strategic access improvements.  

There is a large pool of existing and emerging multimodal options to draw from and build on in the Inland Empire: 

commuter rail (Metrolink IEOC, 91/Perris Valley, Riverside, and San Bernardino lines), light rail (with the 

Gold Line extension to Pomona by 2025), regional ñhybrid railò initially using Tier 4 Diesel Multiple Unit 

(DMU) self-powered trainsets (migrating to zero-emission trainsets in the near term), and the privately-

funded Brightline West high-speed train from the San Bernardino Valley, through the Victor Valley to Las 

Vegas). Efficient and frequent local bus, express bus, and BRT options also exist and are being expanded with 

the forthcoming West Valley Connector BRT. Lyft is now providing an important connection to Ontario 

International Airport from the Riverside and San Bernardino Metrolink lines, and first/last mile connections 

are being advanced linking transit and key destinations. Regional bike networks are creating a backbone that 

provides the regional connectivity needed to service those who can take these modes for daily commutes. Land 

use and housing are intertwined with the regional transportation network in a way that, because of much higher 

costs in coastal counties, has historically produced longer commutes and travel times for inland residents. The 

challenge before us now is to encourage better balance in jobs and housing regionally for the sake of livability, 

cost, and VMT/GHG reduction, and to continue pursuing the Inland Empireôs proactive sustainability initiatives on 

local climate action plans (CAPs) for GHG reduction, habitat conservation plans, climate adaptation plans, low-

income housing initiatives, and transportation-efficient land use planning implemented through local General 

Plans and Specific Plans.  

The discussion of problems and recommended strategies for each of the 10 sub-corridors follows. The intent of 

these one-page summaries is to highlight the key issues and challenges in each sub-corridor and to articulate the 



 

ES-8 

key strategies, projects, and programs that are being emphasized in the near term for each. These strategies are 

anchored in the data developed through the analysis documented later in this CMCP. 

Strategic Approach for Victorville to San 
Bernardino Sub-Corridor 

Problems to Be Addressed 

¶ Substantial ñdown-the-hillò commuting from the Victor Valley 

to San Bernardino, Riverside, and LA, with residents 

motivated to endure the commutes as a result of more 

affordable housing in the High Desert. 

¶ I-15 is a nationally significant freight corridor, but travel 

through the Cajon Pass is congested and unreliable. 

¶ High number of serious traffic accidents and incidents on 

State Routes: I-15 in Cajon Pass, U.S.-395, and SR-138. 

¶ Significant weekend congestion, not just weekday. 

¶ Lack of adequate alternate routes when the regionally significant corridor shuts down as a result of incidents. 

Strategies 

1. Enhance the ease and reliability of freight and passenger travel in the Cajon Pass and High Desert through the 

addition of express lanes on I-15, consistent with the SCAG Regional Express Lane Network in the RTP/SCS, 

with toll discounts/exemptions for transit, vanpools, and 3+ carpools. 

2. Conduct operational studies on I-15 in the Cajon Pass geared toward improving safety and reducing the 

frequency and severity of traffic incidents. Also conduct operational studies on alternate routes to I-15 for use 

in the event of extended I-15 closures. Program operational improvements into the Caltrans SHOPP. If crashes 

are associated to the long routes, weather, and fatigue, perhaps rest areas could also be added to allow drivers 

to take a break before continuing their destination. 

3. Pursue multimodal solutions. Continue growth of vanpool and carpool formation from the High Desert to 

employment centers in the Valley and greater LA Basin and monitor express bus operation from Victorville to 

San Bernardino for evidence of expansion opportunity. Pursue the extension of Brightline West down the Cajon 

Pass to Rancho Cucamonga to provide an additional privately funded solution to peak hour and weekend 

congestion.  
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4. Through economic development and other strategies, increase employment opportunities in the High Desert 

for High Desert residents to reduce jobs-to-housing imbalance and reduce long commutes from the High Desert 

to San Bernardino / Los Angeles / Riverside. 

5. Complete Mojave Riverwalk, the principal north/south Class I trail in the High Desert. 

6. Consider developing a comprehensive signal synchronization network for the High Desert and prioritize arterial 

corridors for early implementation. 

7. Complete the widening of 2-lane segments on SR-138 west of I-15 for safety purposes. 

8. Complete widening of U.S. 395 for safety and operational purposes and as a significant north/south freight and 

recreational route connecting to the Tehachapi Mountains via SR-58 and to the eastern Sierra Mountains. 

9. Implement policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease commute trips. 

Strategic Approach for San Bernardino to 
Riverside Sub-Corridor 

Problems to Be Addressed 

¶ Large off-campus university student and employee 

populations that make daily commutes to and from 

schools, creating congestion at entry points to universities. 

¶ Specific bottleneck locations: (southbound I-215 at Orange 

Show Road, southbound I-215 at SR-60 junction, 

northbound I-215 at merge with SR-60 on-ramps). 

¶ Nationally significant freight corridor and large 

concentration of warehousing and logistics centers. 

¶ Antiquated interchange designs. 

¶ Large concentration of bike and pedestrian collisions in the 

Riverside and San Bernardino urban centers. 

¶ Generally difficult environment for walking and cycling. 

¶ Truck congestion and air quality challenges in San Bernardino and Riverside with convergence of rail lines 

and intermodal freight facilities. 
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Strategies 

1. Build on existing multimodal strategy to enhance rail, transit and shared-ride access to and from California State 

University San Bernardino (CSUSB) and UCR. 

2. Coordinate express transit/rail service between San Bernardino and Riverside County cities. 

3. Focus on north/south arterial operations and safety improvements for parallel facilities such as Riverside 

Avenue, Mt. Vernon Avenue, and Reche Canyon Road. 

4. Complete Divergent Diamond Interchange (DDI) at the I-215/University Avenue interchange to accommodate 

continued CSUSB growth. 

5. Make strategic operational improvements to and/or reconstruct interchanges on I-215 between SR-60 and 

Orange Show Road to address bottlenecks. 

6. Implement managed-lane system on SR-91 in downtown Riverside. 

7. Build on substantial existing transit assets (e.g., move forward with SCORE program on multiple Metrolink 

linesðincreasing frequency and improving service). 

8. Implement first/last mile transit connections (particularly from major destinations to Metrolink stations). 

9. Work with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and California Air Resources Board 

(CARB) to provide incentives for accelerating turnover of the truck fleets. 

10. Explore policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease commute trips. 
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Strategic Approach for Cajon Pass 
to Eastvale Sub-Corridor 

Problems to Be Addressed 

¶ I-10/I-15 interchange is 12th on American 

Transportation Research Institute (ATRI)ôs 

national list of the top 100 truck bottlenecks. 

¶ Nationally significant freight corridor, with 

heavy congestion on I-15 between SR-60 and 

SR-210. 

¶ Southern end of the corridor houses some of 

the largest and most intense logistics activities 

in the Nation, with attendant local traffic and 

environmental impacts. 

¶ Lack of north/south transit service and need 

for improved transit service to Ontario 

International Airport. 

¶ Large population and housing growth with a 

large number of master planned communities.  

Strategies 

1. Implement managed-lane system on I-15, with toll discounts or exemptions for transit, vanpools, and 3+ 

carpools. 

2. Complete the West Valley Connector BRT, Phase 1. The north/south portion parallels I-15 from Victoria 

Gardens to Rancho Cucamonga Metrolink Station, through Ontario employment centers, to Ontario 

International Airport (ONT). Integrate with potential new zero-emission tunnel connection from Metrolink San 

Bernardino Line to ONT. 

3. Pursue the extension of Brightline West down the Cajon Pass to Rancho Cucamonga to provide an additional 

privately funded solution to peak hour and weekend congestion.  

4. Coordinate operational strategies for managed lanes between Riverside and San Bernardino counties. 

5. Grow vanpool and carpool formation from the High Desert to employment centers in the Valley, Riverside 

County, and greater LA Basin. 
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6. Implement ñHealthy Communities and Healthy Economies Toolkit for Goods Movementò (given continued 

warehouse/distribution facility development). 

7. Work with SCAQMD and CARB to provide incentives for accelerating turnover of truck fleets. 

8. Implement San Sevaine Class I Trail System, running north/south along I-15. 

9. Explore policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease commute trips. 
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Strategic Approach for Riverside to 
Temecula Sub-Corridor 

Problems to Be Addressed 

¶ Significant and growing congestion in both 

directions at the I-215/SR-60 junction in Riverside. 

¶ Significant and growing congestion at the 

I-15/I-215 merge/diverge in Temecula and on I-15 

northbound and southbound in Corona. 

¶ Congestion at critical interchanges on I-15 and 

I-215 (e.g., Newport Road, Railroad Canyon 

Road, SR-74, etc.). 

¶ Lack of parallel facilities to I-15 and I-215 

throughout the corridor (due largely to 

topography). 

¶ Nationally significant freight corridor and large 

concentration of warehousing and logistics 

centers. 

¶ Large amount of housing development concentrated along the corridor; exacerbating the job-housing 

imbalance. 

Strategies 

1. Extend the managed-lane system on I-15 southerly from Cajalco Road in Corona to SR-74 (Central Avenue) in 

Lake Elsinore (underway), with toll discounts for transit, vanpools, and 3+ carpools. 

2. Continue commuter bus operations on I-15 and I-215 to Metrolink stations and continue express bus service 

utilizing managed lanes. 

3. Make strategic operational improvements to and/or reconstruct interchanges on I-15 and I-215, such as Franklin 

Street and French Valley Parkway. 

4. Improve the north/south arterial network along I-15 and I-215, where possible, to better accommodate local 

short-distance trips that are now occurring on the freeway system, such as Temescal Canyon Road. 

5. Enhance marketing and incentives for ridership on the Perris Valley Line to Riverside. 
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6. Grow vanpool and carpool formation from southwest Riverside County to employment centers in Riverside, 

Corona, and San Bernardino County. 

7. Deploy new technologies to proactively manage traffic and improve roadway conditions. 

8. Build on substantial transit assets. Invest in Metrolink rail expansion for the 91/Perris Valley Line, construct 

accessibility improvements to existing 91/Perris Valley Metrolink stations. 

9. Work with SCAQMD and CARB to provide incentives for accelerating turnover of truck fleets. 

10. Invest in grade separation projects to improve goods movement efficiency and passenger rail movement. 

11. Provide an additional east west regional arterial extending east from the City of Perris that will run parallel to 

SR-74, serving as an alternative route to better connect the cities within the region. 

12. Explore policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease commute trips. 
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Strategic Approach for Beaumont to 
Temecula Sub-corridor  

Problems to Be Addressed 

¶ Overall lack of north/south mobility, particularly in the 

Hemet/San Jacinto Area. Local traffic gets mixed with 

regional traffic. 

¶ Major bottlenecks at the I-10/SR-79 interchange and 

the northbound I-15/SR-79 interchange. 

¶ Lack of north/south transit service. 

¶ Major tourism destinations result in travel at all times 

and on all days. 

Strategies 

1. Fund and implement the SR-79 realignment project. 

2. Make operational improvements on existing 

north/south arterials from San Jacinto to Temecula. 

3. Grow vanpool and carpool formation to reduce vehicle flows connecting Beaumont, San Jacinto, Hemet, and 

Temecula. 

4. Examine ways to improve north/south transit connectivity. 

5. Deploy new technologies to proactively manage traffic and improve roadway conditions. 

6. Make strategic operational improvements to and/or reconstruct interchanges on the I-10/Highland Springs, 

I-215/Keller Road, and Garbani Road interchanges. 

7. Investment in grade separation projects to improve goods movement efficiency.  

8. Work with Tribal governments to facilitate employee commute options and explore funding opportunities for 

regional improvements. 

9. Build on substantial transit assets. Invest in Metrolink rail expansion for the 91/Perris Valley Line, and construct 

accessibility improvements and station improvements at existing Metrolink stations. Additionally, support rapid 

bus services between Hemet to San Jacinto and Perris to Moreno Valley/Riverside. 

10. Explore policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease commute trips.  
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Strategic Approach for Apple Valley to LA County Line Sub-corridor  

Problems to Be Addressed 

¶ Lack of east/west connectivity 

between the High Desert and 

Antelope Valley. 

¶ Lack of east/west connectivity 

within the High Desert, 

constrained by limited 

crossings of the Mojave River 

and the BNSF Railway rights-

of-way. 

¶ Congestion at arterial 

junctions with I-15 

interchanges. 

Strategies 

1. Enhance east/west access by completing improvements in the Greentree Corridor, linking Apple Valley, 

Victorville, and I-15. 

2. Work with Brightline West and the State to facilitate future High Speed Rail connection to the Antelope Valley 

Metrolink line. 

3. Conduct necessary studies to improve the operations and safety of SR-18 from U.S.-395 to SR-138 and 

potentially program its widening. 

4. Look for opportunities to fund the High Desert Corridor but recognize SR-18 widening as a partial solution to 

improve east/west mobility between the Antelope Valley and High Desert. 

5. Fund and implement strategic I-15 interchange improvements as identified in the Measure I Strategic Plan. 

6. Fund and implement other improvements identified in the Victor Valley portion of the SBCTA 10-Year Delivery 

Plan. 

