











Evaluation of Projects and Improvement Scenarios

The section below describes the process of evaluating each project included in the I1-105 CSS. The evaluation followed a four-step process thatincluded: 1) Project

Categorization, 2) Qualitative Performance Evaluation, 3) Quantitative Performance Evaluation, and 4) Organization. These steps are displayed visually in Figure

3.13 and described in detail below.




Step One: Project Categorization

In this step of the process, each project was categorized by type and subtype (See Table 3.2). For instance, a striped bicycle lane project would receive t project
type “Active Transportation” and the subtype “Bikeway — Class 2. Then, each project was assigned to three scenarios for evaluation based on the implementa-

tion timeline. These scenarios include:
Near term—Less than b years
Mid-term—Between 5—15 years

Long-term—NMore than 15 years

Implementation timelines were selected based on ease of implementation, relative project need, and the scope and cost of the project. Most of the projects were

considered feasible for implementation in the near-term while a few project types are more complex and require more advanced study, environmental review and

design, such as rail transit projects. Just a handful of projects were designated the long-term scenario.




Type

Active Transportation

Arterial

Goods Movement

Highway

Transit

Bikeshare

Bikeway—Class 2
Bikeway—~Class 3 or Unspecified
Education and Promotion
Beautification/Open Space
Pedestrian Improvements
First/Last Mile

Bikeway—~Class 1 or 4
Bike/Ped Bridges
Complete Streets
New Sidewalk/Trail

Capacity Enhancement (arterial)
Intersection Improvement

State of Good Repair

ITS/Operational Improvements (arterial)

Arterial Corridor Improvement

Bridge and Grade Separation

Goods Movement, Logistics & Technology
Grade Separation and Crossing Projects
ITS/Operational Improvements (highway)

Auxiliary Lane

HOV/HOT/Express Lanes
Integrated Corridor Management
Interchange Enhancement

Ramp Improvements

Soundwalls

Major Capacity Enhancement (highway)

Bus Replacement/Transit Maintenance/Transit Operations

New Bus

Metrolink Commuter Rail Program Enhancements

New BRT

Subtype Near/Mid/Long

Near

Mid

Near

Mid
Mid
Long
Near

Mid

Long

Near

Mid

Transit Centers/Park and Ride/Bus stations/Bus stops

New Rail

Long



Step Two: Qualitative Performance Evaluation

The first phase of performance evaluation was qualitative. In this phase, projects were evaluated based on how well they met the objectives of the 1-105 CSS.
Each subtype was assigned to a high, medium, or low tier based on how well it met each objective in the performance evaluation framework (Figure 3.1). For
example, a capacity enhancement arterial project scores in the medium or high tier for a number of mobility and connectivity objectives, such as total person
throughput, travel time by mode, and vehicle and truck hours of delay. Conversely, for the Safety, State of Good Repair, and Sustainability and Quality of Life goals,

capacity enhancing arterial projects score in the lowest tier. The detailed scoring methodology can be found in Appendix A.

Step Three: Quantitative Performance Evaluation

The second phase of project evaluation examined the specific conditions in the I-105 study area. Projects were evaluated to determine if they address specific
deficiencies identified earlier in the project. Arterial, active transportation, and transit projects received the secondary evaluation. For instance, active trans-
portation projects are expected to provide additional benefit relative to other similar projects if they: are in an area with higher population density; are in close
proximity to transit, schools, hospitals, and commercial land uses; address a gap in the bike network; or are located in an area with significant bicycle and pedes-
trian collisions. Transit projects score higher for similar criteria: they serve high population density areas, are located in commercial and employment centers, are
located in disadvantaged communities, and provide access to parks. Arterial projects on high volume, more highly congested, and major east-west arterials are

expected to provide more corridor benefits than projects not on routes with those conditions. The detailed scoring methodology can be found in Appendix A.

Step Four: Organization

The combination of the two evaluation phases, Steps three and four, resulted in a composite score for each project across the performance objectives. The aggre-
gate score for each project was compared to the scores of similar projects (e.g. arterial projects, transit projects, etc.) in order to determine its low, medium, or

high performance classification tier. Each project was then organized by its performance classification and its implementation scenario (near, mid, long). The

results of this analysis is summarized in Section 4.0 below.