7. Continue growth of vanpool and carpool formation from the High Desert to employment centers in the San 

Bernardino Valley and Antelope Valley. Explore policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease 

commute trips. 
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Strategic Approach for Banning to Rialto Sub-Corridor 

Problems to Be Addressed 

¶ Several significant bottlenecks 

on I-10: eastbound and 

westbound merge/diverge with 

I-215, eastbound merge with 

SR-210, eastbound upgrade in 

Yucaipa, and I-10/SR-60 

junction. 

¶ Significant and growing 

congestion in both directions at 

the I-215/SR-60 junction in 

Riverside and I-10/SR-60 

junction in Beaumont due to 

population and housing 

increases. 

¶ Multiple congested 

interchanges: I-10/SR-79 interchange in Beaumont and interchanges on I-10 at Mountain View Avenue, 

California Street, Alabama Street, and University Avenue. 

¶ Ongoing congestion on SR-210 westbound north of I-10 and eastbound at Highland Avenue. 

¶ Nationally significant freight corridor and large concentration of warehousing and logistics centers. 

¶ Metrolink San Bernardino line and Riverside line are well-used, but capacity limitations limit substantial 

additional growth.  

¶ Cities with Metrolink stations would like to take advantage of those locations for transit-oriented development 

(TOD), but parcel assembly/development costs are high and train frequencies are not always conducive to 

the mid-day and bi-directional mobility needed to support TOD type uses. 

Strategies 

1. Construct Redlands Passenger Rail Project from University of Redlands to downtown San Bernardino, including 

use of zero-emission multiple unit (ZEMU) trainsets. 

2. Implement managed lane systems on SR-60 from downtown Riverside to Moreno Valley and on I-10 from 

Redlands westerly. 
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3. Make strategic operational improvements to and/or reconstruct interchanges on SR-60/Potrero Blvd, SR-

60/Gilman Springs Road, and I-10 interchanges at SR-79, County Line Road, University Avenue, Alabama 

Street, and California Street. 

4. Implement I-10 Eastbound Truck Climbing Lane in Yuciapa, addressing one of the most serious freight 

bottlenecks in the Inland Empire. 

5. Invest in grade separation projects to improve goods movement efficiency and passenger rail movement. 

6. Accelerate truck fleet turnover for air quality improvement. 

7. Implement ñHealthy Communities and Healthy Economies Toolkit for Goods Movementò (given continued 

warehouse/distribution development). 

8. Extend Sun Lakes Boulevard from Highland Home Road to Westward Avenue and Sunset avenue. 

9. Build on substantial transit assets. Invest in Metrolink rail expansion for the IE/OC, San Bernardino, and 

Riverside lines as described in the SCRRA SCORE Program; construct accessibility improvements and station 

improvements to existing Metrolink stations. 

10. Explore policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease commute trips. 
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Strategic Approach for Riverside/Rialto to LA County Line Sub-Corridor 

Problems to be Addressed 

¶ I-10 and SR-60 are nationally 

significant freight corridors, with 

heavy congestion on I-10 between 

the LA County Line and Sierra 

Interchange and throughout SR-60. 

¶ I-10/I-15 interchange is 12th on 

ATRIôs national list of the top 100 

truck bottlenecks. 

¶ Metrolink stations represent some 

of the Inland Empireôs best 

opportunities for TOD, but need to 

increase train frequency over time 

and make it easier for 

jurisdictions/developers to build on infill sites (limited capabilities since loss of redevelopment funding). 

¶ Lack of good transit connection to Ontario International Airport. 

¶ Major housing and population increases, especially in parts of the corridor south of SR-60 and north of 

SR-210. 

Strategies 

1. Build on substantial existing transit assets (e.g., move forward with SCORE program on the multiple Metrolink 

linesðincreasing frequency and improving service on Riverside, San Bernardino, 91/Perris, and IE/OC lines). 

Build West Valley Connector BRT connecting Pomona, Montclair, Ontario, and Rancho Cucamonga, with 

significant destinations in each jurisdiction, including Ontario International Airport. Integrate with potential new 

zero-emission tunnel connection from Metrolink San Bernardino Line to ONT. 

2. Implement first/last mile transit connections (particularly from major destinations to Metrolink stations). 

3. Enhance freight access at freeway interchanges to improve first/last mile efficiency (list key interchanges for 

freight access). 

4. Implement managed lane system on I-10 from LA County line to Ford Street; and SR-60 from I-15 to 

Moreno Valley. 

5. Accelerate truck fleet turnover for air quality improvement.  
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6. Implement ñHealthy Communities and Healthy Economies Toolkit for Goods Movementò (given continued 

warehouse/distribution development).  

7. Encourage TOD and affordable housing at transit stations. 

8. Implement ñnext-generationò shared-ride and virtual travel systems. 

9. Build out regional active transportation network. 

10. Explore policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease commute trips. 

  



 

ES-21 

Strategic Approach for Riverside to Orange County Line Sub-Corridor 

Problems to Be Addressed 

¶ SR-91 connects Riverside County to 

Orange and San Bernardino counties 

and results in one of the most 

congested freeways in Southern 

California. SR-91 is a nationally 

significant freight corridor that connects 

the Ports of Los Angeles and Long 

Beach to the vast array of warehousing 

and distribution centers in the Inland 

Empire. However, with heavy 

congestion along the corridor goods 

movement is significantly impacted.  

¶ Lack of adequate alternate routes into 

Orange County; largely due to topography. SR-91 is the only route into Orange County from Riverside County 

and San Bernardino County. SR-60/57 is the highest capacity alternate, but is also highly congested. SR-74 

provides a low-capacity highway alternative which is available to south Orange County. 

¶ Job-housing imbalance; Riverside County provides more affordable housing options compared to Orange 

County and Los Angeles County, but less job opportunities. 

Strategies 

1. Complete Santa Ana River trail. 

2. Complete the SR-71/91 connector and SR-241/91 connector to facilitate commute and goods movement from 

Orange County to Riverside and San Bernardino counties.  

3. Build on substantial transit assets. Invest in Metrolink rail expansion for the IE/OC line and construct 

accessibility improvements and station improvements to existing Metrolink stations. 

4. Implement first/last mile transit connections (particularly from major destinations to Metrolink stations). 

5. Continue multimodal investment into the managed lane system on SR-91; continue collaborating with OCTA 

on 91 Express Lanes. 

6. Continue express bus service utilizing managed lanes for time and cost savings on shared rides. 

7. Explore policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease commute trips.  
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Strategic Approach for Hemet to Corona Sub-Corridor 

Problems to Be Addressed 

¶ Lack of good east/west routes. No adequate east/west routes to connect communities. 

¶ Need to preserve environmentally sensitive areas and habitats. 

¶ SR-74 is an east-west 

principal arterial that transects 

the cities of Perris and Hemet. 

It functions as the citiesô main 

street with a large 

concentration of local 

businesses and retailers but 

lacks adequate driveway 

access control, safe sidewalks 

and bike lanes, and traffic 

signals.  

¶ High number of traffic 

incidents on east/west 

roadways. 

Strategies 

1. Complete regional Salt Creek Trail 

2. Complete Mid-County Parkway to provide an additional regional east/west corridor, minimize use of local roads, 

and shift traffic away from SR-74. 

3. Build on substantial transit assets. Invest in Metrolink rail expansion for the 91/Perris Valley Line and construct 

accessibility improvements and station improvements at existing Metrolink stations. 

4. Implement first/last mile transit connections, particularly from major destinations to Metrolink stations. 

5. Complete SR-79 realignment; improve access to SR-74. 

6. Extend I-15  Express Lanes to SR-74 with new express lanes to improve trip relaibility for commuters and transit 

riders and provide additional incentives for carpool and vanpoolers. 

7. Explore policies and methods to increase work at home to decrease commute trips.  
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Recommended Project List 

A total of 386 highway, arterial, transit, and goods movement projects are identified, plus an additional 936 bikeway 

projects were identified for inclusion in the IE CMCP. These projects were identified through review of existing plans 

and studies from Caltrans, SCAG, SBCTA, RCTC, WRCOG, and corridor cities. The project lists were compiled 

and shared with the Project Development Team to ensure projects were consistent with current local priorities and 

plans.  The projects were then evaluated based on the evaluation framework and the goals and objectives of the IE 

CMCP developed by the Project Development Team and input from stakeholders early in the process. Projects 

included in the IE CMCP were qualitatively evaluated based on project type and how they would fulfill the objectives 

of the study and address the identified deficiencies in the transportation system based on key performance metrics, 

such as: decreasing VMT, reducing person delay, shifting mode share from single occupant auto, improving safety, 

increasing person throughput, improving accessibility, and improving air quality.  

The recommended projects include the following modal categories and projects by type: 

¶ Highway  

ï HOV/HOT/Express Lanes - 42 projects 

ï ITS/Operational Improvements ï 13 projects 

ï Auxiliary Lane ï 5 projects 

ï Capacity Enhancement ï 21 projects 

ï Interchange Enhancement ï 74 projects 

ï New Interchange ï 17 projects 

ï Rehabilitation and Safety Improvement ï 64 projects 

¶ Arterial 

ï Corridor Improvements ï 3 projects 

ï Capacity Enhancement ï 8 projects 

ï Intersection Improvement ï 1 project 

ï Bridge and Grade Separation ï 36 projects 

¶ Goods Movement 

ï Truck Climbing Lane ï 8 projects 

ï Bridge and Grade Separation ï 2 projects 
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¶ Transit 

ï New Bus ï 28 projects 

ï Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) ï 11 projects 

ï New Rail ï 7 projects 

ï New Rapid Transit ï 4 projects 

ï Bus Replacement/Transit Maintenance/Transit Operations ï 17 projects 

ï Transit Centers/Park and Ride/Bus Stations/Bus Stops ï 12 projects 

¶ Active Transportation 

ï Bikeways Class I, II, II and IV ï 935 projects  

COVID-19 Considerations 

The development of the IE CMCP began well before COVID-19 began to affect transportation and mobility in the 

Inland Empire, but the final report is published while the impacts of the pandemic are still unfolding The Project 

Development Team discussed this issue and determined that it was not feasible to change the analysis or findings 

of the report, but it is important to acknowledge that many elements of the Inland Empire transportation system 

have changed, including reduced automobile travel (fewer trips, lower VMT, less congestion), decreased transit 

ridership, increased local truck movements for deliveries, decreased use of ride-booking services, worsened safety, 

and other affects.  

The long term changes to the transportation system are unknown, including when or if the level of auto travel or 

transit demand will return to pre-COVID conditions. The potential longer term effects could change the forecasted 

transportation system conditions and result in different priorities in the future for improvement projects. However, it 

is still too soon to determine what long term effects will occur, if any. Thus, this report is submitted based on our 

understanding of pre-COVID travel demand patterns with the understanding that future updates may need to 

account for changes to roadway travel demand, transit ridership, work at home, and other factors.   

Next Steps 

The IE CMCP identified opportunities to improve the mobility and sustainability of the five north/south and five 

east/west corridors. It established a framework and process for evaluating the current conditions and potential 

improvements to the corridor from a multimodal perspective.  Local agencies and Caltrans can leverage this report, 

in collaboration with surrounding jurisdictions, to help identify and acquire funding for projects that will benefit the 

mobility for a wide variety of corridor users. The final report and supporting research results can also be used by 

the jurisdictions in the sub-region to support future transportation plans and to guide implementation of mobility 

improvements that are both multi-jurisdictional as well as multimodal. Finally, more detailed and focused analysis 
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of the recommended projects in the 10 sub-corridors can be conducted as part of the project development process 

and environmental review including technical studies and analysis that were not feasible for such a large study 

area. The resulting information would be used in future SB 1 SCCP applications as well as for other planning 

purposes.   
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1.0 Introduction/Overview 

The Inland Empire Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan (IE CMCP) has multiple uses that will benefit local, 

regional, and state agencies as they deal with the balancing of infrastructure, livability, economic, and sustainability 

needs. The CMCP also is specifically created to address the intent of California SB 1 Solutions for Congested 

Corridors Program (SCCP) by: 

¶ Promoting the integration of transportation, land use, environmental, economic, and other sustainability 

projects and initiatives. 

¶ Identifying a set of principles for better integrating transportation, development, and environmental decisions. 

¶ Identifying projects for potential funding that are consistent with the SCCP guidelines. 

¶ Incorporating principles, goals, policies, and objectives of the key stakeholder agencies, including the 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 

(SBCTA), Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), Western Riverside Council of Governments 

(WRCOG), and Caltrans. 

The development of the IE CMCP closely incorporates recent planning efforts in the Inland Empire. Riverside and 

San Bernardino County transportation and planning agencies have been engaged in multimodal transportation, 

land use, and sustainability projects and programs over many years, ranging in geographic level from countywide 

to local, from subareas to linear corridors. This activity has accelerated with the statewide emphasis on greenhouse 

gas reduction with the passage of the Global Warming Solutions Act in AB 32 and subsequent legislation such as 

SB 375, SB 743, SB 32, as well as several Executive Orders. The IE CMCP captures these initiatives to leverage 

all of the progress that already has been made in both counties. One of the purposes of the Comprehensive 

Multimodal Corridor Plans is to synthesize all of these prior and ongoing efforts and to build on these initiatives. 

1.1 Solutions for Congestion Corridors Guidelines 

The Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, or Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall, Statutes of 2017) created the SCCP 

and continuously appropriates two hundred and fifty million dollars ($250,000,000) annually to be allocated by the 

California Transportation Commission (CTC) to projects designed to achieve a balanced set of transportation, 

environmental, and community access improvements within highly congested travel corridors throughout the state. 

The CTC has established guidelines which describe the policy, standards, criteria and procedures for the 

development, adoption, and management of the SCCP. The guidelines were developed in consultation with the 

California Air Resources Board, Department of Housing and Community Development, California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans), Regional Transportation Planning Agencies, advocacy groups, and other transportation 

stakeholders.  
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The primary objective of the SCCP is to fund projects designed to reduce congestion in highly traveled and highly 

congested corridors through performance improvements that balance transportation and community impacts, and that 

provide environmental benefits. Ultimately, all projects nominated for the SCCP must be included in a multimodal 

corridor plan. All multimodal corridor plans are to be prepared in accordance with the Comprehensive Multimodal 

Corridor Plan (Corridor Plan) Guidelines adopted by the CTC. As such, the IE CMCP follows the CTC guidelines.  

1.2 Area Covered by the Inland Empire CMCP 

The IE CMCP was originally structured as two very large corridors: North/South, from Victorville to Temecula, and 

East/West, from the Banning/Beaumont area to the LA and Orange County lines. This approach was logical, 

because so much travel in the Inland Empire is interconnected. In the east/west direction, for example, one could 

find reasons to use any one of the four major east/west freeways (I-10, SR-60, SR-91, or SR-210) to travel to Los 

Angeles, and many people and logistics firms make those tradeoffs by looking at real-time traffic and routing 

information.  

But it was recognized during the study process that within these corridors there also was a great deal of diversity, 

so much so that it would have been challenging to define the problems and analyze solutions in an effective, 

multimodal way. The terrain varies, the land uses vary, the congestion levels vary, the community needs vary, the 

existing multimodal network varies, and the strategies/solutions vary.  

It was therefore determined that the problems and strategies could be more clearly identified by breaking down the 

two major corridors into ten sub-corridors. The study team then engaged in a collaborative process for determining 

logical geographic sub-corridors, and defined five sub-corridors for each of the two major corridors. The sub-corridors 

are defined as areas between cities or geographically definable points (like county lines) and include the following: 

¶ North/South Sub-corridors: 

1. Victorville to San Bernardino 

2. San Bernardino to Riverside 

3. Cajon Pass to Eastvale 

4. Riverside to Temecula 

5. Beaumont to Temecula 

¶ East/West Sub-corridors: 

1. Apple Valley to LA County Line 

2. Banning to Rialto 

3. Riverside/Rialto to LA County Line 

4. Riverside to Orange County Line 

5. Hemet to Corona 

Figure 1.1 illustrates the north-south oriented sub-corridors and Figure 1.2 illustrates the eas-west woriented sub-

corridors. 
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Figure 1.1 | North-South Oriented Sub-Corridors 
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Figure 1.2 | East-West Oriented Sub-Corridors 
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A description of each sub-corridor has been prepared which includes data and analysis within each sub-corridor, 

including the following types of descriptive information: 

¶ Which jurisdictions are included entirely or partially within the sub-corridors. 

¶ Key transportation facilities, including freeways, major arterials, major transit routes, and active transportation 

in each sub-corridor. 

¶ Key socioeconomic characteristics, including: 

ï Land use patterns. 

ï CalEnviroScreen scores. 

ï SCAG Communities of Concern. 

¶ Travel Patterns: 

ï Total trips generated and internal versus external trips in the sub-corridor and IE CMCP area. 

ï Average trip length. 

ï Journey to work mode share. 

¶ Congestion, Delay, and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), including: 

ï Recurrent freeway congestion locations. 

ï Daily VMT by facility type (freeway general purpose lanes, freeway HOV lanes, major arterial 

roadways). 

¶ Transit usage. 

¶ Safety data, including crash concentrations on the freeways, bicycle and pedestrian crash concentrations, 

and truck crash concentrations. 

¶ Future growth in population, employment, travel demand, and VMT. 

Each sub-corridor synopsis also includes a description of the strategic approach to addressing the transportation 

challenges in that sub-corridor, based on the identified problems, issues, and opportunities. Finally, a list of 

proposed transportation projects also is included for each sub-corridor.  
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Tables 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 provide comparisons of the key characteristics of each sub-corridor, including 

socioeconomic data, transportation characteristics, and projected growth. A summary and comparison of the sub-

corridors is provided in this Section. These comparisons help to identify the key characteristics of each sub-corridor 

and the key transportation issues in each area. This helps in the subsequent identification of the best projects and 

improvements to recommend in each corridor.  

1.2.1 Land Use 

The top three land uses in each sub-corridor are noted in Table 1.1 along with the percentage of the sub-corridor 

that consists of that land use. The land use type that appears as the most common type is rural residential, which 

accounts for up to 40 percent of the land uses in two corridors.3 The other two most common land use types are 

open space and single family residential, followed by agriculture. Most of the sub-corridors have some type of 

residential use as their predominant land use type while two have more open space than any other type of use.  

1.2.2 Disadvantaged Communities, Communities of Concern, and CalEnviroScreen Scores  

Disadvantaged communities indicators relate to the need for transportation services, among other needs. Areas 

with lower income and other related disadvantages, such as higher pollution burdens, often have lower auto 

ownership and less access to transportation to get residents to places of employment, shopping, doctorsô offices, 

and other destinations. The CalEnviroScreen is a tool that helps identify California communities that are most 

affected by many sources of pollution, especially those vulnerable to pollution effects.  

CalEnviroScreen uses environmental, health, and socioeconomic information to produce scores for every census 

tract in the state. The scores are mapped so that different communities can be compared. An area with a high score 

is one that experiences a much higher pollution burden than areas with low scores. CalEnviroScreen ranks 

communities based on data that are available from state and Federal Government sources. CalEnviroScreen scores 

range up to 100, with higher scores indicating more impacted communities. For the IE CMCP, any areas with scores 

in the 75 to 100 range are reported. 

The sub-corridors with the highest CalEnviroScreen scores include San Bernardino to Riverside with 64 percent of 

the area experiencing a score of 75 to 100, Riverside to the LA County line, with 46 percent and Cajon Pass to 

Eastvale with 44 percent. All of the remaining areas are under 40 percent, with the Beaumont to Temecula having 

the lowest percentage of area with a high score, at only 7 percent. 

In terms of low income communities, as shown in Table 1.1, the corridors with the most area considered low income 

are the Victorville to San Bernardino and San Bernardino to Riverside corridors, at nearly 50 percent of the area 

 

3 Rural Residential units include ranches, farmsteads, single mobile homes, and residences located in rural setting. Rural 
residential density varies from one (1) unit per acre to one (1) unit per 10 acre. 
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with low income.4 The areas with the lowest percentage of low income areas include Cajon Pass to Eastvale, 

Riverside to Orange County Line, Beaumont to Temecula and Riverside to Temecula, each with under 27 percent 

low income area.  

Another measure of need is the SCAG Communities of Concern. Communities of Concern are Census Designated 

Places that fall in the upper third for their concentration of minority population households in poverty. This 

designation is significant in severity due to the degree of poverty. The sub-corridor that has the most area included 

in the Communities of Concern is the San Bernardino to Riverside corridor, with 44 percent of the area designated 

as a Community of Concern. Other sub-corridors have much lower percentage of their area considered Communites 

of Concern, mostly below 15 percent.  

Table 1.1 | Land Use and Socioeconomic Characteristics of the Sub-Corridors 

Sub-Corridor 

Predominant Land Uses (top three land 
use by %) % of CalEnviro 

Disadvantage 
Communities 

Low Income 
Communities 

SCAG 
Communities 
of Concern 1st 2nd 3rd 

Victorville to San 
Bernardino 

OS (38%) RR (23%) SFR (13%) 31% 47% 13% 

San Bernardino to 
Riverside 

OS (26%) SFR (24%) Fac (10%) 64% 47% 44% 

Cajon Pass to 
Eastvale 

SP (30%) OS (24%) Ind (11%) 44% 13% 3% 

Riverside to 
Temecula 

RR (32%) SFR (17%) SP (13%) 36% 27% 10% 

Beaumont to 
Temecula 

RR (23%) AGR (22%) SP (17%) 7% 26% 0% 

Apple Valley to LA 
County Line 

RR (40%) SFR (19%) OS (19%) 13% 41% 3% 

Banning to Rialto SFR (24%) AGR (24%) RR (9%) 32% 38% 14% 

Riverside/Rialto to 
LA County Line 

SFR (26%) SP (20%) Ind (11%) 46% 31% 14% 

Riverside to Orange 
County Line 

SFR (26%) AGR (17%) RR (11%) 35% 21% 2% 

Hemet to Corona RR (34%) AGR (17%) SP (13%) 39% 34% 12% 

Source: SCAG 2012 Land Use; CalEPA CalEnviroScreen 3.0; SCAG 2016 RTP. 
Note: OSðOpen Space; RRðRural Residential, SFRðSingle Family Residential; FacðFacilities; 

SPðSpecific Plan; IndðIndustrial; AGRðAgriculture. 

1.2.3 Home to Work Mode Share 

Table 1.2 displays how people travel to work, including whether they drive alone, carpool, or use transit. The method 

of travel from home to work does not vary considerably among the ten sub-corridors. All of the ten sub-corridors 

have between 75 to 80 percent of residents who drive themselves to work in a single occupant vehicle (SOV). Two 

 

4 ñLow-income communitiesò are census tracts with median household incomes at or below 80 percent of the statewide 
median income or with median household incomes at or below the threshold designated as low-income by Department of 
Housing and Community Developmentôs State Income Limits adopted pursuant to Section 50093. 
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of the ten sub-corridors are at 80 percent SOV, including Cajon Pass to Eastvale and Apple Valley to LA County 

line. Similarly, the rate of carpooling is relatively consistent and ranges from 12 to 14 percent of all home to work 

trips in each sub-corridor. Finally, the transit percentage throughout the entire area is very low at only 1 or 2 percent 

in each sub-corridor. 

1.2.4 Transit 

Table 1.2 also displays whether the sub-corridors include High Quality Transit. High Quality Transit service is 

defined as bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service 

interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. Four of the ten sub-corridors 

have high-quality transit service, including Victorville to San Bernardino, San Bernardino to Riverside, Banning to 

Rialto and Riverside/Rialto to LA County Line. The remaining six sub-corridor areas have transit service but do not 

qualify as High Quality Transit. 
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Table 1.2 | Transportation Characteristics of the Sub-Corridors 

Sub-Corridor 

Home-Work Trips 
High Quality 

Transit 
Percent of 

VMT on 
Freeways 

Total (HOV) 

Percent of VHT 
on Freeways 
Total (HOV) 

Percent 
Trips 

Internal to 
CMCP 

Avg. Trip 
Length 

External to 
CMCP 

VMT per 
Service 

Population 
SOV 
(%) 

Carpool 
(%) 

Transit 
(%) Corridor Stop 

Victorville to 
San 
Bernardino 

78% 14% 1% Yes No 70% (1%) 63% (1%) 86% 35.4 29.7 

San 
Bernardino to 
Riverside 

75% 14% 2% Yes Yes 61% (3%) 60% (3%) 92% 43.7 29.4 

Cajon Pass to 
Eastvale 

80% 12% 2% No Yes 70% (2%) 61% (1%) 85% 32.5 34.2 

Riverside to 
Temecula 

77% 14% 1% No Yes 60% (2%) 50% (2%) 88% 41.5 27.1 

Beaumont to 
Temecula 

77% 13% 1% No No 41% (0%) 30% (0%) 90% 41.8 26.9 

Apple Valley to 
LA County Line 

80% 12% 1% No No 49% (0%) 45% (0%) 86% 44.4 26.8 

Banning to 
Rialto 

78% 13% 2% Yes Yes 64% (2%) 42% (1%) 91% 44.8 25.6 

Riverside/Rialt
o to LA County 
Line 

78% 12% 2% Yes Yes 65% (5%) 56% (4%) 79% 27.0 26.6 

Riverside to 
Orange County 
Line 

76% 13% 2% No Yes 70% (3%) 68% (2%) 80% 27.6 30.6 

Hemet to 
Corona 

77% 14% 1% No Yes 53% (1%) 45% (1%) 88% 40.0 30.8 

Source: SCAG Model 2016; ACS 2017, 5-year estimates.
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1.2.5 Vehicle Miles Traveled on Freeway Versus Non-Freeway Facilities 

The percent of trips made on freeways in each sub-corridor is an indicator of the demand for freeway travel versus 

other modes (arterial, transit, or active transportation). The percent of VMT on the freeway system versus other 

modes is shown in Table 1.2 and it ranges from a low of 41 percent in the Beaumont to Temecula sub-corridor up 

to 70 percent in three other sub-corridors (Victorville to San Bernardino, Cajon Pass to Eastvale, and Riverside to 

Orange County line). In the areas with the higher freeway VMT, opportunities to reduce VMT and shift some VMT 

to other modes would be desirable. 

1.2.6 Trip Origin-Destination and Length Characteristics 

The percentage of internal vs. external trips, defined below, as well as average length of trips made by residents 

and employees of each sub-corridor, contributes to vehicle miles traveled and consequently vehicle hours of travel 

(VHT) or time spent on the road. These statistics, which are shown in two separate columns in Table 1.2 reveal 

certain characteristics about travel patterns, mix of land uses, and strategic location of the sub-corridor and is 

generally independent of transportation facilities supply and choice of mode. 