4.0 1-105 CSS Improvement
Scenarios

The results of the project evaluation, organized by implementation timeframe (the basis of each “sce-
nario”), are summarized below. Performance evaluation tiers are groupings of similar projects (arterials
vs transit) into the highest performing, the middle tier, and the lower performing grouping of projects.”
To “Performance evaluation tiers are the highest performing, the middle tier, and the lower performing
projects of similar types (arterials vs transit). It should be noted that the categorization of projects as
near-term, mid-term, and long-term is not intended to be used to prioritize funding and implementation.
Instead, the project listis intended to assist decision makers in understanding the relative benefits and
challenges associated with types of projects. Ultimately, project implementation will be decided by the

project sponsor(s) and jurisdiction(s) the project is located in.

Improvement Scenario Results

As shown in Figure 4.1, more than half of the projects are near-term, about a quarter are mid-term, and a
small number are defined as long-term projects. In the near and mid-term categories, the majority of projects
fall in the middle performance evaluation tier, but nearly a quarter of projects that are near or midterm are the
highest performers, meaning they are considered likely to better enhance the sustainability of the corridor.
These highest tier projects include bikeways and trails, complete streets, first/last mile improvements, bridge
and grade separation, new bus rapid transit (BRT), transit centers,
UItimater, proiect imple- arterial ITS and operational improvements, and new rail projects.
Some of these will take much longer to implement, such as new rail,

mentation will be decided
despite its many benefits. Other projects, such as implementing new

hy the proleCt sponsors Class Il hikeways, could be implemented in less time and would thus

and jurisdictions the proj- make an impact in the corridor in the near-term by closing critical

gaps and improving non-motorized transportation options in the I-105

ects are located in.
study area.




Near-Term Mid-Term Long-Term

.Top Tier

B Bottom Tier Middle Tier

Figure 4.1 Projects by Implementation Timeframe and Performance Evaluation Tier

Near-Term Projects Scenario

» Near-term projectimprovements include the greatest variety of project types. As shown in Table 4.1, the majority of active transportation and arterial
improvements lie within the near-term timeframe. This is explained by the relative ease with which many active transportation projects are implemented
and the shorter timelines needed for arterial intersection improvements and ITS operational projects, as opposed to major capital projects, which require
right-of-way and environmental review. There are 51 near-term projects that fall in the top tier. Amongst near term projects, only active transportation proj-

ects and arterial projects are classified in the highest performing tier. There are many more lower and medium tier projects that can be completed relatively

quickly, with 165 medium tier projects and 73 low tier projects.




Evaluation Tier

Project Type Project Subtype Bottom Middle Top Total
First/Last Mile 3
Beautification/Open Space 1
X 70
Active T Hati Bikeshare
ctive Transportation 0 i i
p Bikeway - Class 2 17 6 (75% of active transportation
projects)
Bikeway - Class 3 or Unspecified 29 1
Pedestrian Improvements 1
Capacity Enhancement (arterial) 3 5
Intersection Improvement 1 49 178
ITS/Operational Improvements (arterial) 4 40 (89% of arterial projects)
State of Good Repair 36 3
28
Highwa ITS/Operational Improvements (highwa 32 ] ]
S P P igheay) (34% of highway projects)
Bus Replacement/Transit Maintenance/ 3 9
Transit Operations
0 . .
New Bus 6 (31% of transit projects)
Total 73 165 51 Total Projects: 289

Table 4.1 Near-Term Projects (Estimated Less than 5 Years)

Mid-Term Projects Scenario

Highway projects make up nearly half of the mid-term project scenario, as shown in Table 4.2. Many of these types of improvements, such as adding express
lanes, ramp improvements, and soundwalls are larger infrastructure undertakings that require numerous levels of approval, years of planning, environmental
review and major construction. A number of transit projects, 52%, are also considered mid-term including Metrolink commuter rail enhancements, new BRT, and

transit centers and park and ride facilities. New BRT, HOV/Express lanes, bridge and grade separation, new sidewalk/trail, complete streets and class one or four

bikeways are top tier projects that will improve accessibility, mobility, sustainability, and safety of the corridor and could likely be completed in five to fifteen years.