¶ Percent Trips Internal to IE CMCP. These numbers describe what percentage of trips originating or destined 

to the particular sub-corridor are entirely to and from points within the Inland Empire CMCP study Area. The 

larger the percentage, generally the more ñself-sufficientò the sub-corridor is and the people have to travel 

shorter distances for employment and services. The percentages vary in a relatively narrow range from a high 

of 92 percent to a low of 79 percent. As seen, the three sub-corridors with the highest percentage of internal 

trips are San Bernardino to Riverside (92 percent), Banning to Rialto (91 percent), and Beaumont to 

Temecula (90 percent). These higher percentages also are consistent with the fact that these three sub-

corridors are generally on the eastern end of the IE CMCP Study Area with less travel to outside the IE 

CMCP. On the opposite end, the three sub-corridors with the lowest percentage of internal trips are Riverside 

to Los Angeles County line (79 percent), Riverside to Orange County line (80 percent) and Cajon Pass to 

Eastvale (85 percent). Consistent with the previous trend, but in the opposite direction, these three sub-

corridors are all generally on the west side of the IE CMCP Study Area and have a higher interaction of trips 

to and from Los Angeles and Orange Counties. Furthermore, it also is intuitive that the two east/west 

corridors connecting Riverside to Los Angeles and Orange counties have the lowest percentage of ñtrip 

retentionò and is an indication of the traditional heavy traffic demand on highways and transit corridors 

connecting these counties and emphasizes the need for mobility improvements. 

¶ Average Trip Length External to IE CMCP. These average trip lengths in miles describe the distances that 

people travel between each sub-corridor and points outside the overall IE CMCP Study Area. The longer the 

average trip length, the more VMT and vehicle hours of delay and indicates the demand for people to travel 

outside the IE CMCP for work or services. The range of these average external trip lengths is quite wide, 

varying from a low of 27 miles to a high of almost 45 miles. Since the majority of external trips are to/from 

points west of the IE CMCP, intuitively, the two lowest average external trip lengths are to/from Riverside to 
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Los Angeles County Line (27 miles) and Riverside to Orange County Line (27.6 miles) sub-corridors, both of 

which are close to the western boundary of the IE CMCP Study Area. The next lowest average external trip 

lengths belong to Cajon Pass to Eastvale (32.5 miles) and Victorville to San Bernardino (35.4 miles) sub-

corridors, again both on the western side of the IE CMCP. Conversely, the longest average external trip 

lengths are for Banning to Rialto (44.8 miles), Apple Valley to Los Angeles County Line (44.4 miles), and San 

Bernardino to Riverside (43.7 miles). Again, intuitively, these are the farthest sub-corridors from the western 

boundaries of the IE CMCP area, indicating longer average travel distances from the external areas. These 

numbers provide a generalized picture of average trip lengths that have to be served for people in various 

sub-corridors, when traveling to/from external points. This emphasize the need for types of mobility 

improvements. 

¶ VMT and VHT on Freeways. All sub-corridors have a larger share of VMT on freeways than VHT on 

freeways. This suggests that traffic using freeways has less delay in comparison to the arterials. VMT on 

freeways within sub-corridors varies from 70% to 41% and VHT on freeways varies from 68% to 30%. 

Beaumont to Temecula sub-corridor has only 41% of VMT on the freeway and 30% of VHT on the freeway. 

1.2.7 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Per Service Population 

VMT per service population measures total VMT in the sub-corridor against the service population, which consists 

of the total number of residents plus workers in the area, and is shown in Table 1.2. The VMT per service population 

ranges from a low of 25.6 vehicle miles traveled in the Banning to Rialto sub-corridor to a high of 34.2 in the Cajon 

Pass to Eastvale sub-corridor. Low VMT per service population happens in sub-corridors with either low travel 

markets or those with high service populations, or both. The two lowest VMT/service populations (Banning to Rialto 

and Riverside to Los Angeles County line) have high service populations due to their relative urbanization and better 

balance in jobs and housing creating low levels of VMT. Additionally, these two sub-corridors have metrolink lines 

connecting them to Los Angeles and Orange County, However, the third lowest (Apple Valley to Los Angeles County 

line) has a low level of travel market due to fewer transportation facilities. High VMT per service population happens 

in sub-corridors with either high travel markets or those with low service populations or both. The highest VMT 

numbers belong to the Cajon Pass to Eastvale sub-corridor with a high travel market along I-15 and a relatively low 

service population due to it being a small sub-corridor. The same is true for the next-highest, Riverside to Orange 

County line, which has high travel market along SR-91 and a relatively low service population due to the small sub-

corridor. However, the Hemet to Corona sub-corridor, which is the third highest, has both a large area with high 

travel markets along I-215 and SR-91 but a low service population due to its generally low population and 

employment density. The significance of these analyses is that it provides better understanding of the travel 

characteristics and needs in each sub-corridor as future mobility investments are prioritized. 
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1.2.8 Future Growth Projections 

Potential future growth has been assessed using the SCAG regional model data to project growth in population, 

employment, total trips, and average speed, as shown on Table 1.3. The forecast reduction in speed is shown as 

a metic to assess future growth in congestion levels.  

Table 1.3 | Projected Growth by Sub-Corridor 

Sub-Corridor 

Expected Growth to 2040 (%)** 

Pop. Emp. Trips Speed 

Victorville to San Bernardino 43% 40% 34% -29% 

San Bernardino to Riverside 16% 37% 24% -19% 

Cajon Pass to Eastvale 17% 33% 22% -16% 

Riverside to Temecula 22% 49% 28% -19% 

Beaumont to Temecula 33% 42% 34% -13% 

Apple Valley to LA County Line 50% 33% 39% -28% 

Banning to Rialto 22% 39% 23% -16% 

Riverside/Rialto to LA County Line 19% 31% 20% -10% 

Riverside to Orange County Line 13% 51% 27% -15% 

Hemet to Corona 34% 52% 31% -21% 

Source: SCAG Model 2016. 

¶ Population. The overall population growth for the entire Inland Empire Study Area is projected to be 16 

percent by 2040, which represents an increase of 647,000 residents. Within the sub-corridors, the increase in 

population ranges from a low of 13 percent (Riverside to Orange County line) to 50 percent (Apple Valley to 

LA County line). 

¶ Employment. The overall employment growth for the entire Inland Empire Study Area is projected to be 35 

percent by 2040, which represents an increase of 452,000 jobs. Within the sub-corridors, the increase in 

employment ranges from a low of 31 percent (Riverside/Rialto to LA County Line) to 52 percent (Hemet to 

Corona). 

¶ Trips. The overall trip growth for the entire Inland Empire Study Area is projected to be 33 percent by 2040, 

which represents an increase of 3 million daily trips. The growth in the sub corridors ranges from a low of 20 

percent (Riverside to Los Angeles line) to a high of 39 percent (Apple Valley to LA County line). 

¶ Speed. The change in speed measures average daily speeds on the freeways within each sub-corridor. The 

changes range from speed reduction of 10 percent in the Riverside/Rialto to LA County Line sub-corridor to a 

reduction in speed of 29 percent in the Victorville to San Bernardino sub-corridor. Most of the sub-corridors 

experience speed reductions of 20 percent or lower..  

The following five sub-corridors fall in the top five in growth in at least two and up to four of the growth measures: 
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¶ Victorville to San Bernardino. This sub-corridor has the highest projected growth in VHT, the second 

highest growth in population and trip making, and the fifth highest growth in employment 

¶ Riverside to Temecula. This sub-corridor has the fourth highest projected growth in employment, the fifth 

highest growth in trips, and the fourth highest growth in VHT. 

¶ Beaumont to Temecula. This sub-corridor has the second highest projected growth in trips and the fourth 

highest growth in population and employment. 

¶ Appley Valley to LA County line. This sub-corridor has the highest projected growth in both population and 

trips and the second highest growth in VHT. 

¶ Hemet to Corona. This sub-corridor has the highest projected growth in employment, third highest projected 

growth in VHT and the third highest growth in population. 
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2.0 Inland Empireôs Strategic Approach to the 
CMCP: Transportation Planning Sustainability, 
Land Use Integration, and Project Evaluation 

As noted in Chapter 1, a strategic approach to the develoment of the IE CMCP has been crafted for each sub-

corridor. There also are some overarching strategic initiatives and programs which are countywide or Inland Empire-

wide in nature, that relate to the overall Study Area and related sub-corridors. Planning and decision-making within 

the sub-corridors would be influenced and/or enhanced through these larger-area strategies. A brief description of 

these areawide initiatives and programs is provided below, prior to addressing the sub-corridor-specific strategic 

approaches.  

Initiatives focus primarily on planning efforts, especially in the environmental arena, that will lead to implementation 

by countywide or regional agencies. Programs refer to ongoing areawide investments in operational activities (i.e., 

are not corridor-specific) that are part of the multimodal implementation process. For example, Riverside and San 

Bernardino counties have a robust rideshare program called IE Commuter. In effect, this program promotes trip-

reduction in every sub-corridor. And rather than repeat all of these programs in the lists of multimodal strategies 

and projects in every sub-corridor, a table has been provided to highlight each program and its geographic extent. 

The initiatives are presented first, followed by the programs.  

2.1  Multimodal Planning, Community, and Environmental Initiatives 

1. Inland Empire Initiatives: 

a. Climate Adaptation Partnership between San Bernardino Council of Governments (SBCOG) and Western 

Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) ñResilient IEò ðThis plan has been prepared to address the 

potential effects of climate change in Riverside and San Bernardino counties and identify ways to work 

together to address the challenges. A completed climate adaptation report has been prepared and can be 

found here: https://wrcog.us/285/Resilient-IE.. Resilient IE was developed in collaboration with the San 

Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) with funding from Caltrans. Resilient IE works to 

support regional and local efforts to prepare for and mitigate risks associated with climate adaptation on 

the region's transportation infrastructure with five primary project components: 

i. A newly established regional climate collaborative, the Inland Southern California Climate Collaborative 

(ISC3) 

ii. Subregional vulnerability assessments and adaptation strategies; 

iii. City-level, climate-related transportation hazards and evacuation maps; 

iv. A regionally-tailored climate resilient transportation infrastructure guidebook; and 

v. A regional climate adaptation and resiliency element template. 

https://wrcog.us/285/Resilient-IE
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b. Healthy Communities and Healthy Economies: A Toolkit for Goods Movement (2009)ðThis effort was 

completed jointly by RCTC, SBCTA, and LA Metro to provide practical tools for minimizing and mitigating 

the impacts of goods movement activities on local communities while also recognizing the economic 

benefits that the logistics industry brings.  

c. Inland Empire Next Generation Shared Ride and Virtual Travel StudyðThis effort will be an Inland Empire-

wide look at ways to increase use of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies such as 

shared-ride systems and virtual travel opportunities like work-at-home and digital business. The 

Coronavirus has forced the entire country to quickly adapt to virtual travel wherever possible and the study 

would examine how to capture some of these opportunities long-term. 

d. Managed Lanes Study led by Caltrans District 8 in partnership with RCTC and SBCTA. The purpose of this 

ongoing study is to assess viability of conversion, addition, and implementation of managed lanes (High 

Occupancy Vehicle, High Occupancy Toll, and Toll lanes) within San Bernardino and Riverside Counties 

for the next 20 years. Currently, Caltrans District 8 has planned 56-lane miles of managed lane systems in 

the region and the study will identify the potential for additional managed lanes. The study will complement 

other long-range regional studies and plans. As part of this effort, Caltrans is coordinating with local and 

regional transportation agencies to gather input on identifying and evaluating potential corridors to 

implement managed lanes. The study is expected to be completed in late 2021. 

e. Caltrans District-level Active Transportation PlanðThis is an upcoming effort and will identify many 

strategies and improvements needed for advancing non-motorized travel in the Inland Empire. Every district 

will develop a plan under the HQ contract in place. This plan will complement existing county-level and 

local-level plans. 

2. San Bernardino County Initiatives: 

a. Countywide Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction PlanðThe Countywide GHG Plan and Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) were prepared in 2014 to address 2020 GHG reduction goals. Individual jurisdictions 

have prepared their own Climate Adaptation Plans (CAPs) based on the countywide plan and EIR. The 

Countywide GHG Reduction Plan is now being updated to address 2030 goals. 

b. Countywide Zero Emission Bus Initiative (2020)ðInfrastructure and funding needs are being identified for 

the five transit operators in the County in response to the California Air Resources Board Innovative Clean 

Transit (ICT) regulation. 

c. Countywide SB 743 VMT Implementation Study (2020)ðLead agencies throughout California have been 

transitioning from use of level of service (LOS) analysis for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

documents to the use of vehicle miles traveled (VMT). This countywide effort is providing guidance to local 

jurisdictions for adoption and implementation of their local processes governing VMT analysis. 
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d. Zero-Emission Vehicle Readiness and Implementation Plan (2019)ðThis was a countywide effort to 

identify, prioritize, and implement electric vehicle charging stations to facilitate the attainment of the Stateôs 

vehicle electrification goals in San Bernardino County. 

e. Healthy Communities Best Practices ToolkitðThe San Bernardino County Department of Public Health 

created a strategic plan for the implementation of Healthy Communities policies. The toolkit, a collaboration 

between SBCOG and the County, will contain sample policies, resolutions, processes, organizational 

structure, and lessons learned from agencies that have implemented health-related policies.  

f. Habitat ConservationðSan Bernardino County and SBCOG are collaborating on an effort to create a 

Regional Conservation Investment Strategy (RCIS) through the process established by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife under AB 2087. A first draft plan was submitted to CDFW in late 2018 and 

will be developed further in conjunction with resource agencies and a range of stakeholder groups. Habitat 

connectivity is an important consideration.  

3. Western Riverside County: 

a. Western Riverside County Climate Action Plan (CAP)ðThe subregional CAP was prepared in 2014 to 

address 2020 and 2035 GHG reduction goals. The subregional CAP is now being updated to address 2030 

and 2045 goals.  

b. WRCOG SB 743 VMT Implementation StudyðLead agencies throughout California have been transitioning 

from use of LOS analysis for CEQA documents to the use of VMT. This Western Riverside County effort is 

providing guidance to local jurisdictions for adoption and implementation of their local processes governing 

VMT analysis. 

c. Sustainability Framework for Western Riverside CountyðThe framework is a blueprint that serves as a 

beginning point to establish, implement, and refine a subregional sustainability plan. It provides an 

integrated approach to sustainability which consists of six core components: economic development; 

education; health; transportation; water, wastewater, and energy; and the environment. 

d. Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCPðin place since 2002)ðA comprehensive, multi-

jurisdictional conservation plan focusing on maintaining biological and ecological diversity within the 

urbanizing region. The MSHCP captures approximately 1.26 million acres covering multiple species and 

multiple habitats within a diverse landscape, from urban centers to undeveloped foothills and montane 

forests, and many bioregions like the Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and 

San Bernardino Mountains. 

e. Park and Ride Strategy and ToolkitðIn partnership with San Diego Association of Governments 

(SANDAG), RCTC completed the Park and Ride Strategy and Toolkit in 2019. It identifies strategies and 
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tools to help improve the planning, operation, and management of site-specific lots and the regional network 

as a whole. 

4. County or City-level Initiatives: 

a. Riverside Countyôs Good Neighbor PolicyðThe Policy provides a framework for how logistics centers or 

warehouses greater than 250,000 square feet are designed, constructed, and operated to lessen impacts 

on surrounding communities and the environment. One such requirement is establishing a 300-foot 

minimum buffer between truck bays and loading docks and surrounding homes. 

b. San Bernardino Countywide VisionðThe Countywide Vision Statement, approved in 2011 by 

SBCTA/SBCOG, its member cities, and the County of San Bernardino, was a bold step toward a 

sustainable future, setting the County on a sustainable course for nine distinct sectors or elements. The 

Vision states that: ñWe envision a sustainable system of high-quality education, community health, public 

safety, housing, retail, recreation, arts and culture, and infrastructure, in which development complements 

our natural resources and environment.ò 

c. Inclusion of transportation-efficient land use policies and other sustainability policies in local general plans 

and specific plans corridor-wide. See SCAG Local Profiles at https://www.scag.ca.gov/DataAndTools/

Pages/LocalProfiles.aspx for additional information on characteristics of each Inland Empire jurisdiction. 

2.2 Multimodal Transportation Programs 

As indicated earlier, there are programs underway at the Inland Empire level or at the County level that are very 

much a part of the multimodal transportation strategy but do not fall neatly into the individual sub-corridors. As the 

sub-corridor strategies are presented, it is important to remember that these programs serve as overlays to the lists 

of strategies or projects listed at the sub-corridor level. So if a certain sub-corridor does not seem as multimodal 

as others, it is important to remember that these program-level activities are still at work to reduce GHGs 

and VMT as well as to improve system safety, efficiency, and operations. Many of these involve partnerships 

across state, regional, and local agencies.  

The programs are generally categorized as follows: 

¶ Active Transportation (AT). While some AT activities are project-specific, others are programmatic, such as 

Safe Routes to School or local/regional funding programs, like the Transportation Development Act (TDA) that 

funds local active transportation projects through a competitive call for projects every odd numbered years. 

¶ Intelligent Transportation System/Incident Management (ITS/IM). Examples include signal coordination 

and freeway service patrols. 

¶ Rail. Regional improvements and funding programs are in place that benefit upgrades in the Metrolink 

commuter rail system. 

https://www.scag.ca.gov/DataAndTools/‌Pages/LocalProfiles.aspx
https://www.scag.ca.gov/DataAndTools/‌Pages/LocalProfiles.aspx
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¶ Safety. Caltrans sponsors ongoing transportation funding initiatives to maintain and provide safety upgrades 

to local and state highways. 

¶ Transit (other than rail). Each transit agency has its own investment plan for improving the customer 

experience and customer/driver safety.  

¶ Transportation Demand Management (TDM). A wide array of TDM strategies is promoted through IE 

Commuter, from ridesharing to vanpooling to alternative work schedules. 

¶ Zero Emission Vehicles and Alternative Fuel Programs (ZEV/AF). There are numerous statewide and 

regional programs for funding and incentivizing more rapid turnover of auto and truck fleets to benefit air 

quality and GHG reduction. 

A listing of relevant areawide programs is provided in Table 2.1.  
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Table 2.1 | Areawide Multimodal Programs (not specific to a sub-corridor) 

Program 
Type Project Title/Description Partners Status Source 

AT Safe Routes to School/for Seniorsð
Education, Encouragement, 
Enforcement 

RCTC, SBCTA and 
cities/counties 

Ongoing RCTC Traffic Relief 
Plan, WRCOG Active 
Transportation Plan, 
and SBCo Non-
Motorized/AT Plan 

AT Transportation Development Act Article 
3 Funding (bike/ped infrastructure, 
transit operations) 

RCTC, SBCTA, 
cities/counties, transit 
agencies 

Ongoing TDA  

ITS/IM Freeway Traffic Management 
System/TMC 

Caltrans  Ongoing Caltrans Planning for 
Operations 

ITS/IM Interchange and arterial signal 
coordination and local TMCs 

Caltrans 
Local Jurisdiction TMC 

Ongoing Caltrans Planning for 
Operations 

ITS/IM Freeway Service Patrols RCTC, SBCTA, Caltrans, 
CHP 

Ongoing RCTC/SBCTA FSP 
Programs 

Rail Ongoing maintenance and schedule 
upgrades 

SCRRA, RCTC, SBCTA Ongoing SCRRA SRTP 

Rail Southern California Optimized Rail 
Expansion (SCORE) Program 

SCRRA, SCAQMD, RCTC, 
SBCTA 

Ongoing SCORE 

Rail Acquisition of clean locomotives SCRRA, SCAQMD, RCTC, 
SBCTA 

Ongoing TRP 

Safety State Highway Operation and Protection 
Program (SHOPP)  

Caltrans Ongoing SHOPP 

Safety Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(HSIP)ðCompetitive program for local 
safety projects 

Cities/counties Ongoing HSIP Guidelines 

Transit Ongoing route and schedule upgrades RTA, Omnitrans, VVTA, 
and other transit agencies  

Ongoing SRTPs 

Transit Expansion of express and regional bus 
network with improved frequencies 

RTA Ongoing SRTPs, RCTC Traffic 
Relief Plan 

Transit Transit agency responses to CARB 
Innovative Clean Transit (ICT) rule 

RTA, Omnitrans, VVTA, 
and other transit agencies, 
and CTCs 

Ongoing Transit Agencies/
SRTPs 

Transit Fare equipment and ITS technology 
upgrades to improve operations 

RTA, Omnitrans, other 
transit agencies, and CTCs 

Ongoing SRTPs 

TDM Design and construction of Park and 
Ride Facilities 

Caltrans, RCTC, SBCTA, 
Cities 

Ongoing TRP/CTP 

TDM IE Commuter Rideshare Program and 
Telework Initiative 

RCTC, SBCTA Ongoing TRP/CTP 

TDM VanclubðRiverside County Vanpool 
Program 

RCTC  Ongoing TRP/CTP 

TDM Loop and VVTA Vanpool Programs SBCTA, VVTA  Ongoing TRP/CTP 

VE/AF CARB funding programs (e.g., AQIP) CARB Ongoing   

VE/AF Electric vehicle and charging 
infrastructure rebates/incentives 

State, Utility Cos. Ongoing   
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2.3 Inland Empire CMCP Goals, Objectives and Performance Metrics 

The CTC Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan Guidelines (2018), the CTC Solutions for Congestion Corridor 

Program (SCCP) Guidelines (2020) and the Caltrans Corridor Planning Process Guide (2020) are all guiding 

documents which contain corridor planning goals, objectives, performance metrics and evaluation criteria for 

assessing transportation improvement projects at the corridor level. In addition, many other state, regional and local 

transportation plans include transportation system improvement goals, objectives and performance metrics, such 

as the Caltrans Smart Mobility Framework, the Regional Transportation Plan, the San Bernardino County 

Countywide Plan, Transportation and Mobility Element and the Riverside County Draft Long Range Transportation 

Plan.  

The CTC Solutions for Congested Corridors Program guidelines also state that ñthe primary objective of the 

Congested Corridors Program is to fund projects designed to reduce congestion in highly traveled and highly 

congested corridors through performance improvements that balance transportation improvements, community 

impacts, and that provide environmental benefits.ò   

Based on the CTC and Caltrans guidance, objectives of the comprehensive multimodal corridor planning process 

may include but are not necessarily limited to: 

¶ Define multimodal transportation deficiencies and opportunities for optimizing system operations. 

¶ Identify the types of projects necessary to reduce congestion, improve mobility, and optimize multimodal 

system operations along highly traveled corridors. 

¶ Identify funding needs. 

¶ Further state and Federal ambient air standards and greenhouse gas emissions reduction standards pursuant 

to the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Division 25.5, commencing with Section 38550, of the 

Health and Safety Code) and Senate Bill 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008). 

¶ Preserve the character of local communities and create opportunities for neighborhood enhancement.  

¶ Identify projects that achieve a balanced set of transportation, environmental, and community access 

improvements. 

As noted, a key element of the CMCP is to reduce congestion in highly traveled and highly congested corridors 

through performance improvements. To measure projects or groups of projects which result in performance 

improvements in the study area and sub-corridors, a set of transportation performance metrics is applied. Some of 

these are metrics can be assessed using quantitative data such as transportation model output, while others are 

qualitatively evaluated based on project type, project location and other factors. This is consistent with the CTC 

guidelines which state ñin recognition that data availability and modeling capabilities vary by agency based on 

available resources, the Commission expects agencies to address plan and project performance qualitatively and 
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quantitatively to the degree reasonable given technical and financial resources available during the planning 

process. As part of the comprehensive multimodal corridor planning process, a plan-level corridor performance 

assessment must be conducted and documented to clearly outline system performance and trends.ò The 

evaluations provided in this plan clearly document the conditions, including congestion levels, in the overall study 

area and sub-corridors.  

Per the CTC and Caltrans corridor guidelines, it is critical to create the multimodal corridor plan that closely match 

the local and regional goals and objectives for transportation planning. With that in mind, a summary of the goals 

an objectives of Riverside County and San Bernardino County from the latest transportation plans include: 

Riverside County:5 

¶ Provide a first class transportation system and supports a vibrant, dynamic and livable county; 

¶ A multimodal system that will promote sustainability, access, safety, economic opportunities, public health, 

environmental stewardship and balanced job/housing ratio; 

¶ Utilize best available technology; 

¶ Provide reliable and efficient mobility for people goods and services; 

¶ Preserve values of Riversides County's communities. 

San Bernardino County:6  

¶ Consolidate and integrate countywide transportation and land use planning to provide consistent input to the 

RTP/SCS. 

¶ Improve safety and mobility for all modes of travel. 

¶ Deliver transportation projects and services to promote economic competitiveness, affordable housing, 

environmental quality and overall sustainability. 

¶ Promote stewardship of public resources through cost effective delivery, maintenance and operations of 

projects. 

¶ Promote the planning and funding of sustainable transportation systems via collaboration with local, regional, 

state, Federal and private stakeholders. 

 

5 Draft Riverside County Long Range Transportation Plan, July 2019. 

6 San Bernardino County Countywide Plan, Transportation and Mobility Element, May 2019. 
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Based on a combination of state, regional and local plans, goals and objectives, the following key performance 

measures were discussed and chosen by the Inland Empire CMCP Project Management Team to assess the sub-

corridor improvements: 

¶ VMT Reduction. 

¶ Person Delay Reduction. 

¶ Safety Improvement. 

¶ Mode Shift. 

¶ Person Throughput. 

¶ Improve Accessibility. 

¶ Reduce GHG and Improve Air Quality. 

¶ Improve System Reliability. 

¶ Project Deliverability. 

¶ Congestion Relief. 

These performance metrics are used to assess the potential transportation system improvements in each sub-

corridor. The intent is not to rank the improvements or measure them against each other, but rather to inform the 

CMCP and SCCP process regarding how the projects address the overall goals and objectives related to state, 

regional and local plans. It is also recognized that the county-level plans and Caltrans plans have carefully 

developed short range, ten year and long range improvement plans with sets of projects that have been reviewed 

by residents, system users and elected officials. Those plans are used as a backbone for the sub-corridor 

recommendations, with additional analysis related specifically to the CMCP. 
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3.0 Corridor Characteristics 

This section provides a baseline assessment of existing travel characteristics and transportation conditions in the 

overall IE CMCP Study Area. The analysis includes key information needed to understand the flows of people and 

goods in the Study Area and the mobility deficiencies within the corridors. Transportation choices are a primary 

theme, but community characteristics and sustainability are major themes of the IE CMCP analysis as well. 

Information in this section includes commute and non-commute trip characteristics, transportation facility and 

operational characteristics (all modes), corridor demographics, existing and forecast flows of people and goods, 

safety, congestion levels, and bottlenecks.  