Evaluation Tier

Project Type Project Subtype Bottom Middle Top Total
Active Transportation Bike/Ped Bridges 3 23
Bikeway - Class 1 or 4 12 (25% of all active
Complete Streets 7 transportation proj-
- - ects)
New Sidewalk/Trail 1
Arterial Corridor Improve- 21 23
ment (1% of all arterial
Bridge and Grade Separa- 2 projects)
tion
Goods Movement Goods Movement, Logistics 1 1
and Technology (13% of all goods
movement projects)
Auxiliary Lane 4 54
HOV/HOT/Express Lanes 14 (57% of all highway
Integrated Corridor Man- 3 projects)
agement
Interchange Enhancement 8
Ramp Improvements 22
Soundwalls 3
Transit Metrolink Commuter Rail 1 15
Program Enhancements (52% of all transit
New BRT 3 projects)
Transit Centers/Park and 9
Ride/Bus stations/Bus stops
29 46 4 Total Projects: 116

Table 4.2 Mid-Term Projects (Estimated 5 to 15 years)




Long-Term Projects Scenario

There are far fewer projects that could take more than 15 years to implement. Among these 20 projects, there are major highway capacity enhancements, grade
separations and crossings, and new rail projects. Capacity enhancement projects generally fall in the lower tier because they do not tend to advance sustainability
in the same way as alternative modes. However, new rail facilities address more of the multimodal objectives of the study, so they performed higher despite their

longer timeframe for implementation.

Evaluation Tier

Project Type Project Subtype Bottom Middle Top Total

Goods Movement Grade separation and crossing projects i (8% of goods m(:vement projects)
Highway Capacity Enhancement 8 (9% of all hig1h(\)/vay projects)
Transit New Rail ° (17% of tran5sit projects)
Total 8 i 5 Total Projects: 20

Table 4.3 Long-term Projects (Estimated 15 or More Years)

Scenario Cost Estimates

Each near-, mid-, and long-term scenario requires billions of dollars of funding to implement. Taken together, the resulting project costs are sizable and will require
generous funding. Recent project costs for similar projects were applied to each project, where feasible, to produce an order of magnitude cost estimate. Figure
4.2 displays estimated funding need by scenario. Note that the project improvements scenarios and the associated cost estimates include projects that are not
located entirely within the boundaries of the study area, but will benefit mobility within the study area. These include, for example, proposed improvements on
parallel and connecting freeways such as SR-91, 1-605 and [-710. Similarly, for several major transit projects, they will connect to the study area, but some or most
of their extent will fall outside of the study area itself. These will be important transportation options for residents and visitors to the |-105 CSS area, but again are
not located entirely in the 3-mile area around |-105. To the extent feasible, the cost estimates are proportioned to include just the portion of the project that falls
within the 1-105 CSS area. For example, while the I-710 corridor improvement project is several hillion dollars in cost, only the proportion located in this study area

is included. This was done to more accurately represent the proportionate cost of improvements that will benefit the study area without including the entire cost

of major regional projects which will also benefit other portions of the region.




Near-Term Cost Estimates

Near-term projects have the lowest total cost, when compared with other scenarios, despite making up nearly a quarter of the identified projects. This is reflective
of the relative ease of implementation for these projects and the lower lead time and amount of review, design, and other associated costs. Across categories,
near-term highway projects result in the largest total cost, while the seven transit projects have the lowest total cost within the category. The highway projects’
higher costs stem from the many ITS improvements, like signal upgrades, which have high unit costs and are often not limited to a single roadway. The total esti-

mated order of magnitude cost for near term projects is over $3.5 billion.

Mid-Term Cost Estimates

Mid-term projects have a combined total cost of 10.5 billion dollars. The transit category has by far the highest total costs for mid-term projects, despite having
just 17 projects with estimated costs. Many of the highest cost projects are new BRT projects that could be implemented in the mid-term but often require sub-

stantial funding from a number of sources and extend for long distances.

$768M

$121M  $164M

Mid-Term
Total: $10.50 billion

Long-Term

Near-Term

Total: $3.65 billion Total: $6.89 hillion

$6,020M

. Active Transportation Arterial . Goods Movement . Highway . Transit

Figure 4.2 Funding Need by Scenario ($ millions)

*Notz/e' th%t sog]e projects were not included in the cost estimates for various reasons including lack of sufficient project detail or description, or if the project is more programmatic
or policy based.
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