The Corridor Characteristics assessment presents an assessment of land use, demographics, and multimodal 

transportation conditions in the corridors and provides a baseline assessment upon which future projected 

conditions will be compared. The section includes the following key sub-sections describing the Study Area:  

¶ Socioeconomic and Land Use. 

¶ Corridor Trip Characteristics. 

¶ Safety. 

¶ Active Transportation. 

¶ Freeway and Arterials. 

¶ Transit. 

¶ Freight Network. 

¶ Future Growth and Projected Changes. 

Figure 3.1 illustrates the overall Study Area, which includes substantial portions of the urbanized Inland Empire of 

the Southern California region (excluding the Coachella Valley area), which is defined generally as the western 

portions of the counties of Riverside and San Bernardino. As mentioned elsewhere in this report, the Study Area is 

further disaggregated into ten sub-corridors for strategic planning, assessments, and project recommendations. 

However, this section of the report describes conditions throughout the overall Study Area, and the ten sub-corridors 

are discussed in detail in Chapter 5. 
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Figure 3.1 | Overall Study Area 
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3.1 Socioeconomic and Land Use Assessment 

This section presents an assessment of the socioeconomic and land use characteristics of the Study Area, to help 

understand transportation conditions and choices. This assessment examines characteristics about the population 

living and working in the corridors, including population density, employment density, income, and other 

characteristics that influence travel behavior. The assessment is based on SCAGôs 2016 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) data and data from the U.S. Census Bureauôs American 

Community Survey (ACS) 2015 5-year estimates.  

3.1.1 Socioeconomic Characteristics 

Income and Poverty Levels 

Household income is a key measurement of the Study Areaôs residentsô financial well-being, and the regionôs 

standard of living. In addition to salary or wage increases, household income grows when additional household 

members join the rank of workersðwhich often aligns with times of economic prosperity, just as it typically shrinks 

when household members retire or remove themselves from the workforce. Income also is directly related to travel 

choices. Those who can afford to own a car often choose to not ride transit. Recent studies indicate that rising 

incomes, combined with lower interest rates and longer terms for new and used cars, have made auto ownership 

more affordable in recent years. This has resulted in reduced transit ridership in the SCAG region as well as 

throughout the country. The Study Areaôs highest-income households are generally concentrated in communities 

on the western portion of the Study Area such as neighborhoods in the cities of Corona, Chino, Chino Hills, Eastvale, 

Upland, Rancho Cucamonga, and Fontana. Figure 3.2 illustrates the locations within the Study Area with income 

levels below poverty level, by percentile. The residents in these areas would be expected to be more transit 

dependent than the rest of the Study Area.  

The Study Area has low- and moderate-income households that are dispersed in various areas. As housing costs 

are rising in other parts of the Southern California region, many low- and middle-income households are relocating 

to the Study Area. Areas with relatively lower income and higher poverty rates include neighborhoods in portions of 

San Bernardino, Riverside, Hemet, Moreno Valley, Adelanto, and others. Related to transportation corridors, some 

of the lowest income areas are located at the junction of the SR-91/I-215/SR-60, along the I-215 and SR-210, SR-

74, as well as to the far northern end of the Study Area near the communities of Apple Valley, Victorville, and 

Adelanto. 
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Figure 3.2 | Household Income Below Poverty Levels 

 
Source: ACS 2018, 5-year estimates. 
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Labor Force Population 

Around 2.1 million people make up the labor force of San Bernardino and Riverside counties. The average age of 

the labor force is around 40.5 years old. Detailed distribution of labor force by age is shown in Figure 3.3. Breaking 

the workforce down by race and ethnicicty, approximatly 52 percentðthe majorityðof the labor force is Hispanic or 

Latino. The second largest racial group is non-Hispanic white. Other significant population groups are Black (7 

percent) and Asian (7 percent). 

Figure 3.3 | Labor Force Age Distribution 

 

Source: ACS 2018, 1-year estimates. 

Senior and Youth Population Density 

Neighborhoods with high senior and youth populations require different transportation solutions compared to the 

general population. The senior population typically faces greater challenges for getting around due to their fixed 

income, age, and disabilities. The population under the driving age also has more limited access to mobility due to 

cost, limited access to vehicles, and restrictions to obtaining a driverôs license. The driving age in California is 16. 

Enhancements to transit and active transportation may be some of the appropriate solutions that help seniors and 

youths get around independently to meet everyday needs.  

Senior Population 

Around 421,000 residents in the Study Area are age 65 and older, representing nearly 11 percent of the population. 

Figure 3.4 illustrates the population density of the senior population. The neighborhoods with the highest share of 

senior population are in the eastern edge of the Study Area in Banning/Beaumont and the southern section of the 
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Study Area in Menifee/Temecula. The Inland Empire, particularly in the eastern and southern portion of the Study 

Area, is an attractive location for seniors to live in Southern California where housing is more affordable. The highest 

concentration of seniors can be found in retirement communities in Beaumont and Menifee where there is a 55+ 

age minimum for residents. 

Youth Population 

Around 1,044,800 residents in the Study Area are under the age of 18, representing nearly 27 percent of the 

population. Figure 3.5 illustrates the population density of the youth population. The neighborhoods with the highest 

shares of population under 18 can be found throughout the Study Area. At the northern edge of the Study Area, 

some neighborhoods in Adelanto, Victorville, and Hesperia have neighborhoods with one in three residents under 

18. Along the I-10/SR-210 corridor, the cities of Rialto and San Bernardino have significant populations under 18. 

North of SR-91, neighborhoods in Jurupa Valley have high shares of youth residents. In the southern portion of the 

Study Area, neighborhoods in Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, and Perris have a large share of population under age 18. 
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Figure 3.4 | Senior Population Density 

 

Source: 2017 5-year ACS. 
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Figure 3.5 | Youth Population Density 

 

Source: 2017 5-year ACS. 
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Environmental Justice Measures 

Communities of Concern 

SCAG maintains a list of ñCommunities of Concernò (COC), which are Census Designated Places (CDP) that 

represent the top 33 percent of minority and low-income residents. SCAG tracks changes to the composition of 

these areas as part of their Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies (RTP/SCS) updates. 

Out of the 80 COCs in the six-county SCAG region, portions of nine COCs are within the Study Area (see Table 3.1). 

Table 3.1 | SCAG Designated Communities of Concern in Study Area 

Community of Concern 

Mead Valley Adelanto 

Perris Bloomington 

Muscovy Colton 

Montclair San Bernardino  

Rialto  

Source: SCAG 2016. 

CalEnviroScreen 

The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment (OEHHA) developed CalEnviroScreen to compare the relative pollution burden for communities across 

the state. Based on 20 pollution and socioeconomic indicators, the tool ranks each census tract based on the 

populationôs vulnerability to environmental pollution. Various statewide funding programs, including the Cap and 

Trade and Active Transportation Programs, use the CalEnviroScreen definition of ñdisadvantaged community.ò This 

definition includes the Census Tracts with the top 25 percent most disadvantaged scores in the state. Most of these 

Disadvantaged Communities are represented by the orange and red colored census tracts illustrated in Figure 3.6. 

The Study Areaôs combination of pollution burden and population characteristics give it high CalEnviroScreen 

scores in some areas, meaning there are many pollution-burdened and vulnerable communities throughout the 

Study Area. In general, many census tracts in the Study Area are more likely to have a high CalEnviroScreen score 

compared to the Southern California region as a whole, and the Study Area has comparatively higher concentrations 

of air pollutants (ozone + particulate matter) and higher poverty rates than the region as a whole. Communities of 

concern are located along the I-10 corridor, Jurupa Valley, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Perris, Corona, Temescal 

Valley, and San Jacinto Valley. There are generally no Disadvantaged Communities in the areas south of SR-74 

and south of the communities of Lake Elsinore, Perris, and Hemet. This is likely attributed to higher household 

incomes and lower poverty rates for census tracts in the southern portion of the Study Area which is more proximate 

to San Diego County. 
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Figure 3.6 | CalEnviroScreen and SCAG Communities of Concern 

 

Source: CalEPA CalEnviroScreen 3.0; SCAG 2016 RTP. 
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3.1.2 Land Use  

The Study Area covers over 1.2 million acres of land in the Inland Empire. Development in the Study Area is spread 

over two dozen jurisdictions and unincorporated areas. In the regionôs early history, development began as vacant 

land was converted to agricultural use. Farming plays a less prominent role in the Study Area today, but large 

swaths of undeveloped, vacant, open space/recreation, and agriculture lands still exist between urbanized areas 

as presented in Figure 3.7 and Table 3.2. These types of land represent over half (53 percent) of the Study Area. 

Agriculture land is primarily located in the Temecula Valley, Menifee Valley, Perris Valley, and San Jacinto Valley 

in the southern portion of the Study Area, as well as in Chino and southern Ontario in the western portion of the 

Study Area. 
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Figure 3.7 | Study Area Land Use 

 

Source: SCAG 2012 Land Use. 
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Table 3.2 | Land Use Type by Share of Study Area 

Land Use Type Acreage Percent of Study Area 

Vacant 367,000 30.3% 

Single-Family Residential 208,573 17.2% 

Open Space/Recreation 175,702 14.5% 

Agriculture 93,439 7.7% 

Other/Mixed Residential 86,558 7.1% 

Unknown 66,448 5.5% 

Industrial 49,630 4.1% 

Transportation, Communication, and Utilities 44,411 3.7% 

Commercial 22,436 1.9% 

Water 17,860 1.5% 

Facilities 16,155 1.3% 

Education 15,546 1.3% 

Multifamily Residential 15,467 1.3% 

Undevelopable or Protected Land 9,977 0.8% 

Military 8,110 0.7% 

Under Construction 6,233 0.5% 

Office 5,052 0.4% 

Mixed Commercial/Industrial 2,395 0.2% 

Specific Plan 418 0.0% 

Mixed Residential/Commercial 176 0.0% 

Grand Total 1,211,587 100.0% 

Source: SCAG 2012 Land Use. 

The region also has a long history of industrial and commercial land use. During World War II, military installationsð

such as March Air Reserve Base, which is still active todayðbrought manufacturing and steel production to the 

region. While the manufacturing industry has declined in the Inland Empire, it has been superseded by a booming 

logistics industry which is characterized by enormous warehouse and distribution facilities. So much so that Amazon 

Air currently operates six flights a day out of the March Air Base, in addition to Ontario International Airport. 

Warehouse and distribution centers have large footprints and require big parcels of land with access to 

transportation facilities. Abundant and more affordable land adjacent to a strong regional transportation system has 

made the Inland Empire a particularly attractive location for companies to position their distribution facilities.  

Today, industrial and commercial land use represents 6 percent of the land in the Study Area. The greatest 

concentration of industrial and commercial land use is along the I-10 and I-15 corridors stretching from Ontario to 

San Bernardino. This land is proximate to trucking corridors that transport goods from the ports of Los Angeles and 

Long Beach to the rest of the country and Ontario International and San Bernardino International airports, both of 

which are major cargo hubs. The southern edge of Moreno Valley and northern edge of Perris along the I-215 has 

another concentration of industrial land use for warehousing. The cities of Corona (along the SR-91), Murrieta (near 

I-15), and Temecula (near I-15) also have industrial and commercial centers. 

Of the remaining land in the Study Area, the vast majority is single-family residential land use representing 17 

percent of the Study Area. Rising home and land prices in neighboring coastal zones have brought housing booms 
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to the region. Developers have converted large vacant or agriculture lands into new single-family residential 

subdivisions attracting homeowners seeking more affordable housing. Concentrations of single-family subdivisions 

can be found from the Victor Valley area in the most northern edge of the Study Area, through the SR-210/Foothill 

Boulevard (SR-66) corridor between Upland and Highland, in Chino and Chino Hills at the western edge of the 

Study Area, Jurupa Valley, along SR-91 corridor, Moreno Valley, Redlands, and Murrieta/Temecula in the south 

portions of the Study Area. 

The Temecula Valley area in the southern most region of the Study Area is an international resort destination with 

nearly 3 million visitors each year.7 Major destinations in Temecula Valley include Wine Country, the Historic Old 

Town Temecula, and Pechanga Resort & Casino. 

Employment Density 

1.2 million workers are employed in the Study Area, representing over 80 percent of the total jobs in San Bernardino 

and Riverside counties. The industries with the most jobs include: health care and social assistance, retail trade, 

accommodations, food services, educational services, and transportation and warehousing. Since the end of the 

Great Recession, the Inland Empire has had one of the fastest growing economies of large metro areas in the 

country, with job growth in San Bernardino and Riverside counties outpacing the growth statewide. Job growth in 

the Study Area has been fueled by new transportation and warehousing, construction, health care, accommodation, 

and food services jobs. Between 2010 and 2019, transportation and warehousing industry added 74,600 jobs (115% 

growth), construction industry added 43,000 jobs (73% growth), health care and social assistance indutry added 

79,900 jobs (55% growth), and accommdation/food service industry added 47,100 jobs (45% growth) in 

Sanbernardino and Riverside counties. 

Existing jobs are dispersed throughout the urbanized areas of the Study Area and, unlike most metropolitan areas, 

there are no typical dense urban job core areas, as only a handful of census tracts have employment density of 

greater than 5,000 jobs per square mile as shown in Figure 3.8. The areas with relatively dense concentrations of 

jobs can be found in the cities of Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ontario, primarily along the I-10, SR-60 and SR-

91 corridors. 

 

7 https://www.visittemeculavalley.com/about/. 
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Figure 3.8 | Employment Density 

  

Source: SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS. 
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Population Density  

The areas with the greatest population density generally fall along the SR-210/I-10 and SR-91 corridors in a number 

of cities, with population density greater than 5,000 persons per square mile, as shown in Figure 3.9. Some 

additional concentrations of higher population density also occur in the southern area along I-15 in Murrieta and 

Temecula, as well as in the Hemet/San Jacinto areas. Note that areas of higher population density also generally 

correlate with areas of higher employment density, with the exception of the southern portion of the Study Area 

which has higher population density but fewer jobs.  
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Figure 3.9 | Population Density 

 

Source: SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS. 
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Population to Employment Ratio  

Recent job growth in the region has helped move the needle in reducing the population to employment ratio 

imbalance in the Study Area. Overall, there are 3.1 persons per job in the Study Area which is high compared to 

the SCAG regionôs 2.3 persons per job. The population to employment ratios are lowest along the I-10 corridor and 

SR-91 corridors, ranging from 2.4 to 3.1 person per job as shown in Figure 3.10. The Jurupa Valley, SR-74 corridor, 

and Victor Valley areas have the highest population to employment ratios where there are fewer jobs. This means 

many residents in these areas must commute long distances to other areas inside or outside the Study Area for 

work. 
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Figure 3.10 | Population-Employment Ratio 

 

Source: SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS. 

3.2 Corridor Trip Characteristics 

This section identifies trip origins and destinations and other trip characteristics in the Study Area to convey an 

understanding of the nature of travel activities that may be directly addressed by complementarily transportation 

improvements. The analysis of the origins and destinations of travelers is primarily based on SCAGôs regional travel 

demand model data, as well as American Community Survey census data. 
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3.2.1 Trip Characteristics 

There are over nine million daily auto trips made by residents and employees in the Study Area. These trips 

represent most of the travel in the Study Area as it is heavily auto-centric with 92 percent of commute activities 

occurring by car. Daily auto trips were examined to gain insight into the daily activity patterns of travelers in the 

region. As illustrated in Table 3.3, about eight out of 10 of those trips are internal-internal trips, meaning they start 

and end within the Study Area. Internal-internal trips include commute travel for workers who live and work in the 

Study Area, as well as local trips for daily activities such as grocery shopping, school drop-off/ pick-up, and leisure 

which are often proximate to home.  

The remaining trips travel to or originate from outside of the Study Area (internal-external or external-internal trips). 

Around one million trips are made between the Study Area and Los Angeles County every day, representing around 

six percent of all trips. Around 400,000 daily trips are made between the Study Area and Orange County as well as 

150,000 daily trips between the Study Area and San Diego County. 

Table 3.3 | 2016 Daily Trips by Type 

Trip Type Number of Trips Percentage 

InternalðInternal Trips 7,299,000 81% 

InternalðExternal and ExternalðInternal Trips 1,713,000 19% 

Study AreaðLos Angeles County Trips 997,000 11% 

Study AreaðSan Bernardino County Trips 55,000 1% 

Study AreaðOrange County Trips 448,000 5% 

Study AreaðRiverside/Imperial County Trips 84,000 1% 

Study AreaðSan Diego Trips 129,000 1% 

Total Trips 9,012,000 100% 

Source: SCAG Model 2016. 

Figure 3.11 shows both internal and external trips. As shown, the following trip patterns are observed for the external 

trips (19 percent of all trips): 

¶ Eleven percent of the trips or about 1 million daily trips (equaling almost two thirds of the external trips) are 

to/from the Los Angeles County area to the west. 

¶ Five Percent of the trips or about 400,000 daily trips (equaling about a quarter of the external trips) are to/from 

Orange County to the southwest. 

¶ Approximately 1 percent of the trips are to/from areas to the south, east and north. 
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Figure 3.11 | Existing Daily Auto Trips in and to/from Study Area 

  

Source: SCAG Model, 2016. 

The study area is divided into areas called Regional Statstical Areas (RSAs) as defined by SCAG. RSAs are based 

on census blocks and provide a common ground for transportation analysis. Table 3.4 lists the RSA by Study Area 

cities. The daily distribution of trips at the level of the RSA is illustrated in Figure 3.12. As shown, for trips within the 

Study Area, many of the internal-external trips originate from places in the Study Area along the I-10 and SR-91 

corridors. In those corridors, there is approximately a 50-50 split for trips that stay within their RSA and those that 

go elsewhere. In the Victor Valley, Temecula Valley/Lake Elsinore, and Hemet RSAs, more trips stay within their 

RSA. Conversely, in the Jurupa Valley, Perris/Moreno Valley, and Banning RSAs, more trips leave than stay within 
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their RSA. Areas which have a higher share of trips that leave the RSA likely have residents that must commute 

longer distances for work. 

Table 3.4 | Regional Statistical Area by Cities 

RSA City 

28 Chino 

28 Chino Hills 

28 Fontana 

28 Montclair 

28 Ontario 

28 Rancho Cucamonga 

28 Upland 

29 Colton 

29 Grand Terrace 

29 Highland 

29 Loma Linda 

29 Redlands 

29 Rialto 

29 San Bernardino 

29 Yucaipa 

45 Eastvale 

45 Jurupa Valley 

46 Corona 

46 Norco 

46 Riverside 

47 Canyon Lake 

47 Menifee 

47 Moreno Valley 

47 Perris 

48 Hemet 

48 San Jacinto 

49 Lake Elsinore 

49 Murrieta 

49 Temecula 

49 Wildomar 

50 Banning 

50 Beaumont 

50 Calimesa 

The largest RSA-to-RSA flow of trips is between the Ontario and San Bernardino areas. The second largest RSA-

to-RSA flows are between the Ontario and Riverside/Corona areas and the San Bernardino and Riverside/Corona 

areas. There are also a sizable number of trips from Perris/Moreno Valley to the Murrieta/Temecula areas and the 

Riverside/Corona areas. 
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Figure 3.12 | Trip Patterns by Regional Statistical Area 

  

Source: SCAG Model, 2016. 

3.2.2 Journey-to-Work 

Table 3.5 shows the county-to-county commuting flows and indicate that a fair number of residents in the Study 

Area work in neighboring counties. 17 percent of workers living in San Bernardino County and 6 percent of workers 

living in Riverside County commute to jobs in Los Angeles County. Eight percent of workers who live in Riverside 
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County commute to Orange County and four percent of workers who live in San Bernardino County commute to 

Orange County. Five percent of workers who live in Riverside County and 0.3 percent of workers who live in 

San Bernardino County commute to jobs in San Diego. Housing costs in the coastal counties continue to rise and 

many workers in adjacent counties either choose or are forced to live in the Study Area where housing is more 

affordable. 

Table 3.5 | County-to-County Commuting Flows  

County of Residence Place of Employment Percentage of Workers 

Riverside County Riverside County 69% 

San Bernardino County 11% 

Orange County 8% 

Los Angeles County 6% 

San Diego County 5% 

Other 1% 

San Bernardino County San Bernardino County 70% 

Los Angeles County 16% 

Riverside County 8% 

Orange County 4% 

San Diego County 0.3% 

Other 1% 

Source: ACS 2012-2016 via CTPP (Census Transportation Planning Products) County to County Flows. 
Note: This data includes all Riverside County (including outside of the Study Area). 

Journey to work mode share is shown in Figure 3.13. Overall, 92 percent of commute trips in the Study Area are 

completed by car. High auto use is often found in suburban and rural areas with lower-density land use patterns 

such as the Inland Empire. Transit accounts for just one percent of commutes, while 5 percent of residents work at 

home. 

Notably, when examining the group that commutes by car, there is a sizeable portion of commuters that carpool. In 

the Study Area, 78 percent of workers drive alone and 14 percent carpool. The share of commuters that carpool is 

higher in the Study Area as compared to California as a whole (14 percent in the Study Area compared to 10 percent 

in California). Carpooling is particularly popular in Hemet/Perris/Moreno Valley areas where 16-17 percent of 

residents in the Study Area carpool to work. 

Work at home is the third most popular option in the Study Area after drive alone and carpool as presented in 

Table 3.6. Five percent of workers in the Study Area work at home. It is particularly popular in the Murrieta/Temecula 

area where six percent of workers work from home. 
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Figure 3.13 | Study Area Journey-to-Work Mode Share for Study Area 

 

Source: ACS 2017, 5-year estimates. 

Table 3.6 | Journey-to-Work Model Share by RSA (ACS) 

RSA 
Drive 
Alone Carpool Transit 

Non-
Motorized 

Work at 
Home 

28ðChino, Chino Hills, Fontana, Montclair, Ontario, 
Rancho Cucamonga, Upland 

79% 13% 2% 1% 5% 

29ðColton, Grand Terrace, Highland, Loma Linda, 
Redlands, Rialto, San Bernardino, Yucipa 

78% 14% 2% 2% 4% 

45ðEastvale, Jurupa Valley 77% 14% 2% 0% 6% 

46ðCorona, Norco, Riverside 76% 15% 2% 3% 5% 

47ðCanyon Lake, Menifee, Moreno Valley, Perris 78% 16% 1% 1% 4% 

48ðHemet, San Jacinto 75% 17% 1% 3% 4% 

49ðLake Elsinore, Murrieta, Temecula, Wildomar 78% 14% 0% 1% 6% 

50ðBanning, Beaumont, Calimesa 80% 11% 1% 2% 4% 

All 78% 14% 1% 2% 5% 

Source: ACS 2017, 5-year estimates. 

Except for individuals who work at home, nearly 95 percent of workers in the Study Area must find a way to travel 

to their jobs each workday. Their choice of transportation mode, departure time, trip origin, and destination all play 

key roles in determining door-to-door travel time. The collective result of these daily decisions is reflected in the 

commute times for the Study Area as presented in Figure 3.14 and Table 3.7. Nine percent of workers in the Study 

Area commute less than 10 minutes while nearly half (46 percent) of all workersô commute are between 10 to 30 

minutes.. Thirty-two percent have a 30 to 60 minute commute and 13 percent commute over one hour. 

Drove Alone, 78%

Carpool, 14%

Transit, 1%

Non-Motorized, 2% Work At Home, 5%
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Commuting time varies based on place of residence, place of employment, and mode of travel. Typically, in metro 

areas, commute time distribution skews toward shorter commutes. In the Study Area, however, only RSA 29 

(Colton, Grand Terrace, Highland, Loma Linda, Redlands, Rialto, San Bernardino, Yucaipa) for the San Bernardino 

area has commute time distribution that is skewed toward shorter commutes. The other RSAs have commute times 

which skew toward long commutes (over 30 minutes). When it comes to long commutes, RSA 45 (Jurupa Valley) 

stands out for having particularly long commutes with the plurality of commuters traveling over 30 minutes to work 

and about 25 percent commuting over one hour. Jurupa Valley is primarily a bedroom community with many 

residents having to travel outside of the RSA for work. In addition to long distances, congestion on highways in the 

Study Area also lengthens door-to-door commute times. 

Figure 3.14 | Journey-to-Work Travel Time Distribution by RSA 

 

Source: ACS 2017, 5-year estimates. 

Table 3.7 | Journey-to-Work Travel Time Distribution 

RSA 
<10 

mins 
10 to 30 

mins 
30-60 
mins 

>60 
mins 

28ðChino, Chino Hills, Fontana, Montclair, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, Upland 8% 47% 33% 12% 

29ðColton, Grand Terrace, Highland, Loma Linda, Redlands, Rialto, San 
Bernardino, Yucipa 

10% 55% 27% 7% 

45ðEastvale, Jurupa Valley 4% 31% 43% 22% 

46ðCorona, Norco, Riverside 9% 45% 33% 13% 

47ðCanyon Lake, Menifee, Moreno Valley, Perris 6% 42% 37% 15% 

48ðHemet, San Jacinto 14% 39% 32% 14% 

49ðLake Elsinore, Murrieta, Temecula, Wildomar 10% 42% 28% 20% 

50ðBanning, Beaumont, Calimesa 14% 42% 35% 9% 

Average 9% 46% 32% 13% 

Source: ACS 2017, 5-year estimates. 



 

3-27 

3.2.3 Rideshare 

Rideshare programs provide the flexibility to improve the overall commuting experience and provide a broad range 

of benefits by helping to match commuters with similar origins and destinations. These programs encourage 

commuters to carpool, vanpool, use public transit, cycle, or walk to work by working directly with large and small 

employers to provide support to commuters that are candidates for using alternative forms of transportation.  

RCTC and SBCTA provide rideshare program assistance in the Study Area through the IE Commuter program. The 

IE Commuter Program assists San Bernardino and Riverside County employers of all sizes with their rideshare 

programs. IE Commuter also assists employers with development and maintenance of rideshare programs by 

providing information and support services free of charge to San Bernardino and Riverside County employers. 

Based on SCAG model data shown in the prior section, the share of work trips made by carpools is 14 percent. 

However, the ability to effectively carpool is reduced due to the degradation in speeds and operating conditions 

throughout much of the freeway system both in general purpose lanes and HOV lanes. An HOV lane is considered 

degraded if the average traffic speed during the morning or evening weekday peak commute hour is less than 45 

miles per hour for more than 10 percent of the time over a consecutive 180-day period. 

Based on the ñ2017 California High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane Degradation Report,ò HOV lane degradation in 

Caltrans District 8 increased from 93 lane-miles to 110 lane-miles between the first and second halves of 2016, 

respectively. Significant portions of SR-210, I-10, and SR-91 HOV lanes are considered degraded. Only I-215 HOV 

lanes between SR-60 and SR-210, and SR-91 HOV lanes between I-15 and I-215 are operating well. In reviewing 

the degradation trend from 2010 to 2016, several locations experienced notable changes in degradation. Most 

notably, eastbound SR-210 in San Bernardino County (from postmile 0.000 to postmile 4.933) experienced an 

increase in degradation from slightly degraded to extremely degraded between 2012 and 2013. The changes may 

be attributable to changes in traffic patterns and increased traffic demand from Los Angeles and the Inland Empire, 

as well as higher automobile usage overall. 

3.3 Safety 

This section presents a generalized assessment of transportation system safety for the Study Area. This 

assessment examines recent trends in collisions involving vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians, and trucks; highlights 

key statistics; identifies areas of high collision frequency; and highlights areas for improvement throughout the 

corridor.  

This assessment utilizes data from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), obtained from 

Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), and the Caltrans Performance Measurement System (PeMS). 
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3.3.1 Freeway Safety Assessment  

Collision Rates on Freeways and Ramps 

Figure 3.15 compares Study Area freeway collision rates to those of other freeways, the Riverside County average, 

San Bernardino County average, and the Caltrans District 8 average. Data is taken from January 1, 2018 to 

December 31, 2018 from PeMS. The PeMS system receives incident information from the Traffic Accident and 

Surveillance Analysis System (TASAS) (i.e., number of collisions and types of collisions) and California Highway 

Patrol (i.e., incident data from its computer-aided dispatch system).  

The average for Riverside County freeway collisions is 2.5 collisions per million VMT, while the average for San 

Bernardino County is 2.14 collisions per million VMT. Freeways in Caltrans District 8 (Riverside and San Bernardino 

counties combined) have an average of 2.32 collisions per million VMT. As shown, the highest collision rates by 

facility occur on SR-91 eastbound, SR-91 westbound, I-215 southbound, and I-10 eastbound, which all have 

collision rates greater than 4.0 per million VMT.  

Figure 3.15 | Freeway Collisions per Million VMT, 2018 

  

Source: Caltrans PeMS. 

Collision Breakdown by Severity and Mode 

Freeway Collisions Involving All Modes 

Figure 3.16 shows freeway collisions by severity type: Fatal, Severe, Other Visible Injury, and Minor Injury. In the 

three-year period between January 1, 2016 and December 31, 2018, there were 17,048 collisions along the Study 

Area freeway mainline or ramps that resulted in injury. Of these collisions, approximately 2 percent (309 fatal 

collisions) resulted in fatalities, 6 percent in severe injuries, 27 percent in other visible injuries, and 65 percent in 
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minor injuries. While fatal collisions remained relatively consistent from year to year, the number of severe injuries 

has steadily increased. By 2018, severe injury collisions had risen over 50 percent compared to 2016. 

Figure 3.16 | Study Area Freeway Collisions by Severity, 2016ï2018 

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

Collisions Involving Bicyclists 

Figure 3.17 shows the severity type of freeway collisions involving bicycles. In the three-year period between 2016 

and 2018, there were 54 reported collisions along the Study Area freeway mainline or ramps involving bicyclists 

that resulted in injury. Of these collisions, three resulted in fatalities, five in severe injuries, 22 in other visible injuries, 

and 27 in minor injuries. Collisions involving bicyclists make up 0.3 percent of all collisions along the Study Area 

freeways, and 1 percent of fatal collisions along the Study Area freeways. 



 

3-30 

Figure 3.17 | Study Area Freeway Collisions Involving Bicycles by Severity, 2016ï2018 

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

Collisions Involving Pedestrians 

Figure 3.18 shows the severity type of freeway collisions involving pedestrians. In the three-year period between 

2016 and 2018, there were 248 collisions along the Study Area freeway mainline or ramps involving pedestrians 

that resulted in injury. Of the injury collisions, approximately 27 percent resulted in fatalities, 24 percent in severe 

injuries, 31 percent in other visible injuries, and 18 percent in minor injuries. Over the three-year period there were 

68 fatal collisions. Fatal collisions involving pedestrians have been on the rise since 2016 and, not surprisingly, 

represent a disproportionally large percentage of injury collisions. Collisions involving bicyclists make up 1.5 percent 

of all collisions along the Study Area freeways, and 22 percent of fatal collisions along the Study Area freeways. 
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Figure 3.18 | Study Area Freeway Collisions Involving Pedestrians by Severity, 2016ï
2018  

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

Collisions Involving Trucks 

Figure 3.19 shows the severity type of freeway collisions involving trucks. In the three-year period between 2016 

and 2018, there were 1,599 collisions along the Study Area freeway mainline or ramps involving trucks that resulted 

in injury. Of the injury collisions, approximately 4 percent resulted in fatalities, 8 percent in severe injuries, 29 percent 

in other visible injuries, and 59 percent in minor injuries. Over the three-year period there were 60 fatal collisions. 

Collisions involving trucks make up 9.4 percent of all collisions along the Study Area freeways, and 19 percent of 

fatal collisions along the Study Area freeways. 
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Figure 3.19 | Study Area Freeway Collisions Involving Trucks by Severity, 2016ï2018 

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

Factors Influencing Safety on Study Area Freeways 

The TIMS database categorizes each injury collision by its Primary Collision Factor (PCF). It should be noted that 

the PCF is a subjective determination and there are often multiple factors that may lead to a collision. Based on 

these designations, the most common factors causing injury collisions along the Study Area freeways mainline or 

ramps are Unsafe Speed (55 percent), Improper Turning (18 percent), Unsafe Lane Change (10 percent), and 

Driving or Bicycling under the influence (9 percent). Figure 3.20 displays the freeway collision factors.  
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Figure 3.20 | Primary Collision Factors for Freeway Collisions in the Study Area 

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

3.3.2 Arterial Safety Assessment 

Collision Breakdown by Severity and Mode on Arterial Roadways 

Collisions Involving All Modes 

Figure 3.21 shows the severity type of arterial collisions involving all modes. In the three-year period between 2016 

and 2018, there were 15,684 collisions on arterials in the Study Area which resulted in injury. Of these collisions, 

approximately 2 percent resulted in fatalities, 6 percent in severe injuries, 28 percent in other visible injuries, and 

63 percent in minor injuries. Over the three-year period there were 386 fatal collisions that resulted in deaths. 

Overall, total injury collisions increased each year between 2016 and 2018, with other visible injuries and minor 

injuries showing a steady upward trend.  
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Figure 3.21 | Arterial Collisions by Severity, 2016ï2018 

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

Collisions Involving Bicyclists 

Figure 3.22 shows the severity type of arterial collisions involving bicyclists. In the three-year period between 2016 

and 2018 on arterials in the Study Area, there were 774 collisions involving bicyclists that resulted in injury. Of the 

injury collisions, approximately 2 percent resulted in fatalities, 9 percent in severe injuries, 47 percent in other visible 

injuries, and 43 percent in minor injuries. Collisions involving bicyclists make up 4.9 percent of all collisions along 

the Study Area arterials, and 4 percent of fatal collisions along the Study Area arterials. Over the three-year period, 

the number of collisions involving bicyclists increased steadily.  
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Figure 3.22 | Arterial Collisions Involving Bicyclists by Severity, 2016ï2018 

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

Collisions Involving Pedestrians 

Figure 3.23 shows the severity type of arterial collisions involving pedestrians. In the three-year period between 

2016 and 2018, there were 1,128 collisions involving pedestrians that resulted in injury. Of the injury collisions, 

around 11 percent resulted in fatalities, 15 percent in severe injuries, 38 percent in other visible injuries, and 36 

percent in minor injuries. Collisions involving pedestrians make up 7.2 percent of all collisions along the Study Area 

arterials and 31 percent of fatal collisions. 
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Figure 3.23 | Arterial Collisions Involving Pedestrians by Severity, 2012ï2016 

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

Collisions Involving Trucks 

Figure 3.24 shows the severity type of arterial collisions involving trucks. In the three-year period between 2016 

and 2018, there were 463 collisions involving trucks that resulted in injury. Of the injury collisions, around 3 percent 

resulted in fatalities, 8 percent in severe injuries, 27 percent in other visible injuries, and 62 percent in minor injuries. 

Collisions involving trucks make up 3 percent of all collisions along the Study Area arterials and 4 percent of fatal 

collisions. 
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Figure 3.24 | Arterial Collisions Involving Trucks by Severity, Total 2016ï2018 

  

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

Factors Influencing Safety on Study Area Arterials 

The TIMS database categorizes each injury collision by its PCF. It should be noted that the PCF is a subjective 

determination and there are often multiple factors that may lead to a collision. Based on these designations, the 

most common factors causing injury collisions along the Study Area arterials are Unsafe Speed (25 percent), 

Automobile Right-of-Way (20 percent), Improper Turning (16 percent), Traffic Signals and Signs (13 percent), and 

Driving or Bicycling under the influence (8 percent). Figure 3.25 displays the arterial collision factors. 
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Figure 3.25 | Primary Collision Factors for Arterial Collisions 

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 

3.3.3 High Frequency Collision Locations 

Collisions involving bicyclists and pedestrians are spread throughout the Study Area, however, the highest density 

of collisions in the Study Area generally occur in certain neighborhoods of cities of Riverside, Colton, Rialto, San 

Bernardino, Moreno Valley, Hemet, and San Jacinto (See Figure 3.26). 

The highest concentration of truck collisions occurs along SR-60 and I-10 near I-15 and I-215 freeway interchanges 

(See Figure 3.27). Other high concentration areas for truck collisions are I-15 near Cajon Pass and I-215 near City 

of San Bernardino. (see Figure 3.27) 
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Figure 3.26 | Location of Bicycle and Pedestrian Collisions, 2016ï2018 

 

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 
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Figure 3.27 | Location of Truck Collisions, 2016ï2018 

  

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 2019. 
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3.4 Active Transportation 

3.4.1 Active Transportation  

Active transportation generally refers to bicycle and pedestrian transportation but also can include other wheeled 

devices such as scooters, wheelchairs, and skateboards. Active transportation is an important mode of 

transportation for short trips as well as connecting to other modes, most notably transit, providing first-mile/last-mile 

connections. Additionally, bicycle and pedestrian accommodation is often central to complete streets discussions 

due to the vulnerability of those modes. This section outlines the availability of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and 

data on active transportation trips in the Study Area.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Figure 3.28 illustrates the bicycle routes in the Study Area. In San Bernardino County, the bike plan is part of the 

Countyôs active transportation network. As of 2011, there were 468 miles of bicycle lanes and trails with an additional 

1,282 future miles planned in the overall program (2013 SBCTA Active Transportation Vision Update). 

In Riverside County, most jurisdictions have established bikeway and/or trails plans. Due to the rural nature of parts 

of the County, there are many multi-use trails in addition to an assortment of Class I, Class II, and Class III bike 

lanes. WRCOGôs Western Riverside Active Transportation  Plan is a ñnetwork of 24 distinct regional routes spanning 

more than 440 milesò (WRCOG Active Transportation Plan, 2018). The plan includes 24 Class I/II/III regional routes 

that connect local jurisdictions and provide access to transit stations/centers. 
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Figure 3.28 | Bicycle Facilities in the Study Area 

 

Source: 2013 SBCTA Active Transportation Vision Update; WRCOG Active Transportation Plan, 2018. 
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3.5 Transit 

The transit assessment examines the public transportation network in the Study Area, including Metrolink commuter 

trains and regional bus systems. This assessment includes an evaluation of the ridership, and coverage of public 

transportation in the Study Area. 

3.5.1 Metrolink 

The Southern California Regional Rail Authority operates the regionôs commuter rail service, Metrolink, which serves 

the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Ventura. There are 17 Metrolink stations in 

the Study Area: Corona-North Main, Corona-West, Fontana, Jurupa Valley-Pedley, Montclair, Moreno Valley/March 

Field, Ontario-East, Perris-South, Perris-Downtown, Rancho Cucamonga, Rialto, Riverside-Downtown, Riverside-

Hunter Park/UCR, Riverside-La Sierra, San Bernardino, San Bernardino Downtown, and Upland. 

The Study Area is served with four Metrolink lines: Inland Empire-ðOrange County, Riverside, San Bernardino, 

and 91/Perris Valley. The San Bernardino line, serving San Bernardino to LA Union Station, has the highest daily 

riders of any line in the Metrolink system as shown in Table 3.8. Figure 3.29 illustrates the Metrolink Lines and 

stations in the Study Area.  

Table 3.8 | Metrolink Daily Ridership (2018ï19) 

Line Weekday Saturday Sunday Stations 

Antelope Valley Line 5,729 2,282 1,818 12 

Inland EmpireðOrange County Line 4,501 542 373 15 

Orange County Line 8,699 2,331 1,794 15 

Riverside Line  4,251 n/a n/a 7 

San Bernardino Line 9,736 3,794 2,332 14 

Ventura County Line 3,639 n/a n/a 12 

91/Perris Valley Line 2,934 799 548 13 

Source: Metrolink Q3 ô18-19 Fact Sheet. 
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Figure 3.29 | Metrolink Service in Study Area 

  

Source: Metrolink 




































































































































































































































































































































































